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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to identify the multiple factors that are utilized by accountability
models and to identify the perceptions of Indiana educators in regard to what these professional
educators believe should be utilized to assess school accountability. No Child Left Behind and
the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) accountability model frameworks have had an impact on
all public schools in the United States. Under AYP, high stakes testing results are utilized to
provide acknowledgement to schools that meet pre-established thresholds, as well as to provide
consequences for schools that fail to meet these requirements. This study is significant because
it measures the perceptions of educators in what variables they believe should be utilized to
determine whether or not schools meet specific accountability thresholds. Potential reliability
issues that are correlated to specific accountability models can be identified through the analysis
of the composite score differences between the different accountability variables. Descriptive
statistics, one-way ANOV As, and a simple multiple regression were used to analyze and
disseminate the data collected for this study. This study was conducted by administering an
electronic survey to all public school K-12 teachers, principals, and superintendents throughout
Indiana.

A 17-item accountability perception survey was created to quantitatively measure the
opinions and perceptions of teachers, principals, and superintendents as to the variables used
measure school accountability. A total of 746 educators submitted responses to the Perception of

Variables Utilized to Effectively Measure School Accountability Survey. Statistical analysis of



v
the data included descriptive analysis for selected items as well as inferential analysis that
included one-way ANOV As and a simple multiple regression. The composite score was
tabulated from the survey to determine if significant differences existed among dependent
variables that included position type, locality, socioeconomic level, and school letter grade
received from the Indiana Department of Education. By collecting the responses of teachers,
principals, and superintendents, a composite score was determined as to the perceptions of the
variables utilized to measure school accountability. A one-way ANOVA found a statistically
significant difference among the composite scores when separated by position type. The teacher
composite mean scores were significantly lower than the principal and superintendent composite
scores. A one-way ANOVA found no statistically significant differences between locality
(urban, suburban, rural), socio-economic level (0%—33%, 34%—67%, 68%—100%), or school
letter grade received by the Indiana Department of Education (A, B, C, D or F) and the
accountability variable composite scores. A multiple regression analysis determined that
demographic factors (locality, number of years at current building, socioeconomic status, school
size, Indiana A—F letter grade) do not serve as significant predictors of the composite scores for

principals.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
Perspectives Regarding School Accountability

Three days after taking the office of President of the United States, George W. Bush
introduced his administration’s agenda for education reform known as No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) that was described as the cornerstone of the Bush administration (United States
Department of Education [USDOE], 2002). The passage of NCLB (2002) marked an
instrumental change in educational policy at the federal level. This change put an emphasis on
accountability rather than an emphasis on standards and assessment. Standards and assessment
are a critical component in NCLB; however, these items were used as a catalyst for schools,
districts, and states to focus on every student’s academic achievement. The goal of NCLB was
to “ensure that all students showed academic proficiency on state’s academic achievement
standards and state academic assessments by 2013-14” (NCLB, 2002, p. 2).

President Bush stressed his profound confidence in U.S. public schools but shared an
even deeper concern that “far too many of our neediest children are being left behind” (USDOE,
2002, p. 1). This was despite the fact that since the 1965 passage of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), nearly $200 billion in federal spending has gone toward
public schools. Contrary to prior ESEA reauthorizations, the provisions set forth by NCLB were

to become effective immediately after the enactment of the NCLB in January 2002 (Marion et



al., 2002). This provision required states to implement the majority of the changes outlined in
NCLB by the beginning of the current school year.

The intention of the NCLB Act (2002) was to further support the Title I accountability
framework by requiring states to implement statewide accountability systems that would oversee
all public schools and students. Under NCLB all students, by 2013-2014, are expected to attain
specific proficiency levels in mathematics and reading and language arts. All students can be
defined as students, regardless of race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, gender, disability, or
English proficiency (CTB/McGraw-Hill, 2002; National Association of School Boards of
Education, 2002).

As a means of measuring if each student meets academic proficiency, NCLB requires
both schools and districts to make adequate yearly progress (AYP). NCLB quantifies AYP by
utilizing annual measurable objectives (AMO). The AMO can be described as the proportion of
students in a specific group that meet or exceed the proficient level on a standardized assessment.
Per NCLB, an educational institution can be only be classified as to meeting AYP if the entire
student population and each of the six subgroups, mentioned above, are able to meet the required
AMO. As a means of accountability, academic institutions that are unable to meet the AYP
requirements for two or more consecutive years will potentially face consequences
(CTB/McGraw-Hill, 2002; National Association of School Boards of Education, 2002).

For the past 13 years, NCLB has been a critical topic in the educational profession.
Proponents of NCLB argue that this relentless insistence of 100% proficiency gives educators,
parents, and students a common goal (Imms, 2008). It is also argued that educational institutions
that are failing students should be held accountable (Imms, 2008). In contrast, opponents of

NCLB claim that this law actually leaves students even farther behind. The majority of the



criticism to NCLB can be related to the methods utilized in the determining of AYP (Doran &
[zumi, 2004).
Statement of Purpose for the Study

NCLB was designed around one critical issue in education—accountability. The NCLB
reform is a set of accountability standards for educational institutions set forth by the USDOE in
response to the concern that students were not achieving. This study examined a portion of the
NCLB accountability system, along with alternative accountability models, in an attempt to
identify which variables members of the education profession believe should be utilized. Under
NCLB, schools are held accountable through a measurement of student achievement levels in
both the school and school district. The philosophical focus on every student meeting ambitious
academic goals to close the achievement gap under NCLB has been commended (Borowski &
Sneed, 2006; Chubb, 2005; Guilfoyle, 2006; Haycock, 2006; Hess, 2006; Hess & Petrilli, 2006;
Lewis, 2006; Staiger, Geppert, & Kane, 2002). According to Guskey (2007), educational leaders
should embrace accountability that focuses on student achievement to improve the quality of
education in school, as a positive aspect of NCLB.

As a means of measuring that every student is learning, NCLB utilized AYP. AYP is an
example of a status based accountability system that compares a subgroup’s level or school’s
level of student proficiency at one point in time to an existing target level. AYP was widely
accepted because it provided the public with an easy to understand snapshot of a subgroup or
school’s academic performance at a given time. However, criticisms of the AYP model led to
further exploration of what data should be collected, as well as additional models that exist that
could better assess student achievement. This study analyzed the effectiveness of the AYP

accountability measurement system by comparing this system to alternative accountability



models and its variables used.

In response to criticisms toward AYP, along with others, the USDOE granted states a
level of flexibility to NCLB. Most relevant to this study, is the flexibility that focuses on the use
of different accountability models rather than the sole focus on the AYP status model. This
study analyzed and compared different accountability models and the variables used, utilizing
survey results from Indiana teachers, principals, and superintendents, to ascertain if there is a
relationship in the belief of what variables should be used. The sample size also looked for a
relationship in common responses grouped by socioeconomic status (SES), position type,
location type, and each school/district’s accountability grade.

This study evaluated educators’ perceptions in regard to multiple accountability variables
that could be utilized to deem a school effective or ineffective. This was measured using
quantitative data analyses. Recent research has suggested that reliability issues exist due to the
lack of consistency with utilizing AYP to measure school accountability (Elmore, 2002;
Guilfoyle, 2006; Linn & Haug, 2002; Maleyko & Gawlik, 2011; Porter, Linn, & Trimble, 2005;
Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008; Staiger et al., 2002; Wiley, Mathis, & Garcia, 2005). Linn (2008)
argued that a state’s ability to identify a successful school or a failing school may be inconsistent
due to the methodology that is utilized by the state to measure AYP rather than the actual
effectiveness of schools. This study focused on the variables that are used to measure school
accountability and their significance as indicators of school performance. The NCLB Act of
2001 requires states to establish an accountability system that is both valid and reliable (NCLB,
2002). As evidenced by ongoing policy debates, the question of what, who, and how to measure

school performance continues to plague the validity of NCLB (Gong, Perie, & Dunn, 2006).



Significance of the Study

NCLB (2002) and the AYP accountability model framework have an impact on all public
schools in the United States. Under AYP, high stakes testing results are utilized to provide
acknowledgement to schools that meet pre-established thresholds, as well as to provide
consequences for schools that fail to meet these requirements. This study is significant because
it measures the perceptions of educators in what variables they believe should be utilized to
determine whether or not schools meet specific accountability thresholds. Potential reliability
issues that are correlated to specific accountability models can be identified through the analysis
of the composite score differences between the different accountability variables. The findings
of this study could have significant implications in regard to the choice of specific accountability
variables by states, specifically Indiana. Identifying schools that are ineffective and finding
ways to assist schools in improving is at the heart of accountability. The use of different
accountability variables has the potential to define school effectiveness in different ways.
Therefore, schools can be defined effective in one specific model and be held to a completely
different set of standards in another model, resulting in being deemed ineffective. By
highlighting the best procedures for determining effective/ineffective schools and identifying
variables that have consistent outcomes for all Indiana schools will be of methodological
importance.

With the increased utilization of student performance as a means of holding educational
institutions accountable, as witnessed within NCLB (2002), states should have a reliable
accountability system that can accurately and fairly measure schools. Included in this study is
scientific data regarding the reliability of using specific accountability variables. This study

compared different accountability variables, as well as the beliefs of Indiana educators on which



variables should be utilized and the findings should have specific implications regarding
educational accountability policy choices for Indiana legislators. The impact of NCLB
legislation continues to grow, and the continued reauthorization of specific provisions within
NCLB proves that it will continue to be a part of accountability within education for the future.
This information could be useful in determining if NCLB reform, and its flexibility, is meeting
the goals that were set out by the legislature at both the federal and state levels.
Research Questions

According to Creswell (2003), “Quantitative research questions inquire about the
relationships among variables that the investigator seeks to know” (p. 132). The study consisted
of six research questions. Each question addressed a specific grouping of survey responses.
This study utilized the data collected from a quantitative survey sent to all Indiana teachers,
principals and superintendents. Question 1 looked at the current perceptions of Indiana
educators of the variables used in various accountability models. Question 2 looked at the
differences in composite scores based on of the position type of each respondent. Question 3
addressed the differences in composite scores and the school or district accountability grade.
Question 4 utilized a school or district’s socioeconomic status to observe differences in survey
results. Question 5 compared the results of composite scores for survey respondents based on
location type. Finally, Question 6 addressed the ability to predict the accountability composite
scores utilizing five different variables.

1. What are the current perceptions of Indiana educators on the variables in various

accountability systems?
2. Is there a significant difference in the accountability composite score based on the

type of position of the respondents?



3. Is there a significant difference in the accountability composite score based on the
school or district’s accountability grade?

4. Is there a significant difference in the accountability composite score based on the
school or district’s socioeconomic level?

5. Is there a significant difference in the accountability composite score based on the
school or district’s location type?

6. Does school socioeconomic status level, school or enrollment size, years in current
position as a principal, school location, and school accountability grade serve as
predictors of the composite score?

Null Hypotheses

Hol. There is no significant difference on the accountability composite score based on

educational position type.

Ho2. There is no significant difference on the perception composite score based on

accountability letter grade received.

Ho3. There is no significant difference on the perception composite score based on SES

level.

Ho4. There is no significant difference on the perception composite score based on the

school or district’s location type.

Ho5. The socioeconomic status level, school enrollment size, years in current position as

principal, location, and current school accountability grade does not serve as predictors of the

composite score.



Limitations of the Study
1. The Indiana teacher, principal, and superintendent e-mail database was gathered from
the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE). The accuracy of this database could
not be assured.

2. The accuracy of the respondents could not be controlled.

Delimitations of the Study

1. Only K-12 teachers, principals, and superintendents employed during the 2014-15

school year in Indiana were surveyed.

2. The enrollment in their schools, specific socioeconomic levels, and the number of

years in their current position were the only controls for principals.

3. The school accountability letter grade utilized data from the 2012-2013 school year.

Definition of Terms

End of course assessment (ECA): The ISTEP+, criterion-referenced assessments
developed specifically for students completing their instruction in Algebra I, Biology I, or
English 10.

Growth models: The growth model is a type of accountability model utilized to measure
student growth over a period of time. Growth is measured by observing the change in score from
one year to the other. The actual growth is then compared to a prescribed expected growth
(Goldschmidt et al., 2005; Yu, 2007).

Improvement models: An improvement model compares the change in student or district
proficiency at two points in time (Goldschmidt et al., 2005; Riddle, 2005; Yu, 2007). The
difference between the proficiency levels provides a measure of improvement.

Principal: A principal refers to a person who has direct authority over a school consistent



with district policy, goals, and objectives.

Safe Harbor: The secondary indicator of school performance under NCLB. According to
Goldschmidt et al. (2005), Safe Harbor is utilized if a school fails to make AYP for a given
school year, yet reduces the number of students scoring below proficiency by 10% from the
previous year’s comparable group (Riddle, 2005).

School accountability models: Accountability models target either the procedures or
outcomes of education. Specific goals are identified and procedures are identified for measuring
whether the goal is met.

School accountability variables: The specific criteria used for determining whether the
goal has been met. These variables “can include specific determinations of ways that the goal
may and may not be met” (Thurlow, 2009, p. 1).

Status models: The status accountability model utilizes student achievement data at one
point in time, and compares that data with a pre-established target (Goldschmidt et al., 2005; Yu,
2007).

Superintendent.: The superintendent is person who is the leader of a school district or
corporation.

Teacher: A teacher is a person whose responsibility is to teach students.

Value-added models: Similar to growth models, value-added attempt to measure both
teaching and learning. By utilizing multiple variables and looking at growth throughout the
history of the student, connections are made to the impact a teacher or school had on a particular
student (Lissitz, Doran, Schafer, & Willhoft, 2006).

Summary

Focusing on educators in the state of Indiana, this study utilized a quantitative design to
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measure the current perceptions on the variables utilized in various accountability systems. In an
attempt to identify relationships, the perceptions were disaggregated by additional response
variables: educator position type, SES level, location type, and the 2012 — 2013 Indiana A — F
Accountability designation. The purpose of this study was to identify the multiple factors that
are utilized by these accountability models and to identify the perceptions of Indiana educators in
regard to what they believe should be utilized to assess school accountability.

Chapter 2 of this study provides a historical examination of the accountability movement
throughout the United States. This chapter also examines the evolution of accountability models
from the beginning of NCLB (2002) to present. Additionally, this chapter examines the
historical perspective of three specific geographic locations (Indiana, Colorado, and Tennessee
and their transformations to their accountability systems. Finally, Chapter 2 examines common
variables utilized in different accountability models and the impact of these variables on the
accountability outcomes. The research that is referenced includes empirical studies and
theoretical references from researchers who addressed the implementation of accountability
models by, both, the federal and state governments. A thorough examination of the research was
conducted to analyze the perspectives that support the design of this study.

Chapter 3 provides a detailed description of the research methodology. This
methodology consists of a quantitative analysis of survey results gathered from Indiana
educators. The quantitative analysis provides answers to the each of the research questions.
Chapters 4 and 5 reveal the findings of this study and recommend future research studies as it

relates to measuring school accountability.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Divided into four main sections, this chapter focuses on (a) the historical progress of
school accountability, (b) NCLB legislation, (c) state-specific school accountability systems, and
(d) studies that compare variables that are commonly used in accountability models. Section 1
looks at the history of the accountability reform movement. School accountability began as an
attempt to measure and monitor the performance of individual schools and then morphed into
school accountability when the results of standardized testing were attached. The transformation
of school accountability has taken place due to several major events. These include the
“publication of the Coleman Report (1966), the creation of The National Assessment of
Education Progress (NAEP), the publication of A Nation at Risk” (Yu, 2007, p. 14), and the
creation and multiple renewals of the ESEA (1965). Also examined are the positives as well as
the negatives of attaching standardized testing to accountability.

Section 2 is an examination of the NCLB Act of 2001 (NCLB; 2002). This section
identifies accountability provisions found in NCLB as well as acknowledges criticisms of
NCLB. Finally, this section also examines various flexibility options granted under NCLB.

Section 3 addresses the shift in accountability systems in the state of Indiana, Tennessee,
and Colorado. The state of Indiana was selected due to its use of the Indiana A — F growth

model. The state of Colorado has gone through an extensive shift in their accountability
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framework. Finally, the state of Tennessee has been utilizing a value-added model for a number
of years in which multiple variables are observed.

Section 4 examines common variables utilized in different accountability models and the
impact of these variables on the accountability outcomes. The overall findings among this
research are that the utilization of simple variables, like yearly snapshots of student performance,
provides distorted information about the overall effectiveness educational institutions. The
utilization of multiple variables, such as a growth model or value-added model, provides an
alternative option to measure school accountability.

A Historical Overview of School Accountability

Tracing the origin of school accountability can be difficult. Basic methods of addressing
school accountability began to appear as early as the 19th century with the creation of tax-
supported public schools. According to Cuban (2004), community members were elected to
serve as trustees on local school boards. In this position, members were duty-bound to “ensure
that public school children were adequately housed, taught and supplied with learning materials”
(Yu, 2007, p. 15). More of the focus of school accountability was directed on how money was
spent, rather than student learning. The quality of schools was defined as “one that efficiently
provided students access to adequate buildings, staff and materials” (Cuban, 2004, p. 28).

Equitable access to resources was the main focus of initial educational reform. The
general belief held that more supplies, higher quality textbooks, newer facilities, and higher
teacher salaries would assist in fixing the gaps within America’s schools. However, three high
profile events led to the focus on school accountability. The release of Coleman’s (1966)

Equality of Educational Opportunity study, the creation and implementation of the NAEP, and
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the publication of 4 Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983)
which brought school accountability to the forefront of public education.
The Equality of Educational Opportunity of 1966 Study

Interest in student achievement-based accountability can be traced back to the Equality of
Educational Opportunity of 1966 report by author and sociologist James Coleman. Authorized
by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in 1966, The Equality of Educational
Opportunity Study (EEOS) was conducted to assess the availability of equal educational
resources to students of all races, religions, colors, and national origins. The EEOS study is
often referred to as the Coleman Study. Conducted in response to requirements set forth in the
Civil Rights Act (1964), the Coleman Study served as one of the first examples of educational
policy being made around the results of data instrument. The EEOS analyzed test scores and
survey responses obtained from first-, third-, sixth-, ninth-, and 12th-grade students, and survey
responses from educators. Utilizing a national sample of schools in the United States, data
included student age, gender, race and ethnic identity, socioeconomic background, attitudes
toward learning, education and career goals, and racial attitudes (Coleman, 1966). Also included
in this report were performance scores from various standardized tests that assessed verbal skills,
nonverbal associations, reading comprehension, and mathematics (Coleman, 1966).

In this report, Coleman (1966) compared the distribution and opportunities among
children of different races. Also located in this report was an in-depth examination of outcomes
in student achievement scores in regard to race. Contrary to perceptions at the time, the Coleman
Study found that the home environment and family background had a larger impact on student
achievement than the provided educational resources (Coleman, 1966). This report marked a

shift in education, which had previously looked at equity and accountability at the resource, or
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input level, to a concentration on student learning, or output. This led research to focus on the

effect that school resources had on student achievement (Ravitch, 1983). The Coleman Study

led to national conversations centered around the inequalities students came to school with and
ways to overcome these disparities (Coleman, 1966).

The response to the Coleman report brought forth new views in regard to education and
social class. As Marshall (1998) remarked,

Coleman himself later argued that the most important research findings of the study were

twofold. First, it showed that variations in school quality (as indexed by the usual

measures such as per pupil expenditure, size of school library, and so on) showed little
association with levels of educational attainment, when students of comparable social
backgrounds were compared across schools. (Differences in students’ family
backgrounds, by comparison, showed a substantial association with achievement.)

Second, a student’s educational attainment was not only related to his or her own family

background, but also (less strongly) to the backgrounds of the other students in the

school. (in intro to quote, para. 2)

After the Coleman report, student achievement and proficiency, along with resources,
became the focus of educational reformers. According to Ravitch, “reformers advanced a
broader array of proposals, many which sought changes in performance rather than increases in
resources” (as cited in Evers & Walberg, 2002, p. 15). Policymakers and school and community
officials began experimenting with different structural changes of the education system that were
intended to have an impact on student performance, or outcome. These changes included the
decentralization of schools, offering school choice to parents, as well as contracting with private

companies to deliver services to students of low-income areas. Again, another first in education
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occurred, in that the whole concept of education was being questioned and the structural design
was challenged. These challenges were exacerbated by a call for more in-depth reviews of
student achievement data. This request for additional data led to Congress authorizing NAEP.
The National Assessment of Educational Progress
The role of the federal government in education increased dramatically during the 1960s.
Following the assassination of John F. Kennedy in 1963, Lyndon Johnson won a landslide
victory in the presidential election on the platform of the Great Society. With his vow to fight a
war on poverty, President Johnson was able to pass the ESEA of 1965. ESEA helped pave the
way to allow the federal government to intervene in what was once a state dominated education
system. During the 1960s, concerns about ways to assess students reflected the growing interest
in accountability with the federal government. As a provision of ESEA, the federal government
began planning and developing a national system for assessing student ability and knowledge.
A former dean of the Harvard School of Education, Francis Keppel played an
instrumental role in the creation of NAEP test. As the U.S. Commissioner of Education, Keppel
was frustrated with the department’s inability to identify the effects of resources on student
achievement. As Keppel (1966) remarked,
It became clear that American education had not yet faced up to the question of how to
determine the quality of academic performance in the schools. There was a lack of
information. Without a reporting system that alerted state or federal authorities to the
need for support to shore up educational weakness, programs had to be devised on the
basis of social and economic data. . . . Economic reports existed on family needs, but no
data existed to supply similar facts on the quality and condition of what children learned.

The nation could find out about school buildings or discover how many years children
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stay in school; it had no satisfactory way of assessing whether the time spent in school

was effective. (pp. 108-109)

In the spring of 1969, the first NAEP data collection was a trial assessment of the
citizenship, science, and writing performance of 17-year-old in-school students. During the fall
of that same year, assessment data of 9- and 13-year-old students as well as out-of-school 17-
year-olds were collected. The NAEP framework described the content and skills measured on
NAEP assessments as well as the design of the assessment. They provided both the what and the
how for national assessment. The NAEP assessment is, currently, the only national assessment
that is used to measure what students in the United States know and can do in specific subject
arecas. However, as Peterson and West (2003) stated, “But even though it was designed so as not
to inform anyone about how individual schools were doing, NAEP, ironically, would prove to be
a key mechanism in hastening the accountability movement forward” (p. 5).

The results of NAEP, including information on student performance, are published as
The Nation’s Report Card. These data are often broken down into specific subcategories, such
as age, race, socioeconomic status, and demographics. As part of NCLB (2002) provisions, an
annual assessment of content standards in reading, mathematics, and science is required to be
administered by each specific state. NCLB also requires that students in Grades 4 and 8 must
take the NAEP assessment in reading and mathematics every other year if their specific state
receives Title I funding. Educational institutions that administer the NAEP assessment do so in
same way nationwide. By following the same protocol and asking the same questions across the
nation, NAEP provides a common measurement of student progress and makes it possible for
comparisons of states data to be made. The results attained from the NAEP assessments, along

with individual state assessments, give entities the ability to monitor academic progress and
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develop ways to improve education in America.
A Nation at Risk

After analyzing data from the NAEP examinations, a federal report by the National
Commission on Excellence in Education was issued. This report, entitled A Nation at Risk, was
published in April 1983. A Nation at Risk asserted that American “students were not studying
the right subjects, were not working hard enough, and were not learning enough. Their schools
suffered from slack and uneven standards. Many of their teachers were ill-prepared” (Finn,
1989, p. 17). A Nation at Risk cautioned that “our social structure would crack, our culture
erode, our economy totter, [and] our national defenses weaken” (Finn, 1989, p. 17) if work to
change the structure of the current education system in the United States did not immediately
take place.

