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ABSTRACT

HOW PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS RESPOND
TO STATES’ ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEMS

By

Hyemi Lee

Since the 1990s, many states have started implémgestandards-based reforms and
developed their own accountability systems. UndemMCLB, each state established academic
content and performance standards, implementedbtesll the students in third grade through
eighth grade annually, and set up annual measuoigetives (AMOS) in reading and
mathematics for districts, schools, and designstiedent subgroups within schools. The
combination of states’ decisions on accountabgiiicies, such as performance standards, high
school graduation exit exams, and the differendaetiveen starting points and intermediate
goals, may lead to the varying strength of the aotability systems in different states.

Although several studies focused on whether thétehces are related to student
achievement and teachers’ instruction, little iswn about how principals respond to
accountability systems, although principals makéegaifference in teachers’ instruction and
students’ academic outcomes. Therefore, it mayelsessary to find the relationship between the
strength of the states’ accountability policies anidcipals’ responses (having influence on
instruction and facilitating teachers’ learning)dahe relationship between the strength of states’
accountability systems and teachers’ responseshi@geautonomy and their participation in

professional development programs).



The relationship between the strength of accoulittgbystems (the stats’ proficiency
performance standards, the difference of startogt@and intermediate goals (AMO strength) in
states, and the high school graduation exit examg)rincipals’ responses were studied using
2-level hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) analysiased on 2007-2008 SASS, and the
relationship between the strength of accountalslytstems and teachers’ responses were
examined using 3-level hierarchical linear modeklnglysis based on the same data set.

The analysis of two level HLM found the negativieets of states’ accountability
systems on principals responses. AMO strength wgatively related to principals’ influence on
instruction, and the high school graduation ex@rag negatively affected principals’ support of
professional days before and during the school y&awever, other states’ accountability
policies, the proficiency performance standards mayhave any relationship with principals’
influence on instruction and their facilitating tbar learning. Principals’ professional
development programs and school climate were eklat@rincipals’ responses to states’
accountability systems.

The findings of three level HLM showed that theffmiency performance standards
increase teacher curriculum autonomy and theirdipgrtime for content professional
development programs although AMOs strength anld safpool graduation school exit exams
decreased them. Principals were an essential famttgacher autonomy and their participation
in professional development. School physical fezgtwvere effective on teacher curriculum
autonomy and their content professional developmpergrams, while school climate were

critical on teacher instructional autonomy and eas’ spending time in classroom management.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| really want to express my full gratitude to myer and my dissertation committee
chair, Dr. Susan Printy, for her assistance thraugtdoctoral studies at Michigan State
University. During four and half years, she alwhags trusted in me and provided academic and
personal advices. She also devoted numerous hmweading my dissertation and to providing
insightful comments in order to improve my dissiota Without her guidance, | cannot stay and
develop my life at MSU.

| really appreciate my dissertation committee, BathAnn Smith, Dr. Peter Youngs, and
Dr. Kristy Cooper. They provided invaluable advasel comments. Their kind words are great
encouragement for me. It has been a great horfave them serve on my dissertation
committee.

| would like to extend thanks my friends. Amerida bs a stranger was sometimes lonely
and difficult, but my friends were a wonderful bo® my long years of American life. They
always provide power that | can overcome the diffiime, and they make me smile. Moreover,
Rose Cooper is another sister in America. Thanketpl can have unforgettable memory in my
life.

Finally, my family has been an unfailing sourcerof understanding and encouragement.
My parents and younger brother have offered stéaittythat | would reach my goals. They
have maintained continuing interest in my progeess cheered each success, and they have
given unconditional support to achieve my goals.d9dgcessful life may be due to my family

unwavering support. | love you.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES ...ooiiuieiiiieteeteiee sttt sttt e et et te e e s emenanseneeneneeseneenesseneaes viii
LIST OF FIGURES .....ooiiiiiitiieteiete st esemssse sttt ettt se sttt e s e saase s esessesessenesnesessens X
(O 1 e I Y ] R 1
R 1V I (@ 10 1 L [ ]\ U 1
(O o 1 e I S 1YY R 9
[I. LITERATURE REVIEW oot ereeens e a e e e 9
1. Accountability iIN AMEIICA ........ccuvuuunt ettt e eeenees 9
) T D 1= {1 14T ) o S 9
2) ASSUMPLIONS. ... iiiiiiiiiiie e e e e ettt er e e e et s e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e easan e e e e e e eeennnees 10
G I 1153 (o] Y/ PSPPSR 11
4) Federal accountability framework...........cccoooviiiiiiiiii e 14
5) Changes of states’ accountability systems............cccccevvviiviiiiiiiine e, 17
2. Indexes of Accountability SysStems.......ccccemii i 1.2
1) Indexes of accountability systems in previousligs .................cccevveeeens 21
2) Major factors of states’ accountability strength............cccccoooiiiiiiinnnnnnn. 29
Proficiency performance standards ..........cccceevveeiiiiiiine i, 29
Annual measurable objectives strength ......ceevceiiiiiiiiiiiii .31
High school graduation exit eXams ..........cocceevvveeiiiinineeeeeeiiiinnn. 34
3. Studies of Accountability EffeCtS .......oocceeiiiiiiic 36
1) The effects of accountability on students...........cooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiininen. 36
2) The effects of accountability on teachers.........c.cccccooviiiiiiiiiinn, 39
4. Principals’ Response to Accountability ..........ccoooovviviiiiiiiieeiec e, 43
1) Having influence on iNStrUCLION ..........ocommmieeeeiieeiiiee e e 43
2) Facilitating teacher learning ..........ccceeeieiiiiiiiiii e 44
5. Teachers’ Responses in Accountability........ccc..uveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieccce, 47
1) Teacher autONOMIY .......ccciiiiiiiiiie e ceeeee e e e e et e e e e e e et e e e e e eeaenes 47
2) Teachers' professional development.......ccceviiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 49
CHAPTER THREE ...ttt e e e e neeas 52
Y1 I 5 I L 52
1. Conceptual MOdEl........coooeiiiiiii e 52
2. Research Questions and HYPOthESES ... iiiiiiiieeieeeiie e 54
3. DaAA e eeeas 56



A, VAGIADIES ... e e et e a e 59

1) The strength of states’ accountability systems............ccccceeiiiiiiiinnnns 59
2) PrinCipalsS’ r@SPONSES......cceiiieiiee e s ettt e e e et e e e e e eeeenmanas 61
3) TeaChers’ rESPONSES..........iiiiiiieee s et e et e e e e 62
4) Control variabIesS..........cooveiiiii et ————— 64
5. Analysis of Principal’s Responses to Accountgbiolicies ...................... 67
6. Analysis of Teachers’ Responses to Accountgitildlicies ........................ 72
7. LIMITATIONS .. 81
CHAPTER FOUR ...ttt ettt 82
IV.RESULTS L e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeesannnnneeeeeeeees 82
1. Principals’ Responses to States’ Accountab8§gtems............cocevvvieeeenee. 82
1) The level and characteristics of principalsp@sses............ccccvvvvcineenne. 82
2) The relationship between the strength of staesbuntability systems
and PrincCipalsS’ rESPONSES .......cvvuiiieeeieiiiie et e e e eeeeee 85
Principals’ influence on iNStruction ............cccoovviiviiiiiiiieeceii, 85
Support of professional WOrk ...........ooouveeeeeiiiiiiieii e 88
Provision of professional days before or duringdbleool year ........ 90
Synthesis of principals’ reSPONSES .......cccevvveeviiiiiiiiie e, 92
2. Results of Teachers’ Response to States’ Acability Systems................ 94
1) The level and characteristics of teachers’ rese® ..........cccccceeevvieivennnnnn, 94
2) The relationship between states’ accountalslitgngth and
teaCher QUIONOMY ......ccooiiiiiii s ceeee e e e e e e e e eeeennes 98
Teacher curriculum autoNOMY ............ e ceeene e e e e eeeeiiaa e e e 98
Teacher instructional autoNOMY ............. e eeeninee e 102
Synthesis of teacher autoNOMY ...........oicccmvviin i, 104
3) The relationship between states’ accountatshitgngth and
teachers’ participation time in professional depetent .............c.ccccoeeeeee. 106
Content professional development participation time.................... 106
Instruction professional development participatiome ...................... 110

Classroom management professional developmentipation time.112
Synthesis of teachers’ participation time in prefesal

AeVEIOPMENT ... . 115
CHAPTER FIVE . ... st ennne e 117
V. DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSION....... cccccvvvvviinnnnnnn 117

I B 1T ol U 1] o] o [ 117
1) The weak negative relationship between statesiuntability
policies and prinCipals’ reSPONSES....couvuvvveiiieeeieeiiiiiee e 117

2) The directly opposed effects of states’ accduility policies on

Vi



LEACNEIS FESPONSES .....cevteii s s+t eetaa e e e e e e eeatt s e e e e e eeeessmmannes 120
3) The limited effects of states’ accountabilitjip@s on specific

SCNOOIS e 122
4) The limited effects of states’ accountabilitflipes on specific
domain Of PractiCe ........oouvuiiii it 123
5) Principals’ effects on teachers’ reSPONSEeS.........ccovvvevvvvviiiiiiiieeeeeeinnnns 125
2 11 0] ] o= 1 0] o SRR 127
3. CONCIUSION ..ottt ettt e e e e e e e e e neeeeeeeeas 130
APPENDICES ...ttt e e ettt 131
Appendix A Proficiency Performance Standards inrffoand Eighth Grade
IN REAAING ...t ceeeee e 133
Appendix B Proficiency Performance Standards iarffoand Eighth Grade
IN MathemMAatiCS ... ceamme e 134
Appendix C Starting Points of 50 States in 2002............cccceeevveeiieeiiinnnnnn. 135
Appendix D Intermediate Goals of 50 States in 2007..........c.ccceeeeeeeeeeenen. 136
Appendix E Number of High School Teachers Amongtdles.................. 137
Appendix F Principals Responses by StateS...u.cccevvvceeieeeveeeiiiinnne... 139
Appendix G Teachers’ Responses by States .......cccovvvvvviiiieeevvveiiiieneeen, 140
BIBLIOGRAPHY it 141

vii



LIST OF TABLES

Table 11-1 Ten Principles for ACCOUNTADIITY . o .oeeieeeeeeeeecieeeeee e e 15
Table 11-2 Types of High School Graduation EXit BY.......cccoeeviieieeiiiiiieieeeeieie e e 19
Table 11-3 Existing Indexes of ACCOUNTADITILY e eeeeeerrveeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e 27
Table 11l-1 The Characteristics of Principal Da@t S................ooovvvvviiiiiiiiiee e e 57
Table 11I-2 The Characteristics of Teacher Data.Set............cccvvvvieiiiiiiiieeee e 58
Table 11I-3 The Characteristics of Teacher Data.Set............cccvvvvieiiiiiiiiieee e 58
Table 111-4 The Strength of States’ AccountabilByStems ..., 60
Table 111-5 Variables of Principals’ and TeaCh@ESpONSES.......cccovvveeeeeeeiiieeieeiiiiceeeeeeaeneeens 63
Table 11-6 Control Variables .............oev oo 66
Table 111-7 Descriptive Statistics for the 2-levealalysis Variables ..............cccoovvvvvvemmmmeeeenns 67
Table 111-8 Descriptive Statistics for the 3-levealalysis Variables ..............ccccoovvvvvvommmmeeeenns 74

Table IV-1 The Level of Characteristics of Prindgd&eSpoNnSesS.........cccceeeveeeeeeeeeeees o .. 84

Table IV-2 The Influential Factors for Principalsfluence on Instruction..............cooeeeeceeee.. 86
Table IV-3 The Influential Factors for Principalacilitating Teacher Learning................... 91
Table IV-4 The Level of the Characteristics of Tears’ ReSpoNnses.........cceeeevvvevvvevvvieeeenee, 97
Table IV-5 Influential Factors for Teacher Currigod AUtONOMY..........coovvivvvviiiiieiiiiesimoees 100
Table IV-6 Influential Factors for Teacher Instiooal AUtoNOMY.........cccoeeeeeeeeiiviiiieeieennns 103

Table IV-7 Influential Factors for Teacher’s Pagation Time in Content Professional
DeVvelopmMENt ProgramsS. ... et 108

Table IV-8 Influential Factors for Teacher’s Pagation Time in Instruction Professional
DeVvelopmENt PrOgramsS. .. .o oo eeeee et sreees s s e e e e e e e e e e e e eaeeannnes 111

Table IV-9 Influential Factors for Teacher’s Pagation Time in Professional Development
Related to Classroom Management.........cooovveeeeeiiiiieieeiiiiiiieii e 114

viii



Table VI-1 Proficiency Performance Standards inrfoand Eighth Grade in Reading .......... 133

Table VI-2 Proficiency Performance Standards inrffoand Eighth Grade in Mathematics... 134

Table VI-3 Starting Points of 50 StateS iN 2002..a......ccooviiiiiiiiieeeeeie e 135
Table VI-4 Intermediate Goals of 50 States iN 2007..........oeevviiiiiiiiiieiiiiieeeeee e 136
Table VI-5 Number of High School Teachers AmongSBates .............ccoovvvvviiiiiiiiiiininnnn. 137

Table VI-6 Principals ReSponses by States.......couuvuuiiiiiiiiiiiee 139
Table VI-7 Teachers’ RESPONSES DY SEALES . e rrrrnnnniiiieeeeeeeeieeeeiieiiiiieiirin s 140



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure II-1 Florida Annual Measurable Objective Reading.........cccccovveeiiieeeiiiiiiiiiiiceeeee, 33
Figure II-2 Michigan Annual Measurable Objectives Reading ..........ccccceeevviieiiiiiiiiiiianee. 33
Figure [1I-1 A Conceptual MOEL............oveeeeiiiieeeeer e 53



CHAPTER ONE

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA)Xda@oals 2000 were established in
1994, many states have started implementing stdsdmsed reforms. Goals 2000, the first
policy based on the standards-based approachedf&tates federal funding for using
proficiency performance standards (McDonnell, 20QB)der the law, schools that received Title
| funds developed academic standards and prepasedsment systems for measuring students’
academic performance (Finn & Kanstoroom, 2001)oAlsder the IASA, many states
established their standards-based reforms. Thetaed that schools that received Title |
funding should use the state’s content standardkstaudents in the schools should acquire the
standards that states established (McDonnell, 2@ to the effects of IASA and Goals 2000,
the number of states having accountability systeassincreased (Meyer, Orlofsky, Skinner, &
Spicer, 2002; Goertz & Duffy, 2001). Based on the®s¥ious educational accountability
policies, President George W. Bush signed The N Cleft Behind (NCLB) act into law in
January 2002.

Accountability that has dominated American educatimce the 1980s, assumes that a
school is responsible for students’ achievemeat, tkachers do their job to gain rewards and to
avoid sanctions, and that teachers’ efforts camowvg students’ academic outcomes. Based on
these assumptions of accountability, NCLB requé&sh state to establish academic content and
performance standards, to test all the studerdsaides 3 through 8 annually, to set up annual
measurable objectives (AMOS) in reading and mathieséor districts, schools, and designated

student subgroups within schools, and to offer red@ar sanctions based on whether or not

districts and schools achieve adequate yearly pssgiAYP) (Erpenbach, 2011; Taylor, Stecher,
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O'Day, Naftel, & Le Floch, 2010; Le Floch et aloZ; Forte & Erpenbach, 2006; Fast &
Erpenbach, 2004; Erpenbach, Forte-Fast, & PotG3)20

Under NCLB conditions, the fifty states have proellizarious accountability systems
based on their educational conditions, such aspoption of minority students and a state size.
For example, states with a higher proportion ofanity students, with the greatest degrees of
poverty, and with large size cities tend to haatestevel tests and high school graduation exit
exams (Shuster, 2012; Wei, 2012; Nichols, GlasBefliner, 2006; Amrein & Berliner, 2002;
Carnoy & Loeb, 2002). Also, states with a high flgnmcome tend to have difficult math
proficiency standards and states with a large ntynpopulation and high family income are
more likely to build up ambitious annual measuraitigectives for math (Wei, 2012), so students
in these states should acquire high test-scorpads the standards. However, other states do not
have these things. The combination of states’ deson accountability policies, such as
performance standards, high school graduationessitns, and the difference of between starting
points and intermediate goals, leads to the vargirength of the accountability systems in
different states.

Because few states implemented high-stakes tedtsgorous sanctions in the early age
of NCLB, states that have these policies were damed by the researchers to be “high stakes”
states (Nichols et al., 2006; M. Clarke et al.,2@edulla et al., 2003; Amrein & Berliner, 2002;
Carnoy & Loeb, 2002). For examples, Texas, Northol@z, and New York were high stakes
states, while lowa, New Hampshire, and North Daketge not. However, as time goes, almost
states have executed high stakes tests, and tjusd¢hool graduation exit exams and big
differences between their AYP starting points drertintermediate goals can be considered as a

critical indicator of strong accountability syste(igei, 2012).



After accountability systems became widespreadutfitout America, many researchers
began studying the effects of accountability omshis, e.g., whether or not accountability
policies enhance students’ academic accomplishnagitseduce achievement gaps. Some
obtained negative findings: the policies decreasading achievement and did not reduce the
achievement gap (J. Lee & Reeves, 2012; Usher,; Zdiheider, 2011; J. Lee, 2006) although
others found positive effects of accountabilityipiels (Dee & Jacob, 2011; Reback, Rockoff, &
Schwartz, 2011; Ladd & Lauen, 2010).

In addition, researchers focusing on the effecscobuntability on teachers produced not
only positive results but also negative resultsv@aites insist that accountability systems
encourage teachers to align standards and instnuaith tests (Hamilton, Stecher, Russell,
Marsh, & Miles, 2008; Finnigan & Gross, 2007) anctbllaborate with each other (Diamond,
2007). However, opponents found that accountambiyrows the curriculum, emphasizes
teaching for tests (Diamond, 2012; Cocke, Buclkfe$cott, 2011; Srikantaiah, 2009), and
increases teachers’ stress and turnover (Hannawdgr&ilton, 2008).

Moreover, because each state has a different atadulity system, several studies
focused on whether these differences of states'attability systems are related to student
achievement and teachers’ instruction. Some fohatlaccountability strength is significantly
related to high mathematics attainment for fourtddg Hispanic students and eighth grade
African American students (Wei, 2012; Nichols et 2006; Carnoy & Loeb, 2002). However,
others did not find any positive effects of stratgkes accountability policies (Amrein &
Berliner, 2002). Several educators discoveredttdathers in high-stakes states implement
instruction focusing on tests more so than do tho$aw-stakes states (M. Clarke et al., 2003;

Pedulla et al., 2003; Swanson & Stevenson, 2002).



However, little is known about how principals resgdo accountability systems (Rice,
2010; McGhee & Nelson, 2005), although principas make a big difference in teachers’
instruction and students’ academic outcomes (Ldawghwood, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2010;
DeMoss, 2002). The existing studies about prinsipathe era of accountability have focused
on principals’ desirable responses to accountglffitmore, 2005) and their perception of
accountability policies (McKay, 2011; Kelley, Kimhba Conley, 2000). The variable
conditions described above may provide an oppdstioiexamine how principals respond in
order to meet the goals of accountability poli@es to increase students’ academic
achievements.

Little is known about differences in principalssponses in states with strong policies
versus states with weak policies. As differencesti@ngth in states’ accountability policies
make a difference in students’ performance (Wel2@arnoy & Loeb, 2002) and in teachers’
instruction (M. Clarke et al., 2003; Pedulla ef 2003; Swanson & Stevenson, 2002), it is
reasonable to think that the differences of statesbuntability systems may also influence
principals’ responses. When states are more intfilalan developing standards for curriculum,
student performance, and assessment, schools nragreeaccountable for student outcomes
(Fuhrman & Elmore, 2004) and may experience hugsstwhich can influence how they lead
others (Knobl, 2010; Priolo, 2010). Due to foraenfr states’ accountability policies, principals
in strong states’ accountability systems may famusnethods for increasing students’ academic
performance than those in weak accountability syste

Existing studies have focused on principals inestatith a long history and/or strength of
accountability policies. Principals in these statesluding Florida, Maryland, New Jersey, and

Virginia, tend to focus on students’ performanceuttiton et al., 2007), to emphasize instruction



through evaluating teachers (Gonzalez, 2012; RgéleHarris, & Ingle, 2010), and to establish a
school environment for supportive of professioradacity (Sanzo, Sherman, & Clayton, 2011;
Arbogast, 2004). A solid research base in statés weiriable accountability conditions is,
however, non-existent. We do not know whether ppias in states moderate or weak
accountability systems respond identically to actability policies as those counterparts in the
strong accountability states. Therefore, | wouke lio study the relationship between the states’
accountability systems and principals’ responses.

| will specifically focus on principals’ two respses: having influence on instruction and
facilitating teachers’ learning. In accountabiltyntexts, students’ academic outcomes are
considered as a main indicator of school educatimeess or failure (Foy, 2008). When students’
test scores are not high enough to pass statdstrpemnce standards, schools and principals may
receive sanctions (Mintrop & Sunderman, 2009). M@ sanctions, principals should make
efforts to increase students’ academic achievemé&hesrepresentative methods that principals
can take to improve students’ academic outcomearagmphasis on standards and curricula, an
evaluation of teachers, and an encouragement di¢esi professional development participation
(Bottoms, 2003).

To acquire high-test scores, principals try torabghools’ standards and curriculum with
the state’s standards or assessments (Hamiltdn 2087), and they also observe in classrooms
and evaluate teachers’ instruction to check whetheot teachers implement schools’ standards
and curriculum (Gonzalez, 2012; Louis et al., 20B&cause teachers’ instruction that is highly
related to students’ outcomes has been considsradrajor issue since the emergence of
accountability policies (Sebastian & Allenswortl]12), principals may have more influence for

developing teachers’ capacities from professioeaktbpment (Rutledge et al., 2010; Hill, 2007).



Therefore, | would like to address the first reshaguestion: what the relationship
between strength of states’ accountability systanasprincipals’ responses (their influence on
instruction and facilitation of teachers’ learning)) Because principals can be influenced by each
state accountability system, their responses tolatability policies may not be uniform. |
assume that state’s high proficiency performanaedsrds, AMO strength, and high school
graduation exit exams will be significantly poséigorrelated with principals’ influence on
instruction and their facilitation of teachers’fe&g. Principals in states with high achievement
goals and high school graduation exit exams mag hnaoare influence on standards, curriculum,
and instruction, and that they facilitate teachky@’ning than principals in states with weak
accountability systems.

In addition, | address the second research questioat the relationship between
strength of states’ accountability systems andneatresponses (teacher autonomy and their
participation in professional development prograiss) assume that states’ high proficiency
performance standards, AMO strength, and high daraduation exit exams will be negatively
and significantly correlated with teacher autonamy that states’ high proficiency performance
standards, AMO strength, and high school graduaainexams will be positively and
significantly correlated with teachers’ particiatitime in professional development programs.
Teachers in states with high proficiency perforngastandards, big differences between starting
points and annual objectives, and high school graolu exit exams may produce lower level of
teacher autonomy and participate in more professidevelopment programs than teachers in
states with weak accountability systems.

Especially, | assume that different principalsp@sses may influence the relationship

between states’ accountability strength and teathesponses, such as teacher autonomy and



professional development participation time. Ppats are likely to implement accountability
policies in their schools, so they may influencacteers in their schools. When principals have
more tight and direct power about curriculum arstrunction, teachers may have low control
(Eden, 2001). In addition, as a builder, desigaed supporter of professional development,
principals promote teachers’ participation in pesienal development programs (Sanzo et al.,
2011; Wahlstrom & York-Barr, 2011).

To respond to these research questions, in thet@h2pl first will explain conception,
assumption, and history of accountability. | wik@describe the maturation of and changes in
federal and state accountability policies sinceitiy@ementation of NCLB and examine the
research studying the strength of accountabilisieays and the studies related to accountability
effects on students and teachers. Finally, | wilesstigate the strength of accountability systems
using (1) the stats’ proficiency performance stadsla(2) AMO strength (the difference of
starting point and intermediate goals in states], (@) high school graduation exit exams based
on states’ Consolidated Application Accountabilityprkbook.

In the Chapter 3, | will describe a conceptual nrapearch questions, data sets, variables,
analysis, and limitations. In the Chapter 4, | wiyl to respond research questions. First, | will
study the relationship between the strength of @aet@bility systems and principals’ responses:
principals’ influence on instruction and their soppof professional development using 2-level
hierarchical linear modeling analysis based on 28008 SASS. Next, | will examine the
relationship between the strength of accountalslistems and teachers’ responses: teacher
autonomy and their participation time in professiahevelopment using 3-level hierarchical
linear modeling analysis based on the same data set

My study is intended to expand my understandintpefpotential influence of



accountability policies. From this study, | can fion dissimilar states’ accountability systems.
The federal accountability policies do not offeesific regulations. Under the ambiguity, each
state should create and implement its accountaygtems, including academic content
standards, proficiency performance standards, me@sunt methods, assessment systems, and
rewards or sanctions for schools. The combinatidhese factors can produce different level of
states accountability systems.

In addition, | can comprehend the relationship leemvstates’ accountability systems and
principals’ and teachers’ responses. Existing stutiave focused on states with high states’
accountability systems and have studied how praisipnd teachers respond to these states’
accountability systems. However, as we know thieift level of states’ accountability systems,

principals and teachers may differently behave dhasetheir states’ accountability systems.



