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PERCEPTIONS OF MIDDLE SCHOOL TEACHERS REGARDING THEE
OF STANDARDIZED TESTING DATA
by
DARRELL LAMAR STEPHENS
(Under the Direction of Linda M. Arthur)
ABSTRACT

Principals and teachers are under continuous peessimprove student learning.
The ability to analyze standardized testing dateidies a tool for educators to use in
their effort to combat students’ deficiency in le@iag. The researcher conducted the
study in four middle schools in a Georgia schostritit located outside of metropolitan
Atlanta, which is in the beginning stages of pravigtraining to teachers, and
administrators on how to use standardized testtsesuimprove student learning. To
accomplish the purpose of this study, the reseaaneyzed the surveyed responses of
242 participants, all middle school teachers. Tle¢hod for this quantitative research
study used descriptive statistics and independenpke t-tests.

Findings of the study converged with the literaturégerms of the purpose and
benefits of using standardized testing data. Teacgreed that principals provided time
for them to analyze and plan instruction basedtandardized testing results. Teachers
also reported that their principals’ current leatdgy actions was conducive to them being
able to use standardized test data more, and #lewed that there is an expectation in
their school for teachers to use standardizedhgesiata to inform their practice.

INDEX WORDS: Standardized state criterion testiatpgd Georgia Criterion

Competency Test (Ga.CRCT), No Child Left Behind (8,
High-Stakes Tests, Georgia Performance StandafdS)G
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Chapter |
INTRODUCTION
“In God we trust; all others bring data” — (Demid§86, p. 12).

There have been many criticisms of educators séha of high-stakes testing.
Many politicians, local community leaders, and plblic at large believe the scores on
students’ high-stakes tests are the only way terdene if teachers are doing their job
(Bracey, 2001). However educators warned the p@agianst using high-stakes tests, and
the results they produce, to judge schools anthegadGabler, 1987). In their defense,
educators revealed that they are over burdenelddsgttests and are “drowning” in the
data produced by them (Celio & Harvey, 2005; Ingraouis, & Schroeder, 2004).
Research in the profession revealed that 80% afagdrs in Georgia found more uses for
teacher made test than state mandated high-ststkg 8teecher & Hamilton, 2006).
However, teachers need high stakes tests to knaw iwlmportant for students to learn
and for them to teach (Amrein & Berliner, 2002). ldager in this profession can
practitioners make decisions based on intuition jmgtinct, or fads (Slavin, 2002a,
2003b). Equity and accountability, as a resulhefite-authorization oFhe Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEK)own adNo Child Left Behind Act of 2001
(NCLB), have made it imperative that teachers lo@sgsions on accurate and
meaningful data that reflects student learningastdevement (Johnson, 2002; Lachat
2002). The law presumes that, by examining annctaegement data, educators can
determine what causes unacceptable outcomes arabiract the unproductive parts of

the system (Heibert et al., 2005).
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When considering students’ academic growth outsoamel how best to improve
learning, one must think of the teacher, as rebeaas shown that teachers have the most
influence and effect on students’ achievement ({BgsHammond, 2000; Muijs &
Reynolds, 2001; Nye et al., 2004; Robinson & Tinger2000). “The evidence is
indisputable. Teaching had a 6 to 10 times as nmplact on achievement as all other
factors combined” (Schmoker, 2006, p.9). Sande€999) supports the assumption that
teacher characteristics account for more varianstudent achievement than any other
scholastic input. Considering that teachers haeh ayrofound influence on student
achievement, it is imperative that school leaderserknowledge of how teachers are
using standardized testing data (Center on Educ&adicy, 2004; The Information
Edge, 2006). This knowledge is important as meseurces are being invested in school
systems to increase the use of student achieveta&ntThe testing data are seen as tools
to inform instruction in schools, especially in sols identified as needing improvement
(Center on Education Policy, 2004; The Informatimyge, 2006).

Despite the amount of standardized testing reaudflable, many teachers still
believe they are unqualified to analyze data appaitgdy to make sound instructional
decisions (Choppin, 2002). Though it is critical éalucators to believe in and use
standardized testing results, researchers have yetus much attention on teachers’
current impression of assessment data. The res¥asgtveyed teachers in Brewton
County, Georgia, to determine their perceptionstandardized state criterion testing
results. In this study “standardized state critetesting” refered to all Georgia mandated
tests for middle school students (e.g., Georgite€on Reference Competency Test

(Ga.CRCT), Georgia Grade 8 Writing Assessment Aswssing Comprehension and
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Communication in English State to State for Engliahguage Learners (ACCESS for
ELLs). “Standardized state criterion testing regtlor “data,” or “assessment data”
refers to the testing results teachers receive stitelents complete standardized state
criterion tests.
Background of the Study

Using standardized state criterion testing datanmasr implications in the field
of education. Much of the standardized state doitetesting data is being used to track
students for promotion, graduation, and levelingybkrt & Hauser, 1999). Most of the
research on what teachers should be doing witllatdized test state criterion testing
results has focused on how data can be used sttiml improvement process
(Bernhardt, 2003a; Choppin, 2002; Earl & Katz, 20Beldman, & Tung, 2001; Heritage
& Chen, 2005). The research also shows that stdizdal tests results are being used to
make performance appraisal decisions for teachetpancipals, along with the creation
of annual measurable objectives to hold schoolssehdol systems accountable for the
success of their students (Linn, 2000). Howeveaneglare few current studies in which
researchers have examined what teachers do witiastdized testing results. School
leaders must be able to articulate specifically beachers are using testing results as
they work to increase learning in all children.bAef review of the literature provided
(a) a historic perspective on the evolution ofitegt(b) the pros and cons of testing, (c)
perspectives on the barriers of using data, and/d} the literature reveals about how
principals influence the use of standardized tash th schools. Finally, (e) the review
include suggested methods to help teachers cadleatyze, synthesize, and make

meaningful use of data.
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Historical Perspectives of Testing

In the United States, during the mid-19th centstgndardized test results were
used to make comparisons among students and ansmigstls systems. In 1840, an
exam was designed in Boston; Massachusetts, thahhomade comparisons among
students and amongst schools systems, but it adeitoned school’s effectiveness
(Resnick & Resnick, 1982), and it included manydess of today’s large-scale tests. In
1909, the Thorndike Handwriting Scale was the fagpular standardized achievement
test used in public schools (Perrone, 1991). A waiday of tests soon followed;
nonetheless, it was not until 1923 that researdhegan to think about how best to use
results produced by standardized tests. They stegheduring this period, that teachers
should use achievement tests as helpful toolsvipraving their work, and that,
individual test results could be used to ascertaimch pupils in each class were in the
greatest need of remedial teaching (Mort & Gat23)9Standardized testing programs
began a substantial upward spiral after the 19&8csthrough the late 1960’s. Even
though the suggestions to teachers to use stamddrtisting data was first made during
this era, the research on what teachers were dathghese results was sparese.

As the use of standardized testing continued tavgnathe 1960’s, researchers
and testing authors continued looking at standadliests, but they also continued
strategizing on how best to use the results staimat tests produced (Mort & Gats,
1923). As they turned their attention to the testesults, they also focused attention on
the teacher in the classroom. Testing authors aweze of the educational implications
of the data provided by their testing instrumeAts.increasing emphasis was placed on

using test data, not just for record collectionglata (Mort & Gats, 1923). The manuals
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for achievement tests advised administrators amcher's to use test results for reasons
such as placement into academic learning groupssabing groups, career education,
and vocational plans (Wigdor & Garner, 1982). Stadized tests were already being
used during this decade for diagnosing students wdividual learning difficulties, for
appraising, and for modifying instructional meth@d@sgdor & Garner, 1982). Research
revealed that some teachers had found uses fatastiined testing results that were
more substantial and that were of use to theirtfm@than previously (Mort & Gats,
1923).

The accountability movement shifted in the late@88and the 1990’s saw the
push in education from minimum competency to magerous standards, and for tests
that would be aligned with those standards, helpngncourage teachers to teach those
standards (Resnick & Resnick, 1992). However, withbirth of NCLB in 2001, not
only were teachers being asked to teach to thaselatds, but also the standardized test
and the results they produced became the indicat to hold schools and school
districts accountable for student achievementnlerapirical study conducted by
Wohlstetter, Datnow, & Park (2008), it was conclddeat the theory of action
underlying NCLB requires that educators have tHeamid the know-how to analyze,
interpret, and use data so that they can makem#drdecisions.

Benefits and Disadvantages of Testing

The increase in testing that continued into theDZ)@&s a result of NCLB,
created several opinions that both supported asfdwtired testing. Proponents believe
that students and teachers need high-stakes ¢dat®w what is important to learn and to

teach respectively (Amrein & Berliner, 2002). Rosopnts of standardized testing
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asserted that the theory of action implied by tresmuntability pressures of high-stakes
testing would increase student achievement (Niglilisss, & Berliner, 2005).
Opponents countered that the pressure to showssiocestandardized tests was not
allowing teachers to teach in-depth. Teachers weceuraged to use testing data to
modify instruction, and also demonstrate commuivcati students on the purpose of
the lesson (Tileston, 2009). However, teacherseatdgioat high-stake tests narrow the
curriculum and force teaching to the test (Nict®IBerliner, 2005). These particular
tests also tended to provide results only offearspapshot of student performance and
most school districts did not link student achieeetrto teacher practices in such a way
that educators could help determine what was wgriess, 2009).
Barriers

In a paramount demand for school improvement, nsahpol districts were
starting to look at how to use data, but the newlemsis on data necessitated knowledge
and a skill set that was not taught regularly testteachers (Englert, Fries, Martin, &
Michael, 2005). This lack of understanding of himwise data created many barriers to
data use. For instance, teachers often devaluedastiized test data because they
developed their own personal assessments for detegwhat children learned which
had little to do with tests other than the thosytbreated themselves (Ingram et al.,
2004). Supovitz and Klein (2003) found that onl@d 8f the 68 administrators in the
schools they surveyed believed that they had this $& manipulate data to answer the
guestions in which they were interested. Additigndimeliness in getting data back to
be analyzed has greatly influenced individual Uisieachers feel as though they are not

going to get the testing results back in enougle tismprepare for proper instructional
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planning, then future use of these standardizad ig¢ess likely (Kerr, Marsh, lkemoto,
Darilek, & Barney, 2006).

A barrier to using standardized testing data isliees’ lack of belief in its
validity (Herman & Gribbons, 2001). Several empatistudies offered strong evidence
demonstrating that teachers did not believe irnvelility and reliability of standardized
assessments (Feldman & Tung, 2001; Herman & Grigli2001; Ingram et al., 2004).
They thought that tests had changed in quality filoenfirst administration to the second
or that students were not motivated to perform welthem.

Additional studies also revealed that teachers $kdkto veer from district-
mandated curriculum guides, considering the pressiwom their school district. Many
teachers opted to follow the curriculum insteathefdata because they believe that they
are unprepared to use the data (Kerr et al., 20@&chers also often lack minimum
understanding to create questions, select indigaitaterpret results, and develop
solutions when analyzing test data (Choppin, 26@kiman & Tung 2001; Mason,
2002).

Schools, particularly teachers, have been undestannscrutiny to increase the
use of standardized test scores to guide instruetnal curriculum (Henning, 2006). For
example, test makers advised that by comparingstudlassroom, or building scores
with local and national norms, teachers can idgmtiflividual or group strengths and
weaknesses for the purpose of adjusting the cluntgHoover et al., 2003). Data were
also used for a variety of action decisions araasttuction, curriculum, and

professional development (Marsh, Pane, & Hamil&f96). However, most educators
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are not trained to evaluate data and researclaslate findings into practices that can
improve student achievement (Dynarski, 2008).
Principals Role in Data Use

Principals can be instrumental in not only helpieachers in translating data into
practices that can improve learning, but they alsobe influential in the use of test data
by creating and implementing shared leadershisoyepeople, such as assistant
principals, department chairs, counselors, andeanadcoaches. This implementation of
shared leadership roles plays an important partativating teachers to use data
(Copeland, 2003). Marzano (2003) discussed howranamn misconception about
leadership at the school level is that it shousdde with a single individual that being the
principal. The idea that an individual can affdeage by will and personality is simply
not supported by research studies. Georgia’s Lehgemstruction for School
Improvement (GLISI, 2008) believes that distribukeadership not only encourages, but
also looks for others to take leadership respolitasi, regardless if they have formal
leadership titles. This outlook on leadership ip@mative because it advocates dispersing
leadership throughout organizations rather thanapolizing it at the top, or in the case
of the school, with the principal only. Each indival can lead by setting an example for
others, regardless of what other skills he or sheetor do not have for influencing
people directly. The goal of distributed leadersbipmpowerment of all stakeholders.
Hence, shared leadership can encourage teachgss test data to guide the curriculum
and instruction.

Principals influence on data use also includesaaiig time for teachers to

immerse themselves in daily inquiry into their sla®m practice (Armstrong & Anthes,



21

2001); this immersion is important as teachers Iséaosvn enthusiasm for using
standardized test data when it can provide usefaimation for their classroom practice
(Symonds, 2003 ). In addition to shared leaders#igs and allowing time for teachers to
have dialogue about how best to use data, a pahigbility to communicate goals and
have teachers commit to those goals has also ptoves very effective in influencing
teachers use of data (Latham & Locke, 2006). A plvisionary leadership is
articulating goals and winning commitment to suahppses like having teachers use
data exhaustively in improving student learninglliiger & Heck, 2002). A study
conducted by GLISI (2008) revealed that operantiagtnators used a data-driven
approach to leadership based on collecting anchegizting multiple sources of data.
This approach guided decisions as it pertainedldoadions of resources for instruction
and curriculum and was deemed most appropriat@poaving not only instruction and
student achievement but also helped with assistiaghers from operating in isolation,
particularly, when making decisions with standaedizesting data.

Chrisman (2005) discovered that one of the waysstizools sustain success and
influence the use of data by teachers is by praisimaking themselves available to
teachers. This includes the principal’s frequetdratance at grade level meetings and by
teachers providing feedback on the meetings atiddete principal know what he or
she can do to help them.

Methods That Make Meaningful Use of Data

There are some teachers who have been professgitraatied on how to collect,

analyze, synthesize, and make meaningful use af Qate of the models used for

training this is The Data Wise Improvement Pro¢Es4/IP). It requires teachers to use
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standardized testing results but also use studerk @ompleted in the classroom, to
make instructional decisions about their practi®@/IP is a collaborative approach to
school wide instructional improvement that givescteers a safety net for taking risks
and improving their craft. After using this methasla means of determining what to do
with standardized testing results, solutions alstudent achievement were easily made
by teachers (Boudett, City, & Murnane, 2005). Adhilly, after teachers failed to make
connections with the results of data from standadltest and what they knew about
instruction, they were instructed on implementing €oaching and Facilitation Method
(CEM) of using data (Blachowicz, Buhle, Frost, &t8s 2007). The CFM model
demonstrates how to connect one known body of im&bion with another. Teachers
trained in this model learn how to connect assessmasults with instructional decisions.
It derives from the thinking that instructional inmpement requires more than just
presenting the data and expecting it to automatitansform teacher’s thinking
(Blachowicz et al., 2007). This method requirest tkachers have time to think about
their practice and the data produced from thenestts. The results of the study revealed
using CFM method for data analysis can inform ungtonal decisions (Blachowicz et
al., 2007).