Called “the most important education reform document of the 20th century” by education
historian Diane Ravitch (Toppo, 2004), A Nation at Risk identified many areas that raised
concerns about the American education system and predicted that America would soon be
consumed by a “rising tide of mediocrity in elementary and secondary school” (Kantrowitz,
1993, p. 46). A complete overhaul of public education was called for. 4 Nation at Risk has
catapulted education into an enduring topic on the national stage, rather than just a local and state
issue. Every president, since this publication, has included educational reform in his political
agenda. “The business community, weary of having to run its own remedial programs, [has also]
joined the crusade for a better-trained work force to compete in a global economy” (Kantrowitz,
1993, p. 46). With education in the public spotlight, many states and local governing bodies
have pushed for comprehensive education-reform. This legislation adds to graduation

requirements, require teachers to take content area exams, redesign teacher licensing
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requirements, decrease the average class size, and much more (Finn, 1989). Along with these

changes, calls for the increase in average student spending, as well as the belief that raising

teacher salaries would have an effect on student achievement were also results brought on by this

report. A Nation at Risk served as an eye-opening spark to the national education reform debate.
Goals 2000

In 1992, Bill Clinton was elected president. President Clinton was a popular Democratic
governor of Arkansas who participated in the 1989 education summit and was an advocate for
the creation of educational goals at the national level. Clinton’s first legislative proposal was
called Goals 2000: The Educate America Act (Educate America Act, 1993). Goals 2000 was
introduced in 1993 and believed to have been influenced by the National Council on Education
Standards and Testing, the Goals Panel, and the experience of states already implementing
educational reform (Roe, 2009). Aligning with the National Education Goals Panel’s six
national standards, Congress approved legislation along with two additional goals, which
focused on teacher quality and parental responsibility (Educate America Act, 1993). According
to Roe (20006), early advocates of the national goals wanted the focus of Goals 2000 to be
focused solely on student performance. Thus, the addition of teacher quality and parental
responsibility was met with opposition. In February 1994, and a year into President Clinton’s
first term, The Goals 2000 legislation passed.

The Goals 2000 framework was considered a grant program utilized by states to support
the development of content specific standards and assessments. Also located in the framework
was financial support to assist school districts with implementing standards-based reform.
Legislation did not consider Goals 2000 a direct federal program, thus sparse regulation existed

to oversee its implementation. Many states were already working toward systematic reform and
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Goals 2000 was an attempt to show support for these efforts. Under Goals 2000, any state that
was attempting to work toward the concept of a standards-based, systemic reform movement and
had a planning process in place to support this movement could receive funding. Unlike previous
federal programs that targeted specific subject areas or groups of students, Goals 2000 was
unusual in that it supported reform strategies that focused on the development of state standards
and the assessments needed to measure progress toward them (Roe, 2009). It required that most
of the funds go toward the implementation of state standards at the local school or district level.
The reliance of Goals 2000 on state-by-state initiatives meant that its impact varied
greatly between states, between districts and even between schools (Superfine, 2005). When
considering the fact that the majority of financial support had to be spent at the district level
along with the sheer number of districts, funding was not readily available to move resources to
districts that were already struggling. Furthermore, difficulties in creating support for teachers to
develop, implement and utilize the new standards began to occur. This, again, was due in part to
the nearly 5,000 districts distributing a relatively small amount of funds. In 1997, the Urban
Institute initiated a study (Hannaway, 1997) that analyzed the use of Goals 2000 grant money.
Their study found that schools who struggled with the implementation of standards-based reform
were typically small and/or high-poverty districts (Hannaway, 1997). Specifically, districts
reported struggling with understanding the standards-based education reform process and lacked
the resources necessary to seek out support. It is also noted that high-poverty districts were
informed and aware of the federal program; however, these districts felt they did not have the
expertise to provide technical assistance to schools or connect to essential information on this

topic (Hannaway, 1997).
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Small districts also struggled to adapt to the standards-based reform movement. Similar
to schools servicing high numbers of students from poverty, data suggests that small schools
lacked the expertise and information needed to adjust to the standards-based reform movement.
Even though some local districts experienced difficulties, Goals 2000 was instrumental in
providing the funding to support the development and implementation of the standards-based
reform movement. State governors and business leaders worked with local education agencies to
develop these educational reforms. Initially, the funding for Goals 2000 was set at $94 million in
1994. However, with staunch support from education and business groups, funding soared to
$490 million by 1999. Overall, the standards-based reform movement received close to $2
billion in funding through Goals 2000. Historically, education funding had been primarily
funded through each individual state. With this in mind, some states initially turned down
federal funding through Goals 2000. However, within the first two years of the legislation
passing, 48 states accepted federal grants. Within three years, more than 5,000 school districts
across the country accepted Goals 2000 funding to address standards-based reform.

Improving America’s School Act of 1994 (1994)

In conjunction with Goals 2000, President Clinton moved forward with proposals for the
reauthorization of ESEA, now called Improving America’s Schools Act or IASA (1965). Prior
to modifying ESEA, the President wanted to setup the framework for new state standards and
test. Fearful that any additional funding that was acquired for Goals 2000 would be used to
support only Title I (under ESEA), it was critical to President Clinton that Goals 2000 and IASA
not be combined together. The intent of both bills was a much broader systemic reform that
would support all schools (Roe, 2006). President Clinton triumphed. Goals 2000 was passed,

and in October 1994, IASA was signed into law.
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Under previous authorizations of ESEA (1965), Title I provisions allowed states to use
different academic standards for economically disadvantaged students than the ones used for
regular students. These standards were often less rigorous than the normal standards. With the
passage of IASA, all students, both Title I and non-Title I, were required to meet the new
standards being created through Goals 2000. The combination of both pieces of legislature
helped states move forward with standard-based reform for all public-school students by
directing close to $11 billion into federal grants (Roe, 2006).

A clear focus on the standards of learning led to IASA to receive support from both
Republicans and Democrats in a bipartisan fashion. According to Roe (2006),

The education and business communities and the Commission on Chapter 1 (currently

known as Title I), whose report described the Chapter 1 program as focusing mostly on

low-level programs with little accountability for improved outcomes among

disadvantaged students, were extremely supportive of this new law. (p. 67)
With the passage of IASA, Title I (formerly Chapter 1) started servicing low-achieving and low-
income students as one of the largest federal grants program ever. This outcome was viewed as
one of the most significant utilizations of federal power in educational policy; power that had
previously been held at the local and state level (P.L. 103-382). IASA and Goals 2000 became
“the largest single federal funding stream for elementary and secondary education, depending on
state and local decisions around standards, testing, teacher training, curriculum, and
accountability” (Roe, 2006, p. 67).

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
On January 8, 2002, President Bush signed his reauthorization of ESEA, NCLB (2002),

into law. All 50 states quickly became faced with an unprecedented challenge. NCLB called for
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the implementation of a prescribed accountability model with the goal that all students would

achieve grade-level proficiency within 12 years. Traditionally, education had been controlled
and regulated by each specific state. However, with the passage of NCLB in 2002, the federal
government powerfully invested themselves in public school accountability.

Intending to strengthen Title I accountability, NCLB (2002) required states to implement
a statewide accountability system that assessed the performance of all public schools and
students. Under NCLB all students, by 2013-2014, are expected to attain specific proficiency
levels in mathematics and reading and language arts. All students can be defined as: students,
regardless of race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, gender, disability, or English proficiency
(CTB/McGraw-Hill, 2002; National Association of State Boards of Education, 2002).

As a means of measuring if each student meets academic proficiency, NCLB (2002)
requires both schools and districts, to make AYP. NCLB quantifies AYP by utilizing AMO.
AMO can be described as the proportion of students in a specific group that meet or exceed the
proficient level on a standardized assessment. Per NCLB, a school or district can be only be
classified as to meeting AYP if the entire student population, as well as each specific subgroup
mentioned above, are able to meet the required AMO. Academic institutions may experience
potential consequences if they are unable to meet the AYP requirements for two or more
consecutive years (National Association of State Boards of Education, 2002).

Unlike previous reauthorizations of ESEA, provisions within NCLB (2002) became
effective in January, 2002 upon enactment of the law (Marion et al., 2002). Thus, NCLB
mandated that provisions be put in place, by states, for the beginning of the current school year.
It was clear that state and local educational institutions faced potential complications under

NCLB; however, the urgency of NCLB left these institutions unsure of what the requirements
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would be.

It was not until months after the enactment of NCLB (2002), that the USDOE gave
guidance meant to clarify the expectations of states in regard to standards, assessment, and
accountability. Furthermore, it was unclear how states would provide proof that they were in
compliance with the requirements set forth in NCLB. According to Erpenbach and Forte (2005),
states were very interested in learning more about the requirements that NCLB demanded for
accountability purposes. NCLB called for a set of standards and assessments that were more
rigorous than what was already in place; however, many states viewed them as an extension of
the previous requirement. There were very few “new ideas” in regard to standards and
assessments. More confusion arose as states developed accountability systems that met NCLB
requirements all while the USDOE was still in the process of creating their regulations. With
only two months remaining before states were required to submit their accountability plans for
federal review, the USDOE released the final requirements (Erpenbach & Forte, 2005).

Without a clear understanding of the requirements, accountability plans varied from state
to state. There was even confusion about specific strategies within states. For example,
(Erpenbach & Forte, 2005) stated that the calculation of AYP indicators was not clearly
explained in many of the state accountability models. Of particular concern was the varying
definition of numerators and denominators in the plans. Even with the differing strategies and
confusion, President Bush announced on June 10, 2003, that all of the state accountability plans
submitted for review had been approved.

When NCLB (2002) took effect, many of the states were still working toward meeting
the requirements set forth in IASA (1994). In fact, there were only approximately 17 states that

had been considered successful in meeting the IASA standards and assessment requirements.
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Many of the states were still finalizing their academic content standards and aligned assessments
that were to be in place for Grades 3-5, 6-9, and 10-12. With required submission to the
USDOE, states were scrambling to create detailed timelines for the development and
implementation of the additional provisions under NCLB.

The USDOE did not, directly, review individual state achievement standards; however,
the accountability framework introduced by NCLB (2002) was new. The new accountability
framework changed the context in which achievement standards were applied. States were given
the flexibility to set the bar for academic performance goals. By utilizing the percentage of
students meeting this pre-determined level of academic proficiency under AYP, where a state
sets the proficiency bar could impact whether or not a school or district meets the necessary
requirements (Erpenbach & Forte, 2005). During the development stage, according to Hoff
(2002), three states redefined their requirements of what was important for students to know and
how they were able to be considered proficient. Thus, changing their definition of proficiency.
As stated above, under the reauthorization of ESEA in 1994 (IASA) a completely different
accountability model was being utilized by states as they were setting their academic standards.

As discussed above, NCLB (2002) focused on the amount of students reaching AYP from
year to year. Under NCLB, states did not have many options when selecting indicators that were
used to calculate AYP. There were five indicators that states were required to use:

* Separate summary indicators for proficiency in reading or language arts,

* Separate summary indicators for proficiency in mathematics,

* Separate indicators of participation in reading or language arts assessments,

* Separate indicators of participation in mathematics, and

* At least one other academic indicators at the elementary and middle school levels and



25

at least graduation rate at the high school level. (NCLB, 2002)

The graduation rate at the high school level was intended to be narrowly defined. States
were able to submit an alternative to the Secretary of Education’s definition (Erpenbach & Forte,
2005). At the elementary and middle school levels, states were able to choose the final indicator.
States also had the freedom to include additional indicators that worked in unison with the
original five indicators. According to Erpenbach and Forte (2005), few states chose to add extra
indicators to their AYP model. NCLB did not define the AYP indicators as being independent or
dependent of each other. With that in mind, states varied in their calculations of AYP depending
on their view of the grouping of indicators. For example, some states identified school or
districts for improvement if they failed to meet the AYP target for one specific indicator two

years in a row. Figure 1 shows an example on how states could differ in their interpretation of

AYP indicators.
Pattern 1: Pattern 2:
The 2 indicators within a The 2 indicators within a
content area are independent content area are paired
Readin Reading Math Math Other
by Proﬂcignt Participation % Participation Academic AYP Outcome
° Rate Proficient Rate Indicator
Year
grtﬁ;eidpt;r:tiﬁes for ! X X In need of
improvement imprqv ement:
using pattern 1 Year X X X Reading only
2
g:rt\?ifzs_ for Yiaf X X In need of
improvement gmt)t:o;em;nt:
: oth Reading
::S% patterns 1 Yezar X X X and Math

Figure 1. State differences in AYP indicator interpretation. From Statewide educational
accountability under NCLB. Accountability systems and reporting state collaborative on

assessment and student standards paper by W. Erpenbach, E. Forte-Fast, & A. Potts, 2003, p.

17. Copyright 1993 by Council of Chief State School Officers.
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AYP determinations were required to be made prior to the beginning of each school year.
As part of the consequences under NCLB (2002), eligible parents and students were given the
option of public school choice or supplemental educational services if they attended a school that
failed to make AYP. For some states, the assessment used to measure proficiency was given in
late spring testing. Receiving the achievement data in the summer and notifying parents prior to
school year was a challenge. In these situations, some states decided to use preliminary data to
identify school or district accountability placements. The USDOE encouraged states to alter
their yearly assessment windows, along with make changes to their scoring and reporting
windows (Erpenbach et al., 2003). These changes could have impacted the decisions states
needed to make in regard to the type and quality of assessments given to students.

Criticisms of NCLB

Along with confusion about the implementation of NCLB (2002) and the effect it would
have on state assessments, NCLB also gained specific criticism for its dependence on the
utilization of AYP as the sole indicator school effectiveness. There are some researchers that
maintain that AYP is not a true measure when examining the performance of schools (Bryk,
Thum, Easton, & Luppescu, 1998; Choi, Goldschmidt, & Yamashiro, 2006, Choi, Seltzer,
Herman, & Yamashiro, 2004.) AYP is an example of a status based accountability system that
compares a subgroup’s level or school’s level of student proficiency at one point in time to an
existing target level. Doran and [zumi (2004) detailed the disadvantages of using such basic
measures.

Dating back to the 1960s, research of public schools in the United States has continued to
find that most of the variance in student achievement among different schools could be attributed

to the socioeconomic level of the school population (Teddlie, Reynolds, & Sammons, 2000).
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Doran and Izumi (2004) argued that AYP based on the basic statistical measures described above
provide misleading and invalid results that could also be considered a biased assessment.

Schools servicing a large population of poor students are put in an unfavorable position under the
AYP model. Even if students that come from high poverty families are exposed to the same
rigorous education as students from highly affluent families, research suggests that they will
continue to be less successful than their peers on standardized exams (Doran & Izumi, 2004).

Another disadvantage to the utilization of AYP is that it predominantly focuses on
students who are right above or below the pre-determined proficiency level. A school’s ability to
move this subgroup of students’ proficiency level does have an impact on AYP designation;
however, AYP does not take into account students far below the proficiency level showing
growth or students above the proficiency level pushing even higher. According to Doran and
Izumi (2004), the instructional needs of the middle-level group of students can often take
precedence over the needs of high-performing and low-performing students.

Finally, AYP provisions are believed to lead to an inadequate allocation of high quality
educators. “Attaching consequences to test results creates obvious incentives for teachers to
avoid schools that are likely to attain poor results” (J. E. Ryan, 2004, p. 974). The criticism
comes from the assumption that high quality teachers would choose to work at schools AYP is
more easily attained, and schools that struggle to meet AYP would “have to accept whoever is
left” (J. E. Ryan, 2004, p. 974). This choice would leave students at low-performing schools,
which research has connected to low socioeconomic factors, without quality educators which
further creates a disparity in the achievement gap.

In response to the above criticisms, along with others, the USDOE chose to allow for

some flexibility to the provisions of NCLB (2002). This study focused on the flexibility that
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allows for different accountability models to be utilized, rather than the sole focus on the AYP
status model.
Types of Accountability Models

Status Model

A status model is a type of accountability model that that compares a subgroup’s level or
school’s level of student proficiency at one point in time to an existing target level, as reflected
in Figure 2. As stated above, AYP under NCLB (2002) is an example of a status model that is
utilized to determine school accountability. In AYP, the established target is the AMO.
Accountability is measured based on the percentage of students reaching the specified level of
achievement for one specific year. The status model also analyzes whether the specific

subgroups of students did, or did not, meet the expected goal.

Status Model

The basic question under
this model is, “On average
how are students
performing this year?”
Annual Target There might also be a target

that schools must meet.
Status from \
Yearxisused @ —-——=—-=—--—--- —_————

with the status

from Yeary. for\‘T

“safe harbor”
in AYP.

I I
Yeary Yeary+1

Figure 2. Status model. From Policymakers’ guide to growth models for school accountability:
How do accountability models differ? by P. Goldschmidt, P. Roschewski, K. Choi, W. Autry, R.
Blank, & A. Williams, 2005, p. 3. Copyright 2005 by Council of Chief State School Officers.

The status model was widely accepted because it provided the public with an easy to

understand snapshot of a subgroup or school’s academic performance at a given time. However,
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the criticisms of the AYP model explained above have led to further exploration of what data
should be collected, as well as additional models that exist that could better assess student
achievement.

Improvement Model

As explained above, NCLB utilizes an identification of subgroups within a school to
monitor student achievement. The improvement model was an attempt, by NCLB, to address
subgroups of students that have shown struggles in the past, such as English language learning
(ELL) students or students within specific ethnic/racial groups. This type of accountability
model focused on students from low-socioeconomic backgrounds, students with limited English
proficiency, race/ethnicity, and students with disabilities by requiring separate reporting of
assessment results from each subgroup (Linn, 2005). The reporting of these disaggregated
groups was an effort to identify historically low-performing groups of students to ensure that
progress was monitored throughout the school year, thus, closing the achievement gap between
all students.

However, with the creation of additional subgroups, a school or district also increases
additional opportunities to fail to meet AYP. The school or district as a whole could miss the
AYP goal if a specific subgroup fails. Schools that service a large population of students with
special needs, diverse racial/ethnic groups, or ELL students, usually considered urban schools,
are placed in a potential disadvantage.

For example, in 2003, more than 75% of the 937 California schools reporting results for

two subgroups made their AYP target. In the same year, only 39% of the 291 schools

reporting results for six subgroups made their AYP target. (Linn, 2005, p. 7)

In an attempt to address these concerns, the Safe Harbor provision was included in
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NCLB (2002). Under Safe Harbor, a school may still meet AYP if a specific subgroup fails to
meet their achievement goal. A school can meet Safe Harbor requirements if (a) a school
decreases the percentage of students that score below proficiency by 10% from the year prior,
and (b) a subgroup is able to show improvement on other indicators (Linn, 2005). It is here that
the improvement model was utilized.

A status model compared student achievement scores for a specific year to an established
proficiency target (Figure 3). However, the comparison of status scores at two points in time can
be used to measure improvement. The improvement model is an example of how the status
model was transformed to address the received criticisms mentioned above. An improvement
model is a modification of the status model that was utilized to assess change between different
groups of students (Goldschmidt et al., 2005). For example, the performance of a group of 7th-
grade students from the current year would be compared to 7th-grade students from the year

prior. Figure 5 provides a visual representation of the improvement model.

Improvement Model The basic question under this
model is, “On average, are
students doing better this year as
compared to students in the same

Improvement grade last year?”
| I
Yeary Year

Figure 3. Improvement model. From Policymakers’ guide to growth models for school
accountability: How do accountability models differ? by P. Goldschmidt, P. Roschewski, K.
Choi, W. Autry, R. Blank, & A. Williams, 2005, p. 4. Copyright 2005 by Council of Chief State
School Officers.
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Growth Model

A main criticism of the improvement model was that the data used to hold schools
accountable consisted of different groups of students. The improvement model did not consider
the potential differences among students from year to year. This included differences in
socioeconomic makeup, an increase or decrease in students with disabilities, or simply, students
entering a specific grade with diverse prior achievement. In other words, the improvement
model was comparing two completely different groups with a specific set of data. In response,
the growth model of accountability was established.

An accountability model that measures the progress of the same students from year to
year is often considered a growth model. Student progress, or lack thereof, is typically observed
by tracking the achievement scores of an individual student or cluster of students from one year
to the next (Goldschmidt et al., 2005). For example, instead of comparing the current 7th-grade
proficiency level to the previous year’s 7th-grade proficiency level, the growth model compared

the 7th-grade proficiency level to the same group’s proficiency level in 8th grade (Figure 4).

Growth Model

(simplified “generic” example) The basic question under

this model is, “How much,
Performance after a specified on average, did students’
period of time (e.g., 1 school year) performance change?”

There might also be a target

h hool .
At least two scores for that schools must meet

each student are
necessary. A starting
point (which may be

more than one year \
earlier) is important in

a growth model

Figure 4. Growth model. From Policymakers’ guide to growth models for school accountability:
How do accountability models differ? by P. Goldschmidt, P. Roschewski, K. Choi, W. Autry, R.
Blank, & A. Williams, 2005, p. 4. Copyright 2005 by Council of Chief State School Officers.
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Within the growth model, individual student growth over time is compiled as a whole to
identify school or district growth. According to Goldschmidt et al. (2005), progress can be
defined as the degree to which a student’s growth compares to the targeted growth. This can
only be accomplished by observing student data over time. Rather than measuring student
performance at a single point in time, a growth model assumes that student performance and in
essence, school performance, over time is a more reliable indicator of academic progress
(Goldschmidt et al., 2005).

Until 2005, growth models were not commonly accepted by the USDOE; however, as
support continued to grow for alternative accountability models, the U.S. Secretary of Education,
Margaret Spellings, revealed a new initiative that allowed for growth models to be utilized.
Under this program, 10 states were granted permission to make AYP determinations, for the
2005 — 2006 school year, via growth models (Riddle, 2006). Finalized in March 2006, the initial
phase of the pilot program called for allowed for eight states to “have their proposals evaluated
by a national peer review panel” (Thompson Publishing Group, 2006). Later that year,
Tennessee and North Carolina were granted approval, through the review panel, to implement
their growth model proposals in order to make AYP determinations. In a 2010 survey conducted
by Council of Chief State School Officers, 17 of the 43 responding States indicated the
implementation of a growth model as their current accountability model (Klau & Autry, 2010).
Furthermore, 24 of the remaining 26 responding states were identified as either considering or
developing a growth model for their accountability model (Klau & Autry, 2010).