CHAPTER TWO

Il. LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter will explain literature reviews relht® accountability. To understand
accountabilty, the definition, assumptions, anatmnsof accountability are desecribed. Base on
the basic knowledge about accountabilty, this araptll elucidate how federal government and
states’ implement accountabilty systems. In additosiexes of accountability systems in
previous studies and the effects of accountallitystudents and teachers are expounded. Finally,
this chapter can show how principals and teaclegsnd states’ accountabilty systems in

previous studies.

1. Accountability in America

This part will expound definitions, assumption, dmstory of accountability.
Additionally, federal accountability framework asthtes’ accountability systems are going to be

explained.

1) Definition

Even prior to the federal government established\@LB Act, the concept of
accountability became prevalent. Literally, accability comes from the verb “account” which
means “to reckon, count, count up or calculate” gé, 1989, p. 7). In the concept of
accountability, there are at least two actors: Sthbeing called into account; and those doing the
calling” (Walberg, 2002, p. 157), and there are faaiors: responsibility and entitlement

(Wagner, 1989). One actor has the responsibilitgiang an account, and this responsibility



comes from the law or people sharing this respditgiflLeithwood & Earl, 2000). The other
actor has entitlement to demand an account. Applhis concept to education, a school has the
responsibility for establishing educational goals;suing them, and choosing instructional
methods. Parents may be entitled to ask about¢h#dren’s education and school life under the
law, and citizens and taxpayers are entitled taimregabout expenditures of school funds
(Wagner, 1989).

Based on this concept, Rothman (1995) defined eidued accountability as "the
process[es] by which school districts and statesmit to ensure that schools and school systems
meet their goals”(p. 189Fducational accountability policies are methaatsstates or school

districts to check whether or not a school meedssthate’s educational goals.

2) Assumptions

Accountability is based on several assumptions &d2011; Ladd, 1996). The first is
that the school is a basic unit delivering eduecaéind thus teachers and principals should be
held accountable. The second assumption is thabtchre responsible for students’
performance. The third assumption is that studetsdemic outcomes are measured by tests
and standards created by external organizatiomgetteThe final assumption is that the students’
academic results become a standard to reward sfickceshools or to punish unsuccessful
schools. In addition, accountability assumes thafin rewards and to avoid sanctions, school
staffs will do a better job of improving studergag’ademic achievements (Finnigan & Gross,
2007; Spillane, Diamond, Burch, & Hallett, 2002) fact, we assume both that accountability
policies are effective means to influence schontsthat schools have the capacities to locate,

select, and implement effective improvement programd policies for achieving accountability
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(Gross & Goertz, 2005).

3) History

Accountability reforms are not new in the educafieid: the concept of accountability
has continued since 1950s. Linn (2000) mentionexliiaves of reforms from 1950s to 1990s in
the America. They are:

1950s: Tracking and selection

1960s: Program accountability

1970s: Minimum competency testing

1980s: School and district accountability basedtandardized tests

1990s: Standards based accountability systems.

The emphasis on accountability started from the 1860s. When the Soviet Union
succeeded the Sputnik Launch, it was believedAhsdrica education “was too sluggish to
respond promptly to the new demands or to make gsedf science and technology for the
engineering of change” (Chase, 1971, p. 182). P@ducation became accountable for nation
priority. As accountability models in educatiorsteewere considered as important tools for
selecting students for higher education (Linn, 2000

Through the Coleman (1966)’ report, the Equalitfediicational Opportunity, more
commonly known as the “Coleman Report,” educatomél that students have different
educational opportunities and resources basedednrtdte and social economic status. To
reduce these differences, the federal governmérzted the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) in 1969 (Linn, 2000). Undee fhtle | of the ESEA, the federal
government spent federal funding on educationajiams that are expected to improve students’

academic outcomes and the government wanted taaeadffectiveness of these programs
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using measured outcomes (Shepard, 2008). The tdaducational evaluation shifted from
inputs or resources to outputs or results by ktifRavitch, 2002).

In the 1970s, minimum competency testing reformsewadespread. In 1969, the
Education Commission of the States created theoNatiAssessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) to "examine achievement in ten learning siréaspot changes in the level of
achievement over the years and to apply the impbicaf those changes to national educational
policy" (Wise, 1979, p. 9). With the NAEP, the nuenlof states implementing minimum
competency testing increased from 2 to 34 duringygars (Linn, 2000). Especially, states used
this testing as requirement of high school gradwabecause this testing can check students’
basic skills and evaluate public schools (Resriég0).

Although accountability remained a significant pi the 1970s, the introduction of the
A Nation at Risk report in 1983 by the National Gurssion on Excellence in Education
encouraged national awareness about accountabbiieyreport considered public education as a
main reason of the ineffective nation (Educatidd83). Since the release of A Nation at Risk
report, states and the government implemented atdized test (Linn, 2000) and had more
influence on school reform and more enhanced emunedtstandards (D. L. Stevenson &
Schiller, 1999; Fuhrman, Clune, & Elmore, 1988)tHa 1980s, 275 state-level educational
reforms were established (Wirt & Kirst, 1989, pp4)3 This trend continued throughout the
1990s.

In the 1990s, the federal government has encourstgées to establish and develop
content and performance standards under the Impg@vnerica’s Schools Act of 1994 (IASA)
and Goals 2000. Under the IASA and Goals 2000estdtablish challenging standards,

implement assessment systems for measuring studeateemic performance, and hold schools
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accountable for all students’ achievement (McDohn28I05; Finn & Kanstoroom, 2001; Goertz,
2001). Due to the effects of IASA and Goals 2008,number of states having accountability
systems increased (Meyer et al., 2002; Goertz &DADO1), but the states did not yet have
completed state level accountability systems.

In 2002 the U.S. Congress passed the No ChildBalfind Act (NCLB), reauthorization
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. UtideNCLB, each state should establish
and develop mandatory national accountability systéhat held schools and districts
responsible for student achievement (Taylor e28l10; Le Floch et al., 2007). NCLB requires
schools received federal Title | funding to meetitistate’s performance standards or to receive
sanctions (Erpenbach et al., 2003). However, frOdil2the federal government has offered
states the opportunity to waive several requiresehiNCLB. As of March 2013, 48 states, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Bure&indian Education have received waive
application permit.

One current accountability policy is Race to the TATT) announced by President
Barack Obama in 2009. RTT was designed to prodifieetiwe school reforms by relying on
incentives, not sanctions, so states that have dsinaded students’ academic development and
have rigorous reforms receive federal educatiamadl$ (McGuinn, 2012; G. A. Scott, 2011).
RTT requires several criteria that states shouiabéish to apply for RTT funds and these
requirements led to school reform in state-level fMNeil, 2011). Under the RTT, forty-eight
states have signed on to the Common Core Statd&tinlinitiatives (Finn, 2012; Ravitch,
2010).

To sum up, for seven decades federal governmerdgdtablished various educational

accountability policies, and these policies haver@ddrom input accountability focusing on
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regulations to outputs accountability focusing tardents’ test scores and graduation rates
(Goertz, 2001; Fuhrman, 1999; Elmore, Ableman, &rfwan, 1996). With a tendency of federal
accountability policies, states’ educational actabitity systems have also emphasized
educational outcomes (Crowe, 2011) and have nad@aacational attention that federal

government advocated (McGuinn, 2012).

4) Federal accountability framework

The most recent federal accountability in educaisddCLB. In this part, | will explain
major features of NCLB. The NCLB Act requires eatdite to design and implement its
accountability systems based on ten criteria treakaown as “the ten principles for
accountability”. States describe academic standast®essment systems, AYP (Adequate Yearly
Progress), and rewards and sanctions in a Conssdidgplication Accountability Workbodk
Ten principles for accountability are explainedable II-1.

First, NCLB requests that states set up challengoaglemic content and performance
standards (NCLB, 2001 sec. 1111 (b) (1)). Contemtdards explain what students in elementary
and secondary school must know and be able toahdain coherent and rigorous content, and
encourage the teaching of advanced skills. Theselatds are applied to all schools and children
in the state. States should establish content atdadt least in mathematics, reading or language

arts, and science (beginning in the 2005-2006 d¢ieaw).

1 - . .
All the state's accountability workbooks are listan the Department of Education
website (http://www.ed.govladmins/leadlaccountégpéans03/index.html
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Table II-1 Ten Principles for Accountability

i.  Asingle statewide Accountability System is appliedll public schools and LEAsS
(local educational agencies—commonly referred ttsalsool districts”);

ii.  All students are included in the State Accountabiiystem;

iii.  State definition of AYP (adequate yearly progress)ased on expectations for
growth in student achievement that is continuoussarbstantial, such that all
students are proficient in reading or languageartsmathematics no later than
2013-2014;

iv.  State makes annual decisions about the achieveshattpublic schools and LEAS;

v. All public schools and LEAs are held accountabletifie achievement of individual
student groups;

vi.  State definition of AYP is based primarily on thate’'s academic assessments;

vii.  State definition of AYP includes graduation ratesgublic high schools and an
additional indicator selected by the state for pubsliddle and public elementary
schools (such as attendance rates);

viii.  AYP is based on reading or language arts and matiesrachievement objectives;

ix.  State Accountability System is statistically vadidd reliable; and

X. Inorder for a public school or LEA to make AYPetstate ensures that it assessed at
least 95 percent of the students enrolled in eagtest group.

NCLB also describes performance standards, whitdraéne how well children are
mastering the material in the states’ academicerdrgtandards. Based on the degree to which
students understand and master content standa&mfisrrpance standards are classified into three
levels: basic, advanced, and proficient. When stigdeaster the academic materials, the
students are placed in the proficient level. Howghasic level is the third level of achievement
in providing complete information about the progre§the lower-achieving children toward
mastering the proficient and advanced levels ofeargiment.

In addition, NCLB asks that the implementing seademic assessments review the
annual progress of each school (NCLB, 2001 sed ({)1(3)). During the 2002-2003 school
year, NCLB required reading and mathematics teststtidents in three grade spans (3-5, 6-9,
10). The 2005-2006 school year increased readidgraathematics tests for all students in
grades 3-8 and one grade in grade 10-12. FromD@-2008 school years, students were

required to take science tests. The assessmetu basaligned with the state’s challenging
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academic content and performance standards artd pasvide coherent, valid, and reliable
information about student attainment of such stedsld he students’ achievement is
disaggregated by ethnicity, gender, English preficy, disability status, migrant status, and
economic status.

Moreover, NCLB includes other academic performandecators (NCLB, 2001 sec.

1111 (b) (2)). For example, student attendancentiein rate, state or district level assessments,
and percentage of students completing special anag{advanced placement courses, gifted
programs, or college preparatory courses) candieators (Mills, 2008). In secondary schools,
the graduation rate is an indispensable indicator.

Based on these test scores and indicators, stdtdify for school’s improvement”
whether the school makes AYP as defined in theeStptan (NCLB, 2001 sec. 111 (b) (2) (C)).
To evaluate AYP, each state establishes a stgrting based on the 2001- 2002 school year and
a timeline for all students in each group to meet @xceed the proficient level of academic
achievement by the 2013- 2014 school year. Alstestbuild annual measurable objectives
(AMOs) and intermediate goals of assessment aret otticators in order to meet 100%
proficiency by the 2013 - 2014 school year. In gnialg AMOS, no less than 95% of the students
enrolled in a school must participate in the assess$ programs, because when the number of
students who participate in the assessment isnhadl,she reliability and validity of the AMOs
may be damaged.

Also, NCLB explains the rewards and sanctions wdaools and districts pass or fail
AYP standards (NCLB, 2001 sec. 1116 (b)). When slshapproach the standards of AYP or are
highly ranked in its accountability systems, theynga title of “distinguished schools” or “Honor

School of Excellence”. However, if schools thataiged Titlel funding fail to reach AYP
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standards for two consecutive years, the schoelplaced in “program improvement” status. In
the first year of having program improvement stataed schools can receive supplemental
educational services and technical assistance.l@ineously, they provide notice of their AYP
failure to parents, and they offer opportunitiesdtudents to transfer to another public school.
When schools in the improvement status categonyaichow any development, the schools’
staff is replaced and the schools may be reorgdruzelosed.

In summary, the federal government does not prosjeific regulations and encourages
states to create and implement their accountalsyisgems involving these components:
academic content and performance standards, measoirand assessment systems, and rewards

or sanctions for schools.

5) Changes of states’ accountability systems

Although 50 states, the District of Columbia ane iR Rico received approval for their
first accountability plans in June 2003, they henadified and developed their plans annually.
Individual states have negotiated their educatianabuntability systems with the federal
government in order to gain flexibility in implenterg the systems (Mills, 2008) and to
temporarily reduce the number of schools labele@idaag (Sunderman, 2006). In every year
from 2003 to 2011, most states wanted to modify thecountability systems. 47 states in 2003-
2004 school years, 20 states in 2004-2005 scheo) 8 states in 2005-2006 school year, 49
states in 2008-2009, 36 states in 2009-2010, arft&®s in 2010-2011 requested modification
of their accountability systems (Erpenbach, 20Hy/dr et al., 2010; Le Floch et al., 2007; Forte
& Erpenbach, 2006; Fast & Erpenbach, 2004; Erpemkaal., 2003).

One of the changes was shown in content standartise early stage of NCLB, there
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were some variations in the content standards af students in elementary and secondary must
know (Finn & Kanstoroom, 2001). However, after Kiadergarten-12 Common Core State
Standards in English and mathematics was creatégeldyational Governors Association Center
for Best Practices and the Council of Chief Statieo®! Officers in 2010, as of July 2012, forty-
five states and three territories have accepteskthtandards. Fifty states have similar levels of
content standards.

Second, performance standards also have changeakdhtg to the studies the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES), statedgrarance standards for fourth and eighth
grade reading were arranged from below the NAER bagel to below the NAEP proficient
level from 2003 to 2009 and standards for fourtth @ighth grade mathematics have placed in
little higher position than those for reading si28®3 (see Appendix A and Appendix B)
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2011nd@sra de Mello, Blankenship, & McLaughlin,
2009; National Center for Education Statistics, 200

Since 2003 Massachusetts has continued high stisotafourth and eighth grade
reading and Mathematics since 2003 although Teeremsd Georgia have continuously had low
standards. Also, some states have increased #méarmance standards, but other states have
decreased. For example, Indiana, North Carolind,Giklahoma increased fourth and eighth
grade reading and mathematics performance standerdgver, Maine, South Carolina, and
Wyoming’s reading and mathematics performance stalsddecreased (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2011; Bandeira de Mello gt24109; National Center for Education
Statistics, 2007; Peterson & Hess, 2005).

Third, there were changes in assessment fieldeesShave created new assessments or

modified existing assessments for reading and maties since 2005 and for science since
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2007. The number of states also increased, sod6-2007, thirty five states used attendance
rate as other academic indicators in elementaryn@ddle schools (Taylor et al., 2010). In
addition, the number of states that implemented bahool graduation exit exams has increased
as shown Table II-2 below. Although nineteen statggdemented graduation tests in 2002, 26
states used high school graduation exit examsi2 2Wicintosh, 2012; Chudowsky, Kober,
Gayler, & Hamilton, 2002). Especially, the numbéstates that implement end-of-course exams

as graduation tests has increased (Zabala, Mirvi@dlurrer, & Briggs, 2008).

Table 11-2 Types of High School Graduation Exit Exans

High school graduation exit exams

Year : End-of- No mandatory exit exam
Comprehensive exams I
course exams

AL, FL, GA, IN, LA, MD, NY TX2 AK, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DE, DC,
2002 MN, MS, NV, NC, NJ, NM, ’ HI, ID, IL, IA, KS, KY, MA, ME, MI,
OH, SC, TN, TX, VA MO, MT, NE, NH, ND, OK, OR, PA,

RI, SD, UT, VT, WA, WV, WI, WY

AK, AL, AZ, CA, FL, GA, | MS, NY, TN, | AR, CO, CT, DE, DC, HI, IL, IA, KS,

2008 ID, IN, LA, MA, MN, NC, | VA KY, MD, ME, MI, MO, MT, NE, NH,
NJ, NM, NV, OH, SC, TX, ND, OK, OR, PA, RI, SD, UT, VT,
WA WV, WI, WY
AL, AR, AZ, CA, FL, GA, | AK, IN, LA, |CO,CT,DE, DC, HI, IL, IA, KS, KY,
2012 | ID, MA, MN, NJ, NV, NM, | MD, MS, ME, MIl, MO, MT, NC, NE, NH, ND,

OH, OR, RI, SC, TX, WA | NY, OK, VA | PA, SD, TN, UT, VT, WV, WI, WY

Even though development of states’ accountabilisteans, NCLB faces difficulties
reaching its goals. For example, it may be an ueaeble goal for all students in each group to
meet and exceed the proficient level of acadenmieegement by the 2013- 2014 school year
(Shelly, 2012). In 2011, to help alleviate this tia@able, the federal Department of Education

received waive applications for changing their aeoountability systems. States can receive

2 . .
Texas implemented the Texas Assessment of Acadgkills (TAAS) test and end-
of-course exams (Chudowsky et al., 2002).
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flexibility several aspects, such as reconfiguratd performance proficiency standards,
assessment of students’ academic outcomes, anaficiion of low-performing schools (K. S.
Berry & Herrington, 2011). In addition, states shibimnplement four requirements to obtain
flexibility: “adopting college- and career-readwstiards; creating state-defined accountability
systems that reward success and promote improvestgrigthening teacher and principal
practice through evaluation systems, and redudipdichtion and administrative burden placed
on districts and schools (Ayers, 2011, p. 6)”.

As of March 2013, 48 states, the District of ColumPuerto Rico, and the Bureau of
Indian Education have submitted requests for fiéigt3. Of those waiver requests, 35 have been
approved and fourteémvaivers are still under review. However the Catifa’s request was

rejected, and just two states, Montana and Nebyaska not submitted applications.

3AII information are taken from the website (httpww.ed.gov/esea/flexibility/requ
ests).

4 . . o .
Alabama, Alaska, the Bureau of Indian Educationy&ig lllinois, lowa, Maine, N
ew Hampshire, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, Puerto Riexas, Vermont, West Virginia, an
d Wyoming.
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2. Indexes of Accountability Systems

This part will introduce indexes of accountabiktystems that previous studies
implemented and three major factors for accountglsitrength: the proficiency performance
standards, the annual measurable objectives (AMta)gth, and high school graduation exit

exams.

1) Indexes of accountability systems in previous stues

According to my analysis of federal and individstdtes’ educational accountability
policies, each state has different accountabiiisteams (McDermott, 2003). The NCLB law does
not mention specific accountability systems; sdhesdate, in different ways, interprets, designs,
implements, and develops its own accountabilityqees (Heinecke, Curry-Corcoran, & Moon,
2003). Academic content standards, performancelatds, assessment systems, AYP, and
AMOs vary substantially among states. Also, théestase different “rewards, sanctions,
selection criteria for low-performing schools, exitteria for probation, school governance
requirements, planning mandates, monitoring systam supports for building capacity at
schools” (Mintrop, 2003, p. 3).

These differences in accountability policies amtreg50 states create different
accountability strength. The Council of Chief St&t#hool Officers (CCSSO) insists that strong
state accountability systems have six essentialeziés (Reed, Scull, Slicker, & Winkler, 2012).

e Adoption of demanding, clear, and specific stangl@mdall core content areas, and

rigorous assessment of those standards;
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¢ Reporting of accessible and actionable data tstakeholders, including
summative outcome data and other formative datiive continuous
improvement;

e Annual determinations and designations for eacb@dmnd district that
meaningfully differentiate their performance;

e A system of rewards and consequences to drive mepnent at the school and
district levels;

e A system of rewards and consequences to drive mepnent at the individual
student level; and

e A system of rewards and consequences to drive mepnent at the individual
teacher and administrator level.

Only a few educators have made efforts to exanmedifferences of the accountability
systems and the effectiveness of the differencesef and Berliner (2002) examined nine
educational policies (high school graduation exdmtg)-stakes attached to tests, schools closed,
principals replaced, grade-to-grade promotion, sthboice, awards for schools, teachers, and
students) of 27 states and calculated the numbeolmies that states implement. For example,
Delaware, North Carolina, and Texas implementecgsoountability policies, but Georgia,
Minnesota, and Missouri executed only one poli¢sites that have high scores tend to have high
school graduation exams and high-stakes testsaRéw#s did not find consistent results that
high-stakes tests and high school graduation exacnsase students’ performance.

Carnoy and Loeb (2002) created an index of accbilityafrom 0 to 5, named the
“strength” of the accountability system, using sattase developed by the Consortium for Policy

Research in Education (CPRE) which offers infororatin state testing and accountability
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policies as of 1999-2000. “States receiving a zEeromot test students statewide or do not set any
statewide standards for schools or districts. ..teSteeceiving a 5 test students in primary and
middle grades, strongly sanction and reward scharadiistricts based on improvement in student
test scores, and require a high school minimum etemgy exit test for graduation” (p. 311).

For example, because lowa and Nebraska did notdraystate level accountability policies,
their accountability strength was 0. However, FlariNew Jersey, North Carolina, and Texas
implemented strong accountability policies, inchglhigh school exit exams, so they got 5.
They found that accountability strength is sigrafdy related to the mathematics
accomplishment among eighth graders, especiallifitcan American and Hispanic students,
but are unrelated to students’ grade-to-grade pssijpn rates. However, Carnoy and Loeb did
not explain how they distinguished a 5 score frofnsaore.

Swanson and Stevenson (2002) examined the twentytates’ activitieselated to
standards-based assessment and accountabilitystr@hes conducted by the Council of Chief
State School Officers and quantified the statesviies, named an index of “policy activism”,
using a Rasch measurement model. If states hadrpenice standards in all academic subjects
and statewide students’ performance assessmeats896, they gained high scores and are
considered as high reform states. Maryland andutdgtwere the most active states in 50 states

although Nebraska, lowa, and Wyoming had low afidgéads activities. In the study of Swanson

5The twenty-two state policy activities were claigsifinto four types: (1) content
standards, (2) performance standards, (3) aligaselsaments, and (4) professional standards.
The activities are: (1) Math Document; (2) Scieboeument; (3) Math Standards; (4)
Science Standards; (5) Language Arts Standardsiig)ry Standards; (7) Math
Innovativeness; (8) Science Innovativeness; (9eR#ication; (10) Licensure by Standards;
(11) Certification Tests; (12) Major in Field; (18)ath Document; (14) Math Performance
Levels; (15) Science Document; (16) Science Perdoce Levels; (17) Math Innovativeness;
(18) Science Innovativeness; (19) Math Assessn(20};Science Assessment; (21)
Innovative Items; and (22) Innovative Tests.
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and Stevenson, a state’s policy activism doesniltance standards-based instructional
practices, such as emphasizing topic and skillplamenting pedagogical techniques, and
employing classroom assessments. However, thiy stiddhot consider school-level variables as
influential factors that reflected schools’ orgatianal features.

Clarke, Pedulla, and colleagues created the Baatarg by using a three by three matrix
of accountability: one dimension is the severitaofountability policies related to students, and
the other dimension is the severity of accountgholicies related to teachers, schools, and
districts (M. Clarke et al., 2003; Pedulla et 2003). When states have regulated or legislated
sanctions or decisions based on the states’ testsdhe states are considered high stakes states.
If states have promotion/retention or graduatiolicpes, they are considered as high stakes
states for students, and if states have accraitdtinds, or receivership, they are also
considered as high stakes states for teachersplscland districts. Delaware, Florida, Georgia,
and sixteen states implemented strong accountapdiicies not only for students, such as
promotion/retention or graduation policies but dtsoteachers, such as accreditation or funds.
However, lowa had low policies for both and Idaladl low accountability policies for teachers
and high accountability policies for students (Riedet al., 2003). Teachers in high-stakes states,
compared to those in lower-stakes states, tenedariore pressure, to use curriculum for
aligning with the policies, to spend more time pstiuction in testing areas, and to focus or test
preparation.

Lee and Wong (2004) calculated the number of peditihat states use based on three data

sef and created a composite factor of state activisaccountability policy during the 1990s.

6Three data sets are (1) 1995-1996 data from thehNBentral Regional Education
Laboratory (NCREL) and the Council of Chief Statd&ol Officers (CCSSO); (2) 1999
data from the Quality Counts (QC) report; and @99-2000 data from the Consortium for
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Based on state activism, states were classifiest&i@s into three categories: states with strong
accountability systems (12 states in the top degrthose with moderate systems (25 states in
the middle half), and those with weak systems (&8s in the bottom quartile). North Carolina,
and Texas were states with strong accountabilitigips but Arkansas, Nebraska, and Wyoming
were states with weak accountability systems. Statth strong accountability systems tend to
have assessment, report cards, performance rdtsahools, rewards for successful schools, and
reconstitution or major alteration of failing sch®ddowever, many weak accountability states
do not have direct incentives to schools in thenfof performance ratings, rewards, assistance,
and sanctions although they implement report cindschools. Differences of accountability
policies among states were not significantly relatethe increase of mathematics and the
reduction of racial and socioeconomic achievemapsg

Nichols and his colleagues (2006) created ‘the aa@bility pressure rating (APR)’
based on an introduction essay, a reward/sandtieetsand newspaper stories. When states feel
high-stakes testing pressure, they gain high saor@BR. Texas had high-stakes testing pressure
comparing to Wyoming. APR influences math NAEP perfance only for certain subgroups,
such as fourth-grade Hispanic and eighth-gradecafriAmerican students, but it also increases
the drop rate.

Finally, Wei (2008) generated the AMOs strength sneed by the difference between
starting points in 2003 and the intermediate goa)05. A larger difference means that it is
more difficult for states to attain the goal, ahdttthe states have stronger accountability systems
North Carolina and Missouri had high AMOs strenigtih Minnesota and New Mexico had low

AMOs strength. States with strong AMOs strengtldtenhave a higher mathematics

Policy Research in Education (CPRE) report (J.&é&&ong, 2004, p. 803).
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achievement for fourth grade Hispanic studentseaglth grade White students, but lower
reading achievement for all eighth students andliograde white students.