In addition to the CFM model of training teachd@rse Collaborative Method
(CM) of using data requires teachers to make dmtssabout data as a team. Huffman
and Kalnin (2003), in support of CM, studied eidlstrict teams engaged in a yearlong
data-based inquiry process and found that team mesmbported growth in their
systems’ curricular coherence and their own prodess knowledge. It was also

concluded by Wayman and Stringfield (2006) thatdete was most effective when
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teachers could work together to formalize expeatati review evidence of student
learning, and participate in instructional decismaking. This was in comparison to
teachers working individually.

The CFM and the CM models of training teachersoltect, analyze, synthesize,
and make meaningful use of data has proven to tyeeffective in helping teachers to
improve their practice. Another model used to ttamchers on how to use standardize
testing results is Data Driven Decision-Making (DRP The foundation of the DDDM
model comes from successful practices from indumtdy manufacturing, such as Total
Quality Management, organizational learning, angtiooious improvement (Deming,
1986; Juran, 1988; Senge, 1990). DDDM requireshiacto use standardized testing
data in school improvement planning, site-basedsaetmaking processes, and school-
system strategic planning (Massell, 2001; Schmd&@d4). Though it is a version of the
collaborative model, DDDM requires teachers to wiarkeams using essential questions
that evolve from group discussions concerning tegcpractices in the classroom.

Statement of the Problem

Teachers have experienced ongoing pressure toh@ds (2001) mandates to
improve instruction and student achievement. Therégquires teachers to use
assessment data in an effort to increase studbm@vament. Assessment data identifies
the link between teaching practices and studeribpeances so that high achievement
levels can be obtained (Miller, 2000). There isrameasing body of literature that
suggests that the use of high-quality, assessnagat can also improve instruction. For
instance, schools that have demonstrated succés®smg the gap” that exists between

white students and students of color, as it pestrachievement, were more than likely
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to disaggregate and analyze state assessmen&gatadtion Section, Division of
Accountability Services, North Carolina DepartmehPublic Instruction, 2000).
Additionally, using state assessment data to dnmygovement was recognized as an
instrumental piece to success in a report createddoNational Education Goals Panel
after a series of hearings designed to find exasniisuccessful schools and to
understand why those schools were succeeding (Roth2900). However, teachers’
perceptions of test results and their usefulnesirage to waiver as a precedence for data
use had not been established prior to the 2000isinStance, Goslin, (1967) revealed in
an early study that the majority of teachers htdle luse for standardized test data.
Additionally, he stated that teachers were not detefy confident in their understanding
of standardized tests and the results they prodite¢z and Beck’s (1979) findings
mirrored those in Goslin, (1967), in that, they l@achers who reported using test results
for diagnosing students’ strengths and weaknesSaz and Beck (1979) also reported
that 80% of the teachers had little use of the ftata standardized test. Additional
research that followed concerning teachers’ peraemif standardized testing results also
showed that mandated state tests were of littevagice to teachers, that teachers paid
state test little attention, and that they viewest tesults as relatively unreliable sources
of information (Salmon-Cox, 1981; Don-Bremme & Ham 1983; Ruddell, 1985).
Though most of these studies were dated and ctedibefore NCLB (2001),
current research on standardized tests and staneldtest results reveal that teachers’
perceptions of state test were still unfavoraluejristance, Earl & Katz, (2006)
discussed in the findings of their study that teaslwere not actively using data to guide

their planning and instructional decisions. It va¢és0 revealed that 80% of Georgia
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teachers were using their own assessments morethignstandardized test (Stecher and
Hamilton, 2006). In contrast, Snow-Renner (2001 an effort to get teacher’s
perspective of standards-based education as diped to data use, used a qualitative
survey to interview 806 teachers in Midwesternestand found that they used data to
align curriculum and monitor student progress. Bugly furthered researchers
understanding of how teachers were using datagalghtened educators on teachers’
perspective of standardized testing data.

Current research as it pertains to teachers’ baehdfuse of standardized testing
data is sparse. Researchers and school leadezsalid more information on how
teachers are using standardized testing data, @éffairt to continue to assist or learn how
to assist teachers in improving their practice,rbhate importantly, in an effort to
increase learning in all students. This is paréidylimportant when comparing what
teachers are supposed to be doing with standartBzédg results to what they are
actually doing with these test results, considetirgmandatory mandates of NCLB
(2001). Very few studies exist currently that eadduteachers’ understanding of
standardized test data. This study addressed ¢lagsein the literature as the purpose is
to identify the perceptions of how Georgia middie®ol teachers, in Brewton County,
use standardized criterion referenced state tedtte

Research Questions

The following overarching question was considerethis study:

What are the perceptions of how Georgia middle scteachers, in Brewton
County, use standardized state testing data?

The following sub-questions will be used to anstheroverarching questions:
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Sub-question 1: To what extent do middle-schoolliEhd.anguage Arts and
mathematics teachers’ believe that standardizediéda is useful as compared to other
content area teachers?

Sub-question 2: To what extent do middle-schod@li&h/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ use standardized test datangsared to other content teachers?
Sub-question 3: To what extent do existing leadprgtactices help middle
school teachers use standardized test data inictisinal planning?

Significance of Study

The intent of studying the perceptions of Georgiddie school teachers in
Brewton County regarding the use of standardizstinig data was beneficial to the
researcher, as it had personal, professional aadipal significance. The results from
this study may provide direction for school andretisleaders need for professional
development, and the need to assist in the plaramdgmplementation of effective
strategies to increase the influence of leadergmgtruction, and student achievement.
The results of this study may also benefit prinigpeffort in understanding how to
support teachers’ in using data and may assistdheol district’s local professional
development efforts to ensure that teachers aresttaand prepared to effectively use
data to increase and guide student performanceaadardized state criterion tests. Last,
given the fact that few studies place a single $omu the teacher’s perspective regarding
the use of standardized testing data and thatualest have been documented, to date in

Georgia, this study is timely and important for thiure of the profession.
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Research Procedures

The approach of this study was quantitative, i, ttee design of it called for
administration of an instrument for data collectiamich helped with rapid turnaround
(Creswell, 2003, Gay & Airaian, 2000).

Survey research is non-experimental, which me&as,in this study, phenomena
was studied as it exists. The collection of dasigia cross-sectional survey, was paper
and pencil, with a 4-point Likert-like scale. Adbibach’s alpha was used to determine
internal consistency reliability of the researctieveloped survey instrument. The
researcher limited the number of questions ondineey to 40. This ensured that the
survey was not too tedious for the participantgéfolly, encouraged greater
participation in the study. The survey consistedtatements that helped determined the
perceptions of Georgia middle school teachers rewBon County, regarding the use of
standardized testing results. A demographics seatithe survey, identified age, years
of experience, and content area taught by teactmessyas useful information to study in
analyzing the perceptions of how Georgia middlestkeachers use test data.

Sample and Population

This study incorporated all of the four middle solsan Brewton County.
Brewton County School District (BCSS) has approxeha20,000 students, in addition
to elementary and high schools, the district have middle schools with very diverse
populations. Two of the schools have majority shigpulations of low socio-
economic students as determined by the high nuofideze or reduced-price lunches; of
the other two, one is considered a middle-classed¢chnd the other is termed

economically privileged.
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Data Collection and Analysis

Data for the study was collected by the researdheattending the faculty
meetings of the four middle schools in the couhtyan effort survey the maximum
number of middle school teachers, the researchtdslénk surveys for them to fill out
upon their return and teachers were allowed to semsk surveys back to the researcher
via the school district’s inter-county mail servidéne result of the study was analyzed
using the statistic software program, StatistiGdkage for Social Science (SPSS).
Delimitations

The parameter of this study was limited to the daly middle-school schools in
Brewton County and thus may not be generalizalbkewide. The sampled middle
schools drawn from Brewton County were not reprege@ of all teachers in the school
district. However, it should be generalize to oftiistricts within or outside of Georgia.
Limitations

There have been very few current survey reseauthest that have evaluated
middle school teachers’ perceptions concerningitieeof standardized criterion state
testing data. The level of teachers understandimgw to use standardized criterion
state testing data to effect change was a limiatmd may influence the results of the
study.

Summary

For more than 100 years, educators have been sisindardized tests and the
results from them to make instructional decisidrigs process of adjusting the
instructional approach to accommodate studentsiistsignificant with today’s

educators. The research of this study determinexdtdiemiddle-school teachers, in
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Brewton County, perception as it pertains to usitagndardized testing. The study was
based on a quantitative approach and was expewhiartype. The importance of this
study to the profession was that it served as anatignificant tool to assist school

leaders and teachers in the use of standardizeda&sto improve instruction.
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Chapter lI
REVIEW OF RESEARCH AND RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

Nation at Riskvas to research universities and public schooSeggember 11
was to the arms and security industries (Brace@3R0rhis report ended the minimum
competency movement and began the high-stakesgeattvement that would raise the
nation’s standards of achievement drastically (Bya2003). In 1989, the nations’
governors issued a call for “world class” standdadguide educational practice and the
National Commission of Teachers of English andNbB&onal Commission of Teachers
of Mathematics were asked to create these natgtaatiards (McKnight et. al, 1987;
National Governors Association, 1989; Travers & Weasy, 1989). The standards
movement reached new heights in 1994 when Congess®d three interlocking pieces
of legislation,School to Work Opportunities Act, Goals 2000: Edecsmerica Actand
Improving America’s School Acthese three pieces of legislation jointly promoted
voluntarily national academic standards, and ags&sts, with particular emphasis
placed on mathematics and reading (Wills, 1994)esE three pieces of legislation also
encouraged states to assess if schools were maiagegess and if they were not,
sanctions were supposed to be imposed but thesespié legislation lacked much force
(Mapping America’s Educational Progress, 2008).

January 8, 2001, President George W. Bush sidreecetiuthorization of

Elementary School Education Act entitled te Child Left Behind Act of 20Gind
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unlike the three major pieces of legislation paseatie 90’s, that launch the standards
movement. NCLB (2001) has major ramifications aadgities for schools systems
across the country for not meeting mandates ofléalwsas accountability through student
assessment was the focal point. NCLB(2001) alsoired, that all students make
academic progress, as documented by student assasamd test results would be used
to measure student achievement, teacher performandeschool’s structure (Downey,
2002).

The implementation of standards-based accountahititer NCLB(2001)
presents opportunities for data use by giving teexchew sources of data for analysis, as
well as, increasing the expectations on them taovg student achievement on test
scores (Massell, 2001). However, many educatorsalidhave training or experience in
using data to make decisions and thus felt ovemvieélby the prospect (Ronka, Lachat,
Slaughter, & Meltzer, 2008). This in essence h&sang impact on teachers’
perspectives concerning how useful testing datddvioe to their daily practice.

The purpose of this chapter is to review the bddyterature and empirical
research focused on middle school teachers’ peocepgarding standardized state
criterion test results. This chapter was dividad six segments of reviewed literature
considered by the principle investigator to bevatd to data use by public school
educators, which is the primary focus of this studye first component of the literature
review was the historical perspective on the evatudf testing. The purpose of testing
and its pros and cons were revealed through thiatiire review. Next, literature was
reviewed that considered the perspectives on threelmof using data, and how

principals influence the use of standardized taest th schools. Last, literature was
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reviewed that discussed suggested methods todeatpers collect, analyze, synthesize,
and make meaningful use of data.
History of Testing

The stated objective of early standardized teststov&nsure that all children had
equal opportunity to receive the same academid teheducation (Haladyna, Haas, &
Allison, 1998). As early as 1840, an exam desigoadonitor school’s effectiveness was
implemented in Boston, Massachusetts (Resnick &Rks1982). This exam included
many features of today’s large-scale tests. Thenexas developed to provide efficient
measurement for large numbers of students anctiiddeée comparisons across
classrooms and schools (Resnick & Resnick, 1982)909, the Thorndike Handwriting
Scale was the first popular standardized achieveteshused in public schools (Perrone,
1991). A wide array of tests soon followed; nonktbg, it was not until 1923 that
researchers began to think about how best to ssétseroduced by standardized test. It
is suggested, during this period, that teacheraldhgse achievement tests as helpful
tools for improving their work, and that, individuast results could be used to ascertain
that pupils in each class were in the greatest néesimedial teaching (Mort & Gats,
1923). Standardized testing programs began a suladtapward spiral after the 1950’s
and through the late 1960’s and even though thgesiigpns to teachers to use
standardized testing data was first made durirggeta, the research of what teachers
were actually doing with these results was sparse.

As the use of standardized testing continued tavgnathe 1960’s, researchers
and testing authors continued to look at standaddiest, but they also continued

strategizing on how best to use the results staiwkt tests produced. As they turned
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their attention to the testing results, they atsmited attention on the teacher in the
classroom. Testing authors were aware of the edunedtimplications of the data
provided by their testing instruments. Ruch andnaar (1926) maintained the following:

We are no longer content with tests so rough they tare useful only

for comparing one school or one city with anoth&e now demand

that a test shall give a dependable measure oinihgidual pupil, in

order that we may use his score for placing hirthengrade where he

belongs. This is the most important function ohdéad tests of every

kind, a function which requires that the probabiee of a score shall

be a relatively small fraction of the incrementween successive grade

means. (p. 7).

Terman called for the test score to “be taken aptint of departure for further
study of the pupil” (Terman, 1923, p. 25). For arste, in the event that a student’s test
score did not match with what the teacher knevhefdther attributes of the student, then
more study, and possibly additional standardizstirtg, and the collection of more data
were necessary. An increasing emphasis was placeding test data, not just for record
collections of data (Mort & Gats, 1923), but forasaring student achievement. The
manuals for achievement tests advised adminisgratod teachers to use test results for
reasons such as placement into academic learniugpgy counseling groups, career
education, and vocational plans (Wigdor & Garn@82). However, test data was
already being used during this decade for diagmgostndents with individual learning

difficulties, for appraising, and for modifying imgctional methods (Wigdor & Garner,
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1982) and these methods of using data, accordititetcesearch, were more substantial
and were of greater use to teachers’ practice beéorehand (Mort & Gats, 1923).

In addition, to the increase emphasis placed amyustiandardized test and the
recommendations for how standardized testing restlbuld be used, there were still
concerns by educators about the effectivenessesettests. According to Goslin (1967),
for decades, teachers only infrequently used thelteof standardized tests and reported
virtually no influence of test content on teachingthods or course content. Supporters
of measurement-driven instruction or standardiestst(e.g., Phelps, 1996; Popham,
1987) argued that if tests measured importantsskike memory, a student’s ability to
read, write, and do arithmetic, and also, if téstd sufficiently high stakes, they would
serve as instructional magnets, thus dramaticalfpyroving the efficiency and
effectiveness of instruction. However, standardizstis were beginning to impact many
other professions; for instance, the U. S. Armyduséarge-scale group intelligence test
called the Army Alpha Test during the World War&a éWigdor & Garner, 1982). They
used it in the selection of officers and for a ggriof other classification purposes.
Additionally, psychologist, during the industrigwvolution, helped business men, come
up with their own standardized test to screen f@teamployees, and they used the
results of the test to place Americans in appropiebs and to ensure that U. S.
companies receive the services of competent memvanten (Cremin, 1964).

As the nation progressed through the early 19@0é&spressure to improve public
education continued to increase. The National Aseest of Educational Progress
(NAEP) and the 1965 Elementary and Secondary ErucAct (ESEA), were the first

two institutions to formally use tests for monitagithe performance of the nation’s
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students (Wigdor & Garner, 1982). The law gavegedecisions making power to
teachers, however with this new autonomy thereavgieater responsibility placed on
teachers for increasing student achievement thrthghise of standardized test results
(Wigdor & Garner, 1982). However, the sentimentoyericans at the time was that
children were not learning as much as they couttithat test scores were reflective of
the quality of the public school system (GoslingZp

Therefore, in an effort to improve the quality aflqtic schools during the 70’s
Minimum Competency Tests (MCT’s) became the defidrstandards in almost all
curricular academic achievement. This accountgbilibvement led states to prohibit
failing students from graduating or from being pated to the next grade. This
movement also represented the first formal usesiétas tools to hold students and
teachers accountable for performance (Hamilton &g 2002). Minimum
Competency Testing movement was to serve as signatsdents and teachers of what
should be taught and learned respectively; in €gseinmarked the shift toward
measurement-driven instruction, or instruction twauld be shaped by standardized tests
(Hamilton & Koretz, 2002).