It should be noted that growth models did not replace the NCLB provisions and must
meet a specific list of requirements, some of which include

* the goal of 100% proficiency by the school year 2013-2014;
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* annual achievement goals should be based on the goal of 100% proficiency, not on
pupil backgrounds, school characteristics, past performance or a “typical” growth
rate;

* achievement gaps among subgroups should be narrowed in order for schools or LEAs
to make AYP;

* progress of individual students must be tracked within a state data system; and

* assessment results must be consistent from grade to grade and year to year. (Riddle,
2006; Yu, 2007)

According to Goldschmidt et al. (2005), the design of the growth model can vary. The
positive or negative relationship between growth and status should be accounted for under the
growth model framework. The more years used to evaluate growth, the less initial performance
will be related to growth (Goldschmidt, 2004). In other words, growth is less related to school
performance based off of collective subgroup student achievement and more on the individual
student performance.

Value-Added Model

Within the group of growth models, value-added models (VAM) are often commonly
referenced. A VAM is an example of a growth model in which student background, prior
achievement, and other data are observed to identify the specific effects of a school, teacher, or
program on student academic progress (Goldschmidt et al., 2005). This type of model attempts
to separate the impact of external factors, such as gender, race, socio-economic level and
individual influence from a school’s performance. Thus, the sole indicator of accountability is
the individual student performance. The value-added score for a school is measured by

calculating the difference between the actual growth and the expected growth (Figure 5).
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Value-Added Models The basic question under this
(simplified “generic” example) model is, “On average, did the
students’ change in performance
meet the growth expectation?”
and/or, “By how much did the
average change in student
Performance after a performance miss or exceed the
specified period of time growth expectation?”
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é_ 'i;/ ctua row
:.——— Expected Growth

_______________________

Expected performance after a
specified period of time

starting point
(which may be
more than one year
earlier) is important
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Figure 5. Value-added growth model. From Policymakers’ guide to growth models for school
accountability: How do accountability models differ? by P. Goldschmidt, P. Roschewski, K.
Choi, W. Autry, R. Blank, & A. Williams, 2005, p. 5. Copyright 2005 by Council of Chief State
School Officers.

The Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) is a recognized example of a
VAM. Similar to other growth models, the TVAAS system tracks the growth of student learning
on a yearly basis (Sanders & Horn, 1998). What sets this apart from the traditional growth
model is that the TVAAS collects data on the improvement of each student, the teacher that each
student had, and the specific school that each student attended. Thus, the effect that a particular
school or teacher has on student achievement is highlighted.

The ability to pinpoint the effects of a specific teacher or school has prompted many to
look at a VAM as an opportunity to connect student achievement to accountability. Some
districts, such as New York City, have even begun using a VAM to bridge student performance
to educator pay. Advocates for VAMs argue that this could shed new light on individual teacher

accountability; however, differences in opinion and research exist (Goldschmidt et al., 2005).

The data received from value-added growth models could potentially lead to identifying the
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effects of a classroom or a school. Less agreement exists when utilizing a value-added model to
accurately measure the effect of a specific teacher (Ligon, 2008).

State Specific Accountability Models
Colorado

In February of 2011, the White House announced a list of states that were selected to
receive a waiver from NCLB. Colorado was one of the a few states chosen. With this waiver,
Colorado was given the authority to remove key NCLB requirements from their current
accountability system. It was determined that Colorado’s state accountability system already
met many of the requirements set forth in NCLB. For example, the Colorado accountability
model already included provisions that required schools and districts to measure performance
goal progress on an annual basis.

Following the announcement that the USDOE would be allowing states to apply for a
waiver to NCLB, the Colorado Department of Education (CDOE; 2011) quickly decided to
pursue this option. Viewed by local officials, the waiver was an affirmation to the state’s reform
efforts that focused on college and career readiness (CDOE, 2011). For Colorado, utilizing
student growth to measure school accountability was a critical component of the waiver
flexibility, especially with regard to historically disadvantaged subgroups of students (CDOE,
2012).

Under NCLB, Colorado utilized both a state and federal accountability system. With the
USDOE approving Colorado’s waiver, schools and districts were being held accountable under
one, unified system. This allowed for individual school and district improvement efforts to be
better streamlined. More importantly, the utilization of one accountability system made it easier

for the public to truly understand how schools were being held accountable.
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Moving quickly, the state department of education began planning the implementation of
their waiver flexibility. During this planning process, minor adjustments were made to
Colorado’s Educational Accountability Act in order to meet specific requirements that allowed
the waiver to be accepted by the federal government.

The final in Colorado’s accountability system went into effect for the 2012-2013 school
year. Accountability determinations, and possible sanctions, were based on assessment results
from the 2011-2012 school year (CDOE, 2011). In August 2012, school accountability was
measured utilizing Colorado’s self-created accountability system and the consequences
associated with AYP were no longer in place (CDOE, 2012).

The Colorado Achievement Plan of Kids Act of 2008 aligned the public education system
from preschool through postsecondary and workforce readiness (CDOE, 2013). The intent of
this alignment was to ensure that all students graduate high school ready for postsecondary and
workforce success (CDOE, 2013). The Education Accountability Act of 2009 aligned the state’s
education accountability framework to emphasize the objectives of the Colorado Achievement
Plan for Kids Act of 2008: creating a transparent system that utilizes a set of consistent, objective
measures that generates public understanding with the reporting of performance (CDOE, 2013).

The CDOE (2011) reviews each district’s performance annually. In reviewing the
district’s performance, the CDOE compares the district’s results utilizing the district
performance framework that was included in the waiver application. The Education
Accountability Act identified four performance indicators that would be utilized to assess a
district’s achievement:

* Academic Achievement: The Academic Achievement Indicator assesses the students’

ability to meet the state’s proficiency goal at the district level. In other words, this
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indicator measured the percentage of students meeting the proficient or advanced
level on Colorado’s state assessment.

* Academic Growth: The Academic Growth Indicator assesses the academic progress
of student proficiency utilizing the Colorado Growth Model. Growth is measured by
utilizing; (1) normative growth: how growth of individual students compares to other
students statewide, and (2) adequate growth: was the amount of growth comparable to
that of a typical student.

* Academic Growth Gaps: The Academic Growth Gap Indicator assesses historically
disadvantaged student groups and their academic proficiency and progress and
struggling learners. The Growth Indicator is separated into student groups and
compares each group’s growth with expected normative growth.

* Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness: The Postsecondary and Workforce
Readiness Indicator analyzes the school or district’s ability to adequately prepare
students for college or career opportunities post high school. (CDOE, 2014, p. 8)

State-identified measures and calculations are used to give a rating on each performance

indicator to the district. Districts are given a specific determination if they exceeded, met,
approached or did not meet the state’s expectations. Each indicator determination is then
combined to create an overall district assessment. Districts can be placed within five different
categories. These categories are

* Accredited with Distinction — state attainment expectations for the Performance
Indicators are met or exceeded by the district. Districts that meet this distinction are
required to adopt and implement a Performance Plan;

* Accredited — state attainment expectations for the Performance Indicators are met by
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the district. Districts that meet this distinction are required to adopt and implement a
Performance Plan;

* Accredited with Improvement Plan — the district has not met state attainment
expectations on the Performance Indicators. Districts are required to adopt and
implement an Improvement plan;

* Accredited with Priority Improvement Plan — the district has not met state attainment
expectations on the Performance Indicators. Districts are required to adopt and
implement a Priority Improvement plan; and

* Accredited with Turnaround Plan — the district has not met state attainment
expectations for the Performance Indicators. With approval from the commissioner,
districts are required to adopt and implement a Turnaround plan. (CDOE, 2014, p. 9)

The NCLB Flexibility waiver replaced the previous district Title I Accountability
measure, AYP, with Colorado’s district performance frameworks. Districts now receive one set
of accountability data for both Title I and state accountability.

The CDOE is responsible for developing and maintaining a Web portal to provide
information about student, school, and state performance to public schools, school districts, the
Charter School Institute, parents, and other members of the public. The Web portal provides
performance reports for schools, districts, and the state, as well as accreditation categories and
school plans.

Tennessee

In Tennessee, a large shift in educational improvement began in the 1980s. With the

hopes of improving the educational opportunities for students, Governor Lamar Alexander

enacted the Comprehensive Education Reform Act (CERA) in 1984. Included in CERA was a
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significant increase in educational spending and the creation of a career pathway for teachers
(Sanders & Horn, 1998). This was Tennessee’s first step in implementing a teacher evaluation
system that included a pay for performance.

In 1989, Governor Ned McWherter signed the second major piece of academic
legislation into law by signing the Education Improvement Act. Legislators representing both
parties adamantly sought out a provision to the framework that would require schools and
districts to utilize the new financial support to improve student academic achievement (Sanders
& Horn, 1998). As mentioned earlier in this chapter, this new accountability provision would
become known as the TVASS. To create the state’s new accountability system, data in regard to
attendance, promotion, graduation and dropout rates of individual schools was collected (Sanders
& Horn, 1998).

The TVASS created accountability determinations for districts, schools, and teachers
based on the growth of individual student academic achievement over time. According to
Sanders and Horn (1998),

an integral part of TVAAS is a massive, longitudinally merged database linking students
and student outcomes to the schools and systems in which they are enrolled and to the
teachers to whom they are assigned as they transition from grade to grade. (p. 1)
Contrary to other opinions, Sanders, a statistician from the University of Tennessee, stated that
“research conducted utilizing data from the TVAAS database showed that race, socioeconomic
status, class size and classroom heterogeneity are poor predictors of student academic growth”
(Sanders & Horn, 1998, p. 1). Rather, Sanders and Horn (1998) argued that the “effectiveness of
the teacher is the major impact on student academic progress” (p. 1).

The TVAAS is a statistical based accountability model that calculates the effectiveness of
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districts, schools, and teachers. “TVAAS uses statistical mixed model theory and methodology
to enable a multivariate, longitudinal analysis of student achievement data” (Sanders & Horn,
1998, p. 1). Included are the individual student proficiency scores on (a) the Tennessee
Comprehensive Assessment Program and (b) end-of-course tests in high school subjects.
Collected over time, individual student achievement data is linked to that student’s teacher(s),
school(s), and school system(s). By looking at the data over an extended period of time, TVAAS
is able to generate an individual student-learning pattern for each student in Tennessee. This
student-learning pattern allows individuals to observe academic growth or deviation for
individual students.

The design of TVAAS was centered around the framework’s ability to provide data
needed to evaluate the effectiveness of a school, along with the teacher, in regard to student
growth in academic proficiency over a three-year period (Sanders & Horn, 1998). TVAAS
provides districts, schools, and teachers detailed reports outlining the impact each had on the
achievement of students. These reports allowed educators the information needed to effectively
plan, alter methodology, and provide programs needed to effect student growth. According to
Sanders and Horn (1998), this information “has been found to be invaluable by many teachers
and school administrators involved in the curricular planning, program evaluation, and
developing strategies to meet the needs of student with differing academic attributes and
abilities” (p. 3).

Two critical components of TVAAS were the use of multiple assessment measures,
including the Tennessee state-level assessment and individual district-level assessments, and
shifted the focus from single year proficiency to using multiple years to determine peer group

comparative growth percentiles (Fujino, 2013). Contrary to earlier trends in educational
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accountability, TVAAS shifted the conversations from the complexity of state assessments, to a
discussion about changing the interpretation of the student achievement data gathered through
this assessment tool (Sanders & Horn, 1998).

Indiana

The standards and accountability reform movement in Indiana began in 1987. Then
Governor Robert Orr, along with State Superintendent of Public Instruction, H. Dean Evans
pressed the Indiana General Assembly to create the A+ Program. This initial legislation
produced an accountability system that generated awards and accreditation based on student
performance. The implementation of the Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational Progress
(ISTEP) program provided the student performance data required to determine school
accountability (Gold, 1988).

During the late 1990s, the Indiana General Assembly was presented with various
educational reform efforts. Most of these efforts failed to pass prior to the end of the legislative
session. In 1999, new legislature, supported by the Indiana Chamber of Commerce, was
presented to the General Assembly. The accountability reform system that was presented
became Indiana Public Law 146 (HEA 1001-2008) and Indiana Public Law 221 (HEA 1750-
1999). P.L. 146 called for the development of rigorous academic standards by IDOE and for the
adoption of these standards by the State Board of Education (SBOE). These standards were to
be developed English, mathematics, science, and social studies from Kindergarten through Grade
12. Furthermore, P.L. 146 required that standards be developed for subjects not tested by ISTEP.
P.L. 221 was passed in conjunction with P.L. 146 to create an annually reported accreditation
and accountability system that was focused on student performance. P.L. 146 also provided

financial incentives for schools determined to be high-performing, as well as funding for
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professional development. According to Hiller, DiTommaso, and Plucker (2012), a core
component of P.L. 221 was the requirement to adopt an annually revised, three-year school
improvement plan.

Working in close collaboration, the IDOE and the Education Roundtable took two years
to design and write the provisions of P.L. 221. Throughout this two-year process, disagreements
did arise concerning the actual implementation of the system passed by the legislature (Hiller et
al., 2012). Of major concern was the school improvement labeling system that P.L. 221 utilized
to categorize schools. After much discussion, a compromise was reached to create the
accountability labels for schools. Under P.L. 221, schools were designated into the following
categories: exemplary progress, commendable progress, academic progress, academic watch, and
academic probation (Zehr, 2001).

The design of P.L. 221 took place prior to NCLB (2002); however, NCLB mandated that
the federal accountability system be embedded within each state’s own accountability system.
For Indiana, this was a challenge. Specific differences between NCLB’s AYP system and
Indiana’s P.L. 221 existed in regard to the measurement of student learning. First, AYP only
measured the percentage of students passing ISTEP, and P.L. 221 incorporated improvement, as
well as performance. Second, AYP only utilizes comparisons of the same grade level on a year-
to-year basis; whereas, P.L. 221 focused on student cohort groups from year-to-year. Finally,
P.L. 221 measured student performance for all students tested, and AYP only utilized student
performance data for student demographic subgroups (Hiller et al., 2012).

To make this accommodation, P.L. 221 was written to prohibit any school to place higher
than the academic progress category if, for two consecutive years, they failed to meet AYP. This

created further difficulty for schools that were truly trying to improve as they were actually



43

working to adhere to both, and often competing, pieces of legislature.

Following the NCLB waiver announcement by President Obama, Indiana quickly applied
due to the solid accountability framework already in place. During a December, 2011, SBOE
meeting, former State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Tony Bennett, expressed his support
of the waiver application, stating that Indiana’s accountability system was “about as solid as
anyone [sic] in the country” (Bennett, 2011, 9:07am). Indiana’s waiver application, along with
Colorado, was one of 10 states chosen to receive the AYP exemption waiver. This exemption
allowed Indiana to no longer utilize AYP in calculating category placement (Elliot, 2012).

Turning to a new accountability model, Indiana utilized its own growth model instead of
a status model. The Indiana A—F Accountability Model was put into place in 2011. Each school
in the state of Indiana would receive an A—F accountability grade. Bennett (2011) argued
parents, students, and educators in Indiana needed a more understandable reporting system
showing the progress and status of their schools. For the elementary and middle levels, grades
are determined by three categories: performance and improvement, growth, and participation.

* Performance and Improvement — Schools receive a score based on the percentage of
students passing the math and English/language arts portions of ISTEP.

* Growth — The Indiana A-F accountability model is considered a growth accountability
model. This system assesses the academic proficiency progress each student makes in
a specific year. The growth on ISTEP, high or low, that students demonstrate will be
used to increase or decrease a school’s overall score.

* Participation — Schools are required to meet a specific percentage of student
participation on ISTEP. If schools do not meet this threshold, their score is lowered.

(IDOE, n.d., p. 1)



44

Variables That Impact Student Achievement
Content and Performance Standards

Much of the national reform efforts have been centered on content and performance
standards. The creation of content standards was an attempt to define the knowledge and skills
that all students are expected to know (Duran, 2005). The performance standards define the
level of student knowledge. This is often described as advanced, proficient, or basic. The
proficient level, at minimum, is the expectation for all students. Schools and districts are
measured based on the percentage of students that improve, or move, into different ability
categories.

Duran (2005) contended that “requiring the same content and performance standards
creates a number of concerns because all students are expected to achieve, at minimum, a
proficient level of academic ability at benchmark grades” (p. 81). This achievement by students
has the potential to be very difficult as not all students are able to learn the same curriculum in
the same amount of time. According to Goertz and Duffy (2001), there are unequal
opportunities for children, in the United States, to learn and succeed. Linn (2000) argued that
students begin school, at a very early age, with different level of academic abilities. Although
still having high standards for all students, Linn suggested not having common standards for all
students. When considering students with special needs and ELL students, high performance
standards does not necessarily have to mean having the same academic standards for all students
at each grade level.

State Standards Assessments
As states create their student assessments as a means to measure student achievement,

norm-referenced tests are often the type selected. Norm-reference tests provide quick and easy
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data that allow states the ability to compare results, make decisions about instruction, and to
assess learning. Norm-referenced assessments are designed to ensure that half of the student
scores would fall at or below the normal distribution of scores and that the remaining half of
student scores would fall at or above the normal distribution. This type of assessment creates a
bell-curve plotting of results.

Standards-based assessments also have the ability to serve as indicators of student and
school performance. Some states have attached incentives and consequences to student
achievement data with the intent of encouraging teacher and student performance (Baker, 2002).
This utilization of assessment data to provide consequences and/or rewards is regularly used
today, despite the primary purpose of assessments being the opportunity to gather crucial data
that can be used to impact student learning and instruction. As assessments continue to be used
for purposes outside their original intent, new concerns arise about the usefulness of the
information (Duran, 2005).

Interpretation of Results

Interpreting data, both clearly and accurately, is a difficult task (Duran, 2005).
Standardized test results could be utilized, by the public, to create perceptions about an
educational institution. This ranking of schools and districts is not always fair, as there are many
other factors that determine an effective school (Linn & Haug, 2002). A school or district’s
quality is interpreted by their changes in assessment results (Duran, 2005). All too common,
these changes, either positive or negative, in achievement scores are attributed to the quality of
instruction taking place (Baker, 2002). However, these differences can occur due to various
reasons, which include students moving in/out, an increase/decrease in specific student groups,

redistricting, etc.
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Another common practice for states is to compare the changes of yearly assessment
results for a school or district. Statistically speaking, there are potential variables that are not
controlled for when interpreting results in this manner and can lead to further confusion about
the actual results (Linn, 1999). This type of comparison could be considered acceptable for
schools or districts that have little turnover in student population. However, the validity of
inferences for schools with transient demographic groups or with schools that have a small
population of students in specific grade is questionable (Duran, 2005). Alternative interpretation
methods are available that could result in more accurate accountability determinations, and
academic proficiency improvement. According to Brennan (2001), an example of such an
alternative method would be analyzing individual student proficiency results over a number of
years to monitor student progress.

Factors outside the school’s control could also lead to changes in student results (Duran,
2005). Examples of these factors include (a) the specific students tested within school, (b)
statistical errors, (c) the student population size, and (d) a lack of contextual information. These
items are not always readily available when interpreting the quality of a school through statistical
information (K. Ryan, 2002). A family’s educational background and cultural expectations are
examples of contextual information that may result in a better interpretation of differentiated
results (Glidden, 1999). These factors can have a monumental impact on student and school
achievement.

There are a number of factors that cause student achievement to differ within and
between schools. These factors reflect the challenges that each specific school or district face.
Schools that lack diversity serve students of specific homogeneous groups (Duran, 2005). These

homogeneous groups can contain students from specific racial and socioeconomic makeup.
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However, an often-overlooked variable could be the location or setting of the school. A school
or district’s location could also have an impact on student achievement. Schools from rural
locations could possibly have a very different school culture than schools located within the
inner-city. Watts (2012) grew up in a small Kentucky town as a member of a Black minority.
He later returned to his hometown to become a professor in his town’s community college.
Watts firmly believed that small towns needed to support the education of minority students.
Through his experiences, Watts pushed for schools to develop an inclusive educational setting
for students. Watts found that student achievement for minority students improved in this
inclusive setting, even if minority populations were isolated in the community itself (Riggen,
2013; Watts, 2012). Many small towns and rural communities continue to face challenges as
immigration and the push for cultural competency grows (Villenas, 2001).
School Size

Of particular interest to educators in the United States, is the relationship of school size
and student achievement (USDOE, 2009). The origin of education began utilizing small, one-
room school houses that were often set in rural areas. However, in the early 20th century, many
reformers stated that these types of school settings were “ineffective, inefficient, and hindered by
provincial attitudes and local politics” (Arnold, 2000, p. 3). According to Fowler and Walberg
(1991), consolidation quickly became the preferred solution. Between 1930 and 2000, the U.S.
student population increased 83%, and the number of U.S. school districts decreased 91%
(Crouch, 2012). This was an indication that larger districts were being created. Specifically
referencing Indiana’s School Corporation Reorganization Act of 1959, the number of districts in
the state decreased from 900 to 400 in a 10-year time period until 2010, when there were

approximately 292 school districts (Dokoupil, 2010; Zimmer, 2007). School reorganization
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followed the industrialization trend, in which an increase to the size of the organization, or
facility, could lead to a significant financial reduction. Increasing school size also addressed
educational quality concerns for small, rural schools. In his 1959 book The American High
School Today, author James Bryant Conant argued that “many American public schools were too
small to allow diversified curriculum and equal educational opportunities for their students” (p.
77).

Many research studies exist that attempt to draw relationships among school size and
student achievement. Research conducted by Bancroft, Barker, and Gump (1964) found that
student involvement and high school size had a significant relationship. Some of the benefits of
attending a smaller school included an increased student participation rate in school activities,
more opportunities for students to hold leadership positions, and an increase in
school/community identification. Bancroft et al. (1964) argued that these benefits all lead to
higher student achievement. When it comes to finding the optimal number, research differs.
Sizer (1992), along with Gregory and Smith (1987) determined that a school with 250 or fewer
students was optimal for having the greatest impact on student achievement. However, Goodlad
(1984) argued that a population of 500 to 600 students was optimal.

In 2005, the Kentucky legislature requested a study to be conducted on the impact of
school size on student performance. Reviews of research literature on the effect of school size,
followed by an analysis of Kentucky’s 1,200 public schools were conducted. Through an
examination of current research, Hager (2006) identified a belief that attending larger schools
negatively impacted the academic proficiency of disadvantaged students. However, Hager’s
research found the exact opposite. Student achievement was greater for high school students

attending some of Kentucky’s largest schools (Hager, 2006).
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Lowen, Haley, and Burnett (2010) analyzed the impact consolidation had on creating
larger schools. The benefits of consolidation were questioned, as to whether they outweighed the
challenges associated with creating larger schools. Lowen et al. (2010) were concerned with the
undermining of the principals’ abilities to monitor teachers’ efforts in the classroom. These
efforts in the classroom, obviously, have an effect on student performance and achievement. It
was concluded that an incentive-based system should be included to encourage teacher
performance.

Being a small school, however, does not automatically result in increased student
achievement (Arnold, 2000). In a report prepared published for the Institute of Education
Sciences, Arnold (2000) concluded that school size was one of many variables that impacted
student achievement and that smaller schools should identify ways to utilize their size to
positively impact student achievement. In England and Wales, Hopkins and Ellis (1991) found
that school size does, indeed, impact student learning; however, factors such as teaching
methods, availability to resources, curriculum and leadership have a much larger impact.