Seven existing indexes of accountability are sunmadrby state in Table 11-3. Most
studies considered Maryland, Florida, and Texagates with strong accountability systems but
lowa and Wyoming as start with weak accountabgditgtems. However, there are differences
between existing indexes. For example, DelawareMiodigan were considered as states with
strong accountability systems in studies of Ameed Clarke, but other studies did not.

Although six indexes exist, it is necessary to @ead use a new accountability index
for identifying states’ accountability systems amlerstanding the effects of accountability on
principals and teachers. In the early age of NCfeR, states implemented statewide tests and
sanctions, so scholars consider the high-stakesdad sanctions as indicators of strong
accountability systems (Nichols et al., 2006; Mar&e et al., 2003; Pedulla et al., 2003; Amrein
& Berliner, 2002; Carnoy & Loeb, 2002). However,20812 most states have tests and sanctions.

Therefore, statewide and sanctions cannot be Iagice an indicator of high stakes states.
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Table 11-3 Existing Indexes of Accountability

Amrgin& Carnoy& Swanson & Clarke et al Lee & Nichols .
Statg Berliner Loeb Stevenson (2003) Wong et al Wei (2008)
(2002) (2002) (2002) (2004) (2006)
Strength of || of policy | Boston Rating State activism i The AMOs strength
accountability activism accountability | accountability

systems StudentTeacher policy pressure rating G4M | G4AR | G8M G8R
AL 4 4 2.195 H H Strong 3.06 600 5]00 §.0(.0C
AK - 1 -0.949 M H Weak 2.00 7.52 6J00 7]526.0C
AZ - 2 -0.395 H M Moderate 3.36 18.3 11.30 5%.50.5(
AR - 1 -0.268 H M Weak - 11.96 11)3614.1P3.6¢
CA 5 4 0.090 H H Moderate 2.56 10.5 10.801D.50.8(
CO 5 1 0.662 L H Weak - 513 5|64 983%.3¢
CT - 1 1.291 M H Moderate 1.60 9/00 11.00 9.00.0(
DE 6 1 0.206 H H Weak - 8.00 5|00 8.0056.0C
DC - - - - - Moderate - 10.27 11)6213.374.3¢
FL 5 5 -0.268 H H Strong - 15.00 17,0015.00.0(
GA 1 2 0.662 H H Moderate 3.44 830 6.70 8.36.7(
HI - 1 0.320 L M Moderate 1.76 1800 14.0018.0@.0(
ID - 1 -0.268 H H Weak - 9.00 6.00 9]006.0C
IL - 2.5 0.320 M H Strong - 7.82 6.64 7/826.64
IN 4 3 0.899 H H Strong - 7.20 6/90 7.206.9C
IA - 0 -1.606 L L Weak - 4.30 5.00 2J005.7C
KS - 1 0.320 L H Moderate - 13/30 12.2013.3@.2(
KY 4 4 1.969 L H Strong 0.54 7.//3 5|25 §.3%.4<
LA 5 3 -0.026 H H Strong 3.72 11.7 10,5011.20.5(
ME - 1 1.291 L M Weak 1.78 9.00 7/00 9.007.0C
MD 5 4 2.459 H H Strong 2.82 12{20 14.0016.83.7(
MA 3 2 0.320 H H Weak 3.18 7/90 4{90 7.9@1.9C
MI 5 1 0.434 M H Moderate - 9.00 10{0012.012.0(
MN 1 2 -0.395 H M Moderate - 3.0 3]|00 3.5@8.0C
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Table 11-3 (cont'd

MS 2 3 0.547 H H Moderate 3.82 13.00 9.001P.08.0(
MO 1 1.5 1.023 L H Moderate 2.14 21.80 19.402[1.89.4(
MT - 1 -1.261 L M Weak - - - - -
NE - 0 -1.606 L M Weak - 9.00 10.0011{000.0¢
NV 4 1.5 0.320 H H Moderate - 10{40 11.3011.30.5(C
NH - 1 1.153 L M Weak - 9.00 10.00 9|0@0.0(
NJ 3 5 -0.395 H H Strong - 9/00 7/,0010.0®.0C
NM 5 4 0.779 H H Strong 3.28 4121 377 4.2B.77
NY 4 5 0.091 H H Strong 4.08 10{00 10.0010.00.0¢
NC 6 5 1.597 H H Strong 4.14 6/40 7.80 6.40.8C
ND - 1 -0.026 L M Weak - 13.60 8.7016(709.7(C
OH 5 3 1.153 H M Moderate - 10{/00 10.0010.00.0C
OK 2 1 0.434 L H Moderate - 10/00 10.0010.0®m.0¢
OR - 2.5 0.662 M M Moderate - 10.00 10.0p10.0010.0¢
PA 3 1 -0.661 M H Moderate - 10J00 9.0010.00.0C
RI - 1 0.091 L H Moderate 1.90 6.40 4.00 9.00 5.3(
SC 5 3 0.899 H H Moderate 3.20 21.15 20.60212,6(
SD - 1 -0.802 L M Moderate - 9.00 6.00 9.00 6.0C
TN 4 1.5 0.320 H H Moderate 3.50 7.00 6.00 [7.06.0C
TX 6 5 -0.661 H H Strong 4.78 8/60 620 8.6®.2(
uT - 1 1.153 L M Moderate 2.80 7.00 6.00 7.00 6.0C
VT - 1 -0.268 L H Moderate - 9.40 11|00 12%.0(8.0C
VA 2 2 0.547 H H Moderate 3.08 11.00 9.0p11.0 9.0cC
WA - 1 0.206 H M Moderate - 11.70 8/0013.801.7(
WV 3 3.5 0.899 M H Moderate 3.08 550 4.67 6.08.17
Wi - 2 -0.395 H M Moderate - 10.60 6|5010.50.5(C
WY - 1 -0.949 L M Weak 1.00 12.7/0 11(6012.48.9:
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Moreover, since 2002, states have continually nedlitheir accountability policies for
ten years. In 2002, there was no common core adadgamdard among 50 states but in 2012,
forty-five states adopt them (Kober & Rentner, 2012 addition, some states, including Indiana,
North Carolina, and Oklahoma, have increased foamtheighth grade reading and mathematics
performance standards since 2002; however, Mam&hSCarolina, and Wyoming’s reading and
mathematics performance standards have decreaaédrii&l Center for Education Statistics,
2011; Bandeira de Mello et al., 2009; McLaughliraket 2008; National Center for Education
Statistics, 2007). The numbers of states that impha high school exit exams also have
increased. In 2012, twenty-six states implementdatory exit exams although in 2002 only
nineteen states had (Zabala et al., 2008). Be¢hasstates’ accountability policies in 2002 may
be different from those in 2012, it may not goo@xamine the relationship between strength of

states’ accountability systems and principals’ saathers’ responses suing existing indexes.

2) Major factors of states’ accountability strength

Based on these literatures about the differeneeoduntability system strength, | assume
that accountability strength is determined by thregor factors: the proficient performance
standards, the annual measurable objectives (AMtgth, and the high school graduation

exit exams.

Proficiency performance standards

NCLB requires each state to implement academicsassants and to review the annual
progress of each school. Because assessment matibdtandards were not specified in the

law, each state decides on the high-stakes tastitreiudents should take, and they set up its
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content and performance standards accordingly.

Although content standards among 50 states havedwedar since the introduction of
the Kindergarten-12 Common Core State StandarBsghsh and mathematics, there are huge
variations in the proficiency performance standahds determine how well children are
mastering the material in the state academic costandards. Some states, such as South
Carolina and Massachusetts set up high proficigeciormance standards, but other states, such
as Tennessee and Oklahoma did not in 2003 (Peté&rstass, 2005). Therefore, one student
who passes the proficiency performance standardisrofessee may not pass the standards of
South Carolina.

The variations in the proficiency performance stadd among states are remarkably
shown by studies of the National Center for Edarastatistics (NCES). NCES has studied the
states’ proficiency standards, considering the dwatli Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) as a comparison metrigNational Center for Education Statistics, 2014n8eira de
Mello et al., 2009; McLaughlin et al., 2008; Natai©Center for Education Statistics, 2007).
NCES found great variation in proficient performarstandards in reading and mathematics

across the states (see Appendix A and Appendi¥MB¥sachusetts, Missouri, and South Caronia

! For a given subject and grade, the percentagaidésts reported in the state
assessment to be meeting the standard in each MBI is matched to the point in the
NAEP achievement scale corresponding to that peagen“The method of obtaining
equipercentile equivalentsvolves the following steps: (1) obtain for eachaol in the
NAEP sample the proportion of students in that stiadio meet the state performance
standard on the state’s test; (2) estimate the ptaiportion of students who meet the
standard on the state test, by weighting the ptapw (from step 1) for the NAEP schools,
using NAEP school weights; (3) estimate the weidlbistribution of scores on the NAEP
assessment for the state as a whole, based orAflBE Bample of schools and students
within schools; and (4) Find the point on the NA&fRale at which the estimated proportion
of students in the state who score above that |fogmg the distribution obtained in step 3)
equals the proportion of students in the state mhbet the state’s own performance standard
(obtained in step 2)”"(Bandeira de Mello et al., 200. 6).
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had high performance but Mississippi, Oklahoma, Berthessee had low performance standards
in fourth and eighth reading and mathematics ir2@7-2008 school year (Bandeira de Mello
et al., 2009).

Under the NCLB, all students should exceed praficyeperformance standards by the
2013-2014 school year. Therefore, if states sdtigip proficient performance standards, the
students in those states may have difficultieshiegcthese goals. For example, although two
students acquire the same score of 185 in eiglaitlegmathematics, the student in Tennessee
will pass the state’s proficient performance bat tther student in Massachusetts will not in
2009. Therefore, Massachusetts’s principals anthtra will arguably focus more on students’

test scores than Tennessee’s principals and tesadber

Annual measurable objectives strength

Under the NCLB, states explain how all students$ mvéet proficient standards by the
2012 school year and will show the yearly annuadsneable objectives (AMOSs), which are the
annual minimum required percentages of studentspalss the states’ proficient performance
standards. As the first step, states set up arggguroint, which is an initial annual measurable
objective for each subject area in 2002. It preshotv many percentages of students meet or
exceed the state’s proficient standards that ststeblished. However, New York, Oklahoma,
and Vermont use their starting point and intermtedigals as scale score, not the percent

proficient improvement. Based on states’ workbodts,starting point of eighth grade

8A starting point is based on “the higher of thecpatage of students at the
proficient level who are in (1) the state’s lowashieving group of students or (2) the school
at the 20th percentile in the State, based on lemeat, among all schools ranked by the
percentage of students at the proficient level” IBC2001 sec. 111 (b) (2) (E)).
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Mathematics in Arizona was 7%, while in Indianavds 57.1%. Each state differently sets up its
own starting points (see detail in Appendix C.).

Next, states set up the intermediate goals anstidite how they will move from the
starting point percent in 2002 to 100% in 2014edmtediate goals, as prescribed by NCLB, must
increase at least every third year, and each isergaist be equal size. Because there is no
specific regulation, each state chose intermedja#ds every one, two, and three years, which
leads to different trajectories: a straight-linét@an, a stair-step pattern (straight with plat¢aas
front-loaded trajectory (larger increases for thdyesteps between plateaus), and a back-loaded
trajectory (larger increases for the last stepwéen plateaus) (Porter, Linn, & Trimble, 2005)
For example, as two figures show, Florida chosestae-step approach with equal increases
between steps and Michigan adopted the back-lagettory approach.

Appendix D shows 50 states’ intermediate goal0@d72or 2008. New Hampshire and
Tennessee tended to set high intermediate godl§difiornia had low intermediate goals. Each

state differently sets up its own intermediate goal

9According to state’s first workbook, most statelested a straight-line pattern and a
stair-step pattern, but many states changed to-loaded trajectory. In 2005, four states
chose to use the straight-line pattern, ninetestieselected to use the stair-step pattern, and
twenty-four states chose the back-loaded apprddeiState chosen the front-loaded
approach (Porter et al., 2005).
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Because each state establishes a different lewstadfng points and intermediate goals,
some states have big differences between thengigrtiint and the intermediate goal, but other
states do not. If the differences are large, it iagifficult for students to reach the goals, aad
principals and teachers focus on increasing stgtst scores, spending more time and efforts
on this. The states with large differences may tsir@nger accountability systems. However, if
the differences are small, the states’ accountglsjistems are not strong. For example, Florida
had a big difference between the starting pointtaedntermediate goal, but Michigan had a
small difference (see Figure II-1 and II-2). Theref in Florida students may be difficult to
reach the goal and principals and teachers may foowus on students' test scores than

Michigan’s principals and teachers do.

High school graduation exit exams

Several states have implemented high school graduexit exams, so students in the
states need to take and pass the tests to rechigh achool diploma. Generally, high school
graduation exit exams are classified into two typesprehensive exams and end-of-course
exams (Mclintosh, 2012). Comprehensive exams assd$iple subjects and are generally
targeted at the 9th or 10th grade level, but endeofse exams assess whether students master
the content of specific high school classes (Zabti., 2007). In 2012, eight states used end-of-
course exams and eighteen states implemented cbhemnsige exams as statewide and
standardized final exams (MclIntosh, 2012).

Because principals and teachers could get san¢tfdhgir students do not acquire
grades high enough to pass the test, school stadtates with mandatory tests for graduation

may feel more pressure from accountability poliegiad spend more time on preparing the tests
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and on teaching the curriculum related to the tbsts do principals and teachers in states with

no mandatory tests (Vogler, 2008; Bishop, Moriagtylane, 2000).
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3. Studies of Accountability Effects

Since accountability systems implemented, a l&defcators have studied the effects of
accountability systems in schools. This part véileal the effects of accountability systems for

students and teachers.

1) The effects of accountability on students

There are controversies about whether accountapibiicies increase or decrease
students’ accomplishment. Some found that accouityahbcreases students’ achievement
(Jacob, 2005). Before NCLB, states with accountstpblicies tend to have higher students’
academic achievement than states without the psl{@ee & Jacob, 2011). For example, prior
to NCLB, Texas’ various accountability policieschuas high stakes tests, encourage students to
acquire higher NAEP test scores than other state@ents (Grissmer, Flanagan, Kawata, &
Williamson, 2000). After NCLB, students in stateshahigh stakes testing acquire higher test
scores than students in states without policiesh®dls et al., 2006; Hanushek & Raymond, 2005;
Carnoy & Loeb, 2002). The researchers assume titoaigsaccountability policies, such as high
stake tests offer more pressure for increasingesiistperformance (Reback et al., 2011; Ladd &
Lauen, 2010).

However, others claim that states with high stakets or high school graduation exit
exams do not always have a high students’ Natideséssment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
American College Test (ACT), Scholastic Aptitudefl¢éSAT), and Advanced Placement (AP)
scores (S. S. Smith & Mickelson, 2000). Althoughriiand implements stakes test, eighth
grade mathematics accomplishment did not increg&edein & Berliner, 2002). Although

students in Texas receive the positive effectdrohg accountability policies, their NAEP test
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scores are not significantly higher than nationvatielents’ scores (Klein, Hamilton, McCaffrey,
& Stecher, 2000). Moreover, there are few studdditd positive effects on reading achievement
in the fourth and eighth grades (J. Lee & Reeve$22Dee & Jacob, 2011; Schneider, 2011)
and the number of schools that do not meet AYRr@sased continuously since 20Q0&her,
2012).

Researchers also have discussed the effects airaetality policies on an achievement
gap. Some studies mention that accountability psiare effective in reducing inequalities in
students’ performance by race, socioeconomic s{&s), and achievement (Dee, Jacob,
Hoxby, & Ladd, 2010; Henne & Jang, 2008; HanusheRa&mond, 2004). The impact of
accountability policies is larger for Black and plsic students than for White students: in
fourth grade mathematics, Black and Hispanic stislecreased their NEAP test scores about
14.6 points and 9.8 points after implementatioNGLB although White students increased 4.9
points (Dee & Jacob, 2011). After NCLB, there i®duction of an achievement gap between
poor and non-poor students in fourth grade andtleiglade mathematics as well as between low
performing and high performing students (J. LeedetRes, 2012; Ballou & Springer, 2009;
Reback, 2008). Especially, reduction of achievengaptoccurs in lower performing schools
because the schools receive more pressure fronu@@dnlity and pay more attention to
minorities and economically disadvantaged stud@fitgio, Rouse, & Schlosser, 2009; Springer,
2008).

However, other studies say that the accountalpbiicies do not reduce students’
academic achievement gaps because the effects pbtities differ by race and SES (Murnane
& Levy, 2001; S. S. Smith & Mickelson, 2000). BesalBlack students receive more

conventional teaching, such as lecture, recitabon, seat work than White students (Cox &
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Witko, 2011; Diamond, 2007), they gain less effeain the policies than White students, and
the achievement gap between students of diffeesa is continued or expanded (J. Lee, 2006;
Hanushek & Raymond, 2005; Hanushek & Raymond, 2@@djeover, high school graduation
test or requirements reduce low-achieving studéess’scores (Dee, 2002; Jacob, 2001) and
their higher order thinking skills (Rothstein, 2Q00After NCLB, the achievement gap between
low SES and high SES students has been changeficsigtty in both reading and math at
fourth and eighth grad€3. Lee, 2006).

Additionally, studies produce different opinionabthe unintended effects on students.
Although critics argue that accountability polic@screase students’ science or social studies
achievements because teachers spend less timerfdest subjects (Cox & Witko, 2011,
Diamond, 2007), supporters do not find any advengact on student non-test subject
performance (Dee & Jacob, 2011; Winters, Trivittc8eene, 2010). Advocates observe that the
strength of accountability does not produce sigaiitly negative effects on graduation rates in
high school (Carnoy, 2005), but opponents foundttiapolicies lead more minority students to
fail than White students (Haney, 2000). Strong aotability policies, including graduation
exams and higher course requirements, enhanceuwtrages (Jacob, 2001; Lillard & DeCicca,
2001) and reduce matriculation rates of low pertmoe students (Bishop & Mane, 2001,
Fuhrman et al., 1988).

According to studies focusing on students durirgyléist ten years, recent studies by
economists show that accountability is effectivéngreasing test scores, especially fourth grade
mathematics test scores (Schneider, 2011), altheadter studies found negative effects of
accountability. However, there is no agreementanexement gap diminution (D. N. Harris &

Herrington, 2006), nor on an English test scorerowpment (J. Lee & Reeves, 2012; Dee &
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Jacob, 2011; Schneider, 2011). In addition, itosatear whether the score increase comes from
students’ academic development or from the poll@gnges. Many states have modified their
systems for more students to be counted as profiRentner et al., 2006). They have lowered
performance proficiency standards (J. Lee, 20Ithaeced minimum group size for analysis,
used confidence intervals, permitted students\e sast scores or retake tests, and modified
many definitions, to all the state’s advantage @t@ach, 2011; Forte & Erpenbach, 2006).
These studies excessively emphasize the effeetsoountability policies on students’
academic achievement and overlook the effectsudests’ non-academic outcomes, such as
learning interest or attitude. Although NCLB higjtlts improvement in students’ academic
accomplishment, academic interest and learnintpdéiare more important and effective in
improving students’ academic outcomes in the l@mgpt(Hemmings & Kay, 2010). Excessive
emphasis on achievement may be negative for stsicmgnitive development (Nichols &
Berliner, 2007), and for students’ widespread kraalge and skills acquisition (Koretz, 2005;
Stecher, Chun, Barron, & Ross, 2000). Moreovergssive emphasis on achievement leads
students to avoid educational challenges and sf{@¢e, 2002), and weakens students’

academic interest and inter-personal skills (Rethstlacobsen, & Wilder, 2008).

2) The effects of accountability on teachers

Researchers have studied the effects of accouitygimlicies for teachers and some have
found that accountability is effective to develepcthing quality. Under the rigorous
accountability systems, teachers spend more tideetiart on curriculum, teaching, and
assessment (Kelley, 1999; Koretz & Training, 199&3ause of local norms or agreements about
accountability and professional practices (Swar&@&tevenson, 2002). Teachers reorganize

their curriculum to fit accountability assessmegi@sgkantaiah, 2009; Hamilton et al., 2007,
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Swanson & Stevenson, 2002; Kelley & Protsik, 19@gpecially in states with strong
accountability policies (Firestone, Mayrowetz, &rfgan, 1998). For example, teachers
emphasize logical writing skills that are necess$arystandards-based essays as well as high-
order thinking skills, such as critical thinkingdaproblem solving (Yeh, 2005; Wollman-Bonilla,
2004). In addition, teachers have modified thestrunctional methods and pedagogical
techniques in order to align with the policies (Hiéon et al., 2008; Finnigan & Gross, 2007)
and states’ standards (Hamilton et al., 2007). Aeacemploy various types of assessments
(Swanson & Stevenson, 2002), emphasize classroamgeaent (Koretz & Training, 1996),
and apply data for decision-making and teachingtmes (Srikantaiah, 2009; Hamilton et al.,
2007; Kelley et al., 2000).

The accountability policies facilitate teacher abbbration and professional development.
In the regular meetings required by the policieachers share knowledge of content and school
reforms with colleagues, and thus establish a lsotkive culture (Diamond, 2007; Kelley et al.,
2000; Stecher et al., 2000). Also, these policrearage teachers to participate in professional
development and to create professional commurifaienproving their content knowledge and
teaching skills (Srikantaiah, 2009; Libresco, 20@&h, 2005; Firestone et al., 1998). Especially,
when states implement state’s achievement testtharnests are aligned with state standards,
teachers’ participation in content-focused profasai development is high (Phillips, Desimone,
& Smith, 2011; Desimone, Smith, & Phillips, 2007).

However, other researchers found different resaittsountability policies emphasize
only tested subjects and narrow instructional aang@nagnostopoulos, 2006; Booher-Jennings,
2005). Teachers increase their teaching time &irdigbjects (Cocke et al., 2011; Cox & Witko,

2011; Dee & Jacob, 2011; Reback et al., 2011; V2€4€t7), and decrease the time for non-tested
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subjects (Kober, Chudowsky, & Chudowsky, 2008; Hammiet al., 2007; Rouse, Hannaway,
Goldhaber, & Figlio, 2007). Moreover, they limitetlscope of class instruction to the specific
content for testing, instead of general conterth@subjects or higher-order skills (Srikantaiah,
2009; Hamilton et al., 2008; Diamond, 2007) anthbiabble kids” who are close to the proficient
standard, instead of the other students (Neal &Botnbach, 2010; Reback, 2008; Hamilton et
al., 2007; Booher-Jennings, 2005). These negatigets on teaching are shown more by
teachers in states with strong accountability thyateachers in states with weak accountability
(M. Clarke et al., 2003).

This content contraction leads to fragmented aadher-centered instruction (Au, 2007).
Due to the pressure of tests (L. M. McNeil, 200008k & Kimball, 1999), teaching styles are
changed into “teaching to the test” (Diamond, 208@ffman, Assaf, & Paris, 2001; Clotfelter &
Ladd, 1996), which emphasizes memorization, racitaaind lecture (Diamond, 2012).
Moreover, teachers are reluctant to implement iatige teaching practices (Hood, 2012;
Martell, 2010; Crocco & Costigan, 2007) becausehiess change their goals from improving
students’ academic outcomes to reaching state émaglemic standards or receiving rewards
(Finnigan & Gross, 2007; Booher-Jennings, 2005).

Moreover, accountability policies produce unintahdegative effects. Teachers perceive
low autonomy for important decisions in classrodrmasause of test grades and standards from
states and districts (Diamond, 2012; Hood, 2012ts\& Sandholtz, 2009; Garvin, 2007; Rouse
et al., 2007). The policies tend to magnify teashsiress, frustration, and fatigue because of
insufficient time to prepare for assessment (Fiani§ Gross, 2007; Abrams, Pedulla, &
Madaus, 2003; Kelley et al., 2000), and becaus®wofiicts between teachers’ own approaches

and the enforced approaches to NCLB (Hamilton.e2807). The policies decrease the job
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security of teachers (Opdycke, 2004), especiallpwrperforming schools (Reback et al., 2011),
and they increase teacher turnover rates (Fenlyp RgSass, 2010; Koretz & Training, 1996).
High turnover rates can destroy collegiality antdladmration among teachers and produce
isolated teachers (Rice & Malen, 2003).

Previous studies about teachers under accounyabytems showed mixed effects
(Hannaway & Hamilton, 2008; Hamilton et al., 200ese studies have usually employed
gualitative research methods that can reveal vatieachers’ activities. One study described
both positive and negative effects of accountabilicies. For example, although teachers
align standards and instruction with performancgebaests, they also narrow curriculum and
perform to test teaching.

Overall, accountability studies about teachers lueglooked teachers’ sense-making
processes (Schmidt & Datnow, 2005). These studigsnae that teachers are passive, and thus
they are affected by only accountability policidewever, teachers actively understand and
arbitrate their policy environment and implemematbased on their beliefs, knowledge, and
prior experiences (Diamond, 2012; D. M. Harris, 20Rex & Nelson, 2004). Moreover,
colleagues, principals, and school climate can teeffroduce a collective sense-making process
(Louis, Febey, & Schroeder, 2005). Under the sataeuntability conditions, a principal’s
leadership can make a difference in teacher’s rattia and teaching practice (Finnigan, 2012).
Also, teachers’ perceptions of and activities spense to of accountability policies are likely to

be mediated by school organizations (Spillane.e28D2).
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4. Principals’ Response to Accountability

As “street level workers” of state’s educationaliges (Lipsky, 2010), principals can
transform remote and intangible policies into ctbaad tangible outcomes (Rorrer & Skrla,
2005). Effective principals tend to have more iaflae on instruction and to support teachers’
learning to increase students’ academic achievethahts a major goal of accountability

policies (Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008; Bottom803).