Though it was paramount in improving the qualityedfication, the minimum
competency testing era also had significant negatiffuences on public school’'s
instruction, for instance, it did not educate shid¢o compete in a global economy.
MCT’s did not help those students it was intendebdelp, which was those at the lowest
end of the achievement distribution, additionagchers, in an effort to control their
failure rate, did not promote their weaker studemd teachers who had students at the

higher end of the learning spectrum did not chakehthem academically (Marion &
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Shinker, 1999). MCT’s movement marked a belief thatruction can and should be
shaped directly by tests (Marion & Shinker, 19983t, though this movement marked a
belief that instruction can and should be shapegtdy by tests, and that teachers will be
held accountable for the performance for studentthese test. Research reveals that
teachers still were not using them, for instant¢etzSand Beck (1979) conducted a
national study of more than 3,000 teachers’ opimiaimout standardized tests. They noted
that 41% of the teachers surveyed reported makihguse of test results. The study
revealed that these results were only supplementak wider variety of information that
teachers already possessed. The study also reuvtbalegasons offered for why
standardized tests are given but results not alwsgd by teacher’s, for instance, there
was a perceived narrowing of the curriculum, resisé to management control,
accountability avoidance, and a limited understagaif score interpretation resulting
from inadequate pre-service training ( Gullicks&rtiopkins, 1987).

Thus, up until the 80’s there were many changempwove the quality of public
education and the negative direction it was headedrom the government passing
ESEA and commissioning the creation of a natioesal to monitor progress public
schools were making in the form of NAEP. The 70ithessed the MCT movement in
which students were required to have a minimal tstdeding of core subjects, but this
minimal understanding did little to impact the go® quality of education in American
schools. In 1983, the National Commission on edocatleased the repoft Nation at
Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reforih.“called for an end to the minimum
competency testing movement and the beginninglogla-stakes testing movement that

would raise the nation’s standards of achievememdttally” (Amrein & Berliner, p. 43,
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2002). As a result of this report, testing increlgeeatly in American Public Schools and
written in this report, were several recommendatmme of the recommendation stated
that standardized state tests be administered @bfriransition points from one level of
schooling to another...”(Amrein & Berliner, p. 44,04).

During the 1980’s, approximately 30 major refomparts appeared which
consistently read that education in the public s&htell short of providing students with
“excellence in education” (Cross, p. 8, 1987). Eheports also revealed that in
determining what children were learning in schahlsng this time, reformers used
assessments - school wide, statewide, and natienf@bss, 1987). “Issues of testing in
the 1980”s was social, economic and value ladeheyTinvolve the allocation of
resources and prerogatives...” (Airasian, 1987, p)40

Thus, standardized tests suddenly became the bbttenwhich critics used to
determine if our students were learning, althougdy thad been used in American
Schools for almost seven decades prior to thigmefoovement (Madaus, 1985).
However, despite the sentiments of critics reseangported the fact that data from
standardized achievement test was still only arsexy criterion in teacher judgment
(Airasian & Madaus, 1982).

The use of standardized test shifted in the 8@mftheir use in the classroom to
their use in administrative decisions and policyedepment (Rudman, 1987), and thus,
the push in education from minimum competency toemigorous standards and for
tests that are aligned with those standards woellithé future how state achievement
tests would be in American schools of the futureqifitck & Resnick, 1992). The

standards movement reached new heights in 1994 @begress passed three
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interlocking pieces of legislation, School to W@kportunities Act, Goals 2000:

Educate America Act, and Improving America’s Schaol. These three pieces of
legislation jointly promoted voluntarily nationatademic standards, and assessments,
with particular emphasis placed on mathematicsraading (Wills, 1994). Additionally
these three pieces of legislation were supposettiease the pressure on schools across
the nation to improve but they lacked much forceylging America’s Educational
Progress, 2008).

However, with the birth of NCLB in 2001, not onliddt impose a high degree of
pressure on public schools to improve, unfdahool to Work Opportunities Act, Goals
2000: Educate America AandIimproving America’s School Adhis particular law
required teachers to teach to the required stardandl standardized tests and the results
they produced became the indicator used to holdaslaccountable for student
achievement (Downey, 2002). NCLB (2001) also rezgpithat public schools across the
nation adopt content standards in English, mathesatnd science however, it required
annual assessments in mathematics and reading, reqdired that students reach
proficiency in these two subjects by 2014. TheestdtGeorgia, taking its lead from this
federal mandate, passed thé’lus Education Reform Act of 20Q%s amended in 2003)
and it required that all'3 5", and & grade students pass the Reading (English/Language
Arts) and mathematics portion of the Georgia CoteReference Competency Test
(GaCRCT), if not, they would be retained in theispective grades (Georgia Department
of Education, 2002).

Historically, as early as the 1800'’s, educatorsraséarchers believed that

standardized test results could be a resourcedmhers to improve their practice and to
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gauge students’ progress (Haladyna, Haas, & Alli4888). Minimum Competency
Tests served as a step towards improving educhtioit was not until the repord
Nation at Riskvas published that the standards for improving Ata@ Schools would
increase drastically (Amrein & Berliner, 2002). €brpieces of legislation jointly
promoted the standards movemehool to Work Opportunities Act, Goals 2000:
Educate America Acandimproving America’s School Antaking educators more
accountable, however, with the passing of NCLB &{c2001, schools, school systems,
and states, faced major sanctions for not meetiagrtandates of this new law (Mapping
America’s Educational Progress, 2008). Heightemaetability through student
assessment brought about a division in the viewsaming the importance and the role
standardized testing and the use of testing resuitsld play in public schools. In
essence, it created a divide of individuals whoenéor” and “against” testing (Amrein
& Berliner, 2003).
Pro’s and Con’s of Testing

Opponents have found that there is very little ene existing that shows that
the implementation of testing programs have dematest an increase in student
achievement or improvements in teaching (Alling@00; Amerin, 2002; Linn, 2000;
Paris & Urdan, 2000). Most standardized tests wetalesigned to measure the results
of teaching or curricular achievement (Popham, 1999posing educators of testing
believed that standardized tests most importantiboion was to provide an additional
source of evidence about pupils to corroboratgégheher’s judgment, to suggest
unnoticed problems, and to provide pertinent infation about student learning

however, the opposition claims, there are suggestmd needs for more one-to-one, in-
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depth diagnosis for these claims to be true (Gardr887). A review of past practices,
concerning data utilization, suggests that, teahese of standardized test results were
minimal in making instructional decisions (Fenned$882; Green & Williams, 1989;
Lazar-Morison, Polin, Moy, & Burry, 1980; Ruddel985).
Studies Support the Opposition

Stecher and Hamilton (2006) revealed that 80% atatbrs in Georgia found
that results from local assessments to be morellusefdecision making than state test
results. Additionally, they found that teacherssi@orgia believe that these test were
more helpful in identifying and correcting gapgheir teaching than state tests were.
Furthermore, other studies revealed that standzatdizsts and the results they produce
gave a narrow reflection of the total school prog(&loyt, English, & Sheffy, 1985).
However, the public, during this time, continuedrtake comparisons, on how well a
school or schools were doing based on standartkzstsl and the results they produce
even though the scores were a narrow reflectiaghetchool, but educators warned the
public against using the results of tests to jusigeools and teachers (Gabler, 1987).
Teachers realized however, that because testsgoerg to remain tools for public
decision-making and policy formation, the choicedducators was either to use the tests
or to be used by them (Madaus, 1985). Barnes,avityj and Murphy, (1985) concurred
with the proponents of testing, in that, they caded that test results should certainly be
part of the needs assessment, educational plaramdggven budget decisions when
priorities are determined and goals are set inoespto all learning deficiencies within

the student population. But in a slight nod to apgrs of testing they believed there was
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still difficulty using standardized tests and tksults they produce properly inside of
schools.

One of the reasons challenges existed for using tat and the resulting data,
the opposition contended, was because the procethurscoring and managing tests and
reporting their results did not squarely addressrtformation needs of teachers and
administrators (Schalock, Fielding, Schalock, Esmk & Scott, 1985). In a study
conducted by National Educational Association ()9#®y stressed several of the same
criticisms about testing that exist today, whichrevihat they are often biased against
those who are economically disadvantaged or whawterally and linguistically
different, are often used for tracking and areroftevalid, unreliable, and restricted to the
measurement of cognitive skills. Additionally, otleeiticisms regarding tests were the
concerns that test were used by book publishersemtitig companies to promote their
financial interests rather than to improve measergmnd instruction, also test were
often used as a basis for the allocation of fedstate, or local funds and finally that they
were often used by the media as a basis for detegutiblic comparisons of students and
schools (Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2003). Despite thesmay criticisms of standardized
tests, they remained a part of the public scholblicej and states across the nation
continued to adjust the administration and fornfatandardized tests to make them
more easy to use.

Proponents of testing believed that students aaxchers need high-stakes tests to
know what is important to learn and to teach respely (Amrein & Berliner, 2002).

They also asserted that standardized testing antthéory of action implied by these

accountability pressures of high-stakes testingimtrease student achievement
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(Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 2005). In what propatseof testing consider to be a move
to better support the use of standardized testatg, dhe U. S. Department of Education
has changed accountability and testing policieshasdprovided educators with access to
an abundance of student-level data. They are galijion schools to use this assessment
data to respond to students’ academic strengtheeeds (American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009; U. S. Department of Etioca2009).

Proponents of testing also believed that with thiéta to access this amount of
data and the means to harness the informatiomipoavide, educators could make
instructional changes that are aimed at improvindent achievement. Furthermore,
proponents of testing also believed that by pimng instructional time, targeting
additional individual instruction for students ware struggling, and by more easily
identifying individual students’ strengths and @ginstructional interventions that can
help students continue to progress, testing woalekfan impact on teachers practice that
was paramount (Brunner et al., 2005; Forman, 2B@Rerson, Prichett, & Watson,
2007; Kerr et al., 2006; Marsh, Pane, & HamiltodQ&; Suppovitz & Klein, 2003;
Wayman & Stringfield, 2006).

Thus far proponents of testing believe that it wasortant because it assisted in
determining what to teach and learn and they fialt testing would increase student
achievement. Additionally, in an effort to respdndstudents’ academic strengths and
needs, proponents of testing also believed thata#dts could gauge the instructional
effectiveness of classroom lessons, refine insboat methods and last, proponents of
testing believed, that by examined school-wide tizdahers could consider whether and

how to adapt the curriculum based on informatiooualstudent’s strengths and
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weaknesses (Halverson, Prichett, & Watson, 208T1ate testing results can also be

useful for understanding broad areas of relatikengths and weaknesses among students
and identifying students, or groups of studentsy wiay need particular academic

support (Halverson et al., 2007; Lachat & Smitf)20N/ayman & Stringfield, 2006).
Proponents and test makers alike advised that typaong students, classroom, or
building scores with local and national norms, kesis can identify individual or group
strengths and weaknesses for the purpose of adjusie curriculum (Hoover, et al.,

2003). Proponents also believed that standardesgd &ind the resulting data could also
be used for a variety of action decisions aroustrurction, curriculum, and professional
development (Marsh, Pane, & Hamilton, 2006).

Many studies support the views of those who believtesting, in that, the
research from these studies identifies plannedeatehsive use of standardized testing
results as a common characteristic among schoaisth high performing (Council of
Great City Schools, 2002; Snipes, Doolittle, & Hgy) 2002; Viadero, 2004). For this
reason, educational pundits have advocated tleathaitig stakes to test is necessary to
hold schools accountable, reward high performidgsts, and identify failing schools so
they may be targeted for extra help (Wright, 2002).

Politicians believe that tests are useful instrum@nd can be considered agents
of reform because: (a) they are relatively inexpansompared to other changes, like
reducing class size, and hiring teacher aidegh@) can be externally mandated, which
is easier than trying to change what is going osaich individual classroom; (c) they can
be rapidly implemented (while the elected officiate still in office); and (d) test results

are visible because they can be reported to thesgkenn, 2000; Smith & Fey, 2000).
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Strong public support for the use of standardieststexisted, for example, in 2000, a
survey of more than 1,000 parents of school-agérem commissioned by the
Association of American Publishers (AAP) discovetteat a majority of American
parents support standardized testing; the studyfaishd that 83% of parents surveyed
indicated standardized tests provide very imporitafiormation and that 90% of parents
surveyed wanted comparative data about their @mldnd the schools they attended.
Additionally, 74% of parents surveyed said theyig&irmation about their children’s
progress from test scores (Driesler, 2001).

In his article, More Unintended Consequences ohHitakes Testing, Cizek
(2001) argued that 10 good “unanticipated conserpsgrhave come out of the emphasis
on testing:

* Professional development: Professional developimsdntused on what
works and is aimed at helping teachers improve teaching skills

content-area expertise.

* Accommodation: Students with special needs araviegemore attention
in their classrooms. By law high standards applglkstudents, and
because scores are reported by subgroups, tearharsore sensitive to

the needs and barriers faced by these students.

* Knowledge about testing: provoked teachers to leare about testing

than in previous years.
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» Collection and use of information: More informatiabout student
performance is available and is being used to éelators improve

programs and channel available funds.

* Educational options: More educational options awlable for students
(for example, charter and magnet schools, and mamers, International

Baccalaureate, and Advanced Placement courses).

» Accountability systems: High-stakes tests have pced accountability

systems for districts, schools, principals, teashand students.

Additionally, opponents of high-stakes tests balithat these tests are not useful
because of the large amount of time that passesbatthe administration of these
annual assessments and the beginning of the sgbanlthus they believe that students’
knowledge and skills may have changed during ttexvals of the testing times
(Hamilton, 2003). Additionally, opponents beliebat an overreliance on a single data
source, such as a high stakes accountabilitydastlead to the over alignment of
instructional practices with that test, resultingalse gains that are not reflected on other
assessments of the same content (Hamilton, 200&yke et al. (2003) reported that
attaching high stakes to the testing program caeradly affect the instructional
program, have a negative impact on at-risk studamnis at the same time, not show
improvements in teaching and learning.

Although teachers are encouraged to use testirgtdamodify instruction,
opponents counter that the pressure to show suooestsindardized tests is not allowing

teachers to teach in-depth. They argue that tlesse marrow the curriculum and force
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teaching to the test (Nichols & Berliner, 2005). e (2002) found that in many
schools, tests were driving the instruction. It #tadents’ exposure to high quality,
rigorous curriculum was being diminished, and acesgive amount of time was being
spent on activities that focus on different aspettests, which in essence, drove what
was being taught (Stecher & Chun, 2001; Peduldd. e2003; Jones et al., 1999).
Additionally, Amrein (2002) also revealed, in htady, disconnect in what teachers were
doing in the class and the professionally developrtteey were being provided in their
school district. The curriculum was directed tojsaband content areas being tested and
that staff development was geared to test scoreovmement. Last, high-stake tests also
tend to provide results only offering a snapshattatient performance and most school
districts do not link student achievement to teaghnactices in such a way that educators
can help determine what is working (Hess, 2009).