Socioeconomic Status

The concept of consolidation has led to schools becoming much larger since the mid-
1950’s (Irmsher, 1997). During this time, urban schools were largely attended by students from
middle-class families (Howley, 1994). However, as time has passed, there has been a major shift
in the student populations of urban schools. Today, many of the large urban schools are filled
with impoverished, disadvantaged students. In research conducted by Fowler and Walberg
(1991), a district with low socioeconomic status was the most consistent predictor of poor
student performance. A 2005 study found that the combination of ethnicity, SES, and property

value led to a 70% difference in school achievement outcomes when analyzing Illinois Standards
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Achievement Test scores for Grades 3-8 (Beck & Shoffstall, 2005).

Compared to their peers, children who come from families of poverty are already behind
when they begin school. Jensen (2009) argued that the early childhood years are a crucial time
for brain stimulation and development. Poor children, when compared to their well-off peers,
received less of this stimulation (Jensen, 2009). Studies have shown that this lack of stimulation
can lead to cognitive, social, and emotional difficulty, as students increase in age. Brain
stimulation, or lack thereof, has been shown to effect vocabulary growth, 1Q, and social skills
(Bradley, Corwyn, McAdoo, & Coll, 2001). Poverty has been proven to have a direct
relationship with cognitive achievement on standardized assessments. Assessment scores in
reading, math, and science are often below average for students from low socioeconomic
families (Jensen, 2009).

Socioeconomic inequalities among schools and districts also effect student achievement.
In many instances, schools with high levels of both poverty and minority populations receive less
financial support from state and local government than more advantaged schools. Research also
suggests that high-poverty, high-minority schools are more likely to employ inexperienced
teachers or teachers who are teaching outside their specialties (Jerald, 2001) as reflected in Table
1.

Table 1

Percentage of Educators in High Poverty Schools Teaching Outside Their Subject Expertise

Demographic Math English History Physical Science
All Public Schools 35.8% 33.1% 58.5% 59.1%
High Poverty Schools 51.4% 41.7% 61.2% 61.2%

Source. Adapted from Dispelling the Myth Revisited: Preliminary Findings from a Nationwide
Analysis of “High Flying” Schools, by C. D. Jerald, 2001.
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A study conducted by Sum and Fogg (1991) found that mid-upper income students rank
in the 66th percentile on state assessments, and students from poverty are ranked in the 19th
percentile. Regardless of race or ethnicity, students from low-income families consistently score
below average (Bergeson, 2006). In one study, 13% of low-income students met all subject area
thresholds, and 44% of the same students did not meet any of the subject area thresholds
(Bergeson, 2006). Additional research found similar results. “Children who lived in persistently
poor families scored 6 to 9 points lower on the various assessments than children who were
never poor,” (Smith, Brooks-Gunn, & Klebanov, 1997, p. 164).

Race

Research studies have shown that the race of a student is closely associated with poverty
as a predictor of student achievement. Harkreader and Wathersby (1998) found that poverty had
a larger impact on student achievement; however, Bankston and Caldas (1998) found that
minority status impacted student achievement more than a student’s socio-economic status. Data
suggests that African American children (33.1%) have a higher likelihood to live in poverty than
White children (13.5%). African American students are also more likely to have single parents,
and more likely to be welfare dependent (Rector, Johnson, & Fagan, 2001). Furthermore, a
correlation between minority status and lower teacher certification and experience exists
(Darling-Hammond, 1999.)

Gender

Research studies show that, on average, female students do better in school than their
male counterparts. Girls get higher grades and complete high school at a higher rate compared to
boys (Jacobs, 2002). Results from standardized tests also show that female students perform

better in literacy, writing, and general knowledge (U.S. Department of Education, 2001).
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Disaggregation of the 1998 NAEP reading results by gender rather than race (Donahue, Voelkl,
Campbell, & Mazzeo, 1999) found that girls outperformed boys in all grade levels tested.
Female students continue to show higher verbal scores throughout high school, but they being to
lose ground to male students after fourth grade on mathematical and science standardized tests.
Teacher characteristics and the classroom environment have also been identified as variables
contributing to the gender gap (Zembar & Blume, 2009).

The Principal’s Impact on Schools

Research studies that attempt to identify the variables that make schools successful are
nothing new. Many studies exist that examine teaching practices, school size, curriculum needs,
student capacity, etc. One consistent finding is that the principal is the key to implementing and
achieving comprehensive school reform (Carter, 1999; Goldberg, 2000). Commonalities in these
studies found that principals had autonomy and control. Principals in turn gave their teachers
much autonomy and supported them through staff development. These principals realized the
importance of building relationships with staff, parents, and community but ultimately held
themselves accountable for all aspects of the school (Teskie & Schneider, 1999).

Keller (1998) found that most of the principal effectiveness research had focused on the
principal’s role in school change and school success. His studies identified the importance of the
principal’s leadership role in creating and maintaining effective schools. In particular, Keller
(1998) noted the importance of the principal serving as leader of curriculum and instruction.

Emphasized in recent literature, the importance of the principal and the principal’s
leadership style has been explored (Barth, 1990; Edmonds, 1979; Sergiovanni, 1995). Dimmock
and Lee (2000) distinguished between leadership and management:

Leadership refers to higher-level practices, such as setting visions and goals, motivating
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staff to achieve them, and building culture and climate. Management, on the other hand,

refers to lower-level practices such as monitoring and maintaining performance,

allocating resources to achieve agreed-upon goals, and organizing the curriculum and the

class schedule. (p. 339)

Setting the instructional climate and emphasis is a critical role of the instructional leader.
With increased accountability being placed upon the individual schools for improving student
achievement on standardized test scores, the principal’s role becomes even more important.
Instructional leaders set high expectations for their staff. In turn, research conducted by
Rosenthal (1994) found that students lived up to teacher expectations. Students scored higher
when teachers placed high academic expectations upon them.

A study of effective and ineffective elementary and high school principals by Heck,
Larsen, and Marcoulides (1990) found that “through frequency and effectiveness of
implementing instructional leadership behaviors identified, principals can have direct effects on
the achievement levels of their schools” (p. 120). Some of these behaviors can be directly linked
to the classroom, like classroom observations and providing feedback on instruction, but many of
them informally impact the classroom environment like school climate and goal setting (Turner,
2013).

Research suggests that, outside teachers, school leaders are the second most significant
influence of student achievement (Seashore-Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010).
In just one year, highly effective principals have the potential to increase student proficiency
results by 10% on standardized tests (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). The educational
culture principals create has the potential to impact attendance rates, disciplinary actions, and

graduation rates, as well as other student outcomes. Research also suggests that a principal tends



54

to have a more significant impact on student outcomes at schools that are low-performing or
have a high minority/high poverty population (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom,
2004; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010).

Clark, Martorell, and Rockoff (2009) found that principals become more effective in their
first three years. Even more important, their study found that it takes approximately five years
for a principal to sufficiently impact a new school regardless of their effectiveness a their prior
school. This timeframe allows principals to improve staff and implement policies that will have
a positive impact on student performance (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). This is not to say that
effective principals cannot make significant improvements during their initial tenure; however,
their overall effectiveness improves as their experience increases. With that in mind, research
suggests that principals at the most challenging schools are more likely to have less experience
leading a building (Loeb, Kalogrides, & Horng, 2010).

Summary

This chapter introduced a multitude of research in regard to school accountability in the
United States. It is evident that school accountability is not a new concept. Moreover, school
accountability is no longer a topic that is discussed only amongst the education profession.
School accountability has taken a social shift to be involved in politics and in general population
discussions.

The first section of this chapter looked at the evolution of school accountability in the
United States. School accountability began as a way to assess the progress of individual schools.
Information was gathered to allow schools and districts to improve curriculum, teaching
practices and student opportunities to be challenged. Due to social issues within the United

States, school accountability quickly morphed into a politically generated response dealing with
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these issues. Education and school accountability was, originally, handled at the state level.
However, over time this also shifted into a national agenda.

The second section of this chapter researched the introduction of NCLB (2002). For the
first time in history, the education system became infused by the federal government with money
and regulations. This significant piece of legislation was a critical force in how the government
and the public looked at school accountability.

The third section of this chapter investigated multiple accountability models. The status,
improvement, growth, and VAMs were introduced. With the federal focus on school
accountability, research has also increased on the best way to measure for accountability. This
section also looked at the evolution of accountability in three specific states. These states began
using the AYP measure of school accountability framework set our under NCLB. However, as
concerns continued to arise, these three states attempted to create their own accountability
models. This section also looked at the journey of these states and the different directions these
states chose to take when measuring school accountability.

The final section of this chapter looked at variables that affect school accountability.
This section is a critical component of this paper’s investigation. As states and the federal
government continue to fine tune their school accountability process, it is important that they
include the right variables. Even more important is that the policymakers understand the impact

that certain variables have on student achievement.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the methodology of this study, beginning with a description of the
purpose for which this study was conducted. This is followed by a description of the research
design and the research questions and hypotheses. A description of the methods employed to
analyze the collected data precedes a summary of the chapter.

As stated in Chapter 1, this study examined a portion of the NCLB accountability system,
along with alternative accountability models, in an attempt to identify the variables members of
the education profession believe should be utilized. This study also examined the reliability and
validity of AYP, as well as other accountability variables that are often utilized to measure
school quality. Recent research suggests that reliability issues exist due to the lack of
consistency with utilizing AYP to measure school accountability (Elmore, 2002; Guilfoyle,
2006; Kane, Douglas, & Geppert, 2002; Linn & Haug, 2002; Porter et al., 2005; Schoen &
Fusarelli, 2008; Wiley et al., 2005). Thus, this study also evaluates the variables that are utilized
in other accountability models. Since the purpose of these accountability models is to improve
schools and the education that students receive, the variables used to determine school
accountability should assess the proper data to allow for increased student achievement and
school improvement. If school improvement and student achievement are found, it could be

inferred that the goals set forth in NCLB (2002) are being met. On the other hand, a conclusion
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can be made that NCLB is not successful if schools fail to meet progress requirements and are
not working toward improvement. Furthermore, if schools receive different accountability labels
simply due to potentially irrelevant variables being used, can conclusions truly be made about
whether a school is successful or not?

Improving the educational opportunities for underperforming students and schools should
be the intent of accountability reform. NCLB (2002) mandates that student achievement data
must be used as a means to measure accountability. This study investigated potential composite
score differences between the perception of the variables used to measure school accountability
and the type of position held, location of the school/district, socioeconomic make-up and the
current school/district Indiana A—F accountability grade. An analysis of this data allowed for
relationships to be made in regard to demographic data and the variables used to measure
accountability. Instead of measuring school effectiveness, researchers (Elmore, 2002; Harris,
2007; Mathis, 2004, 2006) argue that AYP measures the demographic and socioeconomic status
of the schools. The validity of AYP could be inconsistent if this is truly the case. States have
spent a great deal of time exploring alternative accountability measurements. This study
quantifies the contention that measuring accountability with different variables could lead to
different outcomes. Data were collected from a survey that was sent to teachers, principals, and
superintendents in the state of Indiana.

Research Questions

The proposed research questions were introduced in Chapter 1.

1. What are the current perceptions of Indiana educators on the variables in various

accountability systems?

2. Is there a significant difference in the accountability composite score based on the
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type of position of the respondents?

3. Is there a significant difference in the accountability composite score based on the
school or district’s accountability grade?

4. Is there a significant difference in the accountability composite score based on the
school or district’s socioeconomic level?

5. Is there a significant difference in the accountability composite score based on the
school or district’s location type?

6. Does school socioeconomic status level, school enrollment size, years in current
position as a principal, location, and school accountability grade serve as predictors of
the composite score?

Quantitative Research Design

This quantitative, survey-based research sought to determine teachers,’ principals,” and
superintendents’ perceptions of the variables needed to effectively measure school
accountability. Also investigated were the responses from these three groups in relation to four
different criteria: (a) perceptions based on position type, (b) perceptions based on the
school/district’s Indiana accountability grade, (c) perceptions based on the socioeconomic make-
up of the school/district, and (d) perceptions based on the school/district’s location type. The
quantitative design of this study allowed for statistical models to be run answering each research
question.

Survey-based research was chosen for two reasons. First, the review of literature

indicated that numerous qualitative-based research projects have been conducted on the concept
of school accountability, but little evidence exists of survey-based research that explores the

perceptions of different job roles and their beliefs on what they feel should be utilized to measure
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school accountability. It is hoped that the instrument developed in this research will be useful
for future research. Second, as Creswell (2009) indicated, survey-based research is an
economical and advantageous way of identifying the perceptions of a large population.
Additionally, survey-based research affords researchers a rapid turnaround in data collection
(Creswell, 2009).

Data were collected via a Web-based survey. My sponsoring university made available
to me a Web-based program for designing online surveys. Web-based surveys are more
economical and efficient than paper-based surveys (Cox & Cox, 2008).

Sample

The sample addressing each of the research questions in this study included more than
63,000 teachers, 800 principals, and 280 superintendents in the state of Indiana. I utilized
distribution lists obtained from the IDOE for each of these groups to disseminate the survey to
each population.

Provided in this sample were schools and districts that differ in traditional AYP
categories such as school size, socioeconomic makeup, racial/ethnic groups. This sample also
included respondents from various school/district location types (rural, urban, and suburban).
Also included in this sample size were schools that received various Indiana A—F accountability
grades. Finally, this sample consisted of individuals who had differing levels of experiences
within their current position

The identity of individual participants was protected via the use of the Web-based survey
provider, Qualtrics; I had no way of identifying the responses of any individual. Each participant
was informed of the anonymity of his or her responses as part of the invitation to participate.

Procedures for administering the Web-based survey received Indiana State University
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Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval before the survey was distributed. There were no
risks associated with participation in this survey, as the design of this measurement tool
maintained confidentiality. Respondents received no compensation for their participation in this
survey. Finally, if any individual who participated in this survey wished to learn the results or
would want access to the research findings, they could e-mail me to receive a copy of the
findings.
Survey Design

Participants were asked to participate (Appendix A), and if they agreed, complete a
survey consisting of 17 questions (Appendix B). The survey consisted of four sections. Section
1 consisted of five questions that asked participants to share their opinions of variables currently
used by the state of Indiana to measure school accountability. Participants were asked to respond
to the questions using a Likert scale of 1 — 6 with 6 = strongly agree and 1 = strongly disagree.
The five responses were added together to serve as the composite score to answer Research
Questions 2 through 5. This composite score was utilized because it represented the current
perception of Indiana teachers, principals, and superintendents. Section 2 consisted of six
questions that asked the participants to share their opinions about examples of variables used,
outside the state of Indiana, to measure school accountability. Participants were asked to
respond to the questions using a Likert scale of 1 — 6 with 6 = strongly agree and 1 = strongly
disagree. Section 3 consisted of four demographic questions and two open-ended questions.
Research Question 1 was answered with the utilization of descriptive statistical data, and
Research Questions 2 through five utilized inferential statistical data. Section 4 of this survey
consisted of three questions specific to principals only. The statistical data were used to address

Research Question 6. The three questions were used to run a multiple regression analysis to look
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at the strength of the relationships between the composite score variables and the predictor
variables. By looking at the strength of these relationships, this study described the amount of
variance amongst the criterion variables (composite scores) and the predictor variables.
Content Validity

Content validity provides confirmation that the study is measuring the concept the
researcher that was attempting to assess. Creswell (2009) stated, “establishing the validity of the
scores in a survey helps to identify whether an instrument might be a good one to use in survey
research” (p. 149). A thorough investigation into research studies in Chapter 2 helped determine
content readability. The establishment of content validity occurred through the utilization of
educators from the Indiana State University doctoral cohort. Due to their positions, these
participants were not a part of the survey. This group analyzed the school accountability survey
questions and reviewed the questions from the school accountability survey that was created.
The group presented critiques to assure face and content validity were present.

Survey Reliability

Howell et al. (2012) stated that reliability is the extent to which a study produces similar
results. Without the ability to replicate the measurement procedures, researchers would find
difficulty in drawing conclusions or making claims about their research. Survey reliability is the
degree of stability shown when a measurement is repeated under consistent conditions. The
school accountability survey results used in this study were analyzed for reliability using a
Cronbach’s alpha test, the most commonly used measure of reliability (Tavakol & Dennick,

2011).
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Data Collection and Procedures

This research used a Web-based survey as the instrument to determine teachers,’
principals,” and superintendents’ perceptions about the variables used to effectively measure
school accountability. The instrument was designed by me specifically for this research and was
administered through the online survey service, Qualtrics. An e-mail to all Indiana public school
teachers, principals, and superintendents was sent out requesting participation in this study. The
IDOE was utilized to attain the e-mail addresses for all participants. An informed consent letter
(Appendix A) preceded the survey (Appendix B). The study’s purpose and directions for
accessing the Qualtrics online survey were included in the informed consent letter. The informed
consent letter also explained the confidentiality procedures that were in place to maintain
anonymity. Participants were also informed that continuation of the survey could be stopped
whenever they wished. Following the informed consent letter, participants could choose to take
part in as much of the survey as they liked. The survey was distributed in the fall of 2014.

The questions asked teachers, principals, and superintendents their perceptions of school
accountability variables. The data were analyzed to identify educators’ beliefs connected to the
appropriate variables used to measure school accountability. Participants had two weeks to
participate in the survey. During this window, a participation request e-mail was sent to all
Indiana teachers, principals, and superintendents. Upon closure of the participation window,
access to the survey was unavailable and all survey responses were statistically analyzed.

Statistical Analysis

Research Question 1 was tested using descriptive analysis. Means and standard

deviations were determined from the school accountability perceptions of Indiana teachers,

principals, and superintendents. Significant differences in the variable perception composite
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score were measured with a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to answer Research
Questions 2 through 5. This measurement was chosen due to the use of the single dependent
variable and independent variables with three or more levels. Research Question 6 utilized
multiple regression analysis. This measurement was chosen to see if the predictor variables
could predict any variance from the criterion variable.

The independent variables of this study consisted of educational position type, the IDOE
A — F Accountability designation for the 2012-2013 school year, the school or district
socioeconomic status (SES) level, and the location of the school or district. The educational
position type independent variable had three levels: teacher, principal, or superintendent. The
independent variable of location had three levels: suburban, urban, or rural. The independent
variable based on SES level had three levels: 0%—33%, 34%—67%, or 68%—100%. The IDOE
A-F Accountability designation for the 2012-2013 school year, as an independent variable, had
four levels: A, B, C, D or F. The dependent variables were the variable perception survey
composite scores as they related to educational position type, location, SES level, and letter
grade received from the IDOE during the 2012—13 school year.

For the final research question, the composite score served as the criterion variable. For
multiple regression purposes, there were five different predictor variables. These predictor
variables were specific SES level, school enrollment size, building specific accountability grade,
location type, and the number of years the principal had been in his or her current position. By
using this specific data, the predictor variables gave me a set of scale scores to run the multiple
regression analysis.

The testing of assumptions (homogeneity of variance, normality, and independence) were

tested before the ANOVA was conducted. A Tukey’s HSD post hoc test was required if a
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significant one-way ANOVA result occurred to determine which groups were significantly
different from one another. If a violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance occurred
while testing the assumptions, a Games-Howell post hoc test was utilized instead of the Tukey
HSD because this test does not require equal variances. Finally, I checked whether any of the
dependent variable scores within the groups was an outlier. If so, these scores were removed

from the ANOV A model prior to running the test.
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CHAPTER 4

ANALYSES OF DATA

The main objective of this quantitative study was to identify teacher, principal, and
superintendent perceptions on the variables that are used to measure school accountability.
Recent research suggests that reliability issues exist due to the lack of consistency when utilizing
AYP to measure school accountability (Elmore, 2002; Guilfoyle, 2006; Linn & Haug, 2002;
Maleyko & Gawlik, 2011; Porter et al., 2005; Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008; Staiger et al., 2002;
Wiley et al., 2005). Linn (2008) argued that a state’s ability to identify a successful school or a
failing school may be inconsistent due to the methodology that is utilized by the state to measure
AYP rather than the actual effectiveness of schools. This study focused on the variables that are
used to measure school accountability and their significance as indicators of school performance.
“The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 requires states to establish an accountability system that
is both valid and reliable” (NCLB, 2002). As evidenced by ongoing policy debates, the question
of what, who and how to measure school performance continues to plague the validity of NCLB
(Gong et al., 2006).

For the purposes of this study, a survey methodology was utilized to collect data from
teachers, principals, and superintendents who worked in the public school setting in the state of
Indiana. Participants were asked about their perceptions on common variables used to measure

school accountability. In addition, teachers, principals, and superintendents also had the
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opportunity to express alternative variables they believed would better measure schools, as well
as offer suggestions to improve Indiana’s accountability system.

In an attempt to quantitatively measure the perceptions on the variables used to measure
school accountability, I created the Perceptions of Variables Utilized to Effectively Measure
School Accountability Survey. The review of literature indicated that numerous qualitative-
based research projects have been conducted on the concept of school accountability, but little
evidence exists of survey-based research that explores the perceptions of different job roles and
their beliefs on what they feel should be utilized to measure school accountability.

The sampling procedure Chapter 3 was followed during distribution of The Perceptions
of Variables Utilized to Effectively Measure School Accountability Survey. I attempted to e-
mail the informed consent and the survey link to every public school teacher, principal, and
superintendent in the state of Indiana. I was able to procure the e-mail addresses of teachers,
principals, and superintendents through a freedom of information request via the IDOE. There
were 746 participants that chose to complete the Qualtrics designed survey.

Descriptive Analyses
Whole Sample Demographic Data

The survey process sought out demographic data and utilized SPSS software to report the
whole sample’s current position type, percentage of students who received free or reduced
lunches, the Indiana A—F accountability grade, and the location type of their school/district. A
total of 746 individuals participated in the study. The current position of the respondents
included 471 (63.1%) teachers, 209 (28.0%) principals, 59 (7.9%) superintendents, and seven
respondents (.9%) who did not identify their position type.

Participants revealed the SES of their school by indicating the free/reduced lunch rates.
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For teachers and principals, 344 participants (46.1%) noted 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate,
214 (28.7%) noted between 68%—100% free/reduced lunch rate, 114 (15.3%) participants
signified a free/reduced lunch rate less than 33%, and 74 (9.9%) did not identify their percentage.
At the district level, 38 participants (64.4%) noted 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate, 18 (30.5%)
signified a free/reduced lunch rate to be less than 33%, and three (5.0%) identified between
68%—100%.

For teachers and principals, 280 (37.5%) participants identified their school
accountability grade as an A grade, 155 (20.8%) identified B grade, 112 (15.0%) identified C
grade, 115 (15.4%) identified D/F grade, and 84 (11.3%) did not indicate a school grade. At the
district level, 29 (49.1%) participants identified their district accountability grade as an A grade,
16 (27.1%) identified B grade, 11 (18.6%) identified C grade, two (3.3%) identified D/F grade,
and one (1.6%) did not indicate a district grade.