1) Having influence on instruction

Each principal may have capacities and power taente standards, curriculum, and
instruction. Because principals understand the mapce of standards to improve students’
performance (Printy, 2010), they can align thelrost's standards with the state’s standards
(Hamilton et al., 2007) and can establish perforteastandards using their students’ test scores
(Lewis, 2010; Englert, Fries, Martin-Glenn, & Doag) 2007; Ladd & Zelli, 2002; Spillane et al.,
2002). To achieve the state’s performance standparoigipals may match curriculum and
instruction with state level standards or assessr(etamilton et al., 2007; Marsh & LeFever,
2004). Moreover, principals can want to judge whetkachers are implementing teaching that
can encourage students to meet the state’s standdrely may formally observe classrooms and
evaluate teachers’ curriculum implementation (Géeza2012; Louis et al., 2010; Mojkowski,
2000).

Principals’ influence on instruction may be affettey their state. Some scholars claim
that when states have more influence on develagiangdards, curriculum, and assessment,
schools may be more accountable for student outsgmérrman & Elmore, 2004). However,

others assert that as a state’s influence increpsasipals’ and teachers’ influence may decrease
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(Nance & Marks, 2008). Moreover, there can be thffiees among state’s in their control of
instruction, although most states have enactedlign related to standards and curriculum
(Louis et al., 2010). Principals in Massachusatts Eexas think that their states have more
influence on instruction, but the principals in Ketka and Montana do not think that about their
state (Marks & Nance, 2007). Maryland provides @pals with workshops and templates for
standards, curriculum, and professional developrfiamkins & Pfeifer, 2012), so Maryland
principals can have more power over instruction.

Under the situation that the accountability systefnstates are not the same, | assume
that there may be differences across the stata@snaoipals’ influence on instruction. Although
principals affect school standards, curriculum, erstiruction, principals in states with strong
accountability systems may feel more pressure tfmraccountability systems. This pressure
may encourage principals to have more power faimggperformance standards, defining

curriculum, and evaluating teachers than principattates with weak accountability systems.

2) Facilitating teacher learning

Teacher learning is considered as an teachersinggoocess of engagement in various
activities that can produce their belief, knowledaged instruction (Putnam & Borko, 1997).
Usually, teacher learning can yield the changeniovldedge and beliefs, the intentions for
practice, the changes in actual teaching practicasnore permanent way, and the changes in
emotions (Bakkenes, Vermunt, & Wubbels, 2010). éffects of teacher learning can lead
successful students’ academic outcomes (Lam, 2005).

To facilitate teachers’ learning, principals cant@o types of works. First, principals

support teachers’ professional work (Croft, CogfisbBelan, & Powers, 2010). Principals in
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effective schools can reorganize faculty meetiogetus on professional development among
teachers (Sanzo et al., 2011), including constmgatbommon planning time for team meetings,
securing additional time, and allocating schoolcadiwnal resources to support professional
development (Graczewski, Knudson, & Holtzman, 2008se, 2009; Arbogast, 2004; Youngs &
King, 2002). Principals can also permit early dissal of teachers to participate in professional
development programs (Buchholz & List, 2009). S¢b@an provide substitute teachers so that
staff can attend professional development progmaffesed by the district or state during the
school day (Daniels, 2009; Roellke & Rice, 2008).

Second, principals can provide professional dajsréeind during the school year. Lack
of time has been cited as the most serious obdtatie programs (Drage, 2010; Lind, 2007).
Due to schools’ schedules and teachers’ classsd)des can choose only a few professional
development programs offered at different times @amdifferent days, and it may be difficult for
them to focus on professional development progr@asiels, 2009). However, when principal
provide professional days, teachers can obtainrypities for professional development (Bubb
& Earley, 2013).

In accountability contexts, principals’ roles reldto teachers’ learning can be influenced
by their state’s systems (Spicer, 2008). Statesbbsh many regulations for teachers to
participate in professional development, and treymrovide financial funding for professional
development (Boser, 2001; Dean, 2001). Just asstatthhas a different accountability system,
the states’ regulations of and supports for prodess development may be not similar (M.
Clarke et al., 2003). Kentucky has many requireseti semester credit hours in the first five
years (Loeb, Miller, & Strunk, 2009). Massachuseientucky, and North Carolina, which have

high-stakes tests, offer more financial resourbas Kansas, which has low-stakes tests (B.
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Berry et al., 2003; M. Clarke et al., 2003).

Given that states’ accountability systems are Im@tsame, | assume that there may be
differences in principals’ facilitating teachersarning. Principals in states with strong
accountability systems may feel more pressure ttmraccountability systems and provide more
supportive strategies than principals in stateh l@iv accountability systems in order to
facilitate teachers’ learning and to encouragehtegscto participate in professional development

programs.
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5. Teachers’ Responses in Accountability

In the prior part, | explained principals’ respasise accountability, including
emphasizing standards, curriculum, and instructmal, facilitating teachers’ learning. In this
section, | will describe teachers’ responses, teaahtonomy and their professional development

participation time, which can be influenced by pipals and states (Murnane & Papay, 2010).

1) Teacher autonomy

In American education, teacher autonomy is consitlas an important influential factor
for school education, although it can produce @aeitaborative school climate that encourages
teachers to work alone (O'Hara, 2006). First, teaalntonomy, as one source of intrinsic
motivation, can improve teachers’ professionaligvihen teachers have opportunities to
participate in policies, such as textbook and cutum adoption, they can consider themselves
as a major person (Kelley & Protsik, 1997) and tbay consider teaching as interesting and
meaningful professional work (Roth, Assor, Kanatylhan, & Kaplan, 2007; Pearson &
Moomaw, 2005). Second, teacher autonomy can dersti@ss and increase job satisfaction
(Pearson & Moomaw, 2005). Teachers who are monauatous in their classrooms may have
high satisfaction and remain in their teaching j(®sarson & Moomaw, 2006; Rudolph, 2006;
Brunetti, 2001).

When we study teacher autonomy, principals carobsidered as essential, because
principals may influence teachers’ instruction KBri 2010). Teachers’ autonomy can be greater
or less based on how principals handle externaliregpents and expectation (Rudolph, 2006).
When principals implement ‘tight and direct confrtdacher autonomy may be diminished

(Eden, 2001). For example, when principals chobsetrrriculum and mandate instruction,
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teachers can be limited in using their own favacitericulum and new instructional methods.
However, principals can also encourage teachenauntyg (Pearson, 1995). When principals give
more opportunities for participation in major déars, understand teachers’ conditions and
needs, establish a school climate which suppaathtr autonomy, and assign autonomy to
teachers, teachers can gain improved autonomy (&sS8iplatka, 2003). Such teachers can feel
that their principal protects them from the pressuirtheir state’s administration and produces a
school environment in which teachers can implernttegit autonomy (Byrne, 2009; Crocco &
Costigan, 2007).

It is assumed that educational reforms threaterheraautonomy (Quiocho & Stall, 2008;
Spillane et al., 2002; Brunetti, 2001). Under thecantability policies, standards, contends, and
curriculum for classroom learning are given anabeas had little flexibility in the content they
taught (Desimone, 2013). For example, many edutatiworks, such as curriculum, texts, class
size, scheduling, and space allocations, may beaited by legislatures rather than by teachers
(Pearson & Hall, 1993). To reach a state’s perfoicesstandards, teachers may abandon their
curriculum and the teaching practices that are foesheir students, and they may diminish their
creativity, choice, and spontaneity (Hood, 2012rtel§ 2010; Wills & Sandholtz, 2009; Garvin,
2007).

Other opinions also exist. In schools that aredbosoupled systems, accountability can
produce recoupling between policies and classrdbtabett, 2010). Because of the process of
creating tight couplings, teachers may follow actability regulations in some areas: however,
in other areas where loose couplings still exesichers can maintain their autonomy. For
example, teachers can change their curriculum baisele state’s content standards, but they

may continue their instruction with autonomy (Diamdp2012; Spillane, Parise, & Sherer, 2011).
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Teachers may need and seek to find a balance Ipetimeen accountability and professionalism.

Under the situation that the states’ accountalsiytstems are not the same, | assume that
there might be differences in principals’ influerare standards, curriculum, and instruction, and
this difference in influence can affect teacheoaoty. These differences in principals’

activities can be related to teacher autonomy.

2) Teachers' professional development

In the era of accountability, the importance offpssional development has increased
because professional development can be an e#attgthod to improve teachers’ content
knowledge, their teaching capacities, and highmttieking skills that are related to students’
performance. First, from professional developmeathers can acquire content knowledge
(Youngs & King, 2002; Ball & Cohen, 1999) and prainl-solving abilities (Jasper & Taube,
2004). Second, professional development can impieaehers’ instruction (Hill, 2007; Lambert,
2003; Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 208/id develops alternative student
assessments in their classrooms (Sato, Wei, & mgpHiammond, 2008; Desimone, Porter, Garet,
Yoon, & Birman, 2002). Third, schools where teashgain opportunities to participate in
professional development about students’ performamcl educational policies can have higher
student educational outcomes than schools whecbdemdo not have these opportunities (Louis
et al., 2010; Yoon et al., 2008; Joyce & Showe@92).

Principals have been considered as essential biEingsachers’ professional
development (Youngs & King, 2002; Hallinger & Muspti986). First, as a builder and designer
of professional development, principals can depigriessional development programs based on

school visions, and they evaluate the programs€K2809; Lindstrom & Speck, 2004).
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Moreover, principals in effective schools can remige faculty meetings to focus on
professional development among teachers (SanZq 20&1). When principals establish more
consistent visions, teachers can coherently ppéieiin professional development programs
(Graczewski et al., 2009).

Second, principals can create school contextstih@iurage teachers to actively
participate in professional development programal{from & York-Barr, 2011; Rice & Malen,
2003). Principals can secure additional time, idditional funds for workshops and
conferences, and allocate school educational reesuo support professional development
(Graczewski et al., 2009; Kose, 2009; Arbogast42@@ungs & King, 2002). They can offer
opportunities for teachers to connect with variotganizations from outside, such as local
universities and nonprofit organizations for exémssistance (Sebring & Bryk, 2000), and to
participate in decision-making processes relatqatafessional development (Newmann, King,
& Youngs, 2000).

Teachers’ participation in professional developneamt be influenced by their state’s
educational policies. A state’s strong tasks actahility atmosphere can lead teachers to
participate in professional development programss{idone et al., 2007), so when states use
criterion-referenced assessments that are alignstite standards in mathematics at the high
school level, teachers’ participation time in cartttocused professional development can
increase (Phillips et al., 2011; Desimone et &Q7). Also, 24 states provide some money for
professional development, and 38 states make ragudahat teacher should participate in
professional development to maintain their licer(8sser, 2001).

Under the situation that the states’ accountalsiytstems are not the same, | assume that

there might be differences in principals’ facilitegf teachers’ learning. Differences in principals’
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activities can influence differences of teachesstigipation time in professional development.
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CHAPTER THREE

. METHODLOGY

In this methodology chapter, | will explain a coptieal model, research questions,

hypotheses, data sets, variables, and analysiodseth

1. Conceptual Model

Based on literature review, | established a sinspleceptual model like Figure 111-1
comprised of three parts: states, principals, eadhers. | found that each state has different
accountability policies: the proficiency performargtandards, the annual measurable objectives
(AMO) strength, and high school graduation exitraga Based on these findings, | assumed that
these dissimilar policies could make the diffederntl of accountability strength. This states’
accountability strength can affect principals’ r@sges: principals’ influence on instruction and
their facilitation of teachers’ learning. This gsitaccountability strength can also influence
teacher autonomy and their participation time iofggsional development programs. Principals’
perception and activities may affect teachers’ atlanal activities, such as instruction, selection

of curriculum, and participation in professionald®pment.
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Principals

Teachers’ responses to
Principals’ response to
accountability
- Having influence on instruction

Figure 11I-1 A Conceptual Model

For interpretation of the references to color in ths and all other figures, the reader is referred tahe electronic version
of this dissertation
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2. Research Questions and Hypotheses

Based on the conceptual model, | created the tegareh questions and nine hypotheses.

The first research question What is the relationship between strength ofestat
accountability systems and principals’ respondear influence on instruction and their
facilitation of teacher learning?

a) Are there differences in principals’ responsesdmoantability strength of 51 states?

b) Which states’ accountability strength factors aff@incipals’ responses?

¢) Which principals’ individual factors and school @ewmental factors affect

principals’ responses?

Hypothesis 1 States’ high proficient performance standards @Brength, and high
school graduation exit exams will be negatively amgphificantly correlated with principals’
influence on instruction.

Hypothesis 2 States’ high proficient performance standards @Brength, and high
school graduation exit exams will be positively anghificantly correlated with principals’
support of professional work.

Hypothesis 3 States’ high proficient performance standards @Brength, and high
school graduation exit exams will be positively anghificantly correlated with principals’
provision of professional days before the schoakye

Hypothesis 4 States’ high proficient performance standards @Brength, and high
school graduation exit exams will be positively anghificantly correlated with principals’

provision of professional days during the schoarye
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The second research questiotWhat is the relationship between strength ofestat
accountability systems and teachers’ responsesheeautonomy and their participation in
professional development programs?

a) Are there differences in teachers’ responses touattability strength of 51 states?

b) Which states’ accountability strength factors dfteachers’ responses?

c) Which teachers’ individual factors, principals’ imdlual factors, and school

environmental factors affect teachers’ responses?

Hypothesis 5 States’ high proficient performance standards @\Brength, and high
school graduation exit exams will be negatively amphificantly correlated with teacher
curriculum autonomy.

Hypothesis 6 States’ high proficient performance standards @\Brength, and high
school graduation exit exams will be negatively amphificantly correlated with teacher
instructional autonomy.

Hypothesis 7 States’ high proficient performance standards @Brength, and high
school graduation exit exams will be positively anghificantly correlated with teachers’
participation time in professional development pamgs related to content.

Hypothesis 8 States’ high proficient performance standards @\Brength, and high
school graduation exit exams will be positively anghificantly correlated with teachers’
participation time in professional development pamgs related to instruction.

Hypothesis 9 States’ high proficient performance standards @Brength, and high
school graduation exit exams will be positively anghificantly correlated with teachers’

participation time in professional development pamgs related to classroom management.
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3. Data

To respond to these research questions, informabont states, district, schools, and
principals was needed. First, state level infororatelated to accountability systems came from
states’ Consolidated Application Accountability Wbook. The workbook is organized using ten
principles of accountability and explains a plamteach state implements a statewide
accountability system that included all public salsand all students in the schools. Their
workbooks illustrate proficiency performance stadastarting points, intermediate goals, and
assessment systems.

Second, School principals and school informatiane&om the National Center for
Educational Statistic’s (NCES) School And Staff\@&ayr (SASS) 2007-2008. SASS, as a set of
guestionnaires of teachers, principals, schools dstricts, provides descriptive data in the
context of elementary and secondary education. SAS8&des teacher education, certification,
school climate, school size, and student populati&0 states.

SASS has four components from the school questiomrhe teacher questionnaire, the
principal questionnaire, and the school districégjionnaire by sent to respondents in public,
private, and Bureau of Indian Education/tribal sikol handled only public school, principals,
and teachers because public schools may be mduenckd by state accountability systems than
those private schools (McDonald, 2002) because@abhools should follow mandates, rules,
and regulations which education agencies set iardodmaintain educational funding (Rudolph,
2006).

Since 1987, SASS has been investigated: 1987-188®kyear, 1990-1991 school year,
1993-1994 school year, 1999-2000 school year, ZDWBF school year, 2007-2008 school year,

and 2011-2012 school year. The data set in the-2003 may not represent states’
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accountability conditions under NCLB begun in 2080, because since 2011 states have
gained flexibility of accountability, data set imet2011-2012 may not present states’
accountability systems. Based on this reason, artf@ngeven data set, | used a data set in the
2007-2008 SASS that include 9,800 public schog&)® public school principals, and 47,600
public school teachers.

In this study, | gave attention to the responsgwiolcipals and teachers in the secondary
schools. Under the accountability policies, seconpdahools may receive more concern than
elementary schools. Secondary schools tend tddrge complex organization because of
specialized content focus, so teachers in theseotmay be likely to have more professional
autonomy (Gross & Goertz, 2005). Moreover, highostigraduation exit exams can influence
principals, teachers, and students in secondagosshlhe public secondary school data include
2, 847 principals and 19,973 teachers.

In the public secondary school data, there are22yidle principals and 735 female
principals. The SASS public secondary school datarhore white principals (2,526) than non-
white principals (321). The number of suburban stherincipals (1,316) is more than the
number of rural and urban schools principals. Theracteristics of principal data set are shown

in Table IlI-1.

Table I1I-1 The Characteristics of Principal Data Set

Gender Race School region
Total
Male Female Non-white White Urban  Suburban Rural
2,112 735 321 2,526 580 1,316 951 2,847

In the public secondary school teacher data, thex&,350 male and 11,623 female
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teachers. There are more white principals thanwaoite teachers. The number of suburban
schools teachers is more than the number of radhbigban schools teachers. The characteristics

of principal data set are shown in Table IlI-2.

Table 1lI-2 The Characteristics of Teacher Data Set

Gender Race School region
Total
Male Female Non-white White Urban  Suburban Rural
8,350 11,623 1,701 18,272 580 1,316 951 19,973

According to the secondary schools data, among/Ba€achers, the number of teachers

who responded that they teach eighth grade is 341¥&ut four hundred fifty teachers said that

they teach English field, such as English, readamgl, speech. Another about hundred fifty

teachers teach mathematics such as algebra, cglamd geometry. About two thousand three

hundred fifty teachers mentioned that they teaghthigrade, not English or mathematics. The

Table 111-3 shows the distribution of teachers bpjects and grades.

Table 111-3 The Characteristics of Teacher Data Set

Test subjects Non-test
Grade - - . Total
English Mathematics | Subjects
Seventh grade 447 371 2,050 2,868
Eighth grade 452 471 2,349 3,272
Ninth grade 1,742 1,987 9,222 12,951
Tenth grade 1,915 2,219 10,605 14,739
Eleventh grade 2,011 2,214 10,887 15,112
Twelfth grade 1,941 2,085 10,588 14,614
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4. Variables

1) The strength of states’ accountability systems

Accountability strength was comprised of three det proficiency performance
standards, AMO strength, and high school graduaaintests. The first factor was the level of
proficiency performance standards, which is theesponding NAEP score based on states’
proficiency performance standards. There are twedyof proficiency performance standards:
reading and mathematics. Original data of proficyeperformance standards for math and
reading were non-normal distribution, which canpratduce reliable results. | changed these two
original data into standardization data and gatmexdtypes of z-scores; proficiency performance
standards z-score for reading and proficiency perémce standards z-score for mathematics.
After acquirement of these two z-scores, | acqumean of two z-scores of proficiency
performance standards for reading and mathematieshigher the scores, the more difficult
states reach the goals and the stronger statesabawantability systems. | obtained this
information from Bandeira de Mello’s (2009) repottwever, assessment data of Nebraska
and Utah State were not available.

The second factor was AMO strength, which is thamaifference of starting points for
reading and mathematics in 2002 and intermediaésgo 2007 for reading or mathematics
assessment in eighth grade. However, New York, lktea and Vermont used their starting
point and intermediate goals as scale score, egbehcent proficient improvement. | divided the
difference between starting point and intermedimigls on the scale score by the maximum
scale score on the test to calculate the accolityadirength. Because like proficiency
performance standards, original data of AMO stresigtere abnormal distribution, | gained the

mean of two standardization data of AMO strengttare for reading and AMO strength z-score
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for mathematics. The larger differences of betwaarting points and intermediate goals may be

more difficult for students to approach at goald #re stronger states have accountability.

Starting points and intermediate goals were showsection 3 of state’s accountability

workbooks.

Table I11-4 The Strength of States’ Accountability Systems

Proficiency High school Proficiency High school

performance AMO graduation performance AMO graduation

standards strength exit exams standards strength exit exams
AL -1.00 -0.66 1 MT 0.51 -0.57 0
AR -0.63 -0.62 1 NE - 0.23 0
AZ -0.11 0.89 1 NV -0.07 0.02 1
AK 0.34 -0.14 0 NH 0.83 -1.38 0
CA - 0.32 1 NJ 0.28 0.22 1
CO -0.94 -0.18 0 NM 0.57 0.27 1
CT -0.65 0.15 0 NY 0.59 -1.89 1
DE -0.15 -0.46 0 NC -1.03 -0.91 1
FL 0.43 0.77 1 ND 0.48 0.79 0
GA -2.02 -0.69 1 OH -0.39 -0.30 1
HI 0.77 1.41 0 OK -1.21 -1.88 0
ID -0.63 -0.31 1 OR -0.10 0.19 0
IL -1.00 0.45 0 PA -0.01 0.07 0
IN 0.04 -0.43 1 RI 0.55 -0.44 0
A 0.01 -0.48 0 SC 2.66 2.45 1
KS -0.18 0.75 0 SD 0.14 0.36 0
KY 0.48 -0.13 0 TN -2.46 -0.89 1
LA -0.11 0.41 1 TX -0.92 -0.36 1
ME 1.07 0.24 0 uT - -0.55 0
MD 0.41 1.52 0 VT 1.07 -1.89 0
MA 1.29 0.06 1 VA -0.62 -0.18 1
MI -0.63 0.50 0 WA 0.79 2.06 1
MN 1.21 -1.32 1 wv -1.18 -1.37 0
MS -0.10 1.85 1 Wi -0.81 -0.16 0
MO 1.56 1.70 0 wy 0.34 0.52 0
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The last factor was high school graduation exit®akithough many states did not have
high school graduation exit exams, some stateseimg@hted high school graduation exit exams,
such as comprehensive exams and end-of-course eXaargfore, | coded states with high
school graduation exit exams as 1 and states wit@ams as 0. | obtained this information
from Zabala (2007)’s report “State High School BEExtams: Working to Raise Test Scores”.

Accountability strength of each stat was shownahl& I11-4.

2) Principals’ responses

Principals’ responses include four factors: priatspinfluence on instruction, their
support of professional work, their provision obfassional days before the school day, and their
provision of professional days during the schogl daese variables come from principal
guestionnaire in SASS 2007 data set.

Although instruction is a teachers’ work, princpahn also influence teachers’
instruction in three fields: setting performancanstards for students of this school, establishing
curriculum at this school, and evaluating teachasguction at this school. These questions
were measured by a 5-point of Likert-type scale.

Principals encourage teachers to participate ifepsional development through
facilitating teacher learning and provision of @edional days. Facilitating teacher learning are
reducing teachers’ work, employing substitute teasho cover teachers’ classes, using common
planning time, and operating early dismissal a& &art for students.

Provision of professional days happens in the aggof the students’ school years and
during the students’ school years. These aspectsmweasured by whether or not schools use

(yes=1/no=0).
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3) Teachers’ responses

Teachers’ responses were comprises of teacherautoand teachers’ participation time
in professional development programs. Teacherdlystem have two types of autonomy:
teacher curriculum autonomy and teacher instruatianatonomy. Teacher curriculum autonomy
is selecting textbooks and other instructional maleand selecting content, topics, and skills to
be taught. Teacher instructional autonomy is selgt¢eaching techniques, evaluating and
grading students, disciplining students, and dateng the amount of homework to be assigned.
These questions were measured by a 5-point of ttilgpe scale.

Teachers can participate in various professionatid@ments including the content of
the subjects they teach; reading instruction; studescipline and management in the classroom.
Although | could make a model that has one dependerable as an average of three fields of
professional development participation time, | aaaume that the taking of one kind of
professional development may be unrelated to tkiegaof other kinds of professional
development programs (Desimone et al., 2007). Towexel analyzed three kinds of professional
development participation time as dependent vafbleachers answered their participation
time in six professional development programs aghst 12 months. These questions were
measured by a 4-point scale a) 8hours or less,116) l¥ours, ¢) 17-32 hours, and d) 33 hours or
more). Major variables are shown in Table IlI-5e§h variables come from teacher

guestionnaire in SASS 2007 data set.
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Table I11-5 Variables of Principals’ and Teachers’responses

Variables Questions
Principals’ influence on How much actual influence do you think each group o
instruction person has on decisions concerning the following
activities?
I.  Setting performance standards for students of this
school

ii.  Establishing curriculum at this school
iii.  Evaluating teachers of this school

Principals’ | Support of Are the following used to provide teachers in gghool
facilitation | professional with time for professional development during regul
of teacher | work contract hours?

learning I.  Substitute teachers to cover teachers’ classes

ii.  Early dismissal or late start for student

iii. ~ Common planning time for teachers for professional
development

iv. Reduced teacher work loads

Provision of Are the following used to provide teachers in gghool

professional with time for professional development during regul

days contract hours?

I.  Professional days built in before the beginninghef
students’ school year

ii.  Professional days built in during the school year

Teacher Curriculum How much actual control do you have im classroom at
autonomy this school over the following areas of your planghand
teaching?

I.  Selecting textbooks and other instructional makeria
ii.  Selecting content, topics, and skills to be taught
Instruction How much actual control do you haveun classroom at
this school over the following areas of your plarghand
teaching

I.  Selecting teaching techniques

ii.  Evaluating and grading students
iii.  Disciplining students
iv.  Determining the amount of homework to be assigned

Teachers patrticipation time In the past 3years, how many hours did you speritiese
in professional activities?

development i.  Content of the subjects you teach
ii.  Reading instruction
iii.  Students discipline and management in the classroom
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4) Control variables

To respond four research questions, | used comairidbles in the level of principals,
schools, and teachers. Principals’ control varslere gender, race, educational background,
the years as principals, ASPIRING participatiorg arevious participation in professional
development. High scores of educational backgronedn that the principals may have high
degree. The years as principals are the yearsipaiscserve as the principal of a current school
and any other schools. Principals’ control varialdeme from principal questionnaire in SASS
2007 data set.