As testing gained prominence in the American Rubtiucational System it, also
gathered its share of supporters and distractapgp@ters of testing believed that the
results it produced would make a difference in iovprg the learning of all children
because it gave teachers evidence of learninguhsibf substance (Kerr et al., 2006).
However, the opposition countered that these sastmg results did not squarely
address the information needs of teachers (Peeudl, 2003). Additionally, the
opposition also believed that because teachers lvgg@ming over reliant on these tests,
it allowed for testing to dictate instruction (Pédwet al., 2003).

Barriers
In the current era of evidence-based instructipnattices, the use of data is an

important tool in student improvement. It can shgkt on existing areas of strength,
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weakness, and it also can guide improvement stestegstematically and strategically
(Dembosky, Pane, Barney, & Christina, 2005). Re$ehas revealed that many school
districts are starting to look at how to use datd,this new emphasis on data necessitates
knowledge and a skill set not taught regularly twstteachers (Englert et al., 2005).

This lack of knowledge and training have presebidiers in teachers efforts to use
standardized testing results, for instance, sewtudies revealed that teachers, even after
having a complete year of training, still lacked #bility to interpret standardized testing
results, and they had an inability to effectivebvdlop and use classroom assessments
(Herman & Gribbons, 2001; Kerr et al., 2006; Magslal, 2005; Mason 2002). In

contrast, other studies revealed, that teachers wdne given adequate and consistent
training, increased their use of data, and asdtreésst scores, and student learning
improved (Feldman & Tung, 2001; Schmoker & Wils&895).

These contrasting views concerning standardized éesl the results they
produce only added to the problems of researcleachers’ utilization of state
achievement data, which in essence, added to tbadyl existing barriers concerning
data use. Additionally, there were other concehas limited data use, for instance,
studies revealed that teachers often devalued atdizéd test data because they had
developed their own personal assessments for deiegwhat children have learned
which had little to do with tests other than thdbey created themselves (Ingram et al.,
2004). Teachers noted that often they get datétedo use it to impact their instruction,
or they did not receive data at all from their statcountability system. The research
disclosed that if teachers felt as though they weitggoing to get the testing results back

in enough time to prepare for proper instructigelahning, then future use of these
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standardized tests were less likely (Kerr et &lQ&); this coupled with a lack of
resources (time, training, or personnel) to sup@ata use encumbered educators ability
to use state test effectively (Englert et al., 20@povitz and Klein (2003) study
supported the belief that there were educatorsaeltd not use data effectively. For
instance, there study revealed that only 19% ob&administrators in the schools they
surveyed believed that they had the skills to malaie data to answer the questions in
which they were interested.

In addition to teachers’ inability to interpret daesults, their lack of knowledge
and skill to use data, and their lack of understamdf how to use data results in their
day-to-day planning, teachers’ belief in standaditests validity posed another barrier
to data use. Several empirical studies have offstreshg evidence demonstrating that
teachers did not believe in the validity and raligbof standardized assessments
(Feldman & Tung, 2001; Herman & Gribbons, 2001 rémy et al., 2004), in that,
teachers questioned if the test were actuallylaadn of what the students learned. This
uncertainty concerning validity and reliability eéted some teachers’ buy-in or support
of data (Feldman & Tung, 2001; Herman & Gribbor@)2, Ingram et al., 2004)
however, Choppins (2002) study, counters this ckamth reveals that regardless of the
perceived lack of quality, teachers used the deataulse of the high stakes attached to
state tests.

Other studies revealed additional barriers thatgmted teachers from using data
effectively, for instance, Kerr et al. (2006) stugyealed that teachers opted to follow
the curriculum instead of the data, because thegJgethat they were unprepared to use

the data. In addition to being unprepared to us&, t@eachers also often lack the
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minimum understanding to create questions, sabelitators, interpret results, and
develop solutions when analyzing state testing @t@ppin, 2002; Feldman & Tung
2001; Mason, 2002; Petride & Nodine, 2005).
Principals’ Role in Data Use

Understanding how teachers use standardized testndfs is imperative in
school leaders’ ability to ensure increased legrmnall children (Halverson, Prichett, &
Watson, 2007). School principals play a cruciat ol getting teachers to use data.
Supovitz and Klein (2003) revealed in their stutfirtually every example of
innovative data use in this study came from theaitive and enterprise of an individual
who had the vision and persistence to turn a pawatéa into action” (p. 36). These
individuals, according to Supovitz and Klein, dne school principals. In their attempt
to enhance the use of standardized test resutesaohers, principals can offer
professional development that helps teachers leannto evaluate data and use it
effectively. The professional development shoultlifoon how users will apply the data
to their daily work and instructional planning (Wagn & Cho, 2008). Moreover,
principals must also establish a strong culture\asidn, in their attempt to increase data
use by teachers and in their effort to ensuredhtt-based decision are being made
appropriately (Datnow, Park, & Wohlstetter, 200X strong culture of data use,
conveyed through a clear school-wide vision, bydtigool leader, is critical to ensure
that data-based decisions are made routinely, stemshy, and effectively (Datnow et al.,
2007). Research studies have revealed that samadéts, who can demonstrate how to

use data and are committed to using data, thusecaesolid vision for data use in their
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schools. A clear plan for school wide data usessential to developing such a culture
(Detert et al., 2000; Mason 2002; Lachat and Sr2idl05; Mieles and Foley, 2005).

In addition to a clear foresight and creatingpaifive culture for data use,
principals can also establish data teams, in #féort, to create shared leadership that
will clarify and guide the school’s vision for tineost effective use of data (Halverson &
Thomas, 2007). Shared leadership roles are impgddanincipals in their effort to
increase data usage by teachers. By establisharggleadership structures and
nurturing lead teachers, principals can strengthervoice of teachers in school
decisions and in assuming responsibility for res(tuke, 2007). Furthermore, these
individuals, can also encourage staff to use daeematically (Wayman, Cho, &
Johnston, 2007). Similarly, in addition to shareadership structures, school leaders can
establish data teams. Several studies revealeth#hastablishment of a data team
responsible for collecting and analyzing data abates an essential element in the
effectiveness of data use in schools (Bernhard®849 Noyce, Perda, & Traver, 2000;
Parsons, 2003). These teams would be responsibémélyzing test data and based on
this analysis would create improvement plans ferdthool (Wayman, Midgley, &
Stringfield, 2005). Additionally, in a longitudihstudy conducted by Chrispeels et al.
(2002), it was revealed how working together oumetas a team, using test data, built
camaraderie and created empowerment among the meoflibe team. This study also
showed that as the data team learned more abowlasthzed test results and as they
increased their use of these test results, datanngd important decision about their self

efficacy.
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In addition to establishing data teams, the prialogan also provide data
facilitators. They may be full-time teachers oriaividual who provides coaching to
other staff members. According to Chrismer et(@006) and Wayman et al. (2007),
data facilitators can also model how to transfoaitydclassroom practices based on data-
driven diagnoses of student learning issues. Thayatso assist staff with data
interpretation by preparing data reports and rdlataterials, and data facilitators can
train and support staff on using data to improstrurctional practices and student
achievement. This idea is important as some betigateeducators are not trained to
evaluate data or translate state testing resutisoim-the ground practices that can
improve student achievement (Dynarski, 2008).

Influence on data use also includes allowing tioretéachers to immerse
themselves in daily inquiry into their classroonagiice (Armstrong & Anthes, 2001).
Studies have revealed that teachers complainhbgtwere challenged by a lack of time
for data analysis (Feldman & Tung, 2001; Ingramyikp& Schroeder, 2004); therefore,
by principals allowing time for teachers to be yu#hgaged and immersed in data results
improves their enthusiasm for using standardizetidata, as this procedure has been
found to provide useful information for teachensissroom practice (Symonds, 2003).
Principals also play a significant role in allowitigne for teachers to have dialogue about
how best to use data, a principal’s ability to commmoate goals and have teachers
commit to those goals has proven to be very effecti influencing teachers use of data
(Latham & Locke, 2006). A part of visionary leadeysis articulating goals and winning
commitment to such purposes like having teachezslata exhaustively in improving

student learning (Hallinger & Heck, 2002). A stugbhnducted by Georgia’s Leadership
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Instruction for School Improvement (GLISI, 2008yealed that operant administrators
used a data-driven approach to leadership basedll@cting and synthesizing multiple
sources of data. This approach guided decisiontgastained to allocations of resources
for instruction and curriculum and was deemed rapgropriate to improving not only
instruction and student achievement but also hélp assisting teachers from operating
in isolation, particularly, when making decisionshastandardized testing data.

In addition to allowing time for teachers to anaynd have dialogue about data,
and principals’ ability to be visionary leadershsol administrators can also make
themselves visible, in an effort, to increase teeghuse of data. Chrisman (2005)
determined that schools sustain success, and m#uteachers’ data use, by principals
making themselves available during school. Thituithes the principal’s frequent
attendance at grade level and departmental meethaigktional research, by Johnson
and Asera (1999), supports that in an effort teibble and provide further assistance to
influence the use of data by teachers, principatsalso conduct classroom observations.
During this observation of teachers principals ao analyze student work to determine
the adjustments needed in instruction, thus thaypcavide professional development on
specific skills to improve teaching and on how $e @ata in their daily practice.

Principals play a significant role in teacherdlidfis about standardized test and
the use of testing results. In an effort to incesi@achers’ use of data, principals must
have a clear vision as it pertains to how datalalused in schools. Also, school leaders
must provide professional development and shawtklship roles, and in training
teachers to utilize data principals must ensurettteamethods (for training teachers)

make meaningful use of data.
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Methods That Make Meaningful Use of Data

Teachers should adopt a systematic process fog dsita to improve their ability
to meet students’ learning needs. One method temachea use to do this is by making
data part of an ongoing cycle. This cyclical praciesludes collecting and preparing data
about student learning from a variety of relevanitrses, the main source being state
criterion annual assessment data (Halverson, Rtjéa&Vatson, 2007; Herman and
Gribbons, 2001; Huffman and Kalnin, 2003, Fiarn2007). After preparing data for
examination, the next step in the cyclical proadassing standardized testing results
requires teachers, to interpret the data and dpvelpotheses about factors contributing
to students’ need, and then they are requiredstdltese hypotheses, by implementing
changes to their instructional practice. Finaljgdhers are required to restart the cycle
by collecting and interpreting new student perfanoeadata to evaluate their own
instructional changes (Halverson et al., 2007; Abla®908; Liddle, 2000).

The Center for Prevention Research and Developaoreated the Data-Based
Decision-Making Model (DBDM) as a means for tragnteachers to use state testing
results. This model contains five steps for usiatpdo make school decisions. The first
step is to review the school improvement plan emtdy the most salient issues the
school wants to improve. Next, is to determine lhlogvdata will be examined either, by
teams, by departments, or school-wide. The firggstre in a cyclical three-part
process: ldentify the relevant data, examine asdudis the data, set goals, and evaluate
your progress (Flowers & Carpernter, 2009).

Another method used to train teachers on how tetaselardized testing data is

The Data Wise Improvement Process (DWIP). It rezguieachers to not only use
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standardized testing results but also to use stwdenk completed in the classroom and
to make instructional decisions about their pra&cti@WIP is a collaborative approach to
school wide instructional improvement that givescteers a safety net for taking risks
and improving their craft. After using this methasla means of determining what to do
with standardized testing results, solutions alstudent achievement are easily made
(Boudett et al., 2005). In addition to the DWIRe thoaching and Facilitation Method
(CFM) was introduce to educators, after teachelsdf@o make connections with the
results of data from standardized test and whatkhew about instruction (Blachowicz
et al., 2007). The CFM model demonstrates howtmect one known body of
information with another. Teachers trained in thisdel learn how to connect assessment
results with instructional decisions. This partasunethod of training teachers to use
standardized testing data derives from the thinkiad instructional improvement
requires more than just presenting the data andotixyg it to automatically transform
teachers thinking (Blachowicz et al., 2007). Tinisdel requires that teachers have time
to think about their practice and the results poadiufrom assessing their students using
state tests. The results of the study revealeddRM can help teachers use state testing
data to inform instructional decisions (Blachowatzl., 2007).

The Collaborative Method (CM) of using data regsiiteachers to make decisions
about data as a team. Huffman and Kalnin (2003upport of CM, studied eight district
teams engaged in a yearlong data-based inquirggsagsing this particular method and
found that team members reported growth in thestesys’ curricular coherence and their
own professional knowledge. Collaborative dataymslican also highlight achievement

patterns across grade levels, departments, or sc{@mmey & Hanson, 2000), and can



55

engender the kind of consistency of instructiomatpces and expectations that often
characterizes high-performing schools (Bigger, 200&man & Gribbons, 2001).
Wayman et al. (2006) study revealed, as it pert@mnsing the CM model that data use
was most effective when teachers could work togethéormalize expectations, review
evidence of student learning, and participate structional decision making. Research
also disclosed that the establishment of collabaratata teams within a school to
analyze state testing results is an effective meénsing data to drive decision making
(Wayman et al., 2005; Chrispeels et al. 2002).

The CFM and the CM models of training teachersoltect, analyze, synthesize,
and make meaningful use of data have proven teheeffective in helping teachers to
improve their practice (Blachowicz et al., 2007;ftthan & Kalnin, 2003). Similarly,
there are other models used to train teachers bawoto effectively use standardized
testing results to improve their practice, for amste, the Data Driven Decision Making
(DDDM) has been used in several school distri@spporters of DDDM practices
believe that effective data use enables schooiasand their teachers to learn more
about their schools, pinpoint successes and clygiendentify areas of improvement,
and help evaluate the effectiveness of programgeaxtices (Mason, 2002). The
foundation of the DDDM model comes from succesgfattices from industry and
manufacturing, such as Total Quality Managemeimgfawoizational learning, and
continuous improvement (Deming, 1986; Juran, 1$&#1ge, 1990). DDDM requires
teachers and the school leadership team to uséasthred testing data in school
improvement planning, site-based decision-makimg@sses, and school-system

strategic planning (Massell, 2001; Schmoker, 2004hugh it is a version of the
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collaborative model, DDDM requires teachers to wiarkeams using essential questions
that evolve from group discussions concerning te@cpractices in the classroom. Also,
in order to carry out DDDM it is essential thatdlears have adequate skills training in
analyzing and using data (Mathews, 2002). Accwydo Datnow, Park, and Wohlstetter
(2007), implementing DDDM in a school consistsaiifkey strategies. First, In terms of
building a foundation for data-driven decision nmakithe actions include specific and
measurable student achievement goals at the systdiool, and classroom levels. The
goals must be explicit as this will assist in pohwg focus for DDDM.

Kerr et al. (2006) conducted a study examiningagjias in three districts to
promote instructional improvement through DDDM. ®tedy was done to determine
what constrained or enabled a district’s abilitptomote data use for instructional
decision making. They completed 72 school visits iaterviewed 73 principals, 30
assistant principals, and 50 instructional spestmliTwo-thirds of the principals surveyed
indicated the district’s frequent assessments waee@od measure of student progress.
81% found data moderately to very useful for makmggructionally related decisions.
Teacher responses were mixed. Additionally, 60%athers reported that the data they
(teacher) collected proved to be more useful infdram for planning than the district’s
assessments because teacher made assessmentoreeaecurate and gave more timely
information. Though a few studies reveal some ewtdeof increase learning by students
from teachers using DDDM (Feldman & Tung, 2001;r8oker & Wilson, 1995), there
is still limited evidence that DDDM can increasedsnt achievement and most studies
on DDDM are primarily descriptive and do not addréee effects of DDDM on student

outcomes (Feldman & Tung, 2001; Schmoker & Wilst895).
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Conclusion

Historically, the push to use standardized testthedesults they produce to
gauge students learning has been on a steadyenolidmerican Schools since the early
1800’s. The Thordike Handwriting Scale was the fagpular standardized achievement
test used in public schools, and with its sucaess)y standardized test soon followed.
During 50’s and 60’s, testing began to increaseiiggintly, and more importance was
placed on using the test data, for such thingsasing and vocational educational
groups. However, nothing has had more impact otJtiieed States Educational System
thanA Nation at Risland the re-authorization of the Elementary ancd8aary
Education Act (ESEA), known as No Child Left Behiadt of 2001, (NCLB). There
impact on bringing notoriety and garnering the Aicen Public attention on the state of
public education in the United States has beempawat. NCLB requires schools
districts and their schools to use data to megsuagress toward standards; furthermore,

it requires that educators be held accountablenfproving student achievement.