The final demographic indicator required respondents to identify their school or district
geographic locations by choosing between urban, rural, and suburban. Three hundred eleven
(41.7%) teachers and principals classified their schools as rural, 230 (30.8%) classified urban,
187 (25.1%) classified suburban, and 18 (2.4%) did not indicate their geographic locations. At
the district level, 41 (69.5%) participants classified their districts as rural, 14 (23.7%) classified
suburban, three (5.0%) classified urban, and one (1.6%) did not indicate his or her geographic
location.

Whole Sample Descriptive Data—Variable Belief

The 746 respondents were asked questions related to their belief in a specific

accountability statement. These statements included distinctive variables that were utilized in

the current Indiana accountability system or variables used in other common accountability
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models. Within the sample, all 746 participants answered 10 questions related to the use of
specific variables to measure school accountability. Six choices were available for participants
to select from when responding to each question. The choices were 1 = strongly disagree, 2 =
disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = somewhat agree, 5 = agree, and 6 = strongly agree.

An analysis of the participant responses from the whole sample data identified which of
the variables received the highest mean scores. The top three whole-sample responses were the
inclusion of a student’s SES into the accountability model, the ability to gain bonus points for
showing positive growth, and observing individual student growth from one year to the next.
The average responses from the whole sample can be found in Table 2.

Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. The whole sample responses showed that including student gender into an
accountability model was not favored. In terms of how student performance data were utilized,
there was not the strong belief in an accountability system that penalizes a school for low
growth. Finally, the whole sample did not favor having a specific yearly target, similar to AYP,
that students were expected to meet.

Table 2

Whole Sample Data for Variable Belief Statement

Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 3.12 1.39
Growth of bottom 25% 3.68 1.35
Separation of top 75% 3.46 1.30
Penalization for low growth 2.34 1.22

Awarding of bonus for high growth 4.16 1.39
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Table 2 (Continued)

Variable M SD
Specific percentage every year 2.50 1.32
Individual student growth over time 4.06 1.28
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 3.68 1.31
Inclusion of SES status 4.73 1.33
Inclusion of student race 2.60 1.41
Inclusion of student gender 2.17 1.23

Demographic Statistics by Position Type-Teacher

A total of 471 teachers participated in the study. Participants revealed the SES of their
school by indicating the free/reduced lunch rate. Two hundred twenty-nine (48.6%) participants
noted a 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate, 170 (36.1%) participants noted between 68%—100%
free/reduced lunch rate, 67 (14.2%) participants signified a free/reduced lunch rate to be less than
33%, and five (1.1%) participants did not identify their percentage.

One hundred eighty-seven (39.5%) participants identified their school accountability
grade as an A grade, 103 (21.9%) identified B grade, 81 (17.2%) identified C grade, 87 (18.5%)
identified D/F grade, and 13 (2.8%) did not indicate a school grade.

The final demographic indicator required respondents to identify their school geographic
locations by choosing between urban, rural, and suburban. One hundred seventy-six (37.4%)
teachers classified their school as rural, 172 (36.5%) classified urban, 117 (24.8%) classified

suburban, and six (1.3%) did not indicate their geographic locations.
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Descriptive Statistics by Position Type-Teacher

Each teacher participant was also asked questions related to their belief in a specific
accountability statement. These statements included distinctive variables that are utilized in the
current Indiana accountability system or variables used in other common accountability models.

An analysis of the participant responses from the teacher sample data identified which of
the variables received the highest mean scores. The top three teacher sample responses were the
inclusion of a student’s SES into the accountability model, the ability to gain bonus points for
showing positive growth, and, observing individual student growth from one year to the next.
The average responses from the teacher sample can be found in Table 3. When comparing
teacher sample data to the whole sample group, the findings were the same. The highest mean
average for both the whole sample and the teacher sample was the variable that included
socioeconomic information into the accountability model.

Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. The teacher sample response showed that including student gender into an
accountability model was not favored. This belief mirrored the whole sample response. In terms
of how student performance data was utilized, both the whole sample and the teacher sample
data found there was not a strong belief in an accountability system that penalized a school for
low growth. Finally, the teacher sample did not favor having a specific yearly target, similar to

AYP, that students were expected to meet.
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Table 3

Teacher Sample Data for Variable Belief Statement

Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 2.78 1.31
Growth of bottom 25% 3.53 1.37
Separation of top 75% 3.38 1.30
Penalization for low growth 2.22 1.16
Awarding of bonus for high growth 4.07 1.44
Specific percentage every year 2.27 1.23
Individual student growth over time 3.97 1.35
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 3.56 1.36
Inclusion of SES status 4.94 1.23
Inclusion of student race 2.60 1.41
Inclusion of student gender 2.14 1.21

Because the teacher sample responses had similar variables that received the highest and
lowest mean score, continued analysis of the data was conducted to identify the variables that
had the largest mean score change from the whole sample. The largest change occurred with the
teacher sample response for the utilization of ISTEP+ or ECA scores where there was a .34
decrease in the mean average over the whole sample response for the same variable. A similar
decrease occurred with the teacher sample response for the variable of a specific yearly target,
similar to AYP. The teacher response sample mean average had a .23 decrease from the whole

sample mean score. There was, however, an increase in the teacher sample mean score for
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including the SES into an accountability model. The teacher sample mean score was .21 higher
than the whole group sample for the same variable.
Demographic Statistics by Position Type—Principal

A total of 209 principals participated in the study. Participants revealed the SES of their
schools by indicating the free/reduced lunch rate. One hundred fifteen (55.0%) participants noted
a 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate, 44 (21.1%) noted between 68%—100% free/reduced lunch
rate, 47 (22.5%) participants signified a free/reduced lunch rate to be less than 33%, and three
(1.4%) did not identify their percentage.

Ninety-three (44.5%) participants identified their school accountability grade was an A
grade, 52 (24.9%) identified B grade, 31 (14.8%) identified C grade, 28 (13.4%) identified D/F
grade, and five (2.4%) did not indicate a school grade.

The final demographic indicator required that respondents identify their school
geographic location by choosing between urban, rural, and suburban. Ninety-five (45.5%)
principals classified their schools as rural, 56 (26.8%) classified suburban, 55 (24.8%) classified
urban, and three (1.4%) did not indicate their geographic locations.

Descriptive Statistics by Position Type—Principal

Each principal participant was asked questions related to their belief in a specific
accountability statement. These statements included distinctive variables that were utilized in
the current Indiana accountability system or variables used in other common accountability
models.

An analysis of the participant responses from the principal sample data identified which
of the variables received the highest mean scores. According to principal participants, the

variable of awarding bonus points for high growth in an accountability model attained the
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highest mean score. Along with the teacher sample, the principal respondents expressed that a
student’s SES should be included in an accountability model. Finally, the principal sample
response indicated the support of observing individual student growth from year to year. The
average responses from the principal sample can be found in Table 4. Similar to the teacher
sample data, the principal data mirrored the whole group data in regard to the variables that had
the highest mean scores.

Table 4

Principal Sample Data for Variable Belief Statement

Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 3.67 1.29
Growth of bottom 25% 3.92 1.24
Separation of top 75% 3.59 1.26
Penalization for low growth 2.61 1.26
Awarding of bonus for high growth 4.47 1.19
Specific percentage every year 2.95 1.36
Individual student growth over time 4.26 1.06
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 3.84 1.17
Inclusion of SES status 4.36 1.40
Inclusion of student race 2.69 1.43

Inclusion of student gender 2.27 1.28
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Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. Principals indicated the lowest level of agreement with the same variables
as the teacher sample group. Data showed that principals did not favor the use of student gender
in an accountability model. In terms of how student performance data were utilized, principal
respondents did not support an accountability system that penalized a school for low growth.
Finally, the practice of measuring school accountability similar to AYP received a low mean
score from participants within the principal sample. When comparing the principal mean data to
the whole group mean data in Table 2, the variables with the lowest belief averages were the
same.

Since the principal sample responses had similar variables that received the highest and
lowest mean scores, continued analysis of the data were conducted to identify the variables that
had the largest mean score change from the whole sample. The largest change occurred with the
principal sample response for the use of ISTEP+ or ECA scores to measure school
accountability, where the principal mean score increased .55 when compared to the whole
sample response for the same variable. A similar increase occurred with the principal sample
response for the variable of a specific yearly target, similar to AYP. The principal sample mean
average increased .45 from the whole sample mean score. A decrease occurred in the principal
sample mean score for including the SES into an accountability model. The principal sample
mean score decreased .37 when compared to the whole group sample for the same variable.
Demographic Statistics by Position Type—Superintendent

A total of 59 superintendents participated in the study. Participants revealed the SES of
their districts by indicating the free/reduced lunch rate. Thirty-eight (64.4%) participants noted a

34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate, three (5.1%) noted between 68%—100% free/reduced lunch
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rate, and 18 (30.5%) participants signified a free/reduced lunch rate to be less than 33%.

Twenty-nine (49.2%) participants identified their district accountability grade as an A
grade, 16 (27.1%) identified a B grade, 11 (18.6%) identified a C grade, two (3.4%) D/F grade,
and one (1.7%) did not indicate a district grade.

The final demographic indicator required respondents to identify their district geographic
location by choosing between urban, rural, and suburban. Forty (67.8%) superintendents
classified their districts as rural, 14 (23.7%) classified suburban, three (5.1%) classified urban,
and one (1.7%) did not indicate his or her geographic location.

Descriptive Statistics by Position Type—Superintendent

Each superintendent participant was also asked questions related to their belief in a
specific accountability statement. These statements included distinctive variables that are
utilized in the current Indiana accountability system or variables used in other common
accountability models.

An analysis of the participant responses from the superintendent sample data identified
which of the variables received the highest mean scores. Responses from the sample group
indicated that superintendents favored taking the SES of students into account when determining
school accountability. This specific variable consistently received the highest mean scores
among all four sampling groups. The superintendent sample, along with the teacher and
principal sample, identified that an accountability model should look at the growth of student
data over time. Finally, responses from the superintendent sample data also identified that
including teacher effectiveness into an accountability model would be favored. Respondents

from this specific sample were the only group that ranked an accountability model utilizing
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teacher effectiveness among the top three variables. The average responses from the principal
sample can be found in Table 5.

Table 5

Superintendent Sample Data for Variable Belief Statement

Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 3.95 1.40
Growth of bottom 25% 4.02 1.33
Separation of top 75% 3.63 1.33
Penalization for low growth 2.41 1.42
Awarding of bonus for high growth 3.98 1.43
Specific percentage every year 2.81 1.38
Individual student growth over time 4.27 1.19
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 4.15 1.22
Inclusion of SES status 4.34 1.46
Inclusion of student race 241 1.43
Inclusion of student gender 2.07 1.26

Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. Data showed that including student gender and race into an accountability
model was not favored. Participants from the four sample groups consistently scored the
variable of gender as the lowest. Similarly, respondents from all four sample groups, expressed
that an accountability system which penalizes an organization for low growth should not be

utilized.
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Because the superintendent sample responses had similar variables that received the
highest and lowest mean scores, continued analysis of the participant data identified variables
with the largest mean score change from the whole sample. The largest change occurred with
the superintendent sample response for the use of ISTEP+ or ECA scores to measure school
accountability, where the mean average increased .83 from the whole sample response for the
same variable. A similar increase occurred with the superintendent sample response in regard to
including teacher effectiveness into an accountability model. The superintendent sample mean
average increased .47 from the whole sample mean score. A decrease occurred in the
superintendent mean score when an accountability model included student race. The
superintendent sample mean score decreased .19 when compared to the whole group sample for
the same variable.

Demographic Statistics by Indiana A—F Accountability Grade—-A

Three hundred nine participants identified their school/district as an A school. The
current position of the respondents included 187 (66.8%) teachers, 93 (33.2%) principals, and 29
(9.3%) superintendents. The response rates for the A sample were consistent with the whole
sample distribution of 63% teachers, 28% principals, and 9% superintendents.

Participants revealed the SES of their school by indicating the free/reduced lunch rate.
For teachers and principals, 146 (52.1%) noted 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate, 93 (33.2%)
noted between 68%—100% free/reduced lunch rate, and 41 (14.6%) participants signified a
free/reduced lunch rate less than 33%. At the district level, 15 superintendents (51.7%) noted a
34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate, 13 (44.8%) signified a free/reduced lunch rate less than 33%,

and one (3.4%) identified a free/reduced lunch rate between 68%—100%.
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The final demographic indicator required respondents to identify their schools’ or
districts’ geographic locations by choosing between urban, rural, and suburban. One hundred
thirty-five (48.2%) teachers and principals classified their schools as rural, 106 (37.9%)
classified urban, and 38 (13.6%) classified suburban. At the district level, 18 (62.1%)
participants classified their districts as rural, 11 (37.9%) classified suburban, and zero (0%) as
urban.

Descriptive Statistics by Indiana A—F Accountability Grade—-A

Each participant was asked questions related to his or her belief in a specific
accountability statement. These statements included distinctive variables that are utilized in the
current Indiana accountability system or variables used in other common accountability models.

An analysis of the responses from the A school sample data identified the variables that
received the highest mean scores from teachers and principals. The responses with the highest
mean average were: utilizing the student SES, awarding bonus points for high growth, and
utilizing a growth model to observe student performance. When comparing the A school
location sample data to the whole sample data, the same variables received the highest mean
average. The average response data from the A school sample data can be found in Table 6.

At the district level, an analysis of the A district sample data identified the variables that
received the highest mean score from superintendents. The responses with the highest mean
average were: including teacher effectiveness into an accountability model (M =4.52, SD =
1.02), the use of a growth style model (M = 4.48, SD = 1.06), and the utilization of ISTEP+ or
ECA to measure school accountability (M = 4.24, SD = 1.24). Compared to both the school level
A school sample data, as well as the whole sample data, the superintendent responses differed.

Agreement among participants existed with the use of a growth-style model; however, this was
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the only sample group that advocated to utilize ISTEP+ or ECA data, as well as to embed teacher
effectiveness into the accountability model.
Table 6

Indiana A-F Accountability Letter Grade Sample Data for Variable Belief Statement—A School

Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 3.14 1.40
Growth of bottom 25% 3.64 1.34
Separation of top 75% 3.41 1.32
Penalization for low growth 2.40 1.19
Awarding of bonus for high growth 4.25 1.35
Specific percentage every year 2.55 1.34
Individual student growth over time 4.02 1.30
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 3.71 1.29
Inclusion of SES status 4.67 1.28
Inclusion of student race 2.58 1.35
Inclusion of student gender 2.06 1.07

Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. Data showed that including student gender into an accountability model
was not favored. Utilizing student gender received the lowest mean score among the whole
population. Similarly, an accountability system that penalizes a school/district due to low
growth received low mean scores from respondents in both the A school sample and the whole

sample. Finally, teachers and principals in the A school sample expressed that a system similar
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to AYP should not be utilized. At the district level, superintendents denoted that gender (M =
1.93, SD = 1.22) should not be a variable considered when measuring school accountability.
Superintendents also did not favor utilizing a system that penalized districts for low growth (M
=2.48, SD = 1.48).

Because the A school sample responses had similar variables that received the highest
and lowest mean scores, continued analysis of the participant data identified variables with the
largest mean score change from the whole sample. The largest change occurred with the A
sample response for the inclusion of gender into a school accountability model, where a .11
decrease occurred in the mean average from the whole sample response for the same variable.
An increase occurred with the A school sample response for the variable of awarding bonus
points for high growth. The A school sample mean average had a .09 increase from the whole
sample mean score.

Demographic Statistics by Indiana A—F Accountability Grade-B

A total of 171 participants identified their school/districts received a B accountability
grade. The current position of the respondents included 103 (60.2%) teachers, 52 (30.4%)
principals, and 16 (9.4%) superintendents. The response rates for the B sample were consistent
with the whole sample distribution of 63% teachers, 28% principals, and 9% superintendents.

Participants revealed the SES of their school by indicating the free/reduced lunch rate.
For teachers and principals, 94 (60.6%) noted a 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate, 45 (29.0%)
between 68%—100% free/reduced lunch rate, and 16 (10.3%) participants signified a
free/reduced lunch rate less than 33%. At the district level, 11 superintendents (68.8%) noted a
34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate, four (25.0%) signified a free/reduced lunch rate less than

33%, and one (6.3%) identified between 68%—100%.
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The final demographic indicator required respondents to identify their school or district
geographic locations by choosing between urban, rural, and suburban. Seventy-one (45.8%)
teachers and principals classified their school as rural, 50 (32.3%) classified urban, and 33
(21.3%) classified suburban. At the district level, 13 (81.3%) participants classified their
districts as rural, two (12.5%) classified suburban, and one (6.3%) identified their district as
urban.

Descriptive Statistics by Indiana A—F Accountability Grade-B

Participants were asked questions related to their belief in a specific accountability
statement. These statements included distinctive variables that are utilized in the current Indiana
accountability system or variables used in other common accountability models.

An analysis of the responses from the B school sample data identified the variables that
received the highest mean scores from teachers and principals. The responses with the highest
mean average were: utilizing the student SES, awarding bonus points for high growth, and
utilizing a growth model to observe student performance. When comparing the B school sample
data to the whole sample data, participant mean scores were the highest for the same variables.
The average response data from the B school sample data can be found in Table 7.

At the district level, an analysis of the B district sample data identified the variables that
received the highest mean score from superintendents. The responses with the highest mean
average were: including SES into an accountability model (M = 4.69, SD = 1.49), looking at the
growth of the bottom 25% (M =4.19, SD = 1.52), and the use of a growth style model (M = 3.94,
SD = 1.39). Compared to both the school level B school sample data, as well as the whole
sample data, the superintendent responses differed. There was agreement with the use of a

growth-style model and that student performance should be assessed over multiple years;
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however, this was the only sample group that advocated to assess growth of the bottom 25% of
students.
Table 7

Indiana A-F Accountability Letter Grade Sample Data for Variable Belief Statement—B School

Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 3.03 1.36
Growth of bottom 25% 3.62 1.32
Separation of top 75% 3.45 1.33
Penalization for low growth 2.33 1.21
Awarding of bonus for high growth 4.13 1.42
Specific percentage every year 2.37 1.23
Individual student growth over time 3.92 1.33
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 3.43 1.36
Inclusion of SES status 4.69 1.36
Inclusion of student race 2.57 1.42
Inclusion of student gender 2.21 1.18

Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. Data showed that including student gender into an accountability model
was not favored. Utilizing student gender received the lowest mean score among the whole
population. Similarly, an accountability system that penalizes a school/district due to low
growth received low mean scores from respondents in both the B school sample and the whole

sample. Finally, teachers and principals in the B school sample expressed that a system similar
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to AYP should not be utilized. At the district level, superintendents noted that gender (M = 2.50,
SD = 1.55) should not be a variable considered when measuring school accountability.
Superintendents also did not favor utilizing a system that penalized districts for low growth (M =
2.56, 8D =1.59).

Because the B school and district sample responses had similar variables that received the
highest and lowest mean scores, continued analysis of the participant data identified variables
with the largest mean score change from the whole sample. The largest mean difference
occurred with the B sample response for the inclusion of teacher effectiveness into a school
accountability model, evidenced by a .25 decrease in the mean average over the whole sample
response for the same variable. An increase occurred with the B district sample response for
observing the growth of the bottom 25%. The B district sample mean difference scored .51
higher than the whole sample mean score.

Demographic Statistics by Indiana A—F Accountability Grade—C

A total of 171 participants identified their school/districts received a C accountability
grade. The current position of the respondents included 81 (65.9%) teachers, 31 (25.2%)
principals, and 11 (8.9%) superintendents. The response rates for the C samples were consistent
with the whole sample distribution of 63% teachers, 28% principals, and 9% superintendents.

Participants revealed the SES of their schools by indicating the free/reduced lunch rate.
For teachers and principals, 63 (65.9%) noted a 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate, 43 (38.4%)
noted between 68%—100% free/reduced lunch rate, and five (4.5%) participants signified a
free/reduced lunch rate to be less than 33%. At the district level, all 11 superintendents (100%)

noted a 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate.
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The final demographic indicator required respondents to identify their school or district
geographic locations by choosing between urban, rural, and suburban. Fifty-two (46.4%)
teachers and principals classified their schools as urban, 43 (38.4%) classified urban, and 16
(14.3%) classified suburban. At the district level, nine (81.8%) participants classified their
districts as rural, one (9.1%) chose suburban, and one (9.1%) identified the district as urban.
Descriptive Statistics by Indiana A—F Accountability Grade—C

Participants were asked questions related to their belief in a specific accountability
statement. These statements included distinctive variables that are utilized in the current Indiana
accountability system or variables used in other common accountability models.

An analysis of the responses from the C school sample data identified the variables that
received the highest mean scores from teachers and principals. The responses with the highest
mean average were: utilizing the student SES, awarding bonus points for high growth, and
utilizing a growth model to observe student performance. The same variables received the
highest mean average, when comparing the C school sample data to the whole sample data. The
average response data from the C school sample can be found in Table 8.

At the district level, an analysis of the C district sample data identified the variables that
received the highest mean score from superintendents. The responses with the highest mean
average were: including SES into an accountability model (M = 4.82, SD = 1.47), rewarding
schools for high growth (M =4.18, SD = 1.25), and the use of a growth style model (M = 4.09,
SD = 1.22). Compared to both the C school sample data, as well as the whole sample data, the

superintendent responses did not differ.
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Table 8

Indiana A-F Accountability Letter Grade Sample Data for Variable Belief Statement—C School

Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 3.08 1.36
Growth of bottom 25% 3.62 1.36
Separation of top 75% 3.55 1.21
Penalization for low growth 2.41 1.24
Awarding of bonus for high growth 4.15 1.40
Specific percentage every year 2.45 1.26
Individual student growth over time 4.14 1.21
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 3.63 1.36
Inclusion of SES status 4.83 1.24
Inclusion of student race 2.78 1.50
Inclusion of student gender 2.18 1.27

Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. When comparing the C school sample responses and the whole sample
distribution, data suggested that the inclusion of student gender into an accountability model was
not favored. Utilizing student gender received the lowest mean score among the whole
population. Similarly, an accountability system that penalizes a school/district due to low
growth received low mean scores from respondents in both the C school sample and the whole
sample. Finally, teachers and principals in the C school sample expressed that a system similar

to AYP should not be utilized. At the district level, superintendents noted that gender (M = 1.73,
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SD = .647) and race (M =1.91, SD =.701) should not be variables considered when measuring
school accountability. Superintendents also did not favor utilizing a system that penalized
districts for low growth (M =2.00, SD = 1.00). The only difference in responses from the “C”
district sample was that superintendents did not support utilizing race as a variable when
compared to the whole sample responses.

Because the C school and district sample responses had similar variables that received the
highest and lowest mean scores, continued analysis of the participant data identified variables
with the largest mean score difference from the whole sample. The “C” school sample mean
average increased .18 from the whole sample mean score when considering student race as an
accountability model variable. When compared to the whole sample mean score, a .69 decrease
occurred with the “C” district sample response for including student race.