Schools’ control variables were region, size, avdad economic status (SES). School
region was classified into large or mid-size cdrtity, urban fringe, and small town or rural
area. | let the “Large or mid-size central citytagory be the reference category, and create two
dummy variables: urban fringe and small town oakarea. School size was measured by the
number of student who is enrolled in the schoothio8l SES was inversely measured by the
number of students who participate in the feders br reduced-price lunch programs. High
scores of school SES means that the schools hawvstdelents who participate in free or
reduced-price lunch programs. These variables dooneschool questionnaire in SASS 2007
data set.

There were three types of school climate: teaclstia’ed responsibility, student learning
attitude, and schools’ resource adequacy. Thresatis were measured four, two, and four
teachers’ questions that were measured by a 5-pblikert-type scale. When the scores of
teachers’ shared responsibility are high, teacherseived that they have high-shared
responsibility about accountability systems. Highres of student learning attitude mean good

student learning attitude. Low schools’ resourcega@dcy scores means that school have less
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hygiene factors which affect dissatisfaction altjothese factors do not motivate teachers.
Teachers’ control variables were gender, race, @l background, teaching years,

high-qualified teachers, and eighth grade testesildpacher. Eighth grade test subject teachers

were eighth teachers who teach Mathematics and€Englhese variables come from teacher

guestionnaire in SASS 2007 data set. Specific qurestvere shown in Table 111-6.
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Table 111-6 Control Variables

Variables | Questions
Principals / Schools
Gender Male: 0 / Female: 1
Race Non-white: 0 / White: 1

Educational background

Below Master: 1 / SpeciafigtDoctoral: 3

The years as principal

The years as principalsesas\the principal of a current school
and any other schools

ASPIRING program

No: 0/Yes: 1

Professional development
participation

No:0/Yes: 1

Suburban Large or mid size central city: 0 / Urbiarge: 1

Rural Large or mid size central city: 0 / Small towr rural area: 1
Size The number of students who enrolled in tiheskt

School SES The number of students who participatilea federal free or

reduced-price lunch program (Inversely coding)

Teachers’ shared
responsibility

i.  Rules for student behavior are consistently enfbine
teachers in this school, even for students whaatén
their classes.

Most of my colleagues share my beliefs and valbesia
what the central mission of the school should be.
There is a great deal of cooperative effort ambegstaff

members.
iv.  Inthis school, staff members are recognized fobavell
done.

Student learning attitude I. The level of student misbehavior in this schoot(sas
noise, horseplay or fighting in the halls, cafetear student
lounge) interferes with my teaching.

ii.  The amount of student tardiness and class cuttirigi$
school interferes with my teaching.

Schools’ resource adequagy I.| am satisfied with my teaching salary.

ii.  Necessary materials such as textbooks, supplids; @y
machines are available as needed by the staff.

iii.  Routine duties and paperwork interfere with my gbb
teaching.

iv. | am given the support | need to teach students special
needs.

Teachers

Gender Male: 0/ Female: 1

Race Non-white: 0 / White: 1

Educational background

Bachelor: 0 / Master: 1

Teaching years

The years as teachers serve asattteets

High qualified teachers

No: 0/Yes: 1

Eighth grade & test subjec

The other grade: @ht grade & English or Math: 1
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5. Analysis of Principal’s Responses to AccountabilityPolicies

In order to examine whether or not there is retatibetween the strength of states’
accountability systems and principals behaviorsteel to professional development and
instructions, | used 2-level hierarchical lineardaling (HLM). Principals are nested within their
states. HLM can reveal these hierarchical featanesenable researchers to examine
relationships involving predictors at two or moegéls (Davison, Kwak, Seo, & Choi, 2002;

Whitener, 2001).

Table I11-7 Descriptive Statistics for the 2-levelAnalysis Variables

Variable name N Mean SD Min Max
Level-1 | Influence on instruction 2,640| 3.65| 042 1.00 4.00
Support of professional work 2,557 | 2.37 0.99 0.00 4.00
Provision of professional days before 2557 | 0.96 0.18 0.00 1.00
school year
Provision of professional days during 2557 | 0.92 0.26 0.00 1.00
school year
Principal gender 2,640| 0.26 0.44 0.00 1.00
Principals race 2,640 | 0.88 0.32 0.00 1.00
Principals educational background 2640 1.49| 0.67 1.00 3.00
The years as principal 2,640 | 8.44 6.76 1.00 45.00
ASPIRING program 2640 0.52| 0.50[ 0.00 1.00
Professional development participation 2,640 | 0.98 0.15 0.00 1.00
Suburban 2640 0.46| 0.50[ 0.00 1.00
Rural 2,640 0.34| 0.47  0.0( 1.00
School size 2,513 3.63 1.4y 1.00 5.00
School SES 2,505  2.5( 1.5 0.0 5.00
Teachers’ shared responsibility 2524 | 294 0.37 1.25 4.00
Student learning attitude 2,524 271 0.52 1.00 4.00
Schools’ resource adequacy 2524 | 2.65 0.32 1.25 4.00
Level-2 | The proficiency performance standargs 47 0.0: | 0.93| -2.46| 2.66
AMO strength 47 0.00 0.99| -189 245
High school graduation exit exam 47 0.47 0.50 0.00 1.00
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Among the 50 states, California, Nebraska, and Stake did not have proficiency
performance standards, so three states were exiclaia level 2 HLM analysis. About 2,600
principals in 47 states were analyzed in 2-levalysis. Descriptive statistics for the 2-level
analysis variables appear in Table IlI-7.

First of all, I analyzed a fully unconditional mddene-way ANOVA with random
effects — with principals’ influence of instructi@md their support professional development to
estimate the proportion of within- and between-groariability in the dependent variable

(Raudenbush & Bryk, 1992). A fully unconditional de represented below.

Principal level: Influence on instructipe BO + R
Support of professional wajk= BO + R
Provision of professional days before the schoaljye BO + R

Provision of professional days during the schoaliye BO + R

State level: BO = GO0 + UO

Influence on instructiop= The level of influence on instruction of principan state |

Support of professional wajk= The level of support of professional work of piiral i
in state |

Provision of professional days before the schoalijye The level of provision of
professional days before the school year of praddip state |

Provision of professional days during the schoalrye The level of provision of

professional days during the school year of priakipn state |
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BO = Each state’s mean of principals influencer@iruction, facilitating teacher learning,
or provision of professional days

GO0 = Grand mean of principals influence on ingtaug facilitating teacher learning, or
provision of professional days

R = The principal level variance

U = The state level variance

This fully unconditional model analysis can yieldiatra-class correlation coefficient
(ICC), which is “the proportion of the variancetive outcome variable that is between the

second-level units” (Kreft & Leeuw, 1998, p. 9).ths study, ICC represented the proportion of

variance in principals’ responses between states fdrmula for ICC is ICC Z44/(Too +
82)”, whereT, is the variability ofl;; at the first level, and? is the variance aby ; at the

second level. The ICC can be important in multilarealyses because it can allow determining
the extent to which principals’ responses vary agnstates and to which teachers’ responses
vary among schools (Raudenbush & Bryk, 1992).

Next, to check the first and second hypothesest, lesearch models, the intercepts as
outcome model in which level 1 intercept could kplained by the level 2 predictors (Hofmann,
Griffin, & Gavin, 2000). From this research modetan confirm influential factors on
principal’s influence on instruction and their fiéeattion of teachers’ learning. To check whether
there is relationship between states’ accountglstiength and principals’ professional
development support or their influence on instiuttil added four types of variables model:
accountability strength, teachers’ individual vhtés, school variables, and school climate

variables.
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The states’ accountability strength variables wieeeproficiency performance standards
and AMO strength, and high school graduation ests. The proficiency performance standards
were the sum of the proficiency performance stahglarscores for reading and math and AMO
strength were the sum of AMO strength z-scoresdading and math.

In the hierarchical linear modeling, there are ¢higentering” options to help interpret
results (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998; Raudenbush & Biy¥92): “raw score (no centering), grand
mean centering (in which individual scores are a@@&d from the grand mean), and group mean
centering (in which individual scores are devidtedn their respective group means)” (Gavin &
Hofmann, 2002, p. 28). Although the appropriatec@®n of centering depends on the research
model, grand-mean centering generally providesbettimates and interpretability (Whitener,
2001). Based on these findings, | used grand meategng for variables except for dummy

variables in my research model. The intercept &some model is represented below.

Principal level: Influence on instructipn
Support of professional wayk
Provision of professional days before the schoalijyeor

Provision of professional days during the schoalrye

= B0 + B1*(Gender) + B2*(Race) + B3*(Educationakckground) +
B4*(Years as principals) + B5*(ASPIRING programs) +
B6*(Professional development participation) + B7fffirban) + B8*(Rural) +
B9*(Size) + B10*(SES) + B11*(Teachers’ shared respbility) +

B12*(Student learning attitude) + B13*(Schools’sasce adequacy) + R
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State level: BO = GO0 + GO1*(The proficiency penfi@nce standards) +
G02*(AMO strength) + GO3*(High school graduationtexxams) + U0
Bl =G10
B2 =G20
B3 =G30
B4 = G40
B5 = G50
B6 = G60
B7 =G70
B8 = G80
B9 = G90
B10 = G100
B11l = G110
B12 = G120

B13 = G130
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6. Analysis of Teachers’ Responses to Accountabilitydficies

In order to investigate the third and forth reskdrgpotheses, | used three-level
hierarchical linear modeling (HLM). When using HL&nalysis, we have to consider sample size
(Bell, Morgan, Kromrey, & Ferron, 2010) because kis@mple and cluster size can produce
biased and inaccurate estimates (Bell et al., 2@£pecially, using a large-scale data set such as
SASS, researchers have experienced the difficufidata sparseness: few individuals are
dispersed among a large number of level-2 unitd,(Berron, & Kromrey, 2008).

Adequate sample size at each level for analysigesan be adjusted based on different
interests in “parameter estimates, different exaiemt of statistical power, and different ranges
of tolerable bias and accuracy” (Shih, 2008, p. 830/30 rule (30 groups with 30 individuals)
for relatively unbiased and accurate random compoestimates is normal in educational

researches (Maas & Hox, 2004). Concretely, to pteduore valid estimates of level 1 intercept

. 2 . . .
variance ¢ ), level 2 intercept varianceg), and the level 2 slope varianag4), at least a

group size of 5 (at least 100 groups), 10 (at 12@6tgroups), and 20 (at least 200 groups) is
needed (P. Clarke & Wheaton, 2007). When you exammitgractions across levels, a minimum
of 20 observations (level-1) for 50 groups (levei2Zrecommended (Hox, 1998).

For unbiased and efficient estimates of the fixéeets and variance components, we
need “10 observations per group (even at low ICides as long as there are at least 200 groups”
(P. Clarke & Wheaton, 2007, p. 345). “If one isling) to accept a standard error that is 5%
higher than this minimum, then cluster number cama®low as 9” (Snijders & Bosker, 2012, p.
186). However, because the number of groups is mguertant than group size to produce
unbiased estimates (P. Clarke & Wheaton, 2007)nwihere are many numbers of groups, fixed

effects were affected by small group size (Thetadlle 2011; Maas & Hox, 2002).

72



Based on these literature reviews, | modified aarsize. There may not be any
problems to examine the first and second questlmetause each state has sufficient number of
schools: in SASS dataset, Hawaii has 23 schoolatitbrnia has 95 schools. However,
insufficient teacher respondents in each schoohtalke difficulties analyzing the third and
fourth research questions: the effects of accollittafystems on teachers via principals’
different responses. For examples, no state hallaokthat includes seventeen teacher
respondents. Sixteen Florida schools had only eaeher responded and ten California schools
had two teacher respondents (see detail Appendix E)

After considering these conditions, | decided te idormation from schools in which
seven teachers responded for 3-level HLM analyglgen | set a cluster size as 10, 9 or 8, | can
use principals and teachers from only twenty-sxtyf or forty-six states can be examined. The
analysis using a small number of states may beneaningful to examine the research questions:
the relationship between strength of accountalslstems and teachers’ responses. Rhode
Island was excluded from analysis because thréesst® not have seven schools that have
seven teacher respondents. Also, California, N&harasd Utah did not have proficiency
performance standards; so three states also exkcllilerefore, to respond the third and fourth
research questions, | analyzed teachers who camedchool with minimum seven teacher
respondents in 46 states: 10,840 teachers comelfft®8 schools in 46 states. Descriptive

statistics for the 3-level analysis variables appedable 111-8.
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Table 111-8 Descriptive Statistics for the 3-levelAnalysis Variables

Variable name N Mean SD Min Max
E(;(r)]];zi?ional development time for 10,840 | 2.03 143 00d 400
iF; rs‘i‘;ﬁifl'(‘)’r:‘a' developmenttimefor | 14840 077 1.05 009 4.00
Zggf;gﬁ;ﬂgﬁ;’gfrﬁ;“netm timefor | 190840| 0.61| 087 004 4.00
Teacher curriculum autonomy 10,840 2.99 0.89 1/00.00 4
Level-1 Teacher instructional autonomy 10,840 3.68 0.40 001, 4.00
Gender 10,840 059 049 0.00 1.00
Race 10,840 0.92 0.27 0.00 1.00
Educational background 10,652 0.54 0.50 0,00 1.00
Teaching years 10,840 1440 11.65 -1/00 54.00
High qualified teachers 10,840 0.8y 0.33 0.00 1.00
Eighth grade & test subject 10,840 0.03 0.17 0,00.001
Influence on instruction 1,198 3.65 0.41 1.33 4.00
Support of professional work 1,198 2.36 0.97 0.00 .004
Eég\(;isli(;r;:rf professional days before 1,198 0.96 0.19 000 1.00
Eég\(;l(;l(;g;): professional days during | 4 195 | go4| 025 000 1.00
Suburban 1,198| 0.52 050 0.00 1.00
Level-2 e ural 1,198 | 025/ 043 000 1.00
School size 1,198| 4.3¢ 098 1.00 5.00
School SES 1,198 2.1§ 135 0.0 5.00
Teachers’ shared responsibility 1,198 2.93 0.30 4193.71
Student learning attitude 1,198 2.73 0.46 1.p1 3.93
Schools’ resource adequacy 1,198 2.65 0{26 1.86 6 3.5
The proficiency performance standards 46 -0[02 094.46 | 2.66
Level-3 | AMO strength 46 0.01 1.00 -1.89 245
High school graduation exit exams 46 0.48 0.p1 0/0Qa.00

74



First, | set a fully unconditional model. This mbd#owed me to determine the extent to
which teachers’ responses varied among statesiullifeinconditional model is represented
below.

Teachers level:

Teacher curriculum autonomy= PO + E

Teacher instructional autonogjy= PO + E

Teachers’ professional development time for cofentP0 + E
Teachers’ professional development time for instong, = PO + E

Teachers’ professional development time for classronanagemeft = PO + E

Principals level: PO = BOO + RO

State level: B0OO = G000 + UOO

Teacher curriculum autonorgy/= The level of teacher curriculum autonomy of tead

in school j in state k

Teacher instructional autonogjy= The level of teacher instructional autonomy of

teacher i in school j in state k

Teachers’ professional development time for coftentThe level of teacher’s

professional development time related to contem¢acher i in school j in state k
Teachers’ professional development time for indtongy = The level of teacher’s

professional development time related to instructbteacher i in school j in state k
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Teachers’ professional development time for classronanagemejt = The level of

teacher’s professional development time relatedassroom management of teacher
i in school j in state k

PO= Each principals’ mean of teacher autonomy @ioriculum and instruction and
teachers’ professional development time for contestruction, and classroom
management

B0OO = Each state’s mean of teacher autonomy fatotlum and instruction and teachers’
professional development time for content, instamgtand classroom management

G000 = Grand mean of teacher autonomy for currioudind instruction and teachers’
professional development time for content, instargtand classroom management

E-The teacher level variance

RO = The principal level variance

UO0O0 = The state level variance

To study whether or not there are relations amaaigs accountability strength, changed

principal’ behaviors, and teachers’ autonomy, |lienpented three level HLM analyses. Research

model for the third research question was as falow

Teacher level: Teacher curriculum autongggr Teacher instructional autonojry

= P0 + P1*(Gender) + P2*(Race) + P3*(Educationalkgaound) +
P4*(Years as teachers) + P5*(High qualified teasher

P6*(Eighth grade & Test subjects) + E

Principal level: PO = BOO + BO1*(Influence on insgttion) + BO2*(Suburban) +
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B03*(Rural) + BO4*(Size) + BO5*(SES) +
B06*(Teachers’ shared responsibility) +
BO7*(Student learning attitude) +
B08*(Schools’ resource adequacy) + RO

P1=B10

P2 =B20

P3 =B30

P4 = B40

P5 =B50

P6 = B60

State level: BOO = G000 + G001* (The proficiencyfpemance standards) +

G002* (AMO strength) +
G003* (High school graduation exit exams) 60U

BO1 = G010

B02 = G020

B03 = G030

B04 = G040

B0O5 = G050

B06 = G060

BO7 = G070

B08 = G080

B10 = G100
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B20 = G200

B30 = G300
B40 = G400
B50 = G500
B60 = G600

To examine the relationship among states’ accouityedtrength, changed principal’
behaviors, and teachers’ professional developmamicgation time, | implemented three level
HLM analyses. Research model for the fourth re$equestion is as follows:

Teacher level:

Teachers’ professional development time for cofkeat
Teachers’ professional development time for instomgy or

Teachers’ professional development time for clagsronanagemeft

= PO + P1*(Gender) + P2*(Race) + P3*(Educationalgaound) +
P4*(Years as teachers) + P5*(High qualified teasher

P6*(Eighth grade & Test subjects) + E

Principal level: PO = BOO + BO1*(Support of professal work) +
BO2*(Provision of professional days before the stlhyear) +
BO3*(Provision of professional days during the sahgear) +
B04*(Suburban) + BO5*(Rural) + BO6*(Size) + BO7*(SE+

BO8*(Teachers’ shared responsibility) +
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B09*(Student learning attitude) +
B010*(Schools’ resource adequacy) + RO
P1=B10
P2 =B20
P3 =B30
P4 = B40
P5 =B50

P6 = B60

State level: BOO = G000 + G001* (The proficiencyfpemance standards) +

G002* (AMO strength) +
G003* (High school graduation exit exams) #0UO

BO1 = G010

B02 = G020

B03 = G030

B04 = G040

B0O5 = G050

B06 = G060

BO7 = G070

B08 = G080

B09 = G090

B010 = G0100

B10 = G100
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B20 = G200

B30 = G300

B40 = G400

B50 = G500

B60 = G600
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7. Limitations

Although this paper had several limitations, thggesst limitation was disregarding the
effects of districts. Districts tend to have a poveg allocating financial and human resources to
schools and educational activities (Gamoran & Deeeli986). Moreover, in the age of
accountability, districts set up a coherent visionreasing students’ achievement, implement
district-wide curriculum, and provide district-wigeofessional development programs for
teachers to develop their teaching quality (Ba®82Quschei & Christensen, 2008; Hamilton et
al., 2007; Togneri & Anderson, 2003). Although thstricts’ own standards and their
accountability forces can influence principals &achers’ responses to state accountability
policies (Louis et al., 2010), | should excludetiiits questionnaire because there were few
districts for HLM analysis.

Next limitation is the effects of assistant priradg In many schools, there are assistant
principals and they may practically implement manokool activities. Generally, assistant
principals implement various tasks, such as exeguxternal communication and connection,
implementing school staffs’ development, and mamggurriculum, learning, and teaching.
Especially, as accountability demands increasenteuctional leadership role can become a
major task because the accountability systems esigghthe students’ academic outcomes
(Oleszewski, Shoho, & Barnett, 2012). Although #hassistant principals’ behaviors can affect
principals and teachers’ responses to state acabilityt policies, | did not used assistant
principals variable because the SASS data doesiclatle enough information about assistant

principals.
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CHAPTER FOUR

IV. RESULTS

This chapter will describe the project results,sihtome from two-level and three-level
hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) analysis. Theutts will be illustrated sequentially:
principals’ responses to states’ accountabilityesys and the teachers’ responses to states’

accountability systems.

1. Principals’ Responses to States’ Accountability Sysms

Principals’ influence on instruction, their fadditon of teacher learning, and their
provision of professional days were considerechagtincipals’ responses to states’
accountability systems. This part will describe lgneel, characteristics, and influential factors of

principals’ responses.

1) The level and characteristics of principals’ resposes

Based on the HLM analysis, | obtained the level @maracteristics of the principals’
responses to the states’ accountability strengthcipals’ influence on instruction was 3.648,
and their support of professional work was abo862. In consideration of the fact that the
maximum points of two responses were the same @sn¢jpals perceived that they had more
influence on instruction than in supporting teashprofessional work. Principals’ provision of
professional development before the school year.9&% and during the school year was .926.
This means that principals provide more profesdidags before the school years than during

the school years.
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The variance of principals’ influence on instruatiwas 0.173, and the states’ variance
was 0.002. There were few differences in how ppals’ perceive their influence on instruction
among the states. Each principal and state diffigrenpports professional work, so principals’
variance on support of professional work was 0.2#hd, the states’ variance was 0.041.
Principals’ provision of professional days befdre school year also differed by principals: the
principals’ variance was 0.032. However, there vigtte differences among states in the
professional days before the school year: thestaagiance was 0.002. Provision of
professional days during the school year also hmadies patterns. Although principals’ variance
was 0.068, states’ variance was 0.002. To sumagh principal differently responded to states’
accountability policies, and especially principaspport of professional work had more
variations in principals’ levels. However, thererevéew differences in principals’ responses to
accountability policies among the states, exceppfimcipals’ support of professional work.
Principals in any state had a similar influencarmtruction and provided professional days
before or during the school year, although prinsimupport professional work may be different
from states’ accountability policies.

The ICC showed similar results. The ICC of printspmfluence on instruction was
approximately 1.137%, which means that the stgt@ser over principals’ influence on
instruction is about 1.137 %. Principals’ influeraeinstruction can be affected by principals’
individual characteristics rather than by statdsicational conditions. However, because of the
states’ different characteristics, principals wlawd the same individual characteristics may have
different levels of influence on instruction.

The ICC of principals’ facilitating teacher leargifsupport of professional work and

provision of professional days) was larger thanl@@ of principals’ influence on instruction.
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Three values of ICC of principals’ support of psg®nal work, provision of professional days
before the school year, and provision of professidiays during the school year were 4.1%,
5.2%, and 3.2%. The influences of principals’ indial factors and schools’ factors were 95.9%,
94.8%, and 96.8%, and states’ accountability pedidnfluence were 4.1%, 5.2%, and 3.2%.
Although principals’ support of professional wonkdaprovision of professional days were
affected by principals and school factors more thyastates’ accountability policies, principals
who have the same individual and school charatitesisan implement facilitating teacher

learning according to their state’s dissimilar eatianal policies. These results appear in Table

IV-1.
Table IV-1 The Level of Characteristics of Principds’ Responses
Principals’ responses CoefficientStélrIOIarOI Variance ICC
rror Level-1 | Level-2
Influence on instruction 3.648 0.010 0.173 0.002 010.
Support of professional work 2.367 0.035 0.947 40.0p 0.041

Provision of professional days
before the school year
Provision of professional days
during the school year

0.964 0.007 0.032 0.002 0.052

0.926 0.009 0.068 0.002 0.032

After finding the level and characteristics offqmipals’ responses to states’
accountability policies, | examined the principatdluence on instruction and their facilitating
teacher learning (support of professional develagraad provision of professional days) in 51
states. Principals in lllinois, Massachusetts, Bddkota, and New York tended to have higher
influence on instruction, while Alaska, MarylanadaMichigan principals had low influence on

instruction.
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Principals in California, Maine, lllinois, and Texaere likely to implement supportive
behaviors for teachers’ professional learning, itkansas, Kentucky, and Michigan provided
less support for teachers’ professional learningourteen states, including Pennsylvania and
Washington, almost all principals provided professl days before the school year; however
Indiana, New Jersey, Rhode Island, and Ohio praviderer professional days before the school
year. Five states, such as Pennsylvania, lowaDatalvare principals were likely to provide
professional days during the school year, whileéma, California, and Rhode Island principals

may not. These results appear in Appendix F.

2) The relationship between the strength of states’ @aountability systems and
principals’ responses
The two level HLM analysis is used to answer tigt fiesearch question, about what the
relationship between principals’ responses andgthies’ accountability systems: the proficiency
performance standards, the strength of annual medaswbjectives (AMO), and high school

graduation exit exams. This analysis can lead ézklour hypotheses.

Principals’ influence on instruction

Principals’ influence on instruction was not rethte states’ accountability systems.
AMO strength was related to principals’ perceptditheir influence on instruction. Principals in
the states with large differences between stagoigts and intermediate goals were likely to
have lower influence on instruction than principalshe states with low AMO strength.
However, the proficiency performance standardshagll school graduation exit exams

requirement did not affect principals’ influenceiastruction. There may be little significant
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difference in principals’ influence on instructibetween the states with high proficiency
performance standards and difficult high schootlgedion exit exams and the states with low
standard and no high school graduation exit exaapgirement.