A review of the literature revealed that therermany who are for and against
testing. Opponents contended that standardizeslwest not designed to measure the
results of teaching nor curricular achievement.\@osely, proponents contended that not
only can test measure teaching but assessmentatatze useful for understanding what
a student is learning and not learning. Using ttatenprove student learning has been
problematic for teachers but school principals uce the number of barriers to using
data by providing professional development thaisassachers with using data
effectively and by providing data teams. Data teaarsprovide remediation and follow-

up training how to use the results of state statided criterion reference tests, which in
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essence helps in improving teachers self efficaclykeelief in their own ability to use

data effectively to affect instruction.

The principal plays a critical role in improvingtdaise by teachers, and by
removing barriers the encumber teachers abilitysedata, schools and school districts
are better able to implement a culture of data Tise.review of literature also presented
several methods teachers can use to help thenti@halyze, synthesize, and make
meaningful use of data. These methods also assishérs in fulfilling the expectations
of NCLB, by allowing them to emphasize the applmaif the standards of the
curriculum, and not allow the curriculum to be dyelriven by state standardized
criterion tests. For instance DDDM requires teashere collaborative in discovering
concerns about teaching practices in the classrdbmresearch also revealed that data
was most effective when teachers could work togdthéormalize expectations, review

evidence of student learning, and participate structional decision making.
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Chapter llI
METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to determine middteol teachers’
perceptions of standardized criterion testing da&search has shown that teachers have
greatest influence and effect on students’ achieverfDarling-Hammond, 2000; Muijs
& Reynolds, 2001; Nye et al., 2004; Robinson & Tarlpy, 2000). Additionally,
research supports the assumption that teacheratbastics and behavior account for
more variance in student achievement than any asttteslastic input. Considering that
teachers have such a profound impact on studergwarhent, it is imperative that school
leaders have knowledge of how teachers use stamddrsting data (Sanders, 1999).
This chapter presents research questions, reséesamn, procedures for data collection,
data analysis, and data representation.

Research Questions

By conducting this study, the researcher addregsetbliowing
overarching research question: What are the peotepdf middle school teachers
regarding the use of standardized criterion refezdriesting data?

The following sub-questions will be used to anstheroverarching questions:
Sub-question 1: To what extent do middle-schoolliEh.anguage Arts and
mathematics teachers’ believe that standardizedi&ta is useful as compared to other
content area teachers?
Sub-question 2: To what extent do middle-schodlish/Language Arts and

mathematics teachers’ use standardized test datangzared to other content teachers?
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Sub-question 3: To what extent do existing leadprghactices help middle

school teachers use standardized test data imnctisinal planning?

Research Design
The study was designed as a quantitative studlyeaesearcher surveyed

242 teachers in Georgia to determine their peroemoncerning standardized testing
data. A researcher developed instrument was digédbas a hand copy questionnaire.
Research Question 1 was analyzed using indepesdsngle t-test to determine if
statistically significant differences existed betéwehe means of English/Language Arts
and Mathematics teachers when compared to othéermtieachers in their “belief’ in
standardized testing data. Research Question amagzed using independent sample t-
test to determine if statistically significant @ifences existed between the means of
Ela/Language Arts and Mathematics teachers whempaoed to other content teachers in
their “use” of standardized testing data. The nedesr chose descriptive statistics to
answer Research Question 3.

Survey research is non-experimental, which meaatspitienomena will be
studied as it exists. The purpose of survey rebgano generalize from a sample of
participants to a population so that inferenceskbEmade in regard to the perceptions,
attitudes, or behaviors of the population (Strateam)., 2003). For the quantitative
method, this non-experimental, descriptive reseé@empbell & Stanley, 1963), and
independent-samples t-tests were used to analyitem8 on the questionnaire entitled,

Teachers’ Perception SurvéippendixA)
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Population

The population of the study will be teachers inviaian County, Georgia, which
is an urban county in upper middle Georgia. Theeenaore than 1,800 teachers in the
school district, and the district is representat¥éhe state in terms of personnel
demographics as indicated below.

Sample and Participants

The researcher administered a surveyed to 242demahthe four middle schools
in Brewton County during faculty meetings, on diffiet days as a means of collecting
the data. The researcher selected the sampledndatyy each individual middle school’'s
faculty meeting, and based on teachers’ willingriegsarticipate in the study, they were
given a survey to complete. Elective teachers werleded in the survey because they
serve as support teachers for each of the fourstdygcts, assisting in the direct and
indirect instruction of students. These electiacteers also served as individual tutors in
the schools as well. Teachers in Brewton Countyenms of age, experience, ethnicity
percentages, and certification levels, are refleabf the larger population of teachers in
the state as determined by Georgia Professionati&tds Commission (GPSC), 2008.
The GPSC (2008) found that the average numberohtss in Georgia to be 42.3 years
of age, 24.6% of the teachers in Georgia, beindgityest percentage, have 0 — 4 years of
experience. White teachers make up 74.8% of theo&ppate 140,000 in the state, while
Black and Hispanic make up 23.9% and 1.3% respagtiadditionally, 59% of the
teaching workforce have at least a master’'s degréeher, while 40.5% have only a

bachelor degree or lower.
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In comparison, the average number of teachersewtn County 41.6 years of
age, 27. 3% of teachers in Brewton County, beieddlgest percentage, have 0 — 4 years
of experience. White teachers make up 71.1% oapipeoximate 1,600, in the county,
while Black and Hispanic make up 28.2 % and 0.0&%pectively. Additionally, 51.2%
of the teaching workforce have at least a mastgregeor higher, while 48.8% have only
a bachelor degree or lower (Hayden, 2008).

Research Instrumentation

The survey instrument was developed by the resegralith items developed in
cooperation with university professors, teachand, administrators. The Teacher
Perception Survey had 40 rated items and three gi&xpbic items, identifying grade
taught, years of teaching experience, and conteattaught. Additionally, the response
time to complete the survey ranged from 8 - 12 t@gdo complete. Participants were
not identified when the results were compiled. Adrt scale (4-point) format of rating
participants’ perceptions has been known be b#tter other types of attitudinal rating
scales (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007; Sprinthall, 200Bdr this reason, a 4-point Likert scale
was used in this study. Participants were askael&rct the response that BEST or
MOST accurately reflected their beliefs and percsst A statement rated as (4) would
have indicated that the participant “strongly afjregh statement and a rating of (1)
indicates that the participant “strongly disagregth the statement.

The TPS instrument measured three dimensions gfdteeptions middle school
teachers had concerning standardized testing Ghéaoverall scale for the TPS
instrument had a Cronbach’s Alpha of .930. Nex,rsearcher considered three

dimensions or subscales, which measured teachHmbef’ and “use” of standardized
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testing data. The final dimension or subscale efitistrument measured leadership
practices impact on teachers’ ability to use dakee first dimension or subscale of the
instrument measured if English/ Language and Ma#tiesiteachers’, compared to other
content teachers, believed that data was more luteduCronbach’s Alpha for this
subscale was .705. The second dimension or subsicéile instrument compared
whether or not English/ Language and Mathemat@ashters’ used standardized testing
data more than other content area teachers, the@ch’s Alpha for this subscale was
.882. Finally, the third dimension or subscalehaf instrument measured if existing
leadership practices help middle school teacherstahdardized test data in
instructional planning, the Cronbach’s Alpha w&38.8See table 1.

Table 1

Teachers’ Perceptions Reliability Coefficients

Subscales ltems Reliabilities
Teachers’ Belief in Data 9,10, 11, 22, 24, 27,484, .930
Teachers’ Use of Data 2,5,7,8,12, 13, 14175,

18, 23, 29, 32, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39 .705
Leadership Practices 1,3, 4,6, 16, 20, 21, 8522,

28, 30, 31 .882
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The content of the items was taken from findingsrfrrecent studies of a similar
nature and repeated in the literature. Surveygbeted and returned yielded a return
rate of 81%.

Pilot Study

The Teachers’ Perception Survey (TPS) was pilatelDtvolunteer participants
not part of the main study. The pilot study pap#eits were Board level middle schools
support staff. The reviewers were asked to cheekjtlestionnaire for consistency,
clarity, and content validity. The reviewers contptethe questionnaires and informed
the researcher about administering time and recordatechanges to improve the
instrument. The researcher refined the questioarssed on the recommended changes
suggested by the reviewers. Cronbach’s Alpha waduxied on the TPS questionnaire
and all the factors were determined to be statifyisignificant .921, which is
considered valid for determining the internal cetesicy of a survey. A second pilot was
determined unnecessary by the panel of experteddition, the survey method is chosen
to provide participants with time to answer theegsh questions legitimately and to
obtain maximum participation rate.

Procedures

The researcher adhered to the following procedures:

» During the spring of 2010, the researcher requemtedeceived approval
from Georgia Southern University, Institutional Rev Board (IRB) to
conduct this study.

» After IRB approval, the researcher mailed the #sisuperintendent an

informed consent letter.
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* Upon approval from the assistant superintendentebearcher mailed
each principal of the middle schools an informedsemt letter to conduct
the study.

* On the day of administering the survey, the conkstter was read to the
participants and their consent was obtained ograisi form created by
the researcher as they receive the survey to beleted.

» Data for the study was collected by the researatiending the faculty
meeting of each of the four individual middle sclsodBefore
administering the survey, the researcher explamedose of the study as
well as the research questions to the participdis.researcher also
reassured the participants that confidentiality Mfdae maintained and
that they need not put their name or the nameedf fthool on the
survey. The participants were told the survey pec&entained a formal
consent form, survey, and a response card. Teaaleeesdirected to seal
their survey and response card in the envelopeged\before returning it

to the principle investigator.

Data Analysis
Analysis results were reported in the order ofeéimesearch sub-questions:
Sub-question 1: To what extent do middle-schodligh/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ believe that standardizediéda is useful as compared to other
content area teachers?
Sub-question 2: To what extent do middle-schoolliEh.anguage Arts and

mathematics teachers’ use standardized test datangsared to other content teachers?
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Sub-question 3: To what extent do existing leadprgtactices help middle
school teachers use standardized test data imnctisinal planning?
Hypothesis

The statistical analysis of independent-samplestistwas used to analyze
research question 1 and research question 2 betteusssearcher wanted to know if a
statistically significant difference existed betwdenglish/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers and other content area tsaaolterms of their “belief” and their
“use” of standardized testing data. To answerdastion, the researcher chose
independent-samples t tests to determine diffeseheveen the means of
English/Language Arts and mathematics teacherotmet content area teachers. This
study had two hypotheses that analyzed if a Stalibt significant difference existed
between English/Language Arts and mathematics ¢éga@nd other content area
teachers.

Ho 1 there is no statistical significance that supptinat English/Language Arts
and mathematics teachers’, in comparison to othwetent teachers, belief that
standardized test data is more useful.

SummaryOn average, English/Language Arts and mathemaahers’
reported slightly higher scores on the teacheebslibscale (M = 20.84, SE = 0.39),
compared to teachers of other subjects (M = 2®B&8+ 0.35), therefore the hypothesis is
not supported.

Ho 2 there is no statistical significance that supploat English/Language Arts
and mathematics teachers’ “use” standardized tgatrdore compared to teachers of

other subjects.
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SummaryOn average, English/Language Arts and mathemigachers’
reported slightly higher scores on the teacheisubscale (M = 48.43, SE = 0.81),
compared to teachers of other subjects (M = 45E4 0.84), therefore the hypothesis is
not supported.

The results were reported as tables and chartsp&ason of the data
summarized showing correlations, in the form otpatages and statistical significance.
The researcher got the total sample means (M) @amdiard deviations (SD) for all items
and did a descriptive table (M and SD) per itenelagh of the sub-groups. To answer
sub-question 1, the researcher created a hypothedislustered survey items 9, 10, 11,
19, 22, 24, 27, 34, and 40. To answer sub-queg&titime researcher created a hypothesis
and clustered survey items 2, 5, 7, 8, 12, 131%417, 18, 23, 29, 32, 35, 36, 37, 38, and
39. The remaining cluster of questions 1, 3, 46,20, 21, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, and 31
will be used to answer sub-question three usingrgesre statistics. The researcher will
use p < .05, as the criterion for statistical digance.

This will help reduce Type | error (saying theraidifference, when there is not).
During data analysis descriptive statistics weedus manage the data and organize the
data into useable information, and it will be usedescribe the basic data exactly as
presented. The factors involving what English/LaaggiArts and mathematics middle
school teachers do with standardized state critégasting data as compared with those
that teach other subjects will be analyzed usiegStatistical Software Package for
Social Science program, SPSS as outlined above.

Ethical Protection of Human Subjects
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Participants had the right to refuse participabomo withdraw at any time with
no penalty. Additionally, participants also had thggt to inspect, upon request, any
instrument or materials related to the researathysiuithin a reasonable period of time
after the request is received. Only the reseailtheéraccess to the information collected
in this project, which will be kept in locked stgeaat the residence of the investigator for
a period of three years following the completiorthad research.

Participants’ names did not appear in any repufrthis research. The names of
schools, teachers, or school principals were nuirted in the final report. No personally
identifiable information was reported about papaits. No personally identifiable
information was released to anyone for any reasthowt written permission is obtained
in advance. All information obtained in this studgs strictly confidential unless
disclosure was required by law. There were no tilvenefits to participants. There were
no costs to participants or payments made to faatats for participating in this study.
Participation in this project was voluntary andotwed no unusual risks to participants
who may rescind their permission at any time withmgative consequences.

Summary

Data use by teachers in schools has proven tsheaessful method used to
improve the learning in all children. It is believthat the use of data can be used to
gauge instructional effectiveness of lessons tahgléachers. With this said, the
researcher’s purpose of this study is to determowe Georgia middle-school teachers in
Brewton County use standardized testing data &iructional purposes. This study
added to the body of research on data use by regdahcher’s current perception on

state testing results. The study was based onraitatare approach and was
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experimental in type. A 4-point Likert scale wagdisn this study. Participants were
asked to select the response that BEST or MOSTraiety reflected their beliefs and
perceptions. A statement rated as (4) would hadieated that the participant “strongly
agree” with statement and a rating of (1) indicaled the participant “strongly disagree”
with the statement. The TPS instrument measuree timensions of the perceptions
middle school teachers had concerning standardéestithg data. The overall scale for the
TPS instrument had a Cronbach’s Alpha of .930. Nt researcher considered three
dimensions or subscales, those being “Belief,” “Uaad “leadership practices.” The p <

.05 will determine the level of significance of thieidy results.
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Chapter IV
REPORT OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS
Introduction
The overarching research question was: What arpeihceptions of
middle school teachers regarding the use of stdiat testing data?
The following sub-questions were examined in thislg:.