Demographic Statistics by Indiana A—F Accountability Grade-D/F

A total of 117 participants identified their school/districts received D/F accountability
grade. The current position of the respondents included 87 (74.4%) teachers, 28 (23.9%)
principals, and two (1.7%) superintendents. The response rates for the D/F schools differed from
the whole sample distribution. The D/F school sample showed an 11% increase in teacher
respondents, as well as a 7% decrease in superintendent responses.

Participants revealed the SES of their schools by indicating the free/reduced lunch rate.
For teachers and principals, 79 (68.7%) participants noted 68%—100% free/reduced lunch rate,
35 (30.4%) noted between 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate, and zero (0%) participants
signified a free/reduced lunch rate to be less than 33%. At the district level, one superintendent
(50.0%) noted a 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate and one (50%) signified a free/reduced lunch

rate between 68%—100%.
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The final demographic indicator required respondents to identify their school or district
geographic locations by choosing between urban, rural, and suburban. Eighty-one (70.4%)
teachers and principals classified their school as urban, 18 (15.7%) classified rural, and 15
(13.0%) classified suburban. At the district level, one (50.0%) participant classified his or her
district as rural and one (50%) identified his or her district as urban.

Descriptive Statistics by Indiana A—F Accountability Grade-D/F

Each participant was asked questions related to his or her belief in a specific
accountability statement. These statements included distinctive variables that are utilized in the
current Indiana accountability system or variables used in other common accountability models.

An analysis of the responses from the D/F school sample data identified the variables that
received the highest mean scores from teachers and principals. The responses attaining the
highest mean average were: utilizing the SES status, awarding bonus points for high growth, and
utilizing a growth model to observe student performance. The same variables received the
highest mean average scores, when comparing the D/F school sample data to the whole sample
data. The average response data from the D/F school type can be found in Table 9.

At the district level, an analysis of the D/F district sample data identified the variables
that received the highest mean score from superintendents. Superintendents believed that teacher
effectiveness (M = 5.00, SD = .00), a growth style model (M = 5.00, SD = 1.41), and rewarding
schools for high growth (M = 4.00, SD = 1.41) should be included into an accountability model.
When comparing both the D/F school sample data, as well as the whole sample data, the
superintendent responses differed slightly. Superintendent responses suggested utilizing teacher

effectiveness where the other samples did not.
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Table 9

Indiana A-F Accountability Letter Grade Sample Data for Variable Belief Statement—D/F

School
Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 2.92 1.29
Growth of bottom 25% 3.74 1.46
Separation of top 75% 3.50 1.25
Penalization for low growth 2.14 1.23
Awarding of bonus for high growth 4.26 1.41
Specific percentage every year 2.58 1.37
Individual student growth over time 4.32 1.19
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 3.85 1.25
Inclusion of SES status 4.94 1.42
Inclusion of student race 2.67 1.50
Inclusion of student gender 2.41 1.58

Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. Data showed that including student gender into an accountability model
was not favored. Utilizing student gender received the lowest mean score among each sample
population. Similarly, an accountability system that penalizes a school/district due to low
growth received low mean scores from respondents in both the D/F school sample and the whole
sample. Finally, teachers and principals in the D/F school sample expressed that a system

similar to AYP should not be utilized. At the district level, superintendents were in agreement
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that gender (M = 1.50, SD =.707) and race (M = 1.50, SD = .707) should not be a variable
considered when measuring school accountability. Superintendents also did not favor utilizing a
system that penalized districts for low growth (M = 1.50, SD =.707). The D/F district sample’s
only difference was that superintendents did not support utilizing race as a variable when
compared to the D/F school sample and the total sample.

Because the D/F school and district sample responses had similar variables that received
the highest and lowest mean scores, continued analysis of the participant data identified variables
with the largest mean score change from the whole sample. The largest mean difference
occurred with the D/F school sample response for an accountability model that observed student
growth over time, increasing .26 in the mean average over the whole sample response for the
same variable. This was followed closely by a mean difference of .24 in which the D/F school
sample had a higher mean average for including student gender over the whole sample response.
With only two superintendents responding in this category, the mean difference was not
observed.

Demographic Statistics by SES: 0%-33% Free/Reduced Lunch

A total of 131 participants identified their school/districts had a socioeconomic make-up
of 0%—-33%. The current position of the respondents included 67 (51.1%) teachers, 47 (35.9%)
principals, and 17 (13.0%) superintendents. The response rate was higher for both principals and
superintendents when compared to the whole sample distribution.

For teachers and principals, 93 (81.6%) participants identified their school accountability
grade as A grade, 16 (14.0%) identified B grade, five (4.4%) identified C grade, and zero (0%)
received a D/F grade. At the district level, 13 (72.2%) participants identified their district

accountability grades as A grade and four (22.2%) identified B grade. None of the
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superintendents received C, D or F as letter grades.

The final demographic indicator required respondents to identify their school or district
geographic location by choosing between urban, rural, and suburban. Sixty-one (53.5%)
teachers and principals classified their school as suburban, 50 (43.9%) identified rural, and two
(1.8%) identified suburban. At the district level, 11 (61.1%) participants classified their districts
as rural and six (33.3%) identified their districts as suburban.

Descriptive Statistics by SES: 0%—-33% Free/Reduced Lunch

Participants were asked questions related to their beliefs in a specific accountability
statement. These statements included distinctive variables that are utilized in the current Indiana
accountability system or variables used in other common accountability models.

An analysis of the responses from the 0%—33% school sample data identified the
variables that received the highest mean scores from teachers and principals. The responses with
the highest mean average were: utilizing the student SES, awarding bonus points for high
growth, and utilizing a growth model to observe student performance. The same variables
received the highest mean scores, when comparing the 0%—-33% school sample data to the whole
sample data. The average response data from the 0%—33% school type can be found in Table 10.

At the district level, an analysis of the 0%—-33% district sample data identified the
variables that received the highest mean score from superintendents. The responses with the
highest mean average were: taking the SES into account (M =4.17, SD = 1.34), observing the
growth of the bottom 25% of students (M = 4.00, SD = 1.24), and embedding teacher
effectiveness into an accountability model (M = 3.94, SD = 1.26). Compared to the 0%—33%

school sample data, as well as the whole sample data, the superintendent responses were
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different. Superintendents were the only ones who felt that teacher effectiveness, as well as the
bottom 25% should be included in an accountability model.
Table 10

Variable Belief Statement by School SES: 0%—33% Free/Reduced Lunch

Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 3.25 1.39
Growth of bottom 25% 3.66 1.40
Separation of top 75% 341 1.35
Penalization for low growth 2.39 1.17
Awarding of bonus for high growth 4.35 1.27
Specific percentage every year 2.67 1.41
Individual student growth over time 4.04 1.29
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 3.73 1.30
Inclusion of SES status 4.49 1.33
Inclusion of student race 2.46 1.32
Inclusion of student gender 2.09 1.16

Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. At the school level, data showed that including student gender into an
accountability model was not favored. Utilizing student gender received the lowest mean score
among the respondents from each sample population. Similarly, an accountability system that
penalizes a school/district due to low growth received low mean scores from respondents in both

the 0%—-33% school sample and the whole sample. Finally, teachers and principals in the 0%—
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33% school sample expressed that a system similar to AYP should not be utilized. At the district
level, superintendents were in agreement that gender (M = 2.28, SD = 1.27) and race (M = 2.56,
SD = 1.42) should not be a variable considered when measuring school accountability.
Superintendents also did not favor utilizing a system that penalized districts for low growth (M =
2.11, SD = 1.49). Again, there were no differences among the school, district, or total sample.

Because the 0%—33% school and district sample responses had similar variables that
received the highest and lowest mean scores, continued analysis of the participant data identified
variables with the largest mean score change from the whole sample. The largest mean
difference occurred with the 0%—33% school sample response for the inclusion of SES into a
school accountability model, evidenced by a .25 decrease in the mean average over the whole
sample response for the same variable. The 0%-33% school sample increased .19 in the mean
average over the whole sample for awarding bonus points for high growth. A decrease occurred
with the 0%—-33% district sample response for including SES. The 0%—-33% district sample
mean score decreased .56 from the whole sample mean score.

Demographic Statistics by SES: 34%—-67% Free/Reduced Lunch

A total of 382 participants identified their school/districts had a socioeconomic make-up
of 34%—-67%. The current position of the respondents included 229 (59.9%) teachers, 115
(30.1%) principals, and 38 (9.9%) superintendents.

For teachers and principals, 146 (42.4%) participants identified their school
accountability grades as A grade, 94 (27.3%) identified B grade, 63 (18.3%) identified C grade,
and 35 (10.2%) received a D/F grade. At the district level, 15 (39.5%) participants identified
their district accountability grade as A grade, 11 (28.9%) identified B grade, 11 (28.9%)

identified C grade, and one (2.6%) identified D or F grade.
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The final demographic indicator required respondents to identify their school or district
geographic locations by choosing between urban, rural, and suburban. One hundred ninety-four
(56.4%) teachers and principals classified their schools as rural, 77 (22.4%) classified suburban,
and 70 (20.3%) classified urban. At the district level, 29 (76.3%) participants classified their
districts as rural, seven (18.4%) classified suburban, and two (5.3%) identified their districts as
urban.

Descriptive Statistics by SES: 34%—67% Free/Reduced Lunch

Each participant was also asked questions related to his or her belief in a specific
accountability statement. These statements included distinctive variables that are utilized in the
current Indiana accountability system or variables used in other common accountability models.

An analysis of the responses from the 34%—-67% school sample data identified the
variables that received the highest mean scores from teachers and principals. The responses with
the highest mean average were: utilizing the student SES, awarding bonus points for high
growth, and utilizing a growth model to observe student performance. The same variables
received the highest mean scores, when comparing the 34%—-67% school sample data to the
whole sample data. The average response data from the 34%—-67% school type can be found in
Table 11.

At the district level, an analysis of the 34%—-67% district sample data identified the
variables that received the highest mean score from superintendents. The responses with the
highest mean average were: utilizing a growth model to measure student progress (M = 4.45, SD
= 1.16), taking the SES into account (M = 4.39, SD = 1.48), and embedding teacher effectiveness
into an accountability model (M =4.18, SD =1.21). Compared to both the 34%—67% school

sample data, as well as the whole sample data, the superintendent responses were slightly
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different. Superintendents were the only group that scored the inclusion of teacher effectiveness
at a high rate.
Table 11

Variable Belief Statement by School SES: 34%—67% Free/Reduced Lunch

Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 3.12 1.37
Growth of bottom 25% 3.64 1.26
Separation of top 75% 3.40 1.28
Penalization for low growth 2.35 1.18
Awarding of bonus for high growth 4.08 1.42
Specific percentage every year 2.46 1.26
Individual student growth over time 4.02 1.24
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 3.69 1.30
Inclusion of SES status 4.75 1.27
Inclusion of student race 2.64 1.42
Inclusion of student gender 2.17 1.20

Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. School data showed that including student gender into an accountability
model was not favored. Utilizing student gender received the lowest mean score among each
sample population. Similarly, an accountability system that penalizes a school/district due to
low growth received low mean scores from respondents in both the 34%—-67% school sample and

the whole sample. Finally, teachers and principals in the 34%—67% school sample expressed
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that a system similar to AYP should not be utilized. At the district level, superintendents were in
agreement that gender (M = 2.28, SD = 1.27) and race (M = 2.56, SD = 1.42) should not be a
variable considered when measuring school accountability. Superintendents also did not favor
utilizing a system that penalized districts for low growth (M =2.11, SD = 1.49). Again, there
were no differences among the school, district or total samples.

Because the 34%—-67% school and district sample responses had similar variables that
received the highest and lowest mean scores, continued analysis of the participant data identified
variables with the largest mean score change from the whole sample. The largest mean
difference occurred with the 34%—67% school sample response for awarding bonus points for
high growth, increasing .08 in the mean average over the whole sample response for the same
variable. The 34%—-67% school sample decreased .08 in the mean average over the whole
sample for the utilizing a specific yearly target. An increase occurred with the 34%—-67% district
sample response for embedding teacher effectiveness into an accountability model. The 34%—
67% district sample mean score increased .50 when compared to the whole sample mean score.
Demographic Statistics by SES: 68%—-100% Free/Reduced Lunch

A total of 217 participants identified their school/district had a socioeconomic make-up
of 68%—100%. The current position of the respondents included 170 (78.3%) teachers, 44
(20.3%) principals, and three (1.4%) superintendents. The response rate for teachers in this
sample was much higher than the whole sample distribution. In addition, the response rate for
superintendents was much lower than the whole sample distribution.

For teachers and principals, 41 (19.2%) participants identified their school accountability
grade as A grades, 45 (21.0%) identified B grades, 43 (20.1%) identified C grades, and 79

(36.9%) received D/F grades. At the district level, one (33.3%) participants identified his or her
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district accountability grade as an A grade, one (33.3%) identified a B grade, and one (33.3%)
identified a D/F grade.

The final demographic indicator required respondents to identify their school or district
geographic locations by choosing between urban, rural, and suburban. One hundred fifty-four
(72.0%) teachers and principals classified their schools as urban, 34 (15.9%) classified rural, and
26 (12.1%) classified suburban. At the district level, one (33.3%) participants classified their
district as rural, one (33.3%) classified suburban, and one (33.3%) identified urban.

Descriptive Statistics by SES: 68%—-100% Free/Reduced Lunch

Participants were asked questions related to their belief in a specific accountability
statement. These statements included distinctive variables that are utilized in the current Indiana
accountability system or variables used in other common accountability models.

An analysis of the responses from the 68%—100% school sample data identified the
variables that received the highest mean scores from teachers and principals. The responses with
the highest mean average were: utilizing the student SES, awarding bonus points for high
growth, and utilizing a growth model to observe student performance. The same variables
received the highest mean scores, when comparing the 68%—100% school sample data to the
whole sample data. The average response data from the 68%—100% school type can be found in
Table 12.

At the district level, an analysis of the 68%—100% district sample data was conducted to
determine which of the variables received the highest mean scores. The responses with the
highest mean average were: embedding teacher effectiveness into an accountability model (M =
5.00, SD = 1.00), rewarding school for high growth (M = 5.00, SD = 1.00), and observing the

growth of the bottom 25% of students (M = 5.00, SD = 1.00). Compared to both the 68%—-100%
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school sample data, as well as the whole sample data, the superintendent responses were
different. Superintendents were the only participants who felt that teacher effectiveness, as well
as the bottom 25%, should be included in an accountability model.

Table 12

Variable Belief Statement by School SES: 68%—100% Free/Reduced Lunch

Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 2.84 1.34
Growth of bottom 25% 3.64 1.47
Separation of top 75% 3.55 1.29
Penalization for low growth 2.28 1.27
Awarding of bonus for high growth 4.30 1.36
Specific percentage every year 2.42 1.32
Individual student growth over time 4.15 1.32
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 3.54 1.35
Inclusion of SES status 4.94 1.32
Inclusion of student race 2.69 1.45
Inclusion of student gender 2.24 1.31

Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. School data showed that including student gender in an accountability
model was not favored. Utilizing student gender received the lowest mean score among each
sample population. Similarly, an accountability system that penalizes a school/district due to

low growth received low mean scores from respondents in both the 68%—100% school sample
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and the whole sample. Finally, teachers and principals in the 68%—100% school sample
expressed that a system similar to AYP should not be utilized. At the district level,
superintendents were in agreement that gender (M = 2.33, SD = 1.53) and race (M = 3.00, SD =
2.65) should not be a variable considered when measuring school accountability.
Superintendents also did not favor utilizing a system that penalized districts for low growth (M =
2.67, SD = .577) Again, there were no differences among the school, district or total sample.

Because the 68%—100% school and district sample responses had similar variables that
received the highest and lowest mean scores, continued analysis of the participant data identified
variables with the largest mean score change from the whole sample. The largest mean
difference occurred with the 68%—100% school sample response for utilizing ISTEP+ or ECA
scores to measure school accountability, where a .28 decrease occurred in the mean average over
the whole sample response for the same variable. The 68%—100% school sample increased .14
in the mean average over the whole sample for awarding bonus when high growth is achieved.
With only three superintendent responses, the mean difference was not analyzed.
Demographic Statistics by School/District Locality—Urban

A total of 230 individuals identified their school/districts as urban. The current position
of the respondents included 172 (74.8%) teachers, 55 (23.9%) principals, and three (1.3%)
superintendents. The teacher sample for urban schools was approximately 11% higher than the
whole sample distribution. In addition, the superintendent response rate was almost 7% lower
than the whole sample distribution.

Participants revealed the SES of their schools by indicating the free/reduced lunch rates.
For teachers and principals, 154 participants (46.1%) noted a 68%—100% free/reduced lunch

rates, 70 (30.4%) noted between 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rates, and two (0.9%) signified a
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free/reduced lunch rates to be less than 33%. At the district level, two (66.7%) noted a 34%—
67% free/reduced lunch rates and one (33.3%) participant signified a free/reduced lunch rate as
being between 68%—100%.

For teachers and principals, 38 (16.5%) participants identified their school accountability
grades as A grade, 50 (21.7%) identified B grade, 52 (22.6%) identified C grade, and 81 (35.2%)
indicated a D/F grade. At the district level, one (33.3%) participant identified his or her district
accountability grade as a B grade, one (33.3%) identified a C grade, and one (33.3%) indicated a
D/F district grade.

Descriptive Statistics by School/District Locality—Urban

Participants were asked questions related to their belief in a specific accountability
statement. These statements included distinctive variables that are utilized in the current Indiana
accountability system or variables used in other common accountability models.

An analysis of the responses from the urban school sample data identified the variables
that received the highest mean scores from teachers and principals. The responses that received
the highest mean average were: utilizing the student SES, awarding bonus points for high
growth, and utilizing a growth model to observe student performance. The same variables
received the highest mean scores, when comparing the urban school sample data to the whole
sample data. The average response data from the urban location type can be found in Table 13.

At the district level, an analysis of the urban district sample identified the variables that
received the highest mean score from superintendents. The responses with the highest mean
average were: taking the SES into account (M =4.33, SD = 2.08), the use of a growth model (M

=3.67,SD =2.52), and rewarding districts that show high growth (M =3.67, SD =2.31).
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Compared to both the urban school sample data, as well as the total sample data, the
superintendent responses were similar.
Table 13

Variable Belief Statements by School Locality—Urban

Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 2.93 1.36
Growth of bottom 25% 3.71 1.43
Separation of top 75% 3.47 1.27
Penalization for low growth 2.33 1.25
Awarding of bonus for high growth 4.28 1.38
Specific percentage every year 2.44 1.31
Individual student growth over time 4.07 1.32
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 3.61 1.34
Inclusion of SES status 4.80 1.42
Inclusion of student race 2.63 1.43
Inclusion of student gender 2.28 1.32

Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. Data showed that including student gender into an accountability model
was not favored. Utilizing student gender received the lowest mean score among each sample
population. Similarly, an accountability system that penalizes a school/district due to low
growth received low mean scores from respondents in both the urban school sample and the

whole sample. Finally, teachers and principals in the urban school sample expressed that a
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system similar to AYP should not be utilized. At the district level, superintendents were in
agreement that districts should not be penalized for low growth (M = 1.67, SD =.577). They
also denoted that an accountability model similar to AYP should not be utilized (M = 2.00, SD =
1.00). The main difference in average response data was that superintendents did not favor
looking at the growth of the bottom 25% (M = 3.00, SD = 1.732).

Because the urban school and district sample responses had similar variables that
received the highest and lowest mean scores, continued analysis of the participant data identified
variables with the largest mean score change from the whole sample. The largest mean
difference occurred with the urban school sample response utilizing ISTEP+ or ECA scores to
measure school accountability, evidenced by a decrease of .19 in the mean average over the
whole sample response for the same variable. The urban school sample increased .12 in the
mean average over the whole sample for awarding bonus points when high growth occurs. A
decrease occurred with the urban district sample response for observing growth of the bottom
25%. The urban district sample mean score decreased .68 when compared to the whole sample
mean score.

Demographic Statistics by School/District Locality—Suburban

A total of 187 individuals identified their school/districts as suburban. The current
position of the respondents included 117 (62.6%) teachers, 56 (29.9%) principals, and 14 (7.5%)
superintendents. The response rate for the suburban sample was consistent with the whole
sample distribution.

Participants revealed the SES of their schools by indicating the free/reduced lunch rates.
For teachers and principals, 77 participants (41.2%) noted 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate, 61

(32.6%) noted between 0%—-33% free/reduced lunch rate, and 34 (18.2%) signified free/reduced
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lunch rates between 68%—100%. At the district level, seven (50.0%) noted 34%—67%
free/reduced lunch rates, six (42.9%) identified less than 33% free/reduced lunch rates, and one
(7.1%) signified a free/reduced lunch rate as being between 68%—100%.

For teachers and principals, 106 (56.7%) participants identified their school
accountability grade as an A grade, 33 (17.6%) identified B grade, 16 (8.6%) identified C grade,
and 15 (8.0%) indicated a D/F grade. At the district level, 11 (78.6%) participants identified
their district accountability grade as A grade, two (14.3%) identified B grade, and one (7.1%)
indicated a C district grade.

Descriptive Statistics by School/District Locality—Suburban

Participants were asked questions related to their belief in a specific accountability
statement. These statements included distinctive variables that are utilized in the current Indiana
accountability system or variables used in other common accountability models.

An analysis of the responses from the suburban school sample data identified the
variables that received the highest mean scores from teachers and principals. The responses with
the highest mean average were: utilizing the student SES, utilizing a growth model to observe
student performance, and awarding bonus points for high growth. The same variables received
the highest mean average scores, when comparing the suburban school sample data to the whole
sample data. The average response data from the suburban location type can be found in Table
14.

At the district level, an analysis of the suburban district sample data identified the
variables that received the highest mean score from superintendents. The responses with the
highest mean average were: the use of a growth model (M = 4.86, SD = .770), rewarding

districts that show high growth (M =4.36, SD = 1.50), and embedding teacher effectiveness into
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an accountability model (M =4.36, SD = 1.08). Compared to both the suburban school sample
data, as well as the total sample data, the superintendent responses differed with embedding
teacher effectiveness into an accountability model.

Table 14

Variable Belief Statements by School Locality—Suburban

Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 3.18 1.40
Growth of bottom 25% 3.72 1.41
Separation of top 75% 343 1.36
Penalization for low growth 2.50 1.30
Awarding of bonus for high growth 4.10 1.42
Specific percentage every year 2.52 1.35
Individual student growth over time 4.13 1.26
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 3.80 1.29
Inclusion of SES status 4.59 1.34
Inclusion of student race 2.60 1.38
Inclusion of student gender 2.09 1.17

Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. Data showed that including student gender into an accountability model
was not favored. Utilizing student gender received the lowest mean score among each sample
population. Similarly, an accountability system that penalizes a school/district due to low

growth received low mean scores from respondents in both the suburban school sample and the
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whole sample. Finally, teachers and principals in the suburban school sample expressed that a
system similar to AYP should not be utilized. At the district level, superintendents were in
agreement that gender (M = 2.29, SD = 1.44) and race (M = 2.50, SD = 1.35) should not be a
variable considered when measuring school accountability. Superintendents also did not favor
utilizing a system that penalized districts for low growth (M = 2.86, SD = 1.66). Differences did
not exist among the school, district, or total sample.