Therefore, the first hypothesis (states’ high miefit performance standards, AMO
strength, and high school graduation exit exambkbeilnegatively and significantly correlated
with principals’ influence on instruction) was patty supported. The results are shown Table

IV-2.

Table IV-2 The Influential Factors for Principals’ Influence on Instruction

Fixed Effect Coefficient S. E.
Principals’ influence on instruction 3.508 0.087
State level
The proficiency performance standards 0.014 0.012
AMO strength -0.017 0.009
High School graduation exit exams -0.004 0.009
Principal (school) level
Gender -0.027 0.019
White -0.03¢ 0.027
Educational background -0.010 0.012
The years as principal 0.001 0.001
ASPIRING program 0.038 0.016
Professional development participation 0.147 | 0.067
Suburban 0.057 0.026
Rural 0.03¢ 0.026
School Size -0.007 0.009
School SES 0.008 0.007
Teachers’ shared responsibility -0.006 0.026
Student learning attitude 0.004 0.017
Schools’ resource adequacy 0.105 0.025

™ P<0.000,” P<0.010, P<0.050
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This model also found principal influential and sohfactors related to principals’
reports on the extent to which they influence ingtion. Principals’ influence on instruction is
related to principals’ participation in developmenbgrams for ASPIRING school principals,
which are formal programs implemented by many stistricts to increase principals’ abilities
and to have a pool of capable principals. Throu§PIRING programs, principals can improve
their capacities that can then be effective tohleeg professional works (Corcoran, Schwartz, &
Weinstein, 2012). Professional development programeeurage principals to acquire better
understanding of students’ academic outcomes aadtéblish a school climate that may be
directly related to students' development (O'Don&éNhite, 2005). Knowledge and
information for instruction acquired by these fotpeofessional developments can lead
principals to have more influence on instruction.

Principals in suburban schools are more likelyawehinfluence on instruction than
principals in urban schools. Because suburban $swdents have been considered as having
high academic achievements, school districts mag kess concern about the principals’
capacities to establish curriculum, to set perforoeestandards, and to evaluate teachers (Bloom
& Owens, 2013), and principals in these suburb&ioals may feel less pressure from
accountability policies. Urban schools may alsoehmwuble with shortages of capable principals
(Owings, Kaplan, & Chappell, 2011). Competent gpats may choose suburban schools; so
suburban school principals can have more influemcmstruction than urban school principals.
However, there was no significant difference impipals’ influence on instruction in rural
schools relative to urban schools.

Schools’ resource adequacy was related to prirgipdluence on instruction. Principals
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in schools with enough salary, sufficient educadlanaterials, and low paperwork may have
more influence on instruction than other principéisschools with ample educational resources
that can provide effective instruction, principatsisider themselves as valuable instructional
leaders (Spiri, 2001), and thus they can more hr#liteence on instruction.

However, other factors such as principals’ genitheiy race, educational background,
years as principals, school size, school SES, &acshared responsibility, and students learning

attitude, did not affect principals’ influence arstruction.

Support of professional work

The two level HLM examined the second hypothesisicipals’ support of professional
work was not related to three states’ accountgtslstems; the proficiency performance
standard, AMO strength, and high school graduaganexams. There may be little differences
in principals’ support of professional work in gstased on the varying elements of
accountability systems. Therefore, the second gsis (states’ high proficient performance
standards, AMO strength, and high school graduaainexams will be positively and
significantly correlated with principals’ facilitain of teachers learning) was not supported.

This two level HLM analysis can identify the influ@l factors for principals’ support of
professional work. Principals’ educational backgmbuyears as principals, ASPIRING programs,
teachers’ shared responsibilities, and schoolswie® adequacy were significant factors rather
than the strength of states’ accountability systdPnimcipals’ educational background and
teaching years can increase principals’ suppompfofessional work. Principals with a high
educational degree, such as specialist or dodiegree, may provide more support for teachers’

professional work than other principals. The yearrincipals appears to increase principals’
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support of professional work. Novice principals nieyve insufficient knowledge about the
technical aspects of school leadership and limitederstanding of human relationships (Nelson,
De la Colina, & Boone, 2008). Lack of knowledge axgerience can lead to less support of
professional work.

In addition, ASPIRING programs can enhance prirlsigaipport for professional work.
Principals who participate in development prograan®ASPIRING school principals can
support teachers’ professional work better thanggpals who did not participate in these
programs. The ASPIRING programs can develop petsomhprofessional qualities and
behaviors that are related to teachers’ profeskwaek and school effectiveness (Corcoran et al.,
2012). The differences of knowledge can substdynishlape how principals led the work and
responded to accountability policies (Louis & Ramn, 2012).

School climate can affect principals’ support foofpssional work. Teachers’ shared
responsibilities in each school can be positivelgted to principals’ support for professional
work. Principals in schools where teachers own nggponsibility for students’ academic
outcomes may provide support for teachers’ probesdiwork, including reducing teacher work
loads and offering substitute teachers. Becauseipels may know about their teachers’ work
and what is required for high performance, thegedtmore effort to support their staffs’
professional work.

However, principals’ gender, race, and professideaklopment participation, and
schools’ region, size, and SES did not affect ppials’ support of professional work. Schools’

resource adequacy was also not a significant fastqurincipals’ support of professional work.
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Provision of professional days before or during tsehool year

From the two level HLM analyses, we can examinethirel and fourth hypothesis.
Among three states’ accountability systems, hidglosetgraduation exit exams were important
influential factors for provision of professionays$ before the school year and during the school
year. The principals in states with high schoolbgetion exit exams may provide fewer
professional days before and during the school ydwr literature indicates that high stakes tests
tend to narrow the curriculum for disadvantagedsitus, to focus on test-taking skills, and to
decrease instruction time for untested subjectyl@a2005). Principals in states with high
school graduation exit exams receive pressure eagmg higher student pass rates on the tests.
This stress may make principals focus more on siistiearning, such as by implementing
mandatory test previews and reviews classes (HAR0@8). Moreover, because high stakes tests
may emphasize basic skills, principals may not fieelnecessity to provide professional days for
improving teachers’ capabilities. Therefore, highaol graduation exit exams may be negatively
associated with principals’ provision of professibdays before and during the school year.
However, the proficiency performance standard ali®DAstrength did not affect principals’
provision of professional days before and durireggbhool year. Therefore, the third and fourth
hypotheses were not supported. The results arershalate 1V-3.

Principals’ provision of professional days befdre school year was influenced by no
principal and school characteristics. Regardleswiotipals’ and schools’ factors, principals
provided professional days before the school y@aly high school graduation exit exams can

influence principals’ provision of professional dayefore the school year.
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Table IV-3 The Influential Factors for Principals’ Facilitating Teacher Learning

Facilitating teacher learning

Provision of

Provision of

Fixed Effect Support of professional day| professional day
professional work before the school during the school
year year
Coeff. S. E. Coeff. S.E Coeff. S. E.
Principals responses 1.907 | 0.205| 0.949 0.039| 0.799 0.079
State level
;g?lg;?gc'ency performance | 4 318 | 0041/ -0.012 | 0.007| 0.006 | 0.009
AMO strength 0.038 | 0.031| 0.013 0.007| -0.007 0.008
g')'(%"r‘ni‘:hoo' graduation exit |4 553 | 0,065| -0.033" | 0.015| -0.034" | 0.017
Principal (school) level
Gender -0.063 | 0.050| -0.005 0.009| 0.017 0.012
White -0.081 0.085| -0.009 0.010| -0.012 0.019
Educational background 0.087 | 0.034| -0.004 0.005| -0.003 0.008
The years as principal 0.007° | 0.003| 0.000 0.001| 0.001 0.001
ASPIRING program 0.145" | 0.035| 0.009 | 0.008| -0.011 | 0.010
E;?;if;;%gi' development 0.260 | 0.153| 0.022 | 0.028| 0.094 | 0.068
Suburban -0.09 0.066 | -0.013 0.010| 0.01 0.016
Rural -0.113 0.070| -0.004 0.010| 0.012 0.018
School Size 0.011 | 0.016| 0.004 | 0.003| 0.005 | 0.004
School SES 0.017 | 0.014| 0.003 0.003| 0.010~ | 0.004
Teachers’ shared responsibility 0.104| 0.051| -0.006 | 0.013| 0.049" | 0.019
Student learning attitude -0.102| 0.044| -0.009 | 0.010| -0.024" | 0.011
Schools’ resource adequacy 0.036 0.079| 0.011 0.015| 0.000 0.021

™ P<0.000,” P<0.010, P<0.050

Principals’ provision of professional days durihg school year was influenced by few

principal and school characteristics. In schookhvarge size and with high SES students,

principals can provide more professional days dutine school. Teachers’ shared
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responsibilities encouraged principals to providagssional days during the school year.
Principals who recognize their teachers’ high sti@esponsibilities may believe that additional
professional programs can be useful to increaskests’ academic achievement, and that their
teachers may actively participate in these probesdidays. Positive student learning attitude
may decrease principals’ support for professiorakwPrincipals in the schools with positive
students’ learning attitude may not feel the natess professional days during the school year.
However, other factors affect principals’ provisioihprofessional days during the school year.

The results are shown Table IV-3.

Synthesis of principals’ responses

Among states’ accountability systems, AMO streragid high school graduation exit
exams were negatively related to principals’ resegsnAMO strength may decrease principals’
supporting for teacher learning and high schoaligaéion exit exams can reduce principals’
provision of professional days before and durireggbhool year. However, proficiency
performance standards did not affect four typgsrimicipals’ responses. Based on these results,
the first hypothesis (states’ high proficient pemi@ance standards, AMO strength, and high
school graduation exit exams will be negatively aigphificantly correlated with principals’
influence on instruction) was partially supporteldwever, the second hypothesis (states’ high
proficient performance standards, AMO strength, laigth school graduation exit exams will be
positively and significantly correlated with pripais’ support of professional work), the third
hypothesis (states’ high proficient performancad#ds, AMO strength, and high school
graduation exit exams will be positively and sigrahtly correlated with principals’ provision of

professional days before the school year), andotimth hypothesis (states’ high proficient
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performance standards, AMO strength, and high daraduation exit exams will be positively
and significantly correlated with principals’ prewan of professional days during the school year)
were not supported.

Principals’ influence on instruction and their sapgdor teacher learning were affected
by principals’ individual factors although principgprovision of professional days before and
during the school year were not. School climate draéffect on principals’ support for teacher

learning and their provision of professional daysmg the school year.
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2. Results of Teachers’ Response to States’ Accountatyi Systems

Teachers’ responses to states’ accountability systaclude teacher autonomy for
curriculum and instruction and principals’ part@&in time in programs related to content,
instruction, and classroom management. This pdirdescribe the level, characteristics, and

influential factors of teachers’ responses.

1) The level and characteristics of teachers’ response

The 3-level HLM analyses enabled me to obtain ¢welland characteristics of the
responses of principals and teachers. Teachersmuaiypes of teacher autonomy: curriculum
autonomy and instructional autonomy. The valueeather curriculum autonomy was 2.989, and
the value of teacher instructional autonomy wa3 3.6 hese results show that teachers had
more autonomy for evaluating and grading studehisgjplining students, and determining the
amount of homework to be assigned, than autonomgeiecting textbooks and other
instructional materials, selecting content, topary] skills to be taught, and selecting teaching
techniques.

In teacher curriculum autonomy, teacher variancieoal variance, and state variance
was 0.681, 0.058, and 0.052. Although there wege mariances of teacher curriculum
autonomy among teachers, there were few differeimceshool and states variances. Teacher
variance of teacher instructional autonomy was Ddrtd school variance and state variances
were 0.008 and 0.002. This means that each schddtate may have similar teacher
instructional autonomy, while teachers requireedéht perceptions.

These results show the value of the ICC. 3-leveViHinalysis has two ICC: 2-level ICC,

which the proportion of school-level variance of tbtal variance, and 3-level ICC, which
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means the proportion of state-level variance otdt@ variance. The 2-level ICC of teacher
curriculum autonomy was approximately 7.3%, and3tevel ICC was 6.6%. This means that
when teachers implement autonomy, the influeng&iatipal and school characteristics was
7.3%, and the power of states’ accountability pesiavas 6.6% although the effects of teachers’
individual factors was 86.1%. Although teachers naynore influenced by features of their
individual factors than by schools’, principalsihdastates’ features, they can have different levels
of teacher autonomy based on their principals’psetsi, and states’ characteristics.

The 2-level ICC of teacher instructional autonongas approximately 5.0%, and the 3-
level ICC was 1.2%. When teachers implementedunstnal autonomy, the power of schools
factors and states accountability policies wer&bahd 1.2%. Although the influence of schools
and states on teacher instructional autonomy mapebigger than the influence of teachers’
characteristics, principals’, schools’, and statésiracteristics can make a difference in teacher
instructional autonomy.

Based on these results, teachers have more instracautonomy than curriculum
autonomy. The variance of teacher autonomy isrdiffebased on field: the variance of teacher
curriculum autonomy was bigger than the varianegéacher instructional autonomy. In teacher
curriculum autonomy, school level variance andeska¥el variance were almost the same, so
there may be little difference in teacher instroigéil autonomy among schools and states.

Teachers’ participation time in professional depetent varied in professional
development programs. Teachers spent more timeipattng in content programs (2.046) than
in instruction programs (0.775) or in classroom agement programs (0.600). This means that
teachers may have spent almost 9-16 hours in $te3pgears participating in content programs,

and they may have spent less 8 hours in the pgstr3 on professional development related to
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instruction and classroom management.

There is a lot of teacher variance among teacparsicipation time in professional
development programs. Teachers’ variance in cop@grams was big, as 1.947. Some teachers
may spend more time for content programs partimpabut other teachers may not. However,
the teacher variance in instruction program pgréton and classroom management program
participation was 0.889 and 0.698.

There were also big differences in teachers’ pagdieon time in professional
development programs among schools. Especially¢cipals in some schools may spend more
time in instruction programs than principals inestschools: the school level variance of
instruction programs was 0.146. When teachers speredon participation in professional
development, they may be influenced by school featitHowever, there may be a few
differences of content and classroom managemegtgmoparticipation time among schools
(0.053 and 0.038).

In the state level variance, three types of teaph&fessional development participation
time had similar value: variances of content, imstion, and classroom management were 0.047,
0.059, and 0.014. This means that teachers inéb@ssinay spend similar participation time in
professional development programs.

The 2-level ICC of teachers’ participation in pregenal development programs related
to content, instruction, and classroom management &.6%, 13.3%, and 5.1%. Although the
power of schools and principals characteristiceantent and classroom management programs
was low, teachers were influenced by the schoalspaimcipals features for their participation in
instruction programs.

The 3-level ICC of professional development timedontent, instruction, and classroom
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management was 2.3%, 5.4%, and 1.9%. Teachersiisgetime in professional development
may be more influenced by features of their statesdbuntability policies, although the
influences were smaller than the influence of tee€hndividual characteristics. Although
teachers have the same characteristics, statesiatadility policies can have different time for

professional development. These results appeableTV-4.

Table IV-4 The Level of the Characteristics of Teagers’ Responses

Teachers’ reponses Coeff_Standard Variance ICC ICC
Error | Level-1| Level-2| Level-3 | 2-level | 3-level

Teacher autonomy

- Curriculum 2.989 0.036 0.681 0.058 0.052 0.07®.066

- Instruction 3.672 0.008 0.151 0.008 0.002 0.050.012
Participation time in PD

- Content 2.046 0.036 1.947 0.053 0.047 0.026 23.0

- Instruction 0.775 0.039 0.889 0.146 0.059 0.138.054

- Classroom management 0.600 0.021 0.698 0.0380140; 0.051| 0.019

After understanding the level and characteristideacher autonomy and their
participation time in professional development pawgs, | analyzed two types of teachers’
behaviors by in states. North Dakota, lowa, andrdsota teachers may have high teacher
curriculum autonomy and teacher instructional aoioy Texas, Maryland, and Virginia
teachers may have lower teacher curriculum autoremmdyinstructional autonomy than other
states’ teachers. However, Each state may havéasilenvels of teacher autonomy based on the
types.

Teachers in Arkansas, Utah, Texas, and Vermontspagd more time on professional
development programs related to the content thechtrs in Indiana, New Jersey, and
Mississippi do. Florida, Oregon, and lowa teacltars spend more time on professional

development programs related to instruction thaw Nersey, Georgia, and Oklahoma teachers.
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Arkansas, Texas, and Tennessee teachers weretlikglyn classroom management professional
development programs but Maine, Connecticut, and Mexico teachers may participate little

in professional development about classroom managerBased on these results, Texas and
Arkansas teachers may spend more time on profedsienelopment programs, while
Connecticut and New Mexico teachers are less liteeparticipate in professional development
related to content and classroom management. Tisaiché7 states may have different
participation time by the three types of profesalatevelopment programs. These results appear

in Appendix G.

2) The relationship between states’ accountability sength and teacher autonomy

The three-level HLM analysis can answer the secesdarch question, about what the
relationship between the strength of states’ actadnility systems and teachers’ responses is, and
can check the fifth hypothesis (states’ high piefit performance standards, AMO strength, and
high school graduation exit exams will be negativaid significantly correlated with teacher
curriculum autonomy) and the sixth hypothesis éstdtigh proficient performance standards,
AMO strength, and high school graduation exit exantisbe negatively and significantly

correlated with teacher instructional autonomy)

Teacher curriculum autonomy

The fifth hypothesis can be checked by the threellHLM analysis. The results showed
that states’ high proficiency performance standargsificantly and positively influenced
teacher autonomy related to curriculum. The preficy performance standards can be relatively

long term goals that schools should acquire by 201the 2007-2008 school years when the
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survey was implemented, teachers might have corsidbese standards as clear targets for
making curricular choices and motivation, not asspure. Therefore teachers in states with high
proficiency performance standards enhanced tedd®mse of autonomy in the curriculum.

However, AMO strength were negatively related erteer autonomy in the curriculum at
the .100 significant level and high school graduagxit exams may be negatively related to
teacher autonomy in the curriculum at the .050iBggmt level. AMO strength and high school
graduation exit exams, as relatively short-termigyqaerhaps produce more pressure than the
proficiency performance standards, and thus twtmfa®f states’ accountability systems can
decrease teachers’ autonomy for selecting contehtrestructional materials. The results are
shown Table IV-5.

Contrary to expectations that states’ high profitigerformance standards, AMO
strength, and high school graduation exit exambkbeilnegatively and significantly correlated
with teacher autonomy for curriculum, the resuftthés study show that the accountability
systems in the America send mixed signals to teadbeguide their work: the proficiency
performance standards were positively relatedaohter curriculum autonomy but AMO
strength and high school graduation exit examsaediteacher curriculum autonomy.

Principals’ perceived influence on instructionetated to teacher autonomy for
curriculum. Teachers reported more autonomous idasigbout contents, textbooks, topics, and
skills when their principals reported more poweemmstruction. Principals can be considered as
protectors from the states’ accountability systesosprincipals’ large influence on instruction

can enhance teacher curriculum autonomy (Byrne9;20€bcco & Costigan, 2007).
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Table IV-5 Influential Factors for Teacher Curricul um Autonomy

Fixed Effect Coefficient Standard
Error
Teacher curriculum autonomy 2.189 0.150
State level
The performance standard 0.074 0.029
AMO strength -0.057" 0.031
High School graduation exit exams -0.113 0.056
Principal (school) level
Principal’s influence 0.080° 0.019
Suburban 0.096" 0.034
Rural 0.1917 0.037
School Size -0.093™ 0.014
School SES 0.023" 0.009
Teachers’ shared responsibility -0.021 0.040
Student learning attitude 0.027 0.026
Schools’ resource adequacy 0.740 0.056
Teacher level
Gender -0.018 0.015
Race -0.046 0.044
Educational background 0.055 0.014
Teaching years 0.014™ 0.001
HQT 0.026 0.025
Eighth grade & test subjects -0.390 0.044

EE3

P<0.000,” P<0.010, P<0.050," P<0.100

For teacher autonomy about curriculum, the schaxbfs, such as their regions, size,
and SES were significant factors. Teachers in sadouand rural schools have higher teacher
autonomy for curriculum than teachers in urban ethd’erhaps because rural principals may
perceive school staff as being involved in manyisies making processes (Brown, Carr, Perry,

& Mclntire, 1996), rural school teachers reportiagteacher autonomy. Moreover, because
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urban schools are likely to have more low-perfogrstudents than suburban schools, teachers
in urban schools might feel more pressure to niest state’s AYP standards (Sunderman,
Orfield, & Kim, 2006). This pressure can lead urisahool teachers to have lower curriculum
autonomy than rural and suburban school teachers.

Schools’ size was also a negative influential fao teacher curriculum autonomy.
Teachers in large schools tend to have lower teaaitenomy for curriculum than teachers in
small schools. In small schools, teachers have imt@ireate and personal interactions with
students (V. E. Lee & Loeb, 2000), and thus theyteach based on their students’ needs, not by
following the federal curriculum and its standards.

Teachers in school with high SES tend to have rremeher curriculum autonomy than
teacher in school with low SES. School with low St&8 have low performing students, who
are not able to acquire states’ proficiency pertamoe standards. With this reason, teachers in
low SES schools can try to follow states’ standani$ curriculum and can diminish their
curriculum autonomy.

Among school climate factors, schools’ resourcegadey influenced teacher autonomy
for curriculum. Teachers in schools with resourdecgiacy were likely to have more teacher
autonomy related to curriculum. High satisfactionl fow paperwork, factors of resource
adequacy, were considered as a significant fadtacher autonomy. Teachers who manage
their tasks and have lighter paper work may recgthiemselves as being more autonomous
(Pearson, 1995). Therefore, in schools with resmadequacy, teachers can have more control of
curriculum. However, teachers’ shared responggliand students’ learning attitude were not
significantly related to teacher curriculum autoryom

Individual teacher characteristics, such as teathducational background, teaching
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years, and their teaching grade and subjectsjrdlsenced teacher curriculum autonomy.
Because educational programs and teaching expedaamn provide more knowledge related to
curriculum, teachers who have more education backgt and who have long teaching years
may have more teacher autonomy in curriculum dewssiThese effects are significantly lower
for eighth grade test-subject teachers. They mag htle impact on decisions about the
selection of textbooks and content because theg ttateach a narrowed curriculum in order to

produce high student test scores. The resultshangrs Table 1V-5.

Teacher instructional autonomy

The three-level HLM analysis enabled to check thhn$ypothesis: whether states’ high
proficiency performance standards, AMO strengtlad, @ifficult high school graduation exit
exams will be negatively and significantly correldtwith teacher instructional autonomy. No
states’ accountability policies were a significtattor for teacher instructional autonomy. States’
proficiency performance, AMO strength, and highasdlgraduation exit exams did not
influence teacher instructional autonomy. Becatetes accountability policies focus on
standards and curriculum rather than on instructionrder to increase students’ academic
achievement (Diamond, 2012; Spillane et al., 20tBchers may maintain their autonomy in
instructional fields, including selecting teachteghniques, evaluating students, making
decisions about homework, and disciplining studertierefore, the sixth hypothesis was not

supported. The results are shown Table IV-6.
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Table IV-6 Influential Factors for Teacher Instructional Autonomy

. - Standard

Fixed Effect Coefficient Error
Teacher instructional autonomy 3.557 0.075
State level
The performance standard 0.602 0.008
AMO strength 0.001 0.009
High School graduation exit exams 0.00% 0.009
Principal (school) level
Principal’s influence 0.021" 0.012
Suburban 0.00¢ 0.013
Rural 0.022 0.015
School Size -0.004 0.006
School SES 0.00€" 0.005
Teachers’ shared responsibility 0.07¢” 0.022
Student learning attitude 0.04€¢”" | 0.013
Schools’ resource adequacy 0.09C™ | 0.022
Teacher level
Gender 0.04¢” | 0.008
Race 0.01€ 0.017
Educational background 0007 0.009
Teaching years 0.001” 0.000
HQT 0.0117 0.014
Eighth grade & test subjects 0.052 0.010

£33

P<0.000,” P<0.010, P<0.050," P<0.100

Principals’ influence on instruction can be postwrelated to teacher instructional
autonomy. When their principals report that theldhmoore power over instruction, teachers
perceive their principals as a protector from tia¢es’ accountability systems. Therefore,
principals’ influence on instruction can increasadher instructional autonomy (Byrne, 2009;
Crocco & Costigan, 2007).

Among school characteristics, only school SES erilted teacher instructional autonomy.
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Teachers in schools with high SES students repdinggdhey have more autonomous decisions
about teaching techniques, disciplining studemtd,determining homework than teacher in
schools with low SES students. However, other éggsuch as region and size did not affect
teacher instructional autonomy.

Schools’ resource adequacy, teachers’ shared reigpldy, and positive student learning
attitude were crucial factors for teacher instruedil autonomy. When there is a healthy school
climate, which promotes teachers’ collaboratiormouunication, and job satisfaction (Garvin,
2007; Pearson, 1995), teachers are likely to eréhtmacher instructional autonomy (Sparks,
2012; Erpelding, 1999). Teachers in schools wighheachers’ shared responsibility, positive
students’ learning attitudes, and sufficient schresburces report higher teacher instructional
autonomy than other teachers. However, no schodigdl factors were related to teacher
instructional autonomy.