Sub-question 1: To what extent do middle-schoolliEh.anguage Arts and
mathematics teachers’ believe that standardizediéda is useful as compared to other
content area teachers?

Sub-question 2: To what extent do middle-schodli&h/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ use standardized test datangsared to other content teachers?
Sub-question 3: To what extent do existing leadprghactices help middle

school teachers use standardized test data inctisinal planning?

The study was designed as a quantitative studyeaesearcher used descriptive
statistics data and independent-samples t tesése Mrere nine items clustered to answer
research question one as it pertains to “beliefbg¢sale 1). Additionally, there were 18
items clustered to answer research question tvitoppastains to “use” (subscale 2) and
lastly, there were 13 questions clustered to ansegmarch question three as it pertained
to leadership practices that facilitate data usastructional planning (subscale 3). Based
on these three questions the researcher discotrexguerceptions of Georgia middle

school teachers, in Brewton County, as it pertaindtie use of standardized testing data.
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Analysis of Demographic Data

A total of 242 teachers from the four middle sclsaalBrewton County, a small
metropolitan school district in Georgia, particgain the study. The teachers were state
certified classroom teachers who taught in grades &". Out of the 297 selected
participants, there were a total of 242 who partited in the study yielding a return rate
of 81%.

School 1 had 74 out of 81 surveys completed anuirred, which yielded a return
rate of 91%. School 2 had 66 out of 76 surveys dete@ and returned, which yielded a
return rate of 87%. School 3 had 54 out of 75 syg\@mpleted and returned, which
yielded a return rate of 72%. School 4 had 48 666csurveys completed and returned,
which yielded a return rate of 74%. The returnsate presented in Table 2.
Table 2

The Return Rate of Questionnaires by Schools

School Distributed Returned (%)
School 1 74 81 (91%)
School 2 66 76 (87%)
School 3 54 75 (72%)
School 4 48 65 (74%)

Demographic information was collected to deterntireesubject, grade, and
number of years teachers’ taught. There were 42%4)/teachers who taught

mathematics, 48 (19.8%) who taught English/Langusite 45 (18.6%) who taught
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science, 59 (24.4%) taught social studies, ancktivere 48 (19.8%) teachers who were
considered other (see Table 3).
Table 3

Demographic Data on Subject Taught

Subject Taught Frequency Percent
Mathematics 42 17.4
English/Language Arts 48 19.8
Science 45 18.6
Social Studies 59 24.4
Other 48 19.8

The majority of teachers, 74 (30%), taught a comtoom of grades, 52 (21.5%)
taught &' grade, 55 (22.7%) taughf grade, and 60 (24.8%) taugtlt grade (see Table
a).

Table 4

Demographic Data on Grade Taught

Grade Taught Frequency Percent
g 52 21.5
7™ 55 22.7
6" 60 24.8

Other 74 31.0
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The data revealed that the majority, 64, of teachethe district had 4 — 7 years
(26.4%) of experience. The second highest groumudmber of years of experience
where those who had 8 — 11 years; they totale@@2%0). The next group was those
teachers who had 12 — 15 years of experience ttita@ed 48 (19.8%), teachers who had
15 years or more was next with 42 (17.4%). Finaégchers who had 0 — 3 years of
experience, 39 (16.1%) were last (see Table 5).

Table 5

Demographic Data on Years of Experience

Years of Experience Frequency Percent
0-3 39 16.1
4-7 64 26.4
8-11 49 20.2

12 -15 48 19.8

15+ 42 17.4

Analysis of Research Question One: Belief that Daxtaseful
Research Question To what extent do middle-school English/LanguAgks
and mathematics teachers’ “believe” that standarttest data is useful as compared to
other content area teachers?
Hypothesis 1There is no statistical significance that suppéne idea that middle
school English/Language Arts and mathematics teachelieve that standardized test

data is more useful as compared to other conteattaachers?
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Group Statistics Data on “Belief”

The independent variable (IV) for conducting ttygothesis was type of
teacher/subject, the dependent variable (DV) fastjan 1 was the resulting score for
subscale 1. There were English/ Language and Metties teachers’ (n = 90) and other
subject area teachers (n = 152) that made up leofd242 teachers. The other subject
area teachers average mean score (M = 20.68, SB6¥was a fraction smaller than the
English/ Language and Mathematics teachers’ (M.8205D = 3.71) as shown in Table
6.

Table 6

Group Statistics Data on “Belief”

Subject N Mean SD
Recorded

English/LA & Math 90 20.84 3.71
Other Subjects 152 20.68 4.36

Independent-Samples t-Test for Belief Data is Usefu

Independent-sample t test for “extent middle-stiomlish/Language
Arts and mathematics teachers’ “believe” that stadized test data is useful as
compared to other content area teachers’ revealetitistical significance; t (240) =
.30, p =.762 as depicted in Table 6. Therefordl Nypothesis 1 was accepted that there
was no significant difference between English/LaggiArts and mathematics teachers

and all other content area (see table 7).
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Table 7

t Test for Equality of Means for “Belief”

Variances Levene’s Test for t test fquélity of Means
Equality of Variances

F Sig. df t  Sig-tailed)*

Equal Variances Assumed  3.338 0.069 2400.304 0.762*

*Correlation significant at the .05 level (2-tai)ed

Observing the mean score of each item on subsddRelief”) the researcher
determined whether or not these individual groupsachers “believed” in the use of
data and whether all middle school teachers, paating in this study, “believed” in the
use of data? The researcher calculated the fallpwidividual mean scores for each
item from subscale 1 (“Belief”) for English/ Langgeand Mathematics teachers 2.65,
2.75,3.16, 2.34, 2.51, 2.97, 2.28, 2.03, and 2k8sum of these items was 23.17. After
dividing the sum of these items by the total numbéhe subscale the result was 2.57.
The maximum score is a four (strongly agree) aedtimimum score is a one (strongly
disagree), thus 2.57 is equivalent to 3.0, whiclamsdehat English/ Language and
Mathematics teachers “somewhat disagree” in theetiehat data is useful. The
researcher calculated the following individual meaares for each item from subscale 1
(“Belief”) for “other content teachers,” 2.61, 2,6232, 2.36, 2.45, 2.40, 2.81, 1.98, and

2.46; the sum of these items was 23.08. Afterdiling the sum of these items by the total
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number in the subscale the result was 2.57. Themuamt mean score is 4 (strongly
agree) and the minimum mean score is 1 (stronglggilee), thus 2.57 is equivalent to
3.0, which means that other content teachers, “adraedisagree” in the “belief” that
data is useful. Thus overall the data suggestsathparticipants in this study did not
“believe” in the use of data.

Analysis of Research Question Two: Belief that DatdJseful”

Research Question Zo what extent do middle-school English/Languagis
and mathematics teachers’ “use” standardized ttatak compared to other content
teachers?

Hypothesis 2There is no statistical significance that supptmat middle school
English/Language Arts and mathematics teacherg€™smndardized test data more as
compared to other content teachers.

Group Statistics for Data is Useful

The independent variable (IV) for conducting thypbthesis was type of
teacher/subject, the dependent variable (DV) fastjan 2 was the resulting score for
subscale 2. There were English/ Language and Muetties teachers’ (n = 90) and other
subject area teachers (n =152) that made up aaio?dl2 teachers. The other subject area
teachers average mean score (M = 47.14, SD = 1@&3}p fraction lower than the
English/ Language and Mathematics teachers’ (M .43l8D = 7.68) as shown in Table

8.
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Table 8

Group Statistics Data on “Use”

Subject N Mean SD
Recorded

English/LA & Math 90 48.43 7.68
Other Subjects 152 47.14 10.34

Independent-Samples t-Test for Belief Data is Usefu

Independent-sample t test for “extent middle-schoailish/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ “use” standardized testrdata as compared to other content
area teachers” revealed no statistical significanaifference between
English/Language Arts and Mathematics teachersaim tise of data as compared to all
other content area teachers, as depicted in Taflbe8efore, Null Hypothesis 2 was
accepted that there was no significant differeretevben English/Language Arts and
Mathematics teachers and all other content arehees (see table 8);t (240) =1.11, p =

.270 see table 9.
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Table 9

t Test for Equality of Means for “Use”

Variances Levene’s Test for t test fquélity of Means
Equality of Variances

F Sig. df t Sig. (2-tailed)*

Equal Variances Assumed 8.416 0.004 22811 0.270*

*Correlation significant at the .05 level (2-tai)ed

Observing the mean score of each item on sub&délése”) the
researcher determined whether or not these indaVigioups of teachers “use” of data
and whether all middle school teachers, partianggitn this study, “used” data? The
researcher calculated the following individual meaares for each item from subscale 2
(“Use”) for English/ Language and Mathematics teassl?2.60, 2.25, 1.52, 1.92, 2.08,
2.45, 2.56, 2.31, 2.26, 2.24, 2.46, 2.40, 2.223,282, 2.22, 2.18, and 2.42; the sum of
these items was 41.52. After dividing the sum ekthitems by the total number in the
subscale the result was 2.31. The maximum scaéaar (strongly agree) and the
minimum score is a one (strongly disagree), th@& & equivalent to 2.0, which means
that English/ Language and Mathematics teacheraésdat disagree” that data is
“useful.” The researcher calculated the followindividual mean scores for each item
from subscale 1 (“Use”) for “other content teackie2s/9, 2.21, 1.73, 1.88, 2.06, 2.60,

2.57,2.45, 2.28, 2.28, 2.57, 2.22, 2.46, 2.8/,2537, 2.46, 2.54; the sum of these items
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was 42.89. After dividing the sum of these iterpigh®e total number in the subscale the
result was 2.38. The maximum mean score is 4 (glyagree) and the minimum mean
score is 1 (strongly disagree), thus 2.38 is edemntdo 2.0, which means that other
content teachers, “somewhat disagree” that dataghul. Thus overall the data suggests
that all participants in this study believe thatadia “useful.”

Analysis of Research Question Three: Leadershiptiées Improve Data Use

Research Question 3o what extent do existing leadership practicalp middle
school teachers use standardized test data inctisinal planning?

The survey item, “My principal’s vision, directioand expectation for using
standardized state criterion testing data to im@inastruction and achievement are clear
and consistently communicated,” more than half%).of the participants “strongly
agree.” Over a quarter of the teachers (32.5%) ‘©omat agree” that their principal’s
vision and expectation for using data is clear @nsistent. Only a small fraction of the
teachers (5.6%), “somewhat disagree” that theirgypal’s vision and expectation for
using data is clear and consistent, and even desfralction (4.9%) “strongly disagree.”

See table 10.



Table 10

My Principal’s Vision, Expectation, etc. for Usibgta is Clear...

80

Rating Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 142 57.0
Somewhat agree 81 325
Somewhat disagree 14 5.6
Strongly disagree 5 4.9
Total 242 100.0

The survey item, “I observe my principal using skamlized criterion state testing

data,” less than half of the participants (39.4%)dngly agree.” Over a quarter of the

teachers (37.3%) “somewhat Agreed” that they oles#heir principal using data. Only a

small fraction of the participants (9.6%), “somewtisagree” that they observe their

principal using standardized criterion state testata, and even a smaller fraction

(13.7%) “strongly disagree.” See table 11.
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Table 11

| Observe My Principal Using Standardized CriteriBtate Testing Data...

Rating Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 98 394
Somewhat agree 93 37.3
Somewhat disagree 24 9.6
Strongly disagree 27 13.7
Total 242 100.0

The survey item, “The principal’s primary focus wasbuilding capacity for
others to use data,” less than quarter of thequaaints marked that they (22.5%)
“Strongly agree.” Close to half of the participsu¥3.4%) marked that they “somewhat
agree” that the principal’s primary focus was oilding capacity for to use data. Only a
small number participants (22.1%) marked that “sehed disagree” that there principal
primary focus was on building capacity for data, el a smaller fraction of participants

(12.0%) marked that they “strongly disagree.” Sabl& 12.
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Table 12

The Principal’s Primary Focus was on Building Capgdor Data Use...

Rating Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 56 22.5
Somewhat agree 108 43.4
Somewhat disagree 55 22.1
Strongly disagree 23 12.0
Total 242 100.0

The survey item “When teachers meet formally tecuks data results the
principal is often present and engaged.” Just awprarter of the participants marked that
they (31.7%) “strongly agree.” Close to half o tharticipants (39.8%) marked they
“somewhat agree” that when teachers meet formaltligcuss results the principal is
often present and engaged. Only a small numbeanitgpants (18.5%) marked that
“somewhat disagree” that there principal was preaed engaged when they met, and a
smaller fraction of participants (10.0%) marked: tih@y “strongly disagree.” See Table

13.
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Table 13

When Teachers Meet Formally to Discuss Data Results

Rating Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 79 31.7
Somewhat agree 99 39.8
Somewhat disagree 46 18.5
Strongly disagree 18 10.0
Total 242 100.0

The survey item, “The standardized state critetésts results | receive is
disaggregated by student subgroup.” Just over degua the participants (27.3%)
marked that they “strongly agree.” A third of peigants (33.3%) marked that they
“somewhat agree” that when they receive test reshit they disaggregated by student
subgroup. A number of participants (21.3%) marked they “somewhat disagree” that
when they receive test results that they disaggeelday student subgroup, and a smaller

fraction of participants (18.1%) marked that theyrdngly disagree.” See Table 14.
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Table 14

The Standardized State Criterion Tests Result€éiRe is Disaggregated...

Rating Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 68 27.3
Somewhat agree 83 33.3
Somewhat disagree 53 21.3
Strongly disagree 38 18.1
Total 242 100.0

The survey item, “There is an expectation in myostihat teachers use
standardized state criterion testing data to infdreir classroom practices,” 93
participants (37.3%) marked that they “stronglyesgi 96 participants (38.6%) marked
that they “somewhat agree” that there is an expeatan the school that teachers use
testing data in their classroom. 38 participans3%) marked that they “somewhat
disagree” that there is an expectation teachersfudata in the classroom, and only 15

participants (8.8%) marked that they “strongly dige.” See table 14.
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Table 15

There is an Expectation in my School that Teacbses...

Rating Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 93 37.3
Somewhat agree 96 38.6
Somewhat disagree 38 15.3
Strongly disagree 15 8.80
Total 242 100.0

The survey item, “I have been trained on how tosiate standardized state
criterion test data,” 68 participants (27.3%) markieat they “strongly agree.” 90
participants (36.1%) marked that they “somewha¢@gthat they have been trained on
how to use test data. 52 participants (20.9%) pthtkat they “somewhat disagree” that
they have been trained on how to use test dat82ampdrticipants (8.8%) marked that

they “strongly disagree.” See table 16.
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Table 16

| have been Trained on how to Use StandardizedDast. ..

Rating Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 68 27.3
Somewhat agree 90 36.1
Somewhat disagree 52 20.9
Strongly disagree 32 15.7
Total 242 100.0

The survey item, “My principal provides time foa#ftto analyze and plan
instruction based on standardized state critegstirtg results,” 66 participants (26.5%)
marked that they “strongly agree.” 109 particisait3.8%) marked that they “somewhat
agree” that there principal provided time for thenanalyze testing results. 49
participants (19.7%) marked that they “somewheatglise” that there principal provided
time for them to analyze testing results and 18@pants (11.0%) marked that they

“strongly disagree.” See table 17.
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Table 17

My Principal Provides Time for Staff to Analyze a&dn Based on Test Results...