Because the suburban school and district sample responses had similar variables that
received the highest and lowest mean scores, continued analysis of the participant data identified
variables with the largest mean score change from the whole sample. The largest mean
difference occurred with the suburban school sample response for penalizing schools for low
growth, evidenced by a .16 increase in the mean average over the whole sample response for the
same variable. The suburban school sample score decreased .14 in the mean average over the
whole sample for the inclusion of SES into an accountability model. An increase occurred with
the suburban district sample response for utilizing a growth model. The suburban district sample
mean score increased .80 when compared to the whole sample mean score.

Demographic Statistics by School/District Locality—Rural

A total of 311 individuals identified their school/districts as rural. The current position of
the respondents included 176 (56.6%) teachers, 95 (30.5%) principals, and 40 (12.9%)
superintendents. The teacher response rate for rural schools was approximately 7% lower than
the whole sample distribution. In addition, the response rate for superintendents was almost 4%
higher than the whole sample distribution.

Participants revealed the SES of their schools by indicating the free/reduced lunch rates.

For teachers and principals, 194 (62.4%) noted a 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate, 50 (16.1%)
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noted between 0%—-33% free/reduced lunch rate, and 26 (8.4%) signified free/reduced lunch rate
between 68%—100%. At the district level, 29 (70.7%) noted a 34%—67% free/reduced lunch rate,
11 (26.8%) identified less than 33%, and one (2.4%) signified a free/reduced lunch rate between
68%—100%.

For teachers and principals, 135 (43.4%) participants identified their school
accountability grade as A grade, 71 (22.8%) identified B grade, 43 (13.6%) identified C grade,
and 18 (5.8%) indicated a D/F grade. At the district level, 18 (43.9%) participants identified
their district accountability grade as A grade, 12 (31.7%) identified B grade, nine (22.0%)
identified C grade, and one (2.4%) indicated a D or F district grade.

Descriptive Statistics by School/District Locality—Rural

Participants were asked questions related to their beliefs in a specific accountability
statement. These statements included distinctive variables that are utilized in the current Indiana
accountability system or variables used in other common accountability models.

An analysis of the responses from the rural school sample data identified the variables
that received the highest mean scores from teachers and principals. The responses with the
highest mean average were: utilizing the student SES, awarding bonus points for high growth,
and utilizing a growth model to observe student performance. The same variables received the
highest mean average scores, when comparing the rural school sample data to the whole sample
data. The average response data from the rural school location type can be found in Table 15.

At the district level, an analysis of the rural district sample data identified the variables
that received the highest mean score from superintendents. The responses with the highest mean
average were: taking the socioeconomic make-up of the district into account (M = 4.46, SD =

1.36), looking at the growth of the bottom 25% (M = 4.15, SD = 1.24), and the use of a growth
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model (M =4.12, SD =1.17). Compared to both the suburban school sample data, as well as the
total sample data, the superintendent responses differed in the use of the bottom 25% growth.
Table 15

Variable Belief Statements by School Locality—Rural

Variable M SD
Use of ISTEP+ or ECA 3.24 1.39
Growth of bottom 25% 3.62 1.25
Separation of top 75% 3.46 1.27
Penalization for low growth 2.24 1.14
Awarding of bonus for high growth 4.14 1.37
Specific percentage every year 2.56 1.30
Individual student growth over time 4.06 1.24
Inclusion of teacher effectiveness 3.67 1.29
Inclusion of SES status 4.74 1.26
Inclusion of student race 2.60 1.43
Inclusion of student gender 2.12 1.19

Further analysis of the participant responses identified the variables that received the
lowest mean scores. Data showed that including student gender into an accountability model
was not favored. Utilizing student gender received the lowest mean score among each sample
population. Similarly, an accountability system that penalizes a school/district due to low
growth received low mean scores from respondents in both the rural school sample and the

whole sample. Finally, teachers and principals in the rural school sample expressed that a
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system similar to AYP should not be utilized. At the district level, superintendents were in
agreement that gender (M = 1.85, SD = 1.04) or race (M =2.27, SD = 1.40) should not be a
variable considered when measuring school accountability. Superintendents also did not favor
utilizing a system that penalized districts for low growth (M =2.27, SD = 1.34). No differences
existed among the school, district, or total sample.

Because the rural school and district sample responses had similar variables that received
the highest and lowest mean scores, continued analysis of the participant data identified variables
with the largest mean score change from the whole sample. The largest mean difference
occurred with the rural school sample response for utilizing ISTEP+ or ECA scores to measure
school accountability, evidenced by an increase of .12 in the mean average over the whole
sample response for the same variable. The rural school sample score decreased .10 in the mean
average over the whole sample for penalizing schools that showed low growth. An increase
occurred with the rural district sample response for observing the growth of the bottom 25%.
The rural district sample mean score increased .47 when compared to the whole sample mean
score.

Inferential Test Results

Research Questions 2—5 utilized a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to identify if
any significant differences existed between the mean scores of three or more groups. This
measurement was chosen since each research question had one independent variable with at least
three levels and the use of the single dependent variable. Research Question 6 utilized multiple
regression analysis. This measurement determined if the predictor variables explained a

significant amount of variance within the criterion variable.
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The independent variables of this study consisted of educational position type, the IDOE
A-F Accountability designation for the 2012-2013 school year, the school or district SES level,
and the location of the school or district. The educational position type independent variable had
three levels: teacher, principal, or superintendent. The independent variable of location had three
levels: suburban, urban, or rural. The independent variable based on SES level had three levels:
0%—-33%, 34%—67%, or 68%—100%. The IDOE A—F Accountability designation for the 2012—
2013 school year independent variable had four levels: A, B, C, and D/F. The dependent
variable was the perception survey composite score as it related to educational position type,
location, SES level, and letter grade received from the IDOE during the 2012—13 school year.

For the final research question, the composite score served as the criterion variable. The
utilization of five different predictor variables allowed for a multiple regression test to be run.
These predictor variables were specific SES level, school enrollment size, building specific
accountability grade, location type, and the number of years the principal has been in his or her
current position.
Null Hypothesis 1

A one-way ANOVA was used to identify if any significant differences existed between
the accountability composite scores of teachers, principals, and superintendents. To ensure the
validity of the results, the assumptions for the one-way ANOVA were tested. The accountability
composite scores were examined within a box plot to determine if potential outliers existed. The
box plot suggested that there were no points of data that were more than 1.5 standard deviations
from the box’s edge, providing evidence that outliers were not within the model. A Sharpiro-
Wilk’s test was conducted to check for normality. This assumption was met due to the

significance value in the Shapiro-Wilk’s test being greater than .05. Finally, homogeneity of
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variance was tested utilizing Levene’s test of equality of variance. This assumption was met
with the significance value, F'=1.764, p = .172, being greater than .05.

The accountability composite scores for teachers (M = 18.25, SD = 5.02), principals (M =
21.21, SD = 4.94), and superintendents (M = 20.80, SD = 5.97) were examined using a one-way
ANOVA to determine if a significant difference existed. The one-way ANOVA found that there
were significant differences on the accountability composite score based on the position type,
F(2,736)=1.76, p <.001. Due to the significant differences being present, the null hypothesis
was rejected. Post hoc testing was required to identify where the significant differences were
located.

To determine where the significant difference lies, a Tukey HSD was conducted. The
Tukey HSD test detected significant difference. The teacher composite score was significantly
lower than both the principal composite score (p < .001) and the superintendent composite score
(p =.001). There was no evidence of significant differences among the principal composite
scores and the superintendent composite scores.
Null Hypothesis 2

A one-way ANOVA was used to identify if any significant differences existed in the
accountability composite score based on the school’s Indiana A—F accountability grade. It was
important to note that this test only examined the responses from the teacher and principal
participants. The teacher and principal participants could potentially have a different viewpoint
due to the fact that the demographic data was for their specific school only. The
superintendent’s district viewpoint could potentially be affected by different data sets from

multiple buildings. Additional testing could be required.
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Assumptions were tested to ensure the validity of the results. To determine whether there
was an outlier within the dependent variable scores, boxplots were examined. The box plot
suggested that there were no points of data that were more than 1.5 standard deviations from the
box’s edge, providing evidence that outliers were non-existent. A Sharpiro-Wilk’s test was
conducted to check the assumption of normality. This assumption was met due to the
significance value in the Shapiro-Wilk’s test being greater than .05. Finally, homogeneity of
variance was tested utilizing Levene’s test of equality of variance. This assumption was met
with the significance value, /= 1.504, p = .212, being greater than .05.

The accountability composite scores for schools identified as A schools (M = 19.38, SD =
5.43), B schools (M = 18.93, SD = 5.20), C schools (M =19.27, SD = 5.14), and D/F schools (M
=19.14, SD = 4.57) were examined using a one-way ANOVA to determine if a significant
difference existed. With the one-way ANOVA, there was no significant difference on the
accountability composite score based on the Indiana A—F accountability grade, F(3, 658) =.258,
p = .856. Without any significant differences resulting from the inferential test, the null
hypothesis was retained. No further post hoc tests were required due to the lack of significant
difference.

Null Hypothesis 3

A one-way ANOVA was used to identify if any significant differences existed in the
accountability composite score based on the school’s SES. It is important to note that this test
only examined the responses from the teacher and principal participants. The teacher and
principal participants could potentially have a different viewpoint due to the fact that the

demographic data was for their specific school only. The superintendent’s district viewpoint
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could potentially be affected by different data sets from multiple buildings. Additional testing
could be required and is discussed in Chapter 5.

Assumptions were tested to ensure the validity of the results. To determine whether there
was an outlier within the dependent variable scores, boxplots were examined. The box plot
suggested that there were no points of data that were more than 1.5 standard deviations from the
box’s edge, providing evidence that outliers were non-existent. In an attempt to further test the
assumptions for the ANOVA, a Sharpiro-Wilk’s test was conducted to check for normality. This
assumption was met due to the significance value in the Shapiro-Wilk’s test being greater than
.05. Finally, homogeneity of variance was tested utilizing Levene’s test of equality of variance.
This assumption was met with the significance value, F =.018, p = .982, being greater than .05.

The accountability composite scores for SES levels 0%—33% (M = 19.74, SD = 5.26),
34%—67% (M = 19.05, SD = 5.18), and 68%—100% (M = 19.02, SD = 5.21) were examined using
a one-way ANOVA to determine if a significant difference existed. With the one-way ANOVA,
there was no significant difference on the accountability composite score based on SES levels,
F(2, 669) = .862, p = .423. Without any significant differences resulting from the inferential test,
the null hypothesis was retained. No further post hoc tests were required due to the lack of
significant difference.

Null Hypothesis 4

A one-way ANOVA was used to identify if any significant differences existed in the
accountability composite score based on the school’s location type. It is important to note that
this test only examined the responses from the teacher and principal participants. The teacher
and principal participants could potentially have a different viewpoint due to the fact that the

demographic data was for their specific school only. The superintendent’s district viewpoint
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could potentially be affected by different data sets from multiple buildings. Additional testing
could be required and is discussed in Chapter 5.

Assumptions were tested to ensure the validity of the results. To determine whether there
was an outlier within the dependent variable scores, boxplots were examined. The box plots
suggested that there were no points of data that were more than 1.5 standard deviations from the
box’s edge, providing evidence that outliers were non-existent. In an attempt to further test the
assumptions for the ANOVA, a Sharpiro-Wilk’s test was conducted to check for normality. This
assumption was met due to the significance value in the Shapiro-Wilk’s test being greater than
.05. Finally, homogeneity of variance was tested utilizing Levene’s test of equality of variance.
This assumption was met with the significance value, F' =.807, p = .447, being greater than .05.

The accountability composite scores for schools identified as urban (M = 19.15, SD =
5.24), suburban (M = 19.44, SD = 5.57), and rural (M = 19.27, SD = 5.10) were examined using a
one-way ANOVA to determine if a significant difference existed. With the one-way ANOVA,
there was no significant difference on the accountability composite score based on the location
type, F(2, 725) = .159, p = .853. Without any significant differences resulting from the
inferential test, the null hypothesis was retained. No further post hoc tests were required due to
the lack of significant difference.

Null Hypothesis 5

A stepwise multiple regression model was conducted to determine if the accountability
composite score for principals (independent variable) could be predicted by multiple
demographic variables. The dependent variables for this test were the 2012-2013 Indiana A—F
accountability letter grade, the specific number of students on free or reduced lunch, the numbers

of years a principal had been at a specific school, the specific student enrollment, and the school
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locality type. The hypothesis examined whether any of these variables explained a significant
amount of variance in the criterion variable.

Prior to the analysis, the data were analyzed to identify any assumption violations. The
assumption of independence of residuals was tested by looking at the Durbin-Watson statistic. A
Durbin-Watson value “close to the value of two demonstrates that independence of residuals was
met” (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012, p. 396). In this instance, the Durbin-Watson score was
close to two, thus, the assumption was met. The residual plot was examined to measure the
assumption of linearity. The relationship between the predictor variables and the outcome
variable (composite score) compared to the predicted residuals was linear. Thus, the assumption
of linearity was not violated. Continued examination of the plot showed that the data points fell
within an absolute value of 2, providing further evidence of linearity. No evidence suggested
that the assumption of normality was violated “as the errors shown in the residual plot were
normally distributed” (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012, p. 412). The residuals were aligned with
the normal p-plot versus the predicted values. The assumption of multicollinearity was tested to
ensure that the predictor variables were not too closely correlated. Heavily correlated predictor
variables would result in the “inability to determine which variable was explaining the variance
in the criterion variable” (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012, p. 385). The tolerance levels for the
predictor variables were analyzed and found to be above the 0.2 minimum needed to satisfy this
assumption; thus, multicollinearity was not determined to be a problem with this inferential test.
A Levene’s test of equality of variances was used to test the homogeneity of variance
assumption. The assumption looked to ensure that variances within both groups of the
dependent variable were equal. This assumption was met with the significance value, F'=1.78, p

=.118, being greater than .05.
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An analysis of the multiple correlation coefficient between the observed and predicted
values of the criterion variable (composite score) reported a correlation coefficient of .215,
“suggesting a weak correlation” (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012, p. 377). The coefficient of
multiple determination (R”) was .046, meaning that 4.6% of the variance within the composite
scores were explained by the set of predictors. After adjustment was made for the sample size
and the number of predictors, the adjusted R was .020 or 2.0% variance explained. This
accounted for a .026 amount of shrinkage within the model. Reflecting the “average residual
difference in the data points from the regression line”, the standard error of the estimate” (4.87)
served as the standard deviation for the model” (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012, p. 396).

When “adjusted for the number of predictors and for sample size”, the variance decreased
to 2.0% (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012, p. 396). To determine the significance of this finding,
an ANOVA was conducted. The ANOVA results can be found in Table 16.

Table 16

ANOVA for the Regression Model for Demographic Factors Predicting the Composite Score of

Principals
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Value Sig.
Regression 211.37 5 42.74 1.78 118

In order to assess the significance of the coefficient of multiple determination (R?) in the
model, an ANOVA test was conducted. The test determined that demographic factors do not
serve as significant predictors of the composite score for principals at the 0.05 priori alpha level.

The ANOVA was not significant; thus, the original null hypothesis was retained.
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Summary

In this chapter, quantitative analysis was utilized to examine the six research questions in
this study. The first four null hypotheses were tested by conducting one-way ANOV As through
SPSS. The ANOVA test was completed to determine if there were any significant differences in
the accountability composite scores involving the independent variables of position type, the
2012-2013 Indiana A—F accountability grade, SES of the school, and the school locality. Only
one of the null hypotheses were rejected. A significant difference existed in the composite
scores when separated by position type. The composite score of the teacher sample population
was significantly lower than the composite scores of the principals and superintendents.

Three of the null hypotheses were retained meaning there was no significant difference in
the accountability composite scores based on the 2012—2013 Indiana A—F accountability grade,
the SES of the school, or the location description of the school. As stated in this chapter, the
tests for Null Hypotheses 2 through 4 only utilized the teacher and principal composite scores as
it was specific to a single school. The superintendent data were not utilized during this process
due to the possibility of multiple data sets within a school district/community.

A multiple regression test was used to analyze Null Hypothesis 5. This test attempted to
predict the principal composite score utilizing specific predictor variables. The predictor
variables utilized were the 2012-2013 Indiana A—F accountability grade, the specific number of
students on free or reduced lunch, the specific school enrollment size, school location, and the
number of years the principal had been at his or her specific school. Analysis of Null Hypothesis
5 showed that none of the five predictor variables explained a significant amount of variance in

the composite score.
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The Perceptions of Variables Utilized to Effectively Measure School Accountability
Survey contained two open-ended survey questions relating to accountability practices. The
practice of measuring school accountability garners mixed perceptions. Teachers, principals, and
superintendents supplied alternative assessment options and reviews through the open-ended
survey questions. The implications discussed in Chapter 5 were developed through an analysis

of the open-ended survey responses.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, RESULTS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter is organized into four sections that include the summary of findings, results,
implications, and recommendations for future research. The summary section addresses the
purpose of the study and an overview of what this study discovered. The results section
summarizes the specific results of each research question. The implications section summarizes
what impact this study may have on current and future accountability practices as it relates to
education. Finally, the recommendation for future research summarizes the possibility of future
research in the area of school accountability.

Summary of Findings

This study examined a portion of the NCLB accountability system, along with alternative
accountability variables, in an attempt to identify specific variables members of the education
profession believe should be utilized. Linn (2008) argued that a state’s ability to identify a
successful school or a failing school may be inconsistent due to the methodology that is utilized
by the state to measure AYP rather than the actual effectiveness of schools. This study focused
on the variables that are utilized to measure school accountability and their significance as
indicators of school performance. Additionally, this study sought to identify specific
demographic factors that might predict a principal’s choice in variables used to measure school

accountability. The study’s intent was to provide educators, educational leaders, and legislators
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with information that could be utilized when creating or adapting current accountability models.
The study was designed with the intent of allowing professional educators an opportunity to
voice their beliefs in specific variables used to measure school accountability. Specifically, it
was the intention of this research to help provide data to support future decision-making
practices of those educators and/or legislators concerned with school accountability.

This quantitative, survey-based research was used to determine teachers’, principals’ and
superintendents’ perceptions of the variables needed to effectively measure school
accountability. Also investigated were the responses from these three groups in relation to four
different criteria (a) perception based on position type, (b) perception based on the
school/district’s Indiana accountability grade, (c) perception based on the socioeconomic make-
up of the school/district, and (d) perception based on the school/district’s location type. The
quantitative design of this study allowed for statistical models to be run answering each research
question. A total of 746 individuals participated in this survey. The total sample for this study
consisted of 471 (63.1%) respondents who identified as teachers, 209 (28.0%) principals, 59
superintendents, and seven (.9%) respondents who did not identify their current position.

Results
Research Question 1

Research Question 1 asked, “What are the current perceptions of Indiana educators on the
variables in various accountability systems?” The top three whole sample responses were the
inclusion of a student’s SES into the accountability model, the ability to gain bonus points for
showing positive growth, and, observing individual student growth from one year to the next.
Further analysis was conducted to identify the variables that contained the least amount of belief.

The whole sample response showed that including student gender into an accountability model
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was not favored. In terms of how student performance data was utilized, an accountability
system which penalizes a school for low growth garnered little trust. Finally, the whole sample
did not favor having a specific yearly target, similar to AYP, that students were expected to
meet.
Research Question 2

Research Question 2 asked, “Is there a significant difference in the accountability
composite score based on the type of position of the respondents?” The accountability
composite scores for teachers (M = 18.25, SD = 5.02), principals (M =21.21, SD = 4.94), and
superintendents (M = 20.80, SD = 5.97) were examined using a one-way ANOVA to determine
if a significant difference existed between position types. The one-way ANOVA found
significant differences on the accountability composite score based on the position type, F(2,
736) =1.76, p <.001. Because the significant differences were present, the null hypothesis was
rejected. The Tukey HSD post hoc test detected significant difference among the composite
scores of the teacher sample. The teacher composite score was significantly lower than both the
principal composite score and the superintendent composite score. The teacher composite score
was significantly lower than both the principal composite score (p < .001) and the superintendent
composite score (p =.001). Table 17 shows a comparison of mean scores between teachers,

principals, and superintendents.
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Table 17

Comparison of Mean Composite Scores Between Position Type with Significant Results

Mean Score Difference (From

Position Mean Score SD Teacher)

Teacher 18.25 5.02

Principal 21.21 4.94 -2.96*

Superintendent 20.80 5.97 -2.53%*
Note. *p < .05

Research Question 3

Research Question 3 asked, “Is there a significant difference in the accountability
composite score based on the school or district’s accountability grade?” A one-way ANOVA
was used to identify if any significant differences existed in the accountability composite score
based on the school’s Indiana A—F accountability grade? It is important to note this test only
examined the responses from the teacher and principal participants. The teacher and principal
participants could potentially have a different viewpoint due to the fact that the demographic data
was for their specific school only. The superintendent’s district viewpoint could potentially be
affected by different data sets from multiple buildings. Additional testing could be required and
is discussed in this chapter.

The accountability composite scores for school identified as A schools (M = 19.38, SD =
5.43), B schools (M = 18.93, SD = 5.20), C schools (M =19.27, SD = 5.14), and D/F schools (M
=19.14, SD = 4.57) were examined using a one-way ANOVA to determine if a significant
difference existed. With the one-way ANOVA, no significant difference existed on the

accountability composite score based on the Indiana A—F accountability grade, F(3, 658) =.258,
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p = .856. Without any significant differences resulting from the inferential test, the null
hypothesis was retained.
Research Question 4

Research Question 4 asked, “Is there a significant difference in the accountability
composite score based on the school or district’s socioeconomic level?” A one-way ANOVA
was used to identify if any significant differences existed in the accountability composite score
based on the school’s SES? It is important to note this test only examined the responses from the
teacher and principal participants. The teacher and principal participants could potentially have a
different viewpoint due to the fact that the demographic data is for their specific school only.
The superintendent’s district viewpoint could potentially be affected by different data sets from
multiple buildings. Additional testing could be required and is discussed later in Chapter 5.

The accountability composite scores for socioeconomic levels 0 —33% (M = 19.74, SD =
5.26), 34 - 67% (M =19.05, SD = 5.18), and 68 — 100% (M = 19.02, SD = 5.21) were examined
using a one-way ANOVA to determine if a significant difference existed. With the one-way
ANOVA, no significant difference arose on the accountability composite score based on
socioeconomic levels, F(2, 669) = .862, p = .423. Without any significant differences resulting
from the inferential test, the null hypothesis was retained.
Research Question 5

Research Question 5 asked, “Is there a significant difference in the accountability
composite score based on the school or district’s location type?” A one-way ANOVA was used
to identify if any significant differences existed in the accountability composite score based on
the school’s location type? It is important to note this test only examined the responses from the

teacher and principal participants. The teacher and principal participants could potentially have a
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different viewpoint due to the fact that the demographic data was for their specific school only.
The superintendent’s district viewpoint could potentially be affected by different data sets from
multiple buildings. Additional testing could be required and is discussed later in this chapter.