Among school individual characteristics, gendaacheng years, and highly qualified
teachers were essential factors for teacher irtstnat autonomy. Female teachers reported more
teacher instructional autonomy because female geaghefer to enjoy school professional
communities more than male teachers (Louis, MakSharon, 1996). Experienced teachers can
implement autonomous decisions related to inswacthecause novice teachers receive much
more supervision than veteran teachers, and thengan tends to be directive (Range, Scherz,
Holt, & Young, 2011). Highly qualified teachers haxre instructional autonomy than non-

gualified teachers. The results are shown Tablé. V-

Synthesis of teacher autonomy

States’ accountability systems significantly aféetteacher curriculum autonomy but not
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teacher instructional autonomy. For teacher culummuautonomy, proficiency performance
standards showed positive effects and AMO streagthhigh school graduation exit exams
made negative effectives. The influence of statesbuntability systems on teacher curriculum
autonomy was mixed. However, states’ accountalslygtems did not affect teacher instructional
autonomy.

Based on these results, the fifth hypothesis sthitgh proficient performance standards,
AMO strength, and high school graduation exit exaritisbe negatively and significantly
correlated with teacher curriculum autonomy) wasigldy supported, and the sixth hypothesis
(States’ high proficient performance standards, AM@ngth, and high school graduation exit
exams will be negatively and significantly correlhwith teacher instructional autonomy) was
not supported.

Principals’ influence on instruction was positivegfated to teacher two types of
autonomy. When principals reported more influencénstruction and provide sufficient
resources, teachers had more power to make dexigbmut curriculum and instruction. School
characteristics were significant for teacher cuftion autonomy, and school climate
significantly affect teacher instructional autonoryperienced teachers also can more teacher

autonomy in curriculum and instruction fields.
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3) The relationship between states’ accountability sength and teachers’
participation time in professional development

Through three-level HLM analysis, | can check taeenith hypothesis (states’ high
proficient performance standards, AMO strength, laigth school graduation exit exams will be
positively and significantly correlated with teac$igoarticipation time in professional
development programs related to content), the kigipothesis (states’ high proficient
performance standards, AMO strength, and high daraduation exit exams will be positively
and significantly correlated with teachers’ papation time in professional development
programs related to instruction), and the ninthdtlgpsis (states’ high proficient performance
standards, AMO strength, and high school graduatiainexams will be positively and
significantly correlated with teachers’ particiatitime in professional development programs

related to classroom management).

Content professional development participation time

The analysis examined the seventh hypothesissshaggh proficiency performance
standards, AMO strength, and high school graduaainexams will be positively and
significantly correlated with teachers’ particiatitime in content professional development
programs. States’ high proficiency performancedaats were associated to teachers’
participation time in professional development pamgs about the content. The proficiency
performance standards are goals that studentsdshoguire by 2012. To attain these goals,
teachers need to devote their time to develop Rmawledge and capacities through content
professional development programs in the 2007-2@080l year. Thus, teachers in states with

high proficiency performance standards may encautegchers to participate in professional
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development programs for content.

However, AMO strength was negatively related teleas’ participation time in content
professional development programs. Unlike the preficy performance standards, the annual
measurable objectives are short-term goals thdeata should achieve in the 2007-2008 school
year. In order to avoid sanctions, teachers mayda@n students’ academic improvement, not on
their knowledge development. Therefore, teachessates with high AMO strength appear to
spend less time in content professional developmegrams. However, high school graduation
exit exams were not significantly associated tcheas’ spending time in content programs.
Based on these results, the seventh hypothesisecpartially supported. The results are shown
Table IV-7.

Among principals’ behaviors, professional days tinibefore the school year were an
effective method for teachers to participate inteahprofessional development programs at
the .100 significant level. During the school y¢aachers may not have sufficient time to
prepare their curriculum and to improve their knesge. Therefore, teachers preferred
professional days before the school year for pwepas$ improving their readiness to implement
the required curriculum.

School characteristics, such as school region ened were important factors for teachers’
participation time for content. Rural schools areagnized as having limited educational
resources in order to meet states’ standards (AyiNBwman, Gaddy, & Dean, 2005).
Insufficient resources can produce few professideaklopment programs, and limited
opportunities for teachers to participate in pref@sal development programs may cause rural
school teachers’ low participation rates. Althosgiburban school teachers also spent less time

in participation time in professional developmeoni@nt programs than urban teachers, there
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might be a different reason. Because studentskdarban schools are considered as having high

academic achievement, suburban school teachersnotdgel the necessity to participate in

professional development programs compared to wsblaool teachers.

Table IV-7 Influential Factors for Teacher’s Participation Time in Content

Professional Development Programs

Fixed Effect Coefficient Standard
Error
Teachers’ participation time in content professlatevelopment 1.400 0.222
State level
The proficiency performance standards 0.081| 0.031
AMO strength -0.074" 0.032
High School graduation exit exams -0.071 0.065
Principal (school) level
Principal’s support of professional work 0.020 0.016
Principals’ provision of professional days befdre school year 0.161 0.087
Principals’ provision of professional days durihg school year 0.058 0.061
Suburban -0.094 0.038
Rural -0.201™" 0.050
School Size 0.048 0.022
School SES 0.009 0.013
Teachers’ shared responsibility 0.124 0.064
Student learning attitude -0.059" 0.034
Schools’ resource adequacy -0.045 0.061
Teacher level
Gender 0.1177 0.032
Race -0.123 0.047
Educational background 0.077" 0.028
Teaching years 0.006™ 0.001
HQT 0.117" 0.037
Eighth grade & test subjects 0.194" 0.096

EE3

P<0.000,” P<0.010, P<0.050," P<0.100
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Teachers in large schools spent more time in copr@gram participation than teachers
in small schools. The number of students in lagg@®sls may encourage these schools to create
various and comprehensive programs to addressrdfideeds (K. R. Stevenson, 2006; V. E.
Lee & Loeb, 2000). Many students with different deenight lead teachers to participate in
professional development content programs.

School climate significantly influenced teachermticipation time in content programs.
Teachers in school with high-shared responsikélityong teachers can participate in content
professional development programs. Shared respbtysibay encourage teacher to spend more
time on content programs. However, students’ pasitarning attitude reduced teachers’
spending time for content professional developrpeograms. Teachers in schools with positive
learning attitude may not need to participate inteot professional development programs.

Teachers reported differential benefits based e thdividual attributes. Teachers’
participation time in professional development pamgs about content may differ according to
their gender. Female teachers are more likely tm@e in interactive professional development
about content than male teachers. Female teadeelikely to be involved in school
professional community (Louis et al., 1996) basedhir effective communication skills
(Tannen, 1991). Teachers’ race was also a signifigspect. White teachers spent less in content
professional development programs than non-whéehters. White teachers can be assigned to
high quality schools due to non-alternative teadeetification (Kee, 2012; Shen, 1997), and
they may not feel the necessity to participaterofgssional development programs.

Teachers with high educational background, manghieg years, high qualifications,
and grade and subject tend to be involved in coqerfessional development programs.

Because these types of teachers feel the necéssityproving their teaching quality in order to
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support students’ academic outcomes (Jackson, &6y, 2000), they may spend more time
on content professional development programs. Migbhlified teachers and eighth grade
English or mathematics teachers were also likelyatticipate in professional development

about content.

Instruction professional development participatidime

The eighth hypothesis, states’ high proficiencyfgrenance standards, AMO strength,
and high school graduation exit exams will be pesly and significantly correlated with
teachers’ participation time in instruction proiessl development programs, was also
examined. All aspects of states’ accountabilityeys, proficiency performance standards,
AMO strength, and high school graduation exit exarase unrelated to teachers’ participation
time in instruction professional development proggsaAs | saw with the autonomy analyses,
accountability pressures did not appear to pereetnéd the classroom in the same way they
influence curricular decisions. Based on theseltgghe eighth hypothesis cannot be supported.
The results are shown Table 1V-8.

Principals’ support of professional work and th@iovision of professional days before
and during the school year can be associated aaithers’ spending time in instruction
professional development although the associat@s ot significant. When principals offer
substitute teachers, common planning time, redtescher workloads, and professional days,
teachers may more easily attend the type of instmel professional development programs.
The supportive environment for teacher learninger@ourage teachers to spend more time for
instructional professional development program®sEresults support the kind of embedded

professional development and collaborative worluegl for instructional improvement.
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Table IV-8 Influential Factors for Teacher’s Participation Time in Instruction
Professional Development Programs

Fixed Effect Coefficient Standard
Error
gzsggir;ep:]a;rtlmpatlon time in instructional pregenal 0.723 0.304
State level
The proficiency performance standards 0.055] 0.035
AMO strength 0.051 0.038
High School graduation exit exams -0.113| 0.072
Principal (school) level
Principal’s support of professional work 0.020 | 0.014
Principals’ provision of professional days befdre school year 0.029 0.077
Principals’ provision of professional days durihg school year 0.052 0.058
Suburban -0.078" 0.040
Rural -0.060 0.046
School Size 0.020 0.023
School SES -0.013 0.013
Teachers’ shared responsibility 0.104 | 0.068
Student learning attitude -0.065 0.040
Schools’ resource adequacy -0.067 0.053
Teacher level
Gender 0.149™ | 0.019
Race -0.126' 0.056
Educational background 0.035" 0.020
Teaching years 0.000 0.001
HQT 0.030 0.038
Eighth grade & test subjects 0.184™ 0.048

™ P<0.000, P<0.010, P<0.050," P<0.100

Schools’ characteristics were related to teachpamdicipation time in instruction

programs. Teachers in suburban locations werdilesyg to join in activities to improve
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instruction. Because students in suburban schoayshave high academic outcomes, teachers in
these schools cannot need instruction professoeadlopment programs. However, other

school characteristics and school climate did ffetr significant effects on teachers’

participation time in professional development pamgs related to instruction.

Teachers’ individual factors, such as gender, r@aghing years, and teaching grade and
subjects, were significant factors to increaselteeg participation time in instruction programs.
Female teachers were much more inclined to putsagype of professional learning than are
male teachers. Teachers’ race also affected tesigi@ticipation time in programs focusing on
instruction. Minority teachers may come from altdive teacher certification programs (Kee,
2012; Shen, 1997), and they may be assigned t@lmlty schools with non-excellent school
climate and low SES. Therefore, non-white teacheayg feel the necessity of this type of
professional development programs compared to rfuteweachers. Experienced teachers were
more likely to spend more time on instructionalgyeoms.

The eighth grade English and mathematics teacpers snore time on content and
instruction professional development programs. thignade is a tested grade and English and
mathematics are test sub-subjects. Eighth gradesBrajpd mathematics teachers may feel
accountability pressures most strongly, so they tnato increase their teaching quality through

professional development. The results are showleTakSB.

Classroom management professional development pgadtion time

The three analysis of the ninth hypothesis (stédtiggi proficiency performance standards,
AMO strength, and high school graduation exit exantisbe positively and significantly

correlated with teachers’ participation time infessional development programs related to
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classroom management) was studied. States’ acdwlitytpolicies, proficiency performance
standards, AMO strength, and high school graduatioinexams, did not affect teachers’
participation time in professional development pamgs related to classroom management.
Teachers' inclination to develop their managemkifis svas unrelated to any dimension of
accountability because these states’ accountabygtems may focus on standards, not
classroom management. Based on these resultanthengpothesis cannot be supported. The
results are shown Table IV-9.

Principals’ facilitating teacher learning may netn effective method for teachers to
participate in classroom management professionadldpment programs. Principals’ support of
professional work and their provision of professibtiays before and during the school year did
not affect teachers’ participation time in professil development programs related to classroom
management.

School SES among school physical characteristipgfgiantly affected teachers’
participation in classroom management programs.iithe schools have many students who
qualify for the federal free or reduced-price lumpechgrams, the teachers in these schools may
spend more time in classroom management progracheo$ with significant numbers of
economically disadvantaged children may find ifidifit to acquire AYP due to low academic
achievement (Foy, 2008). To overcome the weakilesgeachers focus on classroom

management professional development programs.
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Table IV-9 Influential Factors for Teacher’s Participation Time in Professional
Development Related to Classroom Management

Fixed Effect Coefficient Standard
Error
;:aoa}gggirc?ngﬁétg\:;gﬁot;)orgetlnTe in classroom manageémen 0.848 0.155
State level
The proficiency performance standards -0.014 | 0.021
AMO strength 0.002 0.015
High School graduation exit exams 0.017 0.037
Principal (school) level
Principal’s support of professional work 0.010 0.009
Principals’ provision of professional days befdre school year 0.051 0.043
Principals’ provision of professional days durihg school year -0.040 0.035
Suburban 0.030 0.027
Rural 0.015 0.038
School Size -0.013 0.015
School SES -0.020° 0.009
Teachers’ shared responsibility 0.040 0.039
Student learning attitude -0.153™ 0.028
Schools’ resource adequacy 0.120° 0.057
Teacher level
Gender -0.010 0.012
Race -0.148™ 0.037
Educational background -0.038" 0.019
Teaching years -0.002" 0.001
HQT -0.043 0.027
Eighth grade & test subjects -0.007 0.053

"™ P<0.000,” P<0.010, P<0.050," P<0.100

Schools’ resource adequacy can increase teactessieom management professional
development, although students’ learning attitudesegatively related to teachers’ spending
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time on classroom management professional developméen students have positive learning
attitudes, teachers have less need for this fazysiscipals provide these programs; conversely,
in schools where students' attitudes are negainmsgipals support teachers to invest more in
professional development to improve their classrosamagement skills. Resources are
necessary for these programs, thus schools witle nresources are likely to have more of these
types of programs available. However, teachergexsheesponsibility did not affect teachers’
participation in any professional development pangs.

Classroom management training was not attractiveitority teachers or those with
extensive experience or MA degrees. White teacdpad more time in classroom management
programs than non-white teachers. Because the risasperse can provide knowledge about
classroom management, teachers with high educbaciground may not feel the necessity to
participate in classroom management programs wéalehers without a master’s degree need
more professional development programs relatetassmom management. Experienced
teachers participated less in classroom manageonegitams because they can learn classroom

management skills during their long teaching years.

Synthesis of teachers’ participation time in profasnal development

States’ accountability systems affected only teegiparticipation time in content
programs, not instruction and classroom managepregrams. The influence on three factors
of accountability was mixed. The proficiency permf@nce standards significantly increased
teachers’ participation time in content programsl@AMO strength decreased the time. The
high school graduation exit exams did not signifitainfluence teachers’ spending time in

classroom management programs.
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Based on these results, the seventh hypothesis{stégh proficient performance
standards, AMO strength, and high school graduaainexams will be positively and
significantly correlated with teachers’ particiatitime in professional development programs
related to content) was partially supported. Howethee eighth hypothesis (states’ high
proficient performance standards, AMO strength, laigth school graduation exit exams will be
positively and significantly correlated with teackigarticipation time in professional
development programs related to instruction) aedihth hypothesis (states’ high proficient
performance standards, AMO strength, and high daraduation exit exams will be positively
and significantly correlated with teachers’ pagation time in professional development
programs related to classroom management) wersupgiorted.

Principals are essential factors for teachersigp#tion in professional development
programs. Professional days before the schooltha@aprincipals provide can promote teachers’
spending time in professional development progreetaded to content. Principals’ facilitating
teachers learning can increase teachers’ spendiegn professional development programs.

School characteristics made effects on teacherstymation time in content professional
development programs, and school climate affeaadhers’ spending time on classroom
management programs. However, teachers’ profedsienalopment time related to instruction
was not affected by school characteristics anddationate.

Teachers’ race was essential factors for teacparsitipation time in three types of
professional development programs. White teachmastdess time in three types of professional
development programs. Eighth grade teachers wlob taglish and mathematics devoted more

time for professional development programs rel&ecbntent and instruction.
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CHAPTER FIVE

V. DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSION

School staffs, principals, and teachers differerggpond to each state’s accountability
system. Their responses may be the fundamentabk&yccessful school education and students’
outcomes (Louis et al., 2010; DeMoss, 2002). Tissattation represents an empirical test of
whether states’ accountability policies are relatedrincipals’ and teachers’ responses to them.
The results of this study revealed the extent wiggpals’ and teachers’ responses to
accountability, and showed the range of influerfaators of states, principals, schools, and
teachers. In this concluding chapter, | first descthe major findings of the study as principals’
and teachers’ responses to accountability syst&ntke end of the chapter, | suggest several

implications of the study for teachers, school &xadpolicymakers, and educational researchers.

1. Discussion

1) The weak negative relationship between states’ aaoatability policies and
principals’ responses

Recognizing the differences in accountability pelcamong 50 states, | assumed that
these differences could cause dissimilar respdinsasprincipals. This study about the
relationship between states’ accountability poi@ad principals’ responses showed that there is
a negative relationship between the strength eéstaccountability systems and principals’
response. Principals in state with large differenafestarting points and intermediate goals had
low influence on instruction and principals in s&tvith high school graduation exit exams

requirement especially provide fewer professiorgistbefore the school year. Principals in
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states with strong accountability systems areyikelnarrow the curriculum, to emphasize test-
taking skills, and to decrease instruction timeuotested subjects (Gayler, 2005). Moreover,
they provide additional preview and review clagsedselp many students pass the tests (Holme,
2008). These principals’ behaviors focus on stuslemit teachers. Therefore, the principals in
states with strong accountability systems haveitdluence on instruction and provide less
professional days to teachers before the school yea

Other studies also show similar results, in whiehes’ accountability may produce
negative effects on principals’ perceptions andavedrs. Under the accountability contexts,
principals feel personal and professional presBora their central office, community, and
themselves (Knobl, 2010; Priolo, 2010). This presseads principals to focus on test subjects.
Principals offer more courses or extra-curriculargpams only to test subjects (Priolo, 2010;
Spillane et al., 2002), and they redirect fundthese subjects (Lewis, 2010; Ladd & Zelli, 2002).
Principals also force teachers to narrow the culuim and to spend more time on teaching test-
taking skills (Hollingworth, Dude, & Shepherd, 2QD@nes & Egley, 2010; Gardiner, Canfield-
Davis, & Anderson, 2009).

However, the relationship between states’ accduilittapolicies and principals’
responses may not strong. The first assumptioheoieak relationship between states’
accountability policies and principals’ influence imstruction and their facilitating teacher
learning is that states’ accountability policies external mandates which are “complex
arrangement[s] of policies, created by actors aterests outside of schools, who are in position
to reward and punish schools, aimed at impactiagtfes inside schools, and requiring
reporting to diverse external audience” (Knapp &Rean, 2012, p. 667). This complicated

combination may not be educationally coherent amdareate conflicts with school staffs

118



(Firestone & Shipps, 2005; O'Day, 2002). Therefetates’ accountability policies, as external
accountability systems, may have limitations tonsrsany problem related to teaching and
learning (J. B. Smith, Smith, & Bryk, 1998).

Another assumption is the influence of the distitithin a state, each district may have
different levels of accountability policies (Firest et al., 1998), which makes a dissimilar
relationship between principals. Because distniatfices can determine the principals’ efficacy
and behaviors (Leithwood, Louis, & Anderson, 20l@yis et al., 2010), when districts have
strong policies and a supportive relationship \ligir principals, principals may adapt the states’
accountability policies or integrate the policieshwtheir pre-existing educational missions
(Louis & Robinson, 2012).

The effect of the media on all principals can be mrason why there is little relationship
between states’ accountability policies and prialsjresponses. Since the implementation of
NCLB, principals have watched and listened to therdr of test scores by print and visual
media (Foy, 2008). Through these media, even gatsiwho belong to states with weak
accountability systems can understand and feelgtaocountability policies.

The last assumption is time. Initially, principatgy have negative perceptions about
accountability systems because their responsdslghift from school management to the school
effectiveness based on students’ test scores #BOR). However, time can allow a principal to
accept accountability policies (Louis & Robinsof12). Since the implementation of NCLB,
principals gradually have made sense of the acabiiy systems and consider the systems as
their polices (Louis et al., 2005). Therefore,he 2007-2008 school year when after five years
of NCLB implementation, principals did not diffetgnrespond to states’ accountability systems

based on the strength of states’ accountabilitiesys.
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2) The directly opposed effects of states’ accountaliy policies on teachers’

responses

Assuming the diverse level of states’ accountabydlicies, | tried to answer the second
research question: what is the relationship betvieestrength of states’ accountability systems
and teachers’ responses, that are teacher autoaodeir participation in professional
development programs. The analysis for the secesehrch question found interesting results,
which the factors of states’ accountability polgcoduced the directly opposed effects on
teachers’ responses. The proficiency performararestds increased teacher curriculum
autonomy and teachers’ participation time in conte&xsed professional development programs,
although high school graduation exit exams deccetssr curriculum autonomy and AMO
strength diminished teachers’ spending time in@oinfocused professional development
programs.

According to the results of these research mod&) strength and high school
graduation exit exams caused negative effects headn states with a big difference between
starting points and annual measurable objectivesjrastates with rigorous high school
graduation exit exams may have lower teacher aatgrfor curriculum and spend less time in
content-focused professional development progréans teachers in states without these two
state accountability policies. Achievement targeéke a difference. Accomplishment of AYP
goals is a relatively immediate matter for bottcteas and students. To avoid sanctions, students
should acquire AYP goals and pass the exams, actides should help student to obtain high
test scores. However, longer term goals revolvaratomplementation of curricular standards.

For students’ successful outcomes, teachers mayup\their autonomy and follow the state’s
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standards and curriculum, and, thus, they can foougtudents’ learning rather than developing
their own capacities. Therefore, AMO strength aigt Ischool graduation exit exams can
provide negative effects on teachers’ responses.

However, the proficiency performance standards wesdtively associated with teacher
curriculum autonomy and their participation timeprofessional development programs related
to content. The proficiency performance standagsshe relatively long term goals that teachers
should acquire by 2012. In the 2007-2008 schoal, yelaen the survey was implemented,
teachers might not have felt any pressure to aedhe proficiency performance standards, thus,
they could maintain and develop their teacher aurton In addition, the proficiency
performance standards provided direction for teacteepromote their capabilities and their
instruction. The motivation perhaps led to teachmricipation in professional development
programs, especially on content.

Based on the these results, proficiency performataredards may be positively related
to teacher curriculum autonomy and teachers’ ppéimn time in content professional
development programs. These findings suggestheatecent waiver policy that federal
government implemented over the past few yearsdgmaduce positive effects. (Davidson,
Reback, Rockoff, & Schwartz, 2013). Because it wWdag impossible for all schools to reach
proficiency performance standards goals by 20Xlféteral Department of Education started
permitting states’ flexibility requests to allewaathe impending 100% proficiency deadline in
2011. As of March 2013, all states but NebraskaMadtana had submitted flexibility requests,
and thirty-five of these requests have been approkéth the flexibility policies, the principals
and teachers may gain additional time to improedr tstudents’ academic accomplishment.

Having time on teachers’ side can be a motivatimhagoal, not pressure, for teachers.
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Therefore, through the flexibility policies of NCl.Beachers can enhance their autonomous
decisions about curriculum and their participatiome in professional development programs

related to content fields.

3) The limited effects of states’ accountability polies on specific schools

The states’ accountability systems can be sigmflgaand negatively related to schools
with specific features, including urban, large aodr schools. This study found that urban
schools, large size schools, and schools with IB8 Students tended to have low teacher
curriculum autonomy and to spend more time on g@mal development time related to
content, which might be negatively related to Statecountability systems. Teachers in schools
with limited educational resources also report teacher curriculum autonomy.

Schools in urban areas and schools with low SE&sts and a large size are likely to
have many low-performing students. Low studentatamic achievement may make teachers
feel pressure from the states’ accountability systbecause under the states’ accountability
systems teachers can receive some sanctions witenst do not accomplish states’ academic
goals. With this reason, teachers in these urlaage) and poor schools really may follow states’
standards and content for the tests, and, thug féletthat they have no autonomy. Closely
related, teachers in these types of schools reperiding more time on professional
development programs related to content perhapsrtbrm and understand test contents and to
increase their students’ academic achievement. Tdeaaers appear to sense pressures of
accountability perspective more so than teachessiiirban, small size, and affluent schools
that have high-performing students.

The results suggest that low teacher curriculuroraarny might aggravate the
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educational circumstance of urban, large, and pobools even though it increases the teachers’
participation in professional development that mig positive for high teacher quality. Teacher
autonomy can be considered as essential soureadiér’s intrinsic motivation, professionalism,
and job satisfaction (Roth et al., 2007; Pearsdid@maw, 2005). Teachers with sufficient
autonomy can implement effective classroom insibacand have satisfaction, which can lead to
retain in their teaching jobs. Under the accoutitgtsystems, teachers in urban, large, and poor
schools appear to have low teacher curriculum auynwhich can make teachers feel less
impelled to participate in collaborative work, takéess professional perspective of their work,
and be less willing to work on improving their thatgy practice. Moreover, job dissatisfaction
based on low teacher curriculum autonomy from staiecountability might lead to increased
turnover of any capable teachers in schools wigha educational environment. Although states’
accountability systems intended to increase thdeana achievement of low-income, low
achieving, and minority students, these accountalsiystems might actually interrupt students’
improvement in urban schools, in poor schools,iardrge schools as a result of low teacher

curriculum autonomy.

4) The limited effects of states’ accountability poliees on specific domain of
practice
One more meaningful point is that the influencstates’ accountability policies on
teachers is limited to specific domains of practidas study found that states’ accountability
policies did not affect teacher instructional aatoy and teachers’ participation time in
professional development programs related to in8tm and classroom management.

Teachers’ specific task domains of practice capdreeived by teachers in very different
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ways within accountability contexts. Relativelya¢ter instructional autonomy and teachers’
participation in classroom management may be reshat@ains of practice for the states’
accountability systems, because the goal of acabuity policy may be to constrain the
individual decisions teachers make in deciding wduaticulum to follow in their practice. Under
the accountability contexts, teachers have limt@atrol about content and curriculum (Eden,
2001), and they devote their time to check and tstded the content of tests. However, teachers
appear to retain autonomy in how to teach (Desim20&3; Diamond, 2012; Spillane et al.,
2011), and thus they may not feel the necessitggending time on professional development
programs related to instruction. Moreover, becdeaehers’ classroom management may be
more related to school contexts, such as schoold®EStudent learning attitudes than states’
accountability policies, teachers’ participatiomai in professional development related to
classroom management may not be affected by statesuntability policies.