Rating Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 66 26.5
Somewhat agree 109 43.8
Somewhat disagree 49 19.7
Strongly disagree 18 11.0
Total 242 100.0

The survey item, “The leadership staff providesoemagement and resources to
help me use standardized state criterion testiteydal participants (20.5%) marked that
they “strongly agree.” 113 participants (45.4%Ykea that they “somewhat agree” that
the leadership staff at their school provides eragement and resources for using data.
53 participants (21.3%) marked that they “somevdisdgree” that the leadership staff
provides encouragement and resources for usingaaidt25 participants (12.8%) marked

that they “strongly disagree.” See table 18.
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Table 18

The Leadership Staff Provides Encouragement to MielfJse Test Data...

Rating Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 51 20.5
Somewhat agree 113 45.4
Somewhat disagree 53 21.3
Strongly disagree 25 12.8
Total 242 100.0

The survey item, “Standardized state criterionigstiata on my current students
is easy for me to access,” 63 participants (25.8fked that they “strongly agree.” 107
participants (43.0%) marked that they “somewhag¢@gthat testing data on their current
students is easy to access. 50 participants (201&&Ked that they “somewhat disagree”
that testing data on their current students is &asgcess and resources for using data

and 22 participants (11.6%) marked that they “gjlpdisagree.” See table 18
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Table 19

Test Data on my Current Students is Easy to Access...

Rating Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 63 25.3
Somewhat agree 107 43.0
Somewhat disagree 50 20.1
Strongly disagree 22 11.6
Total 242 100.0

The survey item, “The principal provided time feather to meet regularly to
plan and share instructional strategies basedamilatdized state criterion testing
results,” 66 participants (26.5%) marked that ttetgongly agree.” 107 participants
(43.0%) marked that they “somewhat agree” that tkncipal provided time for them to
meet based standardized testing results. 51 grtits (20.5%) marked that they
“somewhat disagree” that their principal providedd for them to meet based

standardized testing and 18 (12.8%) marked that'$teongly disagree.” See table 20.
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Table 20

The Principal Provided Time for Teachers to Mees@&hon the Results of State Test...

Rating Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 66 26.5
Somewhat agree 107 43.0
Somewhat disagree 51 20.5
Strongly disagree 18 12.8
Total 242 100.0

The survey item, “The principal built ownership toaking sure teachers
understood how to use standardized state critéegting results to improve instruction
was available to teachers,” 37 participants (14.8%ilked that they “strongly agree.”
118 participants (47.4%) marked that they “somevalgaee” that their principal made
sure that they understood how to use data to ingptio®ir instruction. 61 participants
(24.5%) marked that they “somewhat disagree” theit torincipal made sure that they
understood how to use data to improve their inftyo@and 26 participants (13.2%)

marked that they “strongly disagree.” See table 21.
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Table 21

The Principal Built Ownership by Making Sure Teashenew How to Use Data...

Rating Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 37 14.9
Somewhat agree 118 47.4
Somewhat disagree 61 24.5
Strongly disagree 26 13.2
Total 242 100.0

The survey item, “Staff development focused on hownalyze standardized
state criterion testing results to improve instiwcivas available to teachers,” 36
participants (14.5%) marked that they “stronglyesgt 107 participants (43.0%) marked
that they “somewhat agree” that staff developmeati$ed on how to analyze data was
available to teachers. 77 participants (30.9%) edtkat they “somewhat disagree” that
staff development focused on how to analyze dataawvailable to teachers and 22

participants (11.6%) marked that they “stronglyadi®e.” See table 22.
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Table 22

Staff Development Focused on How to Analyze Stdimat State...

Rating Frequency Percent
Strongly agree 36 14.5
Somewhat agree 107 43.0
Somewhat disagree 77 30.9
Strongly disagree 22 11.6
Total 242 100.0

The individual mean scores for each question iented below. See table 23.
Table 23

Individual Means and Standard Deviations in Respdos..

Clustered Question Mean SD
1 1.51 0.701
3 1.92 0.973
4 2.19 0.899
6 2.01 0.904
16 2.25 1.034
20 1.90 0.884

21 2.20 0.995
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Table 23

Individual Means and Standard Deviations in Respdns.. Continued)

25 2.08 0.887
26 2.21 0.894
27 2.13 0.904
28 2.09 0.881
30 2.31 0.860
31 2.35 0.843

Observing the mean score of each item on sub8déleeadership Practices”)
the researcher determined whether all middle sdeaahers, participating in this study,
believed that leadership practices by their priacipcreased their use of standardized
testing data?

The researcher calculated the individual mean sdoreesach item from subscale
3 (“Leadership Practices”) and the sum of thesastevas 27.15. After dividing the sum
of these items by the total number in the substeeesult was 2.08. The maximum
mean score is 4 (strongly agree) and the minimumnnseore is 1 (strongly disagree),
thus 2.08 is equivalent to 2.0, which means thathers overall “somewhat disagree”
believed that leadership practices by their priacipcreased their use of standardized

testing data.
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Major Findings of the Study
The findings of this study, with regard to Enfglitanguage and
Mathematics teachers’ “belief” that standardizatedon testing data was more useful
than all other teachers, was not supported anddfoohto be true. The mean scores for
subscale 1 revealed that English/ Language andeévahcs teachers’ “somewhat
disagree” in the ‘belief’ that data was useful. &lg was revealed that other content
teachers “somewhat disagree” in the “belief” thattadvas useful.

Additionally, with regard to whether English/ Larage and Mathematics
teachers’ “use” standardized test data more thachts of other subjects was not
supported and found not to be true. The mean séoresibscale 2 revealed, that
English/ Language and Mathematics teachers’ “soraédisagree” that they “use”
standardized testing data. Also, it was revediatidther content teachers “somewhat
disagree” that they “use” standardized testing.data

Last, the researcher calculated the individualmszares for each item from
subscale 3 (“Leadership Practices”) and it wasakxkethat teachers overall “somewhat
disagree” that leadership practices by their ppakincreased their use of standardized

testing data.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter provides a brief summary of the stiidycludes the analysis and
discussion of the findings relevant to related @ssfonal literature, implications based on
the findings, recommendations for further studyellasn the analysis of the data
gathered during the study, and concluding thoughts.

Summary

The problem of this study evolved out of the spaesearch currently available
on the perceptions of data usage by middle scleashiers. Through a survey designed to
gather information on perceptions of middle schieathers use of data in Brewton
County, the researcher of this study was able aedbBachers’ perceptions of using data
by comparing English/Language Arts and Mathemaéashers against all other content
area teachers as the researcher looked at thef$Jedind “usage” of data by these
teachers. Additionally, the researcher also andlyeadership practices that helped
middle school teachers use standardized test latatructional planning. The
researcher developed an instrument (Appendix Aaeasure the perceptions teachers
had concerning data and the sample included 248lengtthool teachers from four
different middle schools. The researcher disserathahd collected the survey, to
teachers at their respective schools.

Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate thegptions of Georgia middle

school teachers in Brewton County, concerning seeaf standardized testing data. The

literature and experiences of middle school teach#ormed the researcher of relevant
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variables for this study, including “belief” in @at‘use” of data, and leadership practices
that facilitate teachers’ use of standardizedngstesults in instructional planning.
Research Questions

The following overarching question was considerethis study:

What are the perceptions of Georgia middle scheadhers, in Brewton County,
regarding the use of standardized state testira@dat
The following sub-questions were used to answeptleearching questions:

Sub-question 1: To what extent do middle-schoolliEh.anguage Arts and
mathematics teachers’ believe that standardizediéda is useful as compared to other
content area teachers?

Sub-question 2: To what extent do middle-schod@li&h/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ use standardized test datangsared to other content teachers?

Sub-question 3: To what extent do existing leadprghactices help middle
school teachers use standardized test data imictisinal planning?

Summary of Major Findings

The researcher identified the major findings ofshedy:
Findings of the study included:

The major finding in this research study was taglish/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ do not “believe” that stadidad test data is more useful as
compared to other content area teachers. Actuaflglish/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ belief in data was only Higireater. In a minor finding, it was

revealed that teacher’s overall “belief” in datarevaeither high nor low. But an equal
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number of the teachers in this study did “beliethedt standardized testing data were
useful.

The second major finding was that English/Languads and mathematics
teachers’ do not “use” standardized test data rtiane other content area teachers.
Specifically, on average, English/Language Arts aradhematics teachers reported using
the data slightly one percentage point more thlaaratontent teachers. In a minor
finding, it was revealed that teachers overall “udfedata were neither high nor low. But
an equal amount of the teachers in this study dsg™ standardized testing data.

In the final major finding, though approximatel§% of all the participants in the
study believed that their principal had a clearonsand expectation for using data, the
results of the study revealed that teachers oviathewhat disagree” that leadership
practices by their principal increased their usstahdardized testing data.

In the next section, the researcher discussefintti@gs of this study as they
converge and diverge from the literature. The sea8 organized by research question to
include major and minor findings determined by datalysis of responses to items on
the instrument designed to measure the perceptimidle school teachers as it pertains
to using state standardized criterion testing data.

Analysis and Discussion of Research Findings

The findings of the study were presented in Chafgit@he purpose of this section
is to present a thorough discussion of the mayatifigs from this study in relation to the
professional literature. Many of the findings ofststudy were similar and resembled
much of the information cited in the review of ta&ure. The findings were discussed as a

series of responses to the research sub-questions.
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Sub-question 1: To what extent do middle schooli&mganguage Arts and
Mathematics teachers “believe” that standardizest tata is useful as compared to
other content area teachers?

Previous studies concerning standardized testestadsults have
revealed that teachers are concerned about thtg,utdlidity, and the appropriateness of
standardized test results (Dorr-Bremme et al., 1E88lert et al., 2005). The research
also revealed that high-stake tests and the rabelysproduce, in some instances, have
constrained teachers’ beliefs and practice. Thilk ¢d confidence or belief in
standardized test results caused teachers to be&tsc about what test results reveal,
in that, they question whether the results fromstia¢e tests are an accurate reflection of
what students knew or did not know (Smith et #89; Feldman & Tung, 2001). The
literature also showed that teachers believedtkiegae were too many tests and the results
were not useful (Paris & Urdan, 2000).

The results from this study converges with previmsearch, in that, it revealed
overall, teachers somewhat disagree in “belieft Htandardized test data are useful. The
results of the study revealed that teachers weréotadly convinced that standardized
tests were helpful in monitoring the effectivenessstructional strategies and in
identifying gaps in student’s learning. Also, imstBtudy, in comparing English/Language
Arts and mathematics teachers to those who taught oontent, the researcher found
that English/Language Arts and mathematics teacbefief’ that standardized test data
was useful was only a fraction higher than teacbh&ogher content. This was surprising
considering Brewton County’s efforts for the lasefyears to increase the scores of

students who have failed Reading/ English/Langusite and/or mathematics. The effort



99

to increase the scores of students who have ftikesk two particular subjects evolved
out the county’s inability to make Annual YearlyoBress (AYP). The teachers of other
content have not endured the constant pressuoes,dthool and district leadership, of
ensuring that their students make gains as thosetedth English/Language Arts and
mathematics.

Sub-question 2: To what extent do middle-schogligiwLanguage Arts and
mathematics teachers’ use standardized test datapared to other content teachers?

The researcher believed that if teachers foundstiaadardized testing results
were helpful in terms of increasing learning ind&tats and improving their self efficacy
then teachers would “use” the data more often. lerand Gribbons (2001) discussed
that teachers’ common complaint concerning theofistéandardized test results was that
they did not believe in the validity nor the religl of test data and because of this
teachers often did not use them. In this studyai wevealed that overall teachers
somewhat disagree that standardized testing datdusaful.” Practice and experience
has taught the researcher that if teachers areomeinced about the effectiveness of new
practice (the use of data) then they want “use” it.

Many studies found that teachers were not activelgg data to guide planning
and instructional decisions (Earl & Katz, 2006; Btaet al., 2006; Petride & Nodine,
2005). The research also showed that teachers osaldata to document and
comprehend the impact of their actions, improvér fikactices, and teachers could use
data to monitor progress towards state standardS.(Department of Education, 2003).
A review of the literature also showed that if tears felt that standardized test results

were useful then they would be able to identifylthk between teaching practices and
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student performances so that high achievementdeelld be gained (Miller, 2000).
Additionally, Kerr et al., (2006) found that 81%tbk teachers in their study reported
that standardized state data was useful for makstguctional related decisions. Those
results converge with the findings in this studyeschers’ use of data was neither high
nor low.

This particular finding could be a result of BrewtCounty’s recent start in
emphasizing that teachers use data in their daglgtice, and with this initiative being in
the early stages, the impact has not had enoughtmersuade teachers “use” in either
direction. It was also revealed in this study, thhen comparing English/ Language Arts
and Mathematics teachers to teachers of other mpm@ncerning the “use” of data,
teachers of other content were using the dataafigction less than those who taught
English/ Language Arts and mathematics. Considehagthe State of Georgia has
mandated, through the-Plus Educational Reform Act of 20Q% amended in 2003) that
all 39, 5" and &' grade students must pass these two subjects @ethgia Criterion
Reference Competency Test (GCRCT) in order to bmpted to the next grade
(Georgia Department of Education, 2003), and tketfat all four of Brewton County’s
middle schools have not made AYP, particularly biseaof students inability to pass
English/ Language Arts and /or mathematics, andliteet pressures from district
leaders, this findings came as a surprise.

Sub-question 3: To what extent do existing leadpngtactices help middle school
teachers use standardized test data in instructipfenning?

Past studies have shown that principals and tegsenerusing data significantly

more in their work compared to the past (Engleelet2003a; Englert et al., 2004b;
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Englert et al., 2005c). In an effort to increase wlse of standardized testing data
principals must have a clear school-wide vision lanidtd a strong culture for data use
(Datnow et al., 2007). Supovitz and Klein (2003)e&ed in their study that innovated
data use came from the person who had the visidrthenpersistence to turn an idea into
action. It was revealed in this study that teacbelgved that their principal had a
vision, direction and expectation for using datddionally, 77% of the participants in
this study observed their principal using statéinggata to assess the effectiveness of
programs and in instructional planning. This ineee®, the researcher has learned from
practice, sets the tone for the staff in the schmaoise the data, in that, it must start with
the leader first. The participants in this studypr@ximately 67%, believed that the data
was disaggregated such that it could be used inmatedgi However, approximately 31%
of the participants in this study basically dis&gtteat their principal provided time for
staff to analyze and plan based on the resulttat# gesting results. The research reveals
that in order for teachers to use data effectiledy must be given time to immerse
themselves in the practice of using standardizstthgg data (Armstrong & Anthes, 2001;
Englert et. al., 2004).

This result does not suggest that every teachesimg data in their perspective
schools but it does suggest from a leadership ptantithat the expectation for data use
has been established. Additionally, considering Brawton County has only recently
(within a year and a half) begun training admimitirs on how to use data and training
them on how to effectively re-deliver this trainitggtheir teachers, the researcher had
expected teachers overall opinion concerning whetineent practices by their principal

help them use standardized test data in instruadtiglanning to be uninfluenced.
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Conclusions

In conclusion, the implementation of standards-8aseountability under NCLB
has presented opportunities for data use by gidaghers new sources of data for
analysis as well as increasing the expectatiorth@m to improve student achievement
on test scores (Massell, 2001). The findings instluely correlated with the research sub-
guestions and were used to answer the overarchiestiqn, “What are the perceptions of
Georgia middle school teachers, in Brewton Coumgarding the use of standardized
state testing data?” The findings revealed thathes in this school district are not
totally convinced about the usefulness of standadltesting data.