The accountability composite scores for schools identified as urban (M = 19.15, SD =
5.24), suburban (M = 19.44, SD = 5.57), and rural (M = 19.27, SD = 5.10) were examined using a
one-way ANOVA to determine if a significant difference existed. With the one-way ANOVA,
no significant difference was determined on the accountability composite score based on the
location type, F(2, 725) = .159, p = .853. Without any significant differences resulting from the
inferential test, the null hypothesis was retained.
Research Question 6

Research Question 6 asks, “Does school socioeconomic status level, school enrollment
size, years in current position as a principal, location, and school accountability grade serve as
predictors of the composite score? A stepwise multiple regression model was conducted to
determine if the accountability composite score for principals (independent variable) could be
predicted by multiple demographic variables. The dependent variables for this test were: the
2012 — 2013 Indiana A — F accountability letter grade, the specific number of students on free or
reduced lunch, the numbers of years a principal has been at a specific school, the specific student
enrollment, and the school locality type. The hypothesis examined whether any of these
variables explain a significant amount of variance in the criterion variable.

An analysis of the multiple correlation coefficient between the observed and predicted
values of the criterion variable (composite score) reported a correlation coefficient of .215,
“suggesting a weak correlation” (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012, p. 377). The coefficient of

multiple determination (R”) was .046, meaning that 4.6% of the variance within the composite
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scores are explained by the set of predictors. After adjustment was made for the sample size and
the number of predictors, the adjusted R’ was .020 or 2.0% variance explained. This accounted
for a .026 amount of shrinkage within the model. Reflecting the “average residual difference in
the data points from the regression line”, the standard error of the estimate (4.87) served as the
standard deviation for the model (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012, p. 396).

In order to assess the significance of the coefficient of multiple determination (R?) in the
model, an ANOVA test was conducted. The test determined that demographic factors did not
serve as significant predictors of the composite score for principals at the 0.05 priori alpha level.
The null hypothesis was retained.

Implications

With the increased utilization of student performance as a means of holding educational
institutions accountable, as witnessed within NCLB, states should have a reliable accountability
system that can accurately and fairly measure schools. The impact of NCLB legislation
continues to grow, and the continued reauthorization of specific provisions within NCLB proves
that it will continue to be a part of accountability within education for the future.

Implication 1: Current Indiana Accountability Practice

Relative to Research Question 1, specific questions within the survey assessed current
accountability practices in Indiana, and specific questions assessed common accountability
practices elsewhere. In regard to current practices in the state of Indiana, the perceptions of
specific variables were mixed. For example, 53% of teachers, principals, and superintendents
believed that achievement results from ISTEP+ or ECA should not be utilized to measure school
accountability. Per the NCLB (2002) waivers, the current practice in the state of Indiana is that

the results from standardized testing have a major impact on a school’s accountability grade.
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This study also showed that 62% of teachers, principals, and superintendents felt that it
was important to look at the growth of the bottom 25% of students. Again, this is a current
practice in the state of Indiana. However, close to 81% of these same participants shared that
they disagreed with penalizing schools or districts for having a large population of students
showing low growth. Conversely, 57% of the respondents felt that schools or districts should
receive bonus points for showing high growth.

This study would suggest that the current practice in Indiana of observing student growth
was favored, as nearly 75% of teachers, principals, and superintendents showed support for this
model. This study would imply that the current Indiana practice of utilizing a growth model that
would potentially award schools bonus points for showing high growth, yet not penalize schools
for low growth would be favored. However, choosing what data should be observed over a
period of time would still be in question.

Implication 2: Accountability Practices Outside Indiana

The study also surveyed participants about accountability practices utilized outside of the
state of Indiana. The federal government uses adequate yearly progress to measure school
accountability. Seventy-two percent of the educators in Indiana shared that they disagreed with
the use of an accountability model similar to AYP.

Different examples of accountability models also utilize different variables to measure
accountability. Teacher effectiveness is an example of a variable that has gained in popularity.
The ability to pinpoint the effects of a specific teacher or school has prompted policymakers to
look at a VAM as an opportunity to connect student achievement to accountability. Some
districts, such as New York City, have even begun using a VAM to bridge student performance

to educator pay. Advocates for VAMs argue that this could shed new light on individual teacher
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accountability; however, differences in opinion and research exist (Goldschmidt et al., 2005).
This survey showed that 66% of the educators in the state of Indiana believed that teacher
effectiveness should be included in the design of an accountability model.

Another variable that is not currently utilized in the state of Indiana is SES. Nearly 86%
of the teachers, principals, and superintendents shared that they would be supportive of an
accountability model that considered the socioeconomic status of students. However, nearly
74% of the participants felt that students’ race and 85% of the participants felt that students’
gender should not be considered when measuring accountability. These final two variables, race
and gender, have been utilized in VAMs around the country.

Implication 3: Potential Changes to the Indiana Accountability Model

Based specifically on the survey results, this study would imply that the current
accountability model in the state of Indiana could be altered. This information makes clear the
implications for state legislators. As identified above, a growth model is the preferred
accountability model. However, Indiana educators voiced their support of a more detailed
growth model that utilized multiple variables to measure accountability, similar to a VAM. It
would be perceived that a value-added growth model that identified struggling learners, as well
as proficient learners would be preferred. When measuring the growth of students, the student
background, prior achievement, and other data would be observed to identify the specific effects
of a school, teacher, or program on student academic progress (Goldschmidt et al., 2005; Green,
2010). The potential VAM would allow for a school to be rewarded for showing high levels of
growth, but would not be penalized if students showed low growth.

Implication 4: Effect of Demographic Factors

Relative to Research Questions 2, 3, 4, and 5, this study showed that the perception of
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accountability factors was not altered by specific demographic data. It would have been easy to
assume that demographic information such as location type, SES, Indiana A—F accountability
grade, and position type could have an influence on the belief about specific variables used to
measure school accountability. For example, it could be assumed that a school or district with a
small number of students who received free or reduced lunch would not feel as strong about
including this variable into the accountability model as a school or district that had a high
proportion of students who received this service. The results of this survey showed that,
regardless of position type, previous Indiana A — F accountability letter grade, socioeconomic
make-up and location, consistent feelings about what type of data and how to effectively utilize
this data to measure school accountability existed.
Implication 5: Need for Continued Discussion

This study also showed different perceptions in regard to school accountability. For the
past 13 years, NCLB has been a critical topic in the educational profession. Under NCLB,
schools are held accountable through a measurement of student achievement levels in both the
school and school district. The philosophical focus on every student meeting ambitious
academic goals to close the achievement gap under NCLB has been commended (Borowski &
Sneed, 2006; Chubb, 2005; Guilfoyle, 2006; Haycock, 2006; Hess, 2006; Hess & Petrilli, 2006;
Lewis, 2006; Staiger et al., 2002). According to Guskey (2007), educational leaders should
embrace accountability that focuses on student achievement to improve the quality of education
in school, as a positive aspect of NCLB.

Proponents of NCLB argue that this relentless insistence of 100% proficiency gives
educators, parents, and students a common goal. It is also argued that educational institutions

that are failing students should be held accountable. In contrast, opponents of NCLB claim that



127

this law actually leaves students even farther behind. Overall, as supported by the results of
Research Question 2, this study showed that teachers have a statistically significantly lower
perception of school accountability when compared to principals and superintendents. The
results of this study indicate a need for the educational community to do a better job of building
the capacity of knowledge of its professionals in regard to accountability. Improving students
and schools should be a central focal point of every educator. By opening up conversations and
coming to an agreement on how to effectively measure this progress is important. Ina 2012
study, Vernaza found

Teachers have voices that must be recognized at the policy level, and possess valuable

data insights that are worthy of further discussion. Data emphasized the need for

dialogue between policymakers and educators, and suggests that educators should have a

voice in improving accountability systems so that they can assume greater ownership of

high-stakes assessment policies. (p. 12)

As educational leaders and legislators continue to look for ways to assess school
accountability, this research shows that change in the current model should take place. By
utilizing the results of this research, I would recommend that the state of Indiana continue to
pursue an accountability that measures student growth over a period of time. The growth model
allows for the results of individual students to be measured, instead of looking at students as part
of a group. It is also recommended that the growth model become even more specific than it is
in its current state. Having the ability to remove external factors, such as SES, would allow
evaluators to pinpoint the positive or negative effect that a teacher, school or program has on
student learning. More importantly, I recommend that state legislators and educational leaders

utilize the expertise and opinions of professionals that work alongside students. By allowing
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teachers, principals, and superintendents to have a voice in the accountability discussion, a
system can be created that will not only garner the support of all, but will also truly monitor the
progress of education in Indiana.

Implication 6: Indiana’s Proposed Accountability Model

In 2013, Indiana legislators requested a review of the current accountability measurement
system. Representatives from around the state proposed a new accountability model aimed to
accurately and fairly measure schools. The 2015 State Board of Education adopted a plan
altering the way school letter grades were assigned. Indiana’s proposed student-centered
accountability system will calculate school grades based on three dimensions: performance,
growth, and multiple measures. The growth indicator will observe individual student data from
year-to-year to calculate scores in Grades 3—10. The performance indicator will utilize specific
student passing and participation rates in both English/language arts and mathematics. For high
schools, the graduation rates, along with the college and career readiness scores, make up the
final multiple-measure indicators. Schools will receive a final total score average based on a
100% to determine the school letter grade (Ritz & Yager, 2013).

The major change from the 2012 model to the proposed 2015 model was the
measurement of growth. The newly proposed accountability model will measure individual
student growth. This is in contrast to the current model that measures the growth relative to the
cohorts of students scoring the same score in the previous year. The proposal is an attempt to
compare the academic performance and growth of the individual student in each school with the
prior academic performance and growth of the individual students in the school or corporation
and not to the performance of other schools or corporations (Ritz & Yager, 2013). The shift to

observing individual student growth is a variable supported by teachers, principals, and
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superintendents in the research study. Along with individual student growth, schools are no
longer awarded bonus points for showing high growth. This specific variable received mixed
mean scores among teachers, principals, and superintendents. The bonus points could have been
viewed as an incentive to schools to maintain high growth; however, the newly proposed utilizes
multiple placement categories as a means to incentivize progress. Student growth is relative to
how their proficiency scores will fall within eight categories from year to year. The yearly
student movement within categories, or lack thereof, will determine the points awarded to each
school. This correlates with the negative perception of penalizing schools that do not show high
growth by allowing schools to receive specific points for any and all individual student growth.
Achieving a years worth of growth allows a student to attain more points for a school than a
student exhibiting modest growth.

Data from my research study suggests the newly proposed student-centered
accountability model is a step in the right direction. The variables receiving the highest mean
scores in this research study were considering in the newly proposed accountability model, with
the exception of socio-economic status. As discussed in this research study, poverty continues to
be a variable that has an impact on student learning. It would seem that legislators do not accept
poverty as a reason for low student performance. The student-centered accountability model
attempts to accommodate this variable by utilizing different proficiency categories. However,
until a model can truly separate the effect a school has on student performance from external
variables, such as poverty, measuring school accountability will be challenging.

Areas for Further Research
This study focused on the perceptions of accountability by Indiana teachers, principals,

and superintendents. During the final stages of this study, additional research studies were
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identified that would lead to further exploration of accountability.

I recommend that researchers conduct a quantitative study in which the superintendent
responses are separated from the teacher and principal responses to measure the effect of
demographic factors on district composite scores. This study would allow the perceptions of
superintendents to be measured based at the district level. The original study attempted to
measure these perceptions; however, the results could not be compared against individual
schools. The fact that a district could potentially consist of multiple schools meeting different
demographic factors, a study looking only at superintendents could give us better insights into
their perceptions of variables used to measure school accountability.

The high-stakes testing and accountability that accompanied NCLB (2002) legislation has
generated interest as well as data around the topic of accountability effects in the nation’s public
school system. My recommendation is that a complete meta-analysis of accountability models
be conducted to see if state accountability efforts have succeeded in raising student achievement.

It would also be insightful to conduct a mixed design study in which legislators on both
the Indiana House and Senate Education Committees share their opinion through qualitative and
quantitative methods in order to get a more thorough understanding of accountability variables
and models. Recent history has shown that legislators are becoming more involved in writing
educational policy. Currently, 25% of the bills that have been introduced in the Indiana House
and Senate are related to schools (Indiana General Assembly, 2015). Conducting this research
would give insight to the perceptions and beliefs of the individuals writing this policy.

Conducting a study utilizing specific student achievement data that is run through various
accountability models to observe any discrepancies in accountability outcomes would be

beneficial. This study would allow the public to see how different models and the utilization of
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different variables potentially impact the accountability designation. This study would highlight
the best procedures for determining effective/ineffective schools and identify variables that have
consistent outcomes for all Indiana schools.

As changes occur in the current accountability system in Indiana, it would be
recommended that this study be replicated in the future to see if the addition of new variables or
accountability models can change the perceptions of teachers, principals, superintendents.
Current reform in our accountability model continues to fine-tune the process for measuring
schools. A replication of this study, during this reform, will monitor the perceptions of educators
around the state.

Finally, I would recommend conducting a mixed-design study in which educational
professionals share their opinions through quantitative and qualitative methods in order to get a
more thorough opinion of accountability measurement. The survey method allowed for mass
data to be collected. However, I believe it would be beneficial to conduct interviews with
specific professionals in the education system. The opportunity to “tell their story”” might allow
for a further understanding of their beliefs and perceptions.

Summary

With the increased utilization of student performance as a means of holding educational
institutions accountable, as witnessed within NCLB, states should have a reliable accountability
system that can accurately and fairly measure schools. The impact of NCLB legislation
continues to grow, and the continued reauthorization of specific provisions within NCLB proves
that it will continue to be a part of accountability within education for the future. This
information could be useful in determining if NCLB reform, and its flexibility, is meeting the

goals that were set out by the legislature at both the federal and state levels. This study has
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provided the reader with valuable information and insight regarding the perception of
accountability and how it is measured. As individual student achievement data continues to be
collected on students, the variables and methods in which schools are measured will continue to
change. The belief that the need to focus on larger groups of students continues to shift toward
the focus on individual student achievement. Regardless of what data is observed, there needs to
be an effective way to utilize the data to measure the progress of a school or district. I
recommend that legislators and/or school leaders embrace the need to include all stakeholders in

this decision.

Legislators will continue to find opposition in a system that is perceived as unfair or
“handed down” to educators. The responses in Appendix C show that there is much
apprehension in past and present accountability practices. This data does not include all of the
teachers, principals, and superintendents that chose not to participate in this study for various
reasons. The challenge of legislation will be to identify a viable accountability option that is
agreed upon by all stakeholders that can effectively measure the progress of schools for years to
come. Identifying schools that are ineffective and finding ways to assist schools in improving is
at the heart of accountability. Like it or not, accountability needs to exist to make certain that
students are progressing. Educators, as well as legislators, need to work together to find an

effective system that fairly hold schools and districts accountable for student learning.
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APPENDIX A: INFORMED CONSENT
August 2014

A Study on the Perception of Independent Variables Used for Accountability
Purposes by Indiana Teachers, Principals, and Superintendents.

You are being invited to participate in a research study about the variables used to
determine school accountability in Indiana. This study is being conducted by Keith Bush under
the guidance of Dr. Terry McDaniel from the Educational Leadership, Administration, and
Foundations Department at Indiana State University. This study is being conducted to fulfill a
dissertation requirement. The purpose of this study is to evaluate the use of social media by
principals and superintendents in Indiana. A survey is being sent to all public school teachers,
principals, and superintendents in the State of Indiana.

There are no known risks if you decide to participate in this research study. There are no
costs to you for participating in the study. The information you provide will help school
corporations determine the factors that persuade or dissuade the use of social media by public
school principals and superintendents in Indiana. The questionnaire will take approximately five
minutes to complete. The information collected may not benefit you directly, but the information
learned in this study may provide more general benefits.

This survey is anonymous. You will not be asked to share your name at any time. This is
a web-based survey, although there is no absolute guaranteed anonymity, there will be no
collection of any participants’ IP addresses or any attempt to identify the names of the
participates by the researcher. You may delete this e-mail in which this message was delivered at
anytime. There will be no future e-mail contacts concerning this survey. In addition, no one will
be able to identify you or your answers, and no one will know whether or not you participated in
the study. Individuals at the ISU Institutional Review Board may inspect these records. Should
the data be published, no individual information will be disclosed.

Your participation in this study is voluntary and extremely appreciated. By completing
parts or all of the survey through the Qualtrics program, you are voluntarily agreeing to
participate. You are free to decline to answer any particular question you do not wish to answer
for any reason. At anytime, you may close the browser and exit the program if you do not wish to
complete the survey after starting the process.

If you have any questions about the study, please contact me at (812) 542-8503 or at
kbush@nafcs.k12.in.us. You may also contact my faculty sponsor, Dr. Terry McDaniel, at (812)
237-3862 or at terry.mcdaniel@instate.edu.

If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject or if you feel you’ve
been placed at risk, you may contact the Indiana State University Institutional Review Board
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(IRB) by mail at Indiana State University, Office of Sponsored Programs, Terre
Haute, IN, 47809, by phone at (812) 237-8217, or by e-mail at irb@indstate.edu.
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APPENDIX B: PERCEPTIONS OF VARIABLES UTILIZED TO EFFECTIVELY
MEASURE SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

My name is Keith Bush and I am a doctoral candidate at Indiana State University. For
my dissertation study, I have chosen to study the perceptions of teachers, principals and
superintendents on what variables effectively measure school accountability. I am
requesting your participation in this research study. Your participation is voluntary and
there is no consequence if you do not participate. No one will be able to identify you as a
participant. At any time you have the right to refuse to participate by simply closing the
browser and exiting the program

Section I: School Accountability Variables

Directions: Please answer each question as it pertains to your opinion related to the
variables utilized when measuring school accountability.

1) Were you employed as a teacher, principal, or superintendent in the state of
Indiana for the 2012 -2013 school year?
Yes No

2) I believe that student achievement results from ISTEP+ should be used to
measure school accountability.
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Somewhat Disagree
4 = Somewhat Agree
5 = Agree
6 = Strongly Agree

3) Ibelieve that it is important to look at the growth of the bottom 25% of students
when determining school accountability.
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Somewhat Disagree
4 = Somewhat Agree
5 = Agree
6 = Strongly Agree
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4) Ibelieve it is important to separate the top 75% of students in an accountability
model to ensure that all students are improving.
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Somewhat Disagree
4 = Somewhat Agree
5 = Agree
6 = Strongly Agree

5) Ibelieve that schools or districts should be penalized (have points removed) for
having a high percentage of students in the low-growth region.
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Somewhat Disagree
4 = Somewhat Agree
5 = Agree
6 = Strongly Agree

6) I believe that schools or districts should be rewarded (receive bonus points) for
showing positive growth.
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Somewhat Disagree
4 = Somewhat Agree
5 = Agree
6 = Strongly Agree

Section II: Accountability Model Selection

7) Similar to AYP, I believe that school accountability should be measured by the
percentage of students passing a standardized test for one specific year.
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Somewhat Disagree
4 = Somewhat Agree
5 = Agree
6 = Strongly Agree
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I believe that individual student data should be observed, from one year to the
next, to determine school accountability.

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Somewhat Disagree

4 = Somewhat Agree

5 = Agree

6 = Strongly Agree

I believe that teacher effectiveness should be included in the design of a school
accountability model.

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Somewhat Disagree

4 = Somewhat Agree

5 = Agree

6 = Strongly Agree

10) I believe that an accountability model should take a student’s socioeconomic level

into account when measuring student performance.
1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Somewhat Disagree

4 = Somewhat Agree

5 = Agree

6 = Strongly Agree

11) I believe that an accountability model should take a student’s race into account

when assessing student performance.
1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Somewhat Disagree

4 = Somewhat Agree

5 = Agree

6 = Strongly Agree

12) I believe that an accountability model should take a student’s gender into account

when assessing student performance.
1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Somewhat Disagree

4 = Somewhat Agree

5 = Agree

6 = Strongly Agree
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Section III: Demographic information

13) What is your current position?
Teacher Principal Superintendent

14) What percentage of students in your school (teacher/principal) or school district
(superintendent) received free or reduced lunch during the 2013-14 school year?
0-33% 34-67% 68-100%

15) What was the 2012-13 letter grade your school (principal) or school district
(superintendent) received from the Indiana Department of Education?
A B C DorF

16) What is the best descriptor of your school (teacher/principal) or district
(superintendent) locality?
Urban Suburban Rural

17) In your opinion, what variables should be utilized to measure school
accountability?

18) With the fact that school accountability will be with us, how could we improve
the accountability framework?

Section IV: Principal Information

Directions: This section is specific to school principals only. If you are a superintendent
or a teacher, you may skip this section. Please answer each question as it pertains to your
specific building.

19) What is the specific percentage of students on free or reduced lunch?
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20) How many students does your school currently service?

21) How many years have you been the principal at your current school?
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APPENDIX C: PERMISSION TO USE ILLUSTRATIONS

CCSSO

March 4, 2015 Council of Chief State School Officers

Dr. Keith Bush

Scribner Middle School
910 Old Vincennes Road
New Albany, IN 47150
Kbush@nafcs.k12.in.us

Dear Dr. Bush,

This letter is in response to your request to use the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO)
copyrighted material, specifically The Policymakers’ Guide to Growth Models for School
Accountability: How do Accountability Models Differ? and the Statewide Educational Accountability
under the NCLB Act for citation in your dissertation. This letter serves to officially grant use of the
aforementioned CCSSO material for print and electronic formats (nonexclusive world rights in English).

We do ask that the following formats be used when referencing the material:

The Policymakers’ Guide to Growth Models for School Accountability: How do Accountability
Models Differ? was developed by the Council of Chief State School Officers and member states.

Council of Chief State School Officers. (2005). The Policymakers’ Guide to Growth Models for
School Accountability: How do Accountability Models Differ? Washington, DC: Pete
Goldschmidt, Pat Roschewski, Kilchan Choi, William Auty, Steve Hebbler, Rolf Blank, Andra
Williams.

Statewide Educational Accountability under the NCLB Act was developed by the Council of
Chief State School Officers and member states.

Council of Chief State School Officers. (2003). Statewide Educational Accountability under the
NCLB Act. Washington, DC: William Erpenbach, Fore-Fast, & Potts.

CCSSO is a nonpartisan, nationwide, nonprofit organization of public officials who head departments of
elementary and secondary education in the states, the District of Columbia, the Department of Defense
Education Activity, and five U.S. extra-state jurisdictions. CCSSO provides leadership, advocacy, and
technical assistance on major educational issues. CCSSO seeks member consensus on major educational
issues and expresses their views to civic and professional organizations, federal agencies, Congress, and
the public.

Thank you for your interest in this CCSSO product. We appreciate your support and interest in our
organization. Please do not hesitate to contact us if we can provide any further information.

Thank you,

Melissa McGrath
Director of Communications
Council of Chief State School Officers

II‘Il One Massachusetts Ave, NW « Suite 700 » Washington, DC 20001
Tel: 202.336.7000 * Fax: 202.408.8072 + Web: www.ccsso.org