The limited effects of states’ accountability pas on teachers’ specific fields can be
also explained as recoupling, which “the processr@ting tight couplings where loose
couplings were once in place” (Hallett, 2010, p). thool organizations have been considered
as loosely coupled systems, in which the extermakenment and policies may have rarely
penetrated the instruction in classroom (Fulla®1)0However, school organization may be
comprised of two parts: the institutional sectarsyhich loose coupling predominates and the
technical sectors, where tighter coupling occursRAScott & Meyer, 1983). Therefore, under
the accountability systems, teachers may enjoy motenomy for instructional decisions rather
than curriculum decisions.

School climate results from the interaction of gasd people over time. How teachers

work together and the extent to which they shasparsibility for conditions outside the
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classroom can influence school climate. Whethetesits come to school ready to learn or not,
students contribute to general condition in theosth Finally, the extent to which parents and
communities support the school with adequate ressus related to the climate within the
school.

With these reasons, school climate is an essdattdr for teacher instructional
autonomy and for teachers’ participation in classrananagement programs in this study.
School climate can be effective to construct aembiVe sense-making process in schools (Louis
et al., 2005), and so teachers in the schools hétithy school climate are more likely to
collaborate and communicate each other (Garviny2B8arson, 1995). Through this interaction
process, teachers can share not only school visiginalso various educational knowledge and
information. Therefore, positive school climate esmtourage teachers to make autonomous
decisions about instruction and classroom managefRamigan, 2012; Sparks, 2012; Erpelding,
1999), which can be essential for school educatmprovement. It is also possible that teachers
who work with other closely reach collective dears for which they feel individual

responsibility and control.

5) Principals’ effects on teachers’ responses

Through this study, | found that principals' respesare essential factors for teachers’
responses. Principals’ facilitating teacher leagrencourages teachers to spend more time in
professional development programs, and the prefen@dality and the timing of professional
development varies based on the focus of the &eBviTeachers’ participation in professional
development focusing on content is enhanced whiecipals offered the professional days

before the school year. Content may require atarand planning before the school year begin.
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In contrast, instruction is the center of teachdasy work and thus teachers’ learning for
instruction can be enhanced by the principals’ supgf professional work during the school
year. Principals’ support, such as providing fdrstuutes, arranging for early dismissal,
providing common planning time, and reducing teaeiark loads, create a school environment
which encourages teachers’ professional growthldpugent (Drago-Severson, 2012; Croft et
al., 2010).

In addition, principals’ reports of the extent tbiah they influence instruction show a
positive association with teacher autonomy foricutum and instruction. Based on the “win-
win-game concept,” principals’ influence on instian can have a positive relationship with
teachers’ power in decision-making (Shen & Xia, 20Under the accountability policies,
school staffs, both principals and teachers, magfteeted by pressure of states and districts.
This pressure may produce a close identity betwegehers and their principals. Teachers
consider principals as protectors against the pressf the state administration, and as producers
of the school environment, which teachers neethfl@ment their autonomy (Byrne, 2009;
Crocco & Costigan, 2007). Therefore, principal#fuance on instruction can encourage teacher

autonomy.
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2. Implications

Based on the results and discussion of this stutyclear that external accountability
systems measured by this study do not enhancegaladnstructional work or teachers’ sense
of control over their work on classroom conditiangrally. | would like to suggest several
implications. First, recognizing the limitationsefternal systems, policy makers might
encourage principals to develop internal accouhtallystems, which refer to the ability of the
school to respond to external pressure in a wayitth@roves its performance. As | identify the
results, external accountability systems may hass éffect on principals’ behaviors. For
principals to positively and actively respond te@mtability, internal accountability systems
may be necessary because they can make a posifpaet on teachers’ teaching practices
because the systems “reflect an alignment withenstthool of personal responsibility and
collective expectations - regardless of the extgsobcy” (Abelmann, Elmore, Even, Kenyon, &
Marshall, 1999, p. 38).

However, internal accountability systems do notessarily develop as the result of the
external accountability system (Gonzalez & Firestd@013; McGuinn, 2012). In order to create
internal accountability, policy makers and schastretts should provide sufficient workshops,
professional development, and templates for thedst@s and curriculum of states’
accountability policies. Rather than the signastates’ accountability policies, educational
resources and school staff capacities are moreillusefprincipals to understand and implement
states’ accountability policies (B. Berry et aD03).

In addition, principals might focus on internaligithe external expectations for the
school and share responsibility with their staffenphasize students’ outcomes (Knapp &

Feldman, 2012). Developing new teachers, sustainstguctional success, implementing
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curricular innovations, and changing the schoolsamity relationship can be effective
methods to enhance professional responsibilitglattionship (Jacobson, Johnson, Ylimaki, &
Giles, 2009; Polk, 2006).

Second, policy makers can encourage professionala@ment programs for principals.
Principals’ experiences participating in professictievelopment programs may be an effective
method for principals to respond actively and pesiy to accountability policies. Professional
development programs provide not only a better tgtdeding of content and instruction
(O'Donnell & White, 2005), but they also offer adacy and outreach to professional
organizations for school principals (Keith, 201Rjincipals can improve their abilities for
making and evaluating decisions adhering to stamsuntability standards through
professional development related to data manageamehanalysis (Adamowki, Therriault, &
Cavanna, 2007).

Third, it is necessary for principals to emphasizgy-term goals. As the results of this
study, proficiency performance standards can peopisitive effects, although AMO strength
and high school graduation exit exams provided inegaffects. Long-term goals can be
motivations, compared to short-term goals, whieghamnsidered as pressure. Therefore,
principals with long-term points of view implemesducational activities that have high yield.

Fourth, in order to enhance teacher autonomy, ipes must invest time and effort to
instruction. Principals’ reported influence on mstion was positively related to teacher
curriculum autonomy and instructional autonomy.relfigre, principals need to develop
necessary knowledge and skills to act goals fort m@eiculum standards and to evaluate
teachers.

Fifth, principals might want to match schedulingoobfessional days to the focus on the
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developmental programs. As confirmed in the resultgen principals provide professional days
before the school year, teachers can participgpeafessional development programs related to
content. Because the provision of professional #&ysre the school year can be an effective
method for teachers to focus on professional dgveémt time, principals should implement
professional days before the school year, not dutie school year.

Lastly, principals need to implement suitable pekdor their school contexts. As we
observed, there were different influential factiansteachers’ work types. If principals would
like to improve teacher instructional autonomy éméhcrease teachers’ participation time in
classroom management programs, principals shotdthlesh healthy school climate, while
which may not an effective method for high teaahericulum autonomy and high participation

in professional development content and instruction
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3. Conclusion

Accountability policies have been placed at the tnmaportant point since the 1990s.
Based on the accountability policies, each stafgaments its own accountability policies. They
established academic content and performance stmdamplemented test for all the students in
grades 3 through 8 annually, and set up annualuredale objectives in reading and mathematics
for districts, schools, and designated studentsups within schools. The combination of states’
decisions on accountability policies, such as perémce standards, high school graduation exit
exams, and the difference of between starting p@nt intermediate goals, may lead to the
varying strength of the accountability systemsiffetent states. Existing studies have found that
the strength of states’ accountability systemsaftectt students’ academic outcomes and
teachers’ instruction.

Based on this study, there are negative effecésabés’ accountability systems on
principals’ responses although the effects werestrong. Principals in states with strong
accountability systems may have low influence @trurction, and they provide less professional
days before and during the school year. Becausegstates’ accountability systems are like to
emphasize high students’ test scores, principatisdase states tend to focus less on teacher
learning.

This study also found that states’ accountabilstems make effects on a specific
domain such as content and curriculum, not ingoncihe effects of states’ accountability
systems are also directly opposed effects of satesuntability policies on teachers’ response:
long-term goals show positive effects although stexm goals show negative effects. In
addition, in schools with specific features, thieets of states’ accountability systems are

remarkably appeared.
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The main goal of accountability policies is to imase students’ academic outcomes.
Under the accountability systems, principals amaghers implement various activities and
behaviors in order to accomplish this goal. Howetres study shows that the responses of
principals and teachers to strong states’ accollityadystems might be negative for school
staffs and school organization, which can prodoeedtudents’ academic outcomes. Therefore,
it is necessary to modify and develop states’ astathility systems in order to create school
context that not only students can produce higlemé outcomes, but also principals and

teachers positively perceive and respond to them.
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Appendix A. Proficiency Performance Standards in Farth and Eighth Grade in Reading
Table VI-1 Proficiency Performance Standards in Fouth and Eighth Grade in Reading

Forth grade Reading Eighth grade Reading Forth grade Reading Eighth grade Reading
Performance Standards| Performance Standards Performance Standards| Performance Standards
2003| 2005| 2007 | 2009 | 2003 | 2005| 2007 | 2009 2003| 2005 | 2007 | 2009| 2003 | 2005| 2007 | 2009
AL 205 | 207 234\ 234 MT| 229 234 235 253 260 246
AK | 223 | 222 | 216| 218 241 230 233 231 NE
AZ 213 | 212 | 256| 244 245 241 N 228 230 24 225 24746
AK | 223 | 236| 229| 216 267 254 249 241INH 239 | 237 258 256
CA | 231 | 231| 226| 220 271 26 261 2%9 NJ 221 220 P2U9 | 250| 252| 244
CO 201 | 201 | 202 229 229 230 228NM 233 | 233| 236 251 248 246
CT | 217 | 221| 220, 214 239 242 245 243NY | 213 | 207| 219| 207 272 268 260 247
DE 225 | 220| 249| 242 240 236 NC | 203 | 203| 231| 220 226 21y 217 246
FL | 231 | 230| 230| 225 263 26b 262 262ND | 234 | 224 | 226/ 225 25% 256 251 253
GA | 212 | 215| 213| 218 230 224 215 2090H | 232 | 233| 225| 219 241 240 251
HI 247 | 238| 239| 264 262 245 2410K 218 | 213| 228 238 244 232 249
ID 217 | 207 | 217 213 247 2356 233 2180R 220 | 214| 258 254 251 250
IL 208 | 207 | 256| 245 236 234 PA 223 | 218| 256| 258 24% 245
IN 225 | 228| 229| 257 249 251 255RI 236 | 231 253 252
IA 220 | 219| 220| 221 253 250 252 248SC | 248 | 246| 245| 215 285 276 281 245
KS | 226 | 218| 219| 217 253 242 241 236SD 224 | 224 249 254
KY 229 | 223 251 253 TN 200 | 198| 195 222 211 211
LA | 221 | 223| 223| 221 253 250 246 243TX | 207 | 219| 217/ 214 221 225 222 201
ME 236 | 234 | 274 261 253 UT 225 235
MD 215 | 206| 208 252 24% 250 237VT 239 | 236 263 259
MA | 251 | 255| 254| 255 252 248 VA 219 | 213 239 229
Ml | 226 | 222| 204| 200 238 236WA | 236 | 236| 240| 243 253 253
MN 237 | 233 265 259 WV 215 | 217| 225 228 229 249
MS | 205 | 206| 204| 223 250 24F 251 25%4WI | 223 | 225| 222| 219 232 229 231 232
MO | 244 | 242 | 245| 246 272 26fWY | 250 | 251 | 216| 226 277 278 247 259

133



Appendix B. Proficiency Performance Standards in Forth and Eighth Grade in Mathematics
Table VI-2 Proficiency Performance Standards in Fouth and Eighth Grade in Mathematics

Forth grade Math Eighth grade Math Forth grade Math Eighth grade Math
Performance Standards| Performance Standards| Performance Standards| Performance Standards

2003 | 2005/ 2007 | 2009| 2003 | 2005| 2007 | 2009 2003 | 2005| 2007 | 2009 | 2003 | 2005| 2007 | 2009
AL 205 | 207 253| 246 MT 229 234 235 271 281 285
AK | 223 | 222 | 216| 218 268 268 265 268 NE
AZ 213 | 212| 300 268 266 NV 228 230 224 2p5 26269
AK | 223 | 236 | 229| 216 296 288 277 267 NH 289 237 82 2 281
CA | 231 | 231| 226/ 220 NJ 2201 220 281 278 273 R72I2
CO 201 | 201| 202 268 258 259 256NM 233 | 233| 236 287 28% 277
CT | 217 | 221| 220] 214 258 257 252 251 NY 213 207 2197 2279| 275| 273 249
DE 225 | 220 250 257 258 NC 203 203 2831 220 2477 p&70| 253
FL 231 | 230 230| 225 269 260 266 266 ND 284 224 225 P 293| 277| 279 278
GA | 212 | 215| 213| 218 25% 25p 243 247 QH 232 233 2259 2 274 | 265| 265
HI 247 | 238| 239 299 296 294 2860K 218 | 213| 228 256 258 24D 269
ID 217 | 207 | 217 213 280 266 265 261 OR 220 214 P79 | 262| 266
IL 208 | 207 | 276| 276 251 251 PA 223 218 279 27271 2 272
IN 225 | 228| 229| 269 266 266 273 RI 286 231 27975
A 220 | 219 | 220| 221 266 262 264 263 SC 248 246 485 2306| 305| 312 270
KS 226 | 218| 219 217 270 265 SpD 204 224 271 271
KY 229 | 223 | 291| 285 279 273 TN 200 198 185 23034 2 229
LA 221 | 223 | 223| 221 26% 264 267 263TX | 207 | 219| 217| 214 260 2783 268 254
ME 236 | 234| 311 286 284 UT 225 275
MD 215 | 206| 208 286 276 278 271 V[ 239 236 28282
MA | 251 | 255| 254| 255 299 3001 302 300VA 219 | 213 259 251
M 226 | 222 | 204, 200 278 269 260 2%3WA | 236 | 236| 240| 243 286 288
MN 237 | 233 286/ 287 WV 215 | 217| 225 253 253 270
MS | 205 | 206| 204, 223 261 262 262 264WI | 223 | 225| 222| 219 261 268 262 262
MO | 244 | 242| 245 246 314 311 289 28MWY | 250 | 251 | 216]| 226 297 293 279 278
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Appendix C. Starting Points of 50 States in 2002
Table VI-3 Starting Points of 50 States in 2002

Forth Forth Eighth Eighth Forth Forth Eighth Eighth
Reading Math Reading Math Reading Math Reading Math
AL 68.00 61.00 43.00 48.00 MT 74.00 51.00 74.00 061.
AK 64.03 54.86 64.03 54.86 NE 62.00 65.00 61.00 0G8.
AZ 45.00 50.00 31.00 7.00 N\ 30.00 36.00 37.00 32.0
AR 42.40 40.00 35.20 29.10 NH 82.00 76.00 82.0¢ 006.
CA 13.60 16.00 13.60 16.00 NJ 68.00 53.00 58.00 0@B9.
CO 76.92 75.86 73.61 59.51 NM 40.85 24.13 36.79 285.
CT 57.00 65.00 57.00 65.00 NY 122.00 86.00 122.00 6.0
DE 57.00 33.00 57.00 33.00 NC 68.90 65.80 68.90 8(65.
FL 31.00 38.00 31.00 38.00 ND 65.10 45.70 61.4( 3@33.
GA 60.00 50.00 60.00 50.00 OH 62.00 35.90 68.60) 0(7.
HI 30.00 10.00 30.00 10.00 OK 622.00 648.0( 622.00 648.00
ID 66.00 51.00 66.00 51.00 OR 40.00 39.00 40.0( 0(9.
IL 40.00 40.00 40.00 40.00 PA 45.00 35.00 45.00 0@35.
IN 58.80 57.10 58.80 57.10 R 76.10 61.70 68.00 1@6.
IA 64.00 62.00 60.00 58.00 SC 17.60 15.50 17.6( 55.
KS 51.20 46.80 51.20 46.80 SD 65.00 45.00 65.00 0045.
KY 47.27 22.45 45.60 16.49 TN 77.00 72.00 77.0Q 002.
LA 36.90 30.10 36.90 30.10 TX 46.80 33.40 46.80 433.
ME 34.00 12.00 35.00 13.00 uT 65.00 57.00 65.0( 0G7.
MD 43.80 41.40 43.00 19.00 VT 403.00 390.00 403.00 390.00
MA 70.70 53.00 70.70 53.00 VA 60.70 58.40 60.70 488.
MI 38.00 47.00 31.00 31.00 WA 52.20 29.70 30.10 3Q7.
MN 69.50 69.60 64.00 58.30 A% 72.00 67.00 75.00 064.
MS 66.00 49.00 30.00 27.00 W 61.00 37.00 61.0( 0(B7.
MO 18.40 8.30 18.40 8.30 WY 30.40 23.80 34.50 25.30
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Appendix D Intermediate Goals of 50 States in 2007
Table VI-4 Intermediate Goals of 50 States in 2007

Forth Forth Eighth Eighth Forth Forth Eighth Eighth
Reading Math Reading Math Reading Math Reading Math
AL 77.00 72.00 59.00 55.00 MT 83.00 68.00 83.00 068.
AK 77.18 66.09 77.18 66.09 NE 81.00 83.00 81.0¢ 009.
AZ 56.00 63.20 54.00 38.00 N\ 51.70 54.60 51.70 604.
AR 56.80 55.00 51.40 46.83 NH 86.00 82.00 86.0( 0@2.
CA 35.20 37.00 35.20 37.00 NJ 82.00 73.00 76.00 0062.
CO 88.46 89.09 86.81 79.75 NM 59.00 44.00 56.00 0(B8.
CT 79.00 82.00 79.00 82.00 NY 133.00 102.0( 133.00 102.00
DE 68.00 50.00 68.00 50.00 NC 76.70 77.20 76.70 2007.
FL 58.00 62.00 58.00 62.00 ND 82.60 72.90 80.7( 7®6.
GA 73.30 59.50 73.30 59.50 OH 74.60 73.70 79.00 0(%8.
HI 58.00 46.00 58.00 46.00 OK 914.00 932.0( 914.00 932.00
ID 78.00 70.00 78.00 70.00 OR 60.00 59.00 60.00 0(%9.
IL 62.50 62.50 62.50 62.50 PA 56.00 63.00 56.00 063.
IN 72.60 71.50 72.60 71.50 R 84.10 74.50 78.6( 1®4.
IA 76.00 74.70 73.30 72.00 SC 58.80 57.80 58.80 8(h7.
KS 75.60 73.40 75.60 73.40 SD 82.00 72.00 82.00 0072.
KY 60.45 41.84 59.20 37.37 TN 89.00 79.00 89.00 00G9.
LA 57.90 53.50 57.90 53.50 TX 60.00 50.00 60.00 060.
ME 50.00 40.00 50.00 40.00 uT 77.00 71.00 77.0( 0Q1.
MD 71.80 69.10 71.10 57.20 VT 435.00 427.0C 435.00 427.00
MA 85.40 76.50 85.40 76.50 VA 77.00 75.00 77.00 005.
MI 59.00 65.00 54.00 54.00 WA 76.10 64.90 65.10 768.
MN 73.80 73.90 69.20 64.30 wy 76.67 72.50 79.17 000.
MS 83.00 75.00 65.00 64.00 W 74.00 58.00 74.0( 0®8.
MO 51.00 45.00 51.00 45.00 WY 53.60 49.20 56.3( 26G0.
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Appendix E. Number of High School Teachers Among 58tates

Table VI-5 Number of High School Teachers Among 56tates

Total
16

64
35

73
69

95

a7

48

26
65

56

23
70
61

67

49

60
58

50

58

45

55
56

66
60

68

The number of high school teachers

|5

)]

14

ol

13

)

11

10

12

11

11

10

10

13

14

10

12
12

11

11

12

12

13

11

13

13

11

10

12

10

12

10
11

10

12

10

16

AL

AK

AZ

AK

CA

CO
CT

DE

DC
FL

GA

HI

ID
IL
IN
IA
KS
KY
LA
ME

MD

MA

Ml

MN

MS
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Table VI-5 (cont'd)

50

47

53
63

52

33
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Appendix F. Principals Responses by States
Table VI-6 Principals Responses by States

Influence | Facilitating | Provision of professional days Influence | Facilitating | Provision of professional days
on teacher Before the During the | State on teacher Before the During the
instruction | learning school year | school year instruction | learning school year | school year
AL 3.578 2.317 0.984 0.889 MT 3.667 2.587 1.000 0Q.0
AK 3.477 2.171 1.000 0.943 NE 3.729 2.558 0.977 58.9
AZ 3.615 2.573 0.960 0.733 NV 3.619 2.239 0.978 00.8
AK 3.600 1.924 1.000 0.864 NH 3.699 2.500 0.947 40.9
CA 3.657 2.950 0.921 0.723 NJ 3.576 2.356 0.864 19.9
CO 3.528 2.620 0.960 0.980 NM 3.691 2.603 0.985 5.9
CT 3.692 2.596 1.000 0.962 NY 3.767 2.519 0.885 23.9
DE 3.667 2.269 1.000 1.000 NC 3.574 2.250 0.942 65.8
FL 3.652 2.552 0.970 0.910 ND 3.745 2.394 1.000 39.9
GA 3.672 2.414 0.983 0.966 OH 3.548 2.077 0.846 04.9
HI 3.692 2.731 0.962 1.000 OK 3.714 1.947 0.989 19.9
ID 3.662 2.364 0.939 0.985 OR 3.569 2.367 0.980 59).9
IL 3.801 2.657 0.970 0.896 PA 3.693 2.197 1.000 0a.0
IN 3.662 2.354 0.800 0.892 RI 3.587 2.087 0.783 39.7
IA 3.653 2.449 1.000 1.000 S¢ 3.736 2.224 0.985 7.9
KS 3.607 2.407 0.983 0.983 SD 3.770 2.036 1.000 290.9
KY 3.640 1.880 1.000 0.920 TN 3.727 1.981 0.962 86.8
LA 3.607 2.418 0.982 0.909 TX 3.679 2.667 0.988 50.9
ME 3.640 2.918 0.984 0.918 Ut 3.626 2.286 0.982 4®.9
MD 3.518 2.511 0.978 0.933 Al 3.731 2.355 0.968 68.9
MA 3.784 2.196 0.893 0.857 VA 3.724 2.569 0.980 60.9
MI 3.519 1.931 0.948 0.948 WA 3.576 2.678 1.000 49.9
MN 3.637 2.412 0.985 0.971 W 3.662 2.087 1.000 70.9
MS 3.656 2.362 1.000 0.862 W| 3.621 2.469 0.969 440.8
MO 3.633 2.551 0.957 0.942 wy 3.596 2.368 1.000 790.9
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Appendix G. Teachers’ Responses by States
Table VI-7 Teachers’ Responses by States

Autonomy Professional development tim Autonomy Professional development time
Curriculum|Instruction Content Instruction Classroom Curriculum| Instruction Content|Instruction Classroom
managemen management

AL 2.594 3.644 1.910 0.678 0.723 MT 3.213 3.759 2.311 0.626 0.695
AK 3.151 3.731 2.294 0.538 0.521 NE 3.253 3.729 2.085 0.745 0.610
AZ 2.917 3.703 2.140 0.941 0.549 NV 2.785 3.596 2.204 0.707 0.780
AK 2.939 3.689 2.651] 1.103 0.963 NH 3.091 3.659 2.470 0.580 0.475
CA 2.781 3.670 2.137 0.813 0.631 INJ 2.874 3.604 1.6940.351 0.570
CcoO 2.967 3.675 2.412 1.146 0.407 NM 3.087 3.674 1.737 0.920 0.357
CT 3.054 3.652 1.715 0.599 0.310 NY 3.067 3.627 1.989 0.504 0.466
DE 2.758 3.552 1.871 0.710 0.790 NC 2.721 3.625 1.755 0.723 0.665
FL 2.708 3.695 2.275 1.668 0.646 ND 3.372 3.796 2.094 0.661 0.531
GA 2.535 3.606 1.906 0.437 0.549 OH 3.199 3.706 1.813 0.557 0.545
HI 2.883 3.597 1.662 0.870 0.519 OK 3.104 3.707 1.958 0.465 0.682
ID 3.037 3.748 2.180 0.587 0.654 OR 3.134 3.741 2.134 1.290 0.601
IL 3.170 3.719 1.826 0.830 0.681 PA 3.153 3.695 1.877 0.877 0.574
IN 3.118 3.676 1.545 0.696 0.491 $C 2.751 3.628 1.910 0.836 0.630
IA 3.358 3.736 1.933 1.253 0.494 SD 3.247 3.713 2.116 0.902 0.768
KS 3.066 3.688 2.05Q 0.991 0.737 TN 2.801 3.720 1.954 0.518 0.803
KY 2.928 3.587 2.147 0.938 0.598 TX 2.663 3.550 2.484 0.641 0.884
LA 2.626 3.618 1.936 0.717 0.775 UT 3.109 3.823 2.496 0.750 0.719
ME 3.314 3.704 2.114 0.978 0.298 T 3.304 3.709 2.554 0.793 0.543
MD 2.299 3.563 2.091 0.753 0.578 VA 2.642 3.589 2.187 0.651 0.572
MA 3.104 3.667 2.352 0.578 0.522 WA 2.969 3.670 2.217 0.972 0.510
Ml 2.882 3.659 2.041 0.774 0.421 WV 2.770 3.697 1.811 0.468 0.510
MN 3.290 3.755 2.068 1.047 0.660 Wl 3.241 3.697 2.006 0.877 0.464
MS 2.828 3.628 1.626 0.554 0.742 WY 3.194 3.647 1.926 1.123 0.660
MO 3.022 3.645 2.136 0.726 0.770
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