The findings for the first research sub-questioa,dro what extent do middle
school English/Language Arts and Mathematics taachelieve” that standardized test
data is useful as compared to other content asehees? revealed that the majority of
teachers somewhat disagreed about the “belief"dfaadardized test were useful.
However teachers have been highly encouraged mokahd district leadership to use
data in their daily practice, there has been amuhd push for teachers of Reading
(English/Language Arts) and mathematics to useltte because of the high-stakes
involved, as it pertains td"&yrade students being retained if they do not fresstate
exam (GaCRCT) and the impact this also has ondheds district, in that, many
politicians and the public at large believe theresmn students’ high-stakes tests are the
only way to determine if teachers are doing thair (Bracey, 2001). Surprisingly, the
researcher found that teachers of all content aligitbelieved,” equally that

standardized testing data was important.
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The findings for research sub-question two,what extent do middle-school
English/Language Arts and mathematics teacherg€™smndardized test data as
compared to other content teachers?, revealealfiitaachers in Brewton County are
using standardized testing data, but surprisirghglish/Language Arts and mathematics
teachers’ are using data slightly more compareathier content teachers. Brewton
County leadership has invested many resource®igoring that English/Language Arts
and mathematics teachers’, have the professionala@ment required to fully
implement Georgia’s new curriculum. The state’s menriculum was rolled out
incrementally, starting with English/Language Aatsed mathematics. Teachers had to
attend several training outside of the county aeitained to teaching this curriculum
correctly. There also have been several followramings that have taken place inside of
the county that allowed teachers, English/Languagie and mathematics teachers
specifically, time to practice and demonstratertheiv learning, and get feedback from
coaches on how to correct problems in teachingéwe curriculum as these problems
arrived. However, despite these efforts 42% ofpdueicipants did not agree that staff
development focused on how to analyze standarditztd testing results were available
to teachers. Additionally, 38% of the participabédieve that principals did not make
sure that they knew how to use data to improveunson, and only 25% believe they
had time provided to use data.

Findings from this study addressed research selstagun three, To what extent do
existing leadership practices help middle schoathers use standardized test data in
instructional planning?, indicated that particifgaint this study somewhat disagreed that

current practices by their principals facilitatbére use of state test data in their
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instructional planning. In this study it was reveshthat approximately 90% of all the
participants in the study believed that their ppathad a clear vision and expectation
for using data. Additionally, the majority agre@d@%o) that they witnessed their principal
using standardized testing data and 66% belie\adlle leadership staff had provided
encouragement to help them use test data. Howleaeing a vision and expectation for
data use and actually using the data, is only sped of being an effective data driven
leader. Principals also have to identify a parécuhethod of data use that is most
effective for their school and be able to docunwrrantitatively, how this method is
contributing to the improvement in teacher’s apitis use data and more importantly,
how this method is improving the learning of chédrin their school.

In closing, standardized testing data play a sal@e in federal and state
accountability policies. Test data are also impursmurces of information to guide
improvement at all levels of educational systenttarhold teachers, and others
involved in the education of children, accountabliee research revealed that teachers
“belief” and “use” of test data was important irethdaily instructional activities to help
children. Additionally, teachers confirmed thatreunt principal practices at their
particular school helped to increase their abiliifize data. Through analysis and
synthesis of the findings, the researcher drevidh@wing conclusions:

* Teachers in the county are using data more companeechers of the past;
however, they are still as skeptical about theulsets of standardized tests as
teachers of the past were before NCLB (2001).

» Teachers did not fully grasp what particular mettoa/ were using to

disaggregate data and Brewton County has not ledffart to train teachers on
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what the literature has revealed as effective nwfieldisaggregating and

analyzing data.

* In order for teachers to become comfortable witta @d be able to use it
effectively, leadership in the county must providdecks of time, consistently,
through out the school day, for teachers to wogetoer to analyze standardized
test data.

* Brewton County needs to do more to show teacheataging standardized
testing data is an effective strategy in improwuingir practice and in helping
teachers improve student achievement.

Implications

The purpose of using standardized testing datagsrinect student performance
outcomes to classroom practice. As a result oNié€hild Left Behind Act of 200&
school, a district, and a state’s test results valused to determine whether they are
fulfilling the mandates of this law.

The implications of this study relates to the pptioa of teachers who utilize
standardized testing data in their practice. OVé&zathers did not find data to be
beneficial and viewed it in a negative light. Howewthere needs to be more training
provided to assist teachers in fully understandgbenefits of using standardized
testing data in their practice.

The findings of this study contribute to the bodristing literature on teachers’
use of standardized test results. There are noy mament studies on teachers’
perspectives concerning the use of testing daf&ewrgia, and there is limited research

found from other states about teachers’ understgntbncerning the use of state
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achievement results. This study revealed that szachewed standardized testing data
negatively and it revealed that teachers belieliatidurrent administrative practices
basically did not contribute to them using standaed tests in their daily practice. These
findings contribute to principal’s role as instrioctal leaders to promote continuous
school improvement and into fulfilling the mandabéNCLB (2001).

This study will also benefit district leadershipBrewton County. In this era of
accountability it is important that school leader8rewton County look beyond NCLB
(2001) requirements to move student data into #melé of teachers and technology that
enhances, and not encumber, teachers’ abilitysagdjregate and analyze data. This is
important as school leaders look to influence teexko change their instruction, to
monitor student performance, and to evaluate tfeetfeness of school programs and
policies.

Recommendations for Further Study
The following recommendations are results of tiseagch findings and provide an
agenda for further research.
1. Conduct a study to determine what barriers, myhspnditions exist in schools
that encumber data use by teachers and school ethaiors.
2. Conduct a study to determine how teachers and {saegpectation and
experiences with data influence principal’s leabgr$ehavior.
3. This study should be replicated and administerealltGeorgia public
elementary, middle, and high school teachers, argthat individuals who
taught more than one subject are required to itelwé@ether one of the

additional subjects they taught was either Endlishguage Arts or mathematics.
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4. Further research should be conducted into whictiqoidarr leadership actions by
principals that teachers have found to be more®¥in increasing their use of
standardized test data.

5. This study should be replicated in states othar thaorgia to compare the
perceptions of other teachers and what factors,hiaerms of using data, been
most helpful in producing the greatest gains imlshi achievement.

Concluding Thoughts

This study investigated the perceptions of Geomgiddle school teachers,’ in
Brewton County, concerning the use of standardiesting data. The analysis of the data
indicated that there was a slight difference in“thedief’ of standardized testing data
when comparing other content teachers to Engliahguage and Mathematics teachers’.
Additionally, analysis of the data indicated tHagre was not a significant difference in
the “use” of standardized testing data when comgasther content teachers to English/
Language and Mathematics teachers’. Lastly, thehtza in this study agreed that the
existing leadership practices by their principathres help nor hinder them in using
standardized test data in instructional planninger@ll, the researcher has concluded that
the perceptions of Georgia middle school teacheBrewton County, to be slightly
negative as it pertains to use of standardizethtpdata.

The demands on educators to improve student fearsiincreasing each day.
Understanding teachers’ perception on using stalimkd testing data is a means that
school leaders can use to reduce encumbrancasdensiearning. The researcher has a
personal connection to this study and a passiole&ning more about this topic. Daily,

leaders of this profession must address the probfemhy some students are not
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learning, at the expected level, or why some teachiee able to increase the learning of
children and why other teachers cannot, what cagobe about it. It is the expectation

that this study can provide some insight into prsblem.
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Teachers’ Perception Survey on how they use standdired state
criterion reference tests

DIRECTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY

Please do not write on the survéyar the 2009 — 2010 school year, complete the
demographic information below. On tBeantron Sheet the section that reads “STUDENT
ID NUMBER?” starting with the first column, you wilkrite “H” and then bubble in the
appropriate corresponding number. In the secondhuol under the same section, you will write
“I” and bubble in the appropriate corresponding bem Lastly, in the third column, you will
write “J” and bubble in the appropriate correspagdiumber.

If you teach math and science, or math and sotidies, under “column I” in the
“STUDENT ID NUMBER” section, please code that yeat¢h math. If you teach
Language Arts and science, or Language Arts andlssiadies, under “column |I” please
code in the “STUDENT ID NUMBER” section that yowat#h Language Arts. On the
Scantron SheddO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME OR THE NAME OF YOUR SCHOOL

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

1. Undercolumn H, mark the grade you teach this year.
Ofor Grade 6 1for Grade 7 2for Grade 8

3taught combination of all or any two or any three

2. Undercolumn |, mark the subject you teach this year.

0 for Language Artsl for Mathematics2 for Science3 for Social Studiedd other

3. Undercolumn J, mark the number of years you have taught as anelic

0(0—3years)l (4 — 7 years)2(8 — 11 years) 3(12 — 15 years) 4(15 years +)

Note: For this survey, when you see “Standardized Slaterion Test” this refers to any
middle school test mandated by the State of Gedegip, Georgia Criterion Reference
Competency Test"8Grade Writing Exam, ACCESS Test). Also “StandaediState
Criterion Test Results” or “Standardized State&Zian Data” refers to the scores
received after the students have completed ang stahdated test.

Before you start answering the questions on theesuplease know that= A, 2 = B,
3 =Cand4 = D. Also, as you complete this survey please thirduabow you
incorporate testing results throughout the schear ybeginning, during, and at the end).
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Using the Scantron Sheet, rank your response to@eabe 40 questions based on a 4-point
Likert Scale. When you are finished, place the 8ocarSheet and survey back in the envelope
provided. Seal and return the envelope to the pyimesearcher. Thank you for your willingness
to participate in this study.

ALL RESPONSES SHOULD BE APPROPRIATE TO THE 2009-20D SCHOOL YEAR.
* The termprincipal refers only to the school principal and not thastast principal(s).

mmIO>
mm>oE >

Strategy

<rOzoxw—-Hwm
mmIEO>wn—0
4>TIsmzow
mIuO>w—0
H>IsmMZOow
<rezom—Hwn

1. My principal's vision, direction, and
expectation for using standardized
state criterion testing data to improve
instruction and achievement are

clear and consistently communicated

2. The standardized state criterion
testing data is a reflection on whether or
not | have taught the material

3. | observed the principal using standardizec
state criterion tests results data to analyze
the effectiveness of programs and
instruction for future planning.

4. The principal’s primary focus was on
building others capacity to use standardiz
state criterion tests results.

5. To what extent do you think analyzing
standardized state criterion testing data
helps you identify correct differences
in achievement between subgroups (e.g.,
gender, race, migrant status)

[y
N
w
S

6. When teachers meet formally to discuss
results of standardized state criterion tests
the principal is often present and actively
engaged. 1 2 3 4

7. | applied a variety of instructional strategie
to support the learning needs of students
based on the standardized state criterion 4 2 3 4
testing results to improve instruction.

8. | know how to disaggregate and analyze
standardized state criterion testing results
to identify gaps in student’s learning. 2 3 4

9. Standardized state criterion testing results
helped you monitor the effectiveness
of instructional strategies.

[y
N
w
S



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Standardized state criterion testing results
were effective in identifying gaps in
student’s learning.

| believe my classroom assessments were
more effective in identifying what students
knew and did not know than standardized
state criterion testing results.

I met on my own with other teachers to plan
and collaborate on how to improve
instruction based on the results from
standardized state criterion tests.

| always use standardized state criterion
testing results to monitor the progress of
my students.

| always disaggregated standardized state
criterion testing results to monitor the
progress of particular groups of students.

Disaggregating standardized state

criterion testing results helps me identify and
correct differences in achievement between
subgroups of students in your classroom.

The standardized state criterion tests
results | receive is disaggregated

by student subgroup (e.g. gender, race,
bubble students, special education).

The way | receive standardized

state criterion testing results from my
principal is useful immediately in my
instructional planning.

| use standardized state

criterion testing data to inform my work
as a teacher in articulating school
improvement goals across grades.

| feel that standardized state criterion tests
data contributes to the overall success
of my classroom.

There is an expectation in my school
that teachers use standardized state
criterion testing data to inform their
classroom practices.

| have been trained on how to use
state standardized state criterion
test data.

Standardized state criterion tests are an
effective way to measure student
knowledge.
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

| regularly use standardized state criterion
testing data to plan instruction for my
students.

Standardized state criterion tests provides
valid data on teaching and learning in the
classroom.

My principal provides time for

staff to analyze and plan instruction
based on standardized state criterion
testing results.

The leadership staff provides encouragement
and resources to help me use standardized
state criterion testing data.

Standardized state criterion
testing data on my current students
is easy for me to access.

The principal provided time for teachers to
meet regularly to plan and share

instructional strategies based on standardized
state criterion testing results.

I know how to link the results from
standardized state criterion testing
to appropriate intervention
strategies to improve instruction.

The principal built ownership by making
sure teachers understood how to use
standardized state criterion testing results
to improve instruction.

Staff development focused on how to
analyze standardized state criterion testing
results to improve instruction was available
to teachers.

| use standardized state criterion testing results
to determine the instructional needs of my class

| compare the most recent standardized state
criterion testing results to past standardized
state criterion testing results

Standardized state criterion testing results are
the most important part of your lesson planning.

The way you teach your students is based mostly
standardized state criterion testing results.

| use standardized state criterion testing results
to focus instructional tasks on higher-ordered
thinking

| use standardized state criterion testing results
to identify instructional strengths and weaknesses

=
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38.

39.

40.

| use standardized state criterion testing resalts
make curriculum decisions.

| use standardized state criterion testing results
to choose instructional materials.

| believe that monitoring
standardized state criterion testing results
contributes to the overall success of my class?
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INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL LETTER



Georgia Southern University
Office of Research Services & Sponsored Programs

Institutional Review Board (IRB)

Phone: 912-478-0843 Veazey Hall 2021
P.O. Box 8005

Fax: 912-478-0719 IRB@GeorgiaSouthern edu Statesboro, GA 30460

To: Darrell LaMar Stephens

2312 Prime Point
Conyers, GA 30013

cC: Charles E. Patterson
Associate Vice President for Research

From: Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs
Administrative Support Office for Research Oversight Committees
(IACUC/IBC/IRB)

Date: March 24, 2010

Subject: Status of Application for Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in Research

After a review of your proposed research project mumbered: H10303 and titled *To What Extent Do

Geaorgia Middle School Teachers Use Standardized Testing Data”, it appears that vour research

involves activities that do not require approval by the Institutional Review Board according to federal

guidelines.
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According to the Code of Federal Regulations Title 45 Part 46, yvour research protocol 1s determined to be

exempt under the following exemption categorv(s):

procedures, interview procedures or observation of public behavior,

T Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achievement), survey
unless:

{I) information obtained 1s recorded 1n such a manner that human subjects can be identified, directly or
through identifiers linked to the subjects; and (II) any disclosure of the human subjects’ responses outside the
research could reasonably place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil lability or be damaging to the

subjects’ financial standing, emplovability, or reputation.

Therefore, as authovized in the Federal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects, I am pleased to notify

you that vour research is evempt from IRB approval. You may proceed with the proposed research.

Sincerely,

(f&ww%ww

Eleanor Haynes
Compliance Officer
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Instructions for Pilot Study
PERCETIONS OF MIDDLE SCHOOL TEACHERS REGARDING THEE OF
STANDARDIZED TESTING

by Darrell LaMar Stephens

|. Read the cover letter for clarity and understandng.
* Was anything left out that needs to be added?
* Is there anything that needs to be explained tlastot?
* Is there anything that needs to be removed?
Il. Read the directions for each section of the swey instrument.
* Were there any directions that were not clear?
* Is there anything that needs to be added, changeshmved?
lll. Complete the instrument.
* How long did it take you to complete the survey?
» Did anything confuse you — wording, meaning, etc.?
» Does anything need to be changed?
IV. Return your completed survey and all comments.

- Return your completed survey and comments to theareher.
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