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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 

This study sought to determine the beliefs of curriculum directors within the 

public school districts of Indiana with regard to the purpose of education and to the 

impact of high-stakes testing.  The six cultures of curriculum described by Joseph et al. 

(2000) were utilized to provide the lens through which curriculum directors could view 

the overall curriculum of their individual districts.  For the purpose of this study, the 

curriculum director was defined as the person at the district level most responsible for the 

organization and implementation of the curriculum.  The researcher first sought to 

determine the culture supported personally by curriculum directors and the culture 

believed to be most prevalent within their districts.  In relation, the researcher further 

wished to learn if directors believed high-stakes testing served a valid purpose within the 

context of their personally supported culture or the one perceived to be most prevalent.  

Finally, the researcher sought to determine if directors believed the pressure to perform 

well on high-stakes tests had an influence upon their decision-making in relation to 

curricular changes.   

Data from 136 (46.6%) of Indiana’s 292 public school districts showed 

Constructing Understanding, defined as “Developing in students the ability to think 

independently and to build knowledge from the information they gather through 

observation and collaboration” (Appendix E), was selected by 64.4% of the respondents 

as the curriculum culture most in agreement with their personal beliefs.  When asked to 

identify the curriculum culture perceived to be most prevalent within their school 

districts, Training for Work and Survival, defined as “Providing students the necessary 
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skills to allow them to be both effective and adaptive in the workplace and in society” 

(Appendix E), was selected by 66.9% of respondents.  With respect to perceived pressure 

related to high-stakes testing, 73.5% indicated the pressure significantly impacts or has 

the greatest impact on my decision-making; 73.7% felt significant to extreme pressure for 

their students to perform well on ISTEP+ and the ECAs; and, 63.6% reported feeling 

moderate to extreme pressure to encourage teachers to teach to the test.   
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Chapter 1 
 
 
 

 In the summer of 1992, William F. Pinar, in response to political attempts to place 

blame upon education for the struggles of the United States’ economy, made the 

following assertion:  

The pressure upon us is enormous.  Students, teachers, administrators, and 

education professors have all been called to work even harder, to achieve even 

more.  While this political pressure includes calls for increased teacher 

autonomy, it also may bring standardized examinations by which national 

academic standards will then be said to be established.  Schools will be said to be 

able to be compared.  Such efforts at increased standardization will undermine 

any movement toward increased teacher autonomy, i.e., academic freedom.  The 

“bottom line” in the pressure we feel today is performance in an economic sense. 

(Pinar, 1992, p. 228) 

           Pinar’s cautionary statement for the future has become reality for students, 

teachers, administrators, and professors who now find themselves under enormous 

pressure to achieve.  Leaders at the national, state, and local levels demand schools be 

held accountable for educating each child walking through the schoolhouse door.  The 

quality of a school is now defined by its ability to fulfill mandates of No Child Left 

Behind, to achieve Adequate Yearly Progress, to score well on high-stakes tests, and to 
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maintain a high graduation rate.  The pressure for schools to meet these expectations 

affects everyone in the system from the student and teacher in the classroom to the 

superintendent and the board of education (Bracey, 2007).   

            In some instances, changes to the curriculum are deemed necessary for the sake of 

improving tests scores.  However, many would argue a curriculum should focus upon 

more than simply learning to pass exams.  Unfortunately, the perceived impact of an 

education on the quality of life varies from person to person.  What was good for one 

may not have benefited another making it difficult to reach consensus as to the 

curriculum’s ultimate purpose.  Curriculum designers and curriculum administrators have 

their own beliefs regarding the outcomes a curriculum should provide students.  

However, the pressures associated with standardized assessments may create a conflict 

between the outcomes desired and the outcomes that truly exist. 

Statement of the Problem 

            When considering the intended purpose of educating young people, it is necessary 

to examine the contents of the curriculum.  Much like self-help experts such as Covey 

(1989) who advocate the need to “begin with the end in mind” (p.95), many experts in 

curriculum design also espouse the need to determine the goal of the curriculum and then 

work backwards to the beginning (McTighe & Wiggins, 1999).  The pathways laid out 

for students as they navigate through a curriculum often differ from one another based 

upon the intended outcome.  Researchers such as Eisner and Vallance (1974), Goodlad 

(1979), and Joseph, Bravmann, Windschitl, Mikel & Green (2000) have studied these 

differences in an attempt to distinguish among the various curricula offered by schools.   
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After a curriculum has been selected, it is difficult for it to remain static.  Instead, 

the curriculum evolves over time as components are added or removed in response to 

various societal, educational, political, and technological influences (Joseph et al., 2000).  

Thus, maintaining the overall integrity of the curriculum within a school district is of 

great importance.  In smaller districts, this may fall within the scope of the 

superintendent’s responsibilities or even that of a building principal while in larger 

districts this is the primary task of a curriculum director.  Regardless of the complexity of 

the organization, there comes a point when a single individual assumes the responsibility 

for monitoring the curriculum and ensuring its implementation in its intended form.  As 

can be expected in any human endeavor, differences can arise between the intention and 

the result.  

In recent years, state departments of education have begun developing and 

publishing sets of standards which are then sent to school districts with the expectation 

that they will be included within each district’s corresponding curriculum.  To ensure 

these standards are taught satisfactorily, these same departments of education have begun 

to administer standardized assessments to all students at particular grade levels.  In some 

instances, results of these assessments determine if a student will be promoted to the next 

grade level and, in the case of high schools, if a student will earn a diploma (Abrams & 

Madaus, 2003).  As a result, these standardized assessments are often called high-stakes 

tests.  In Indiana, school success is measured by student performance on the Indiana 

Statewide Testing for Educational Progress Plus (ISTEP+), a battery of tests administered 

each year covering mathematics and English/Language Arts.  At the high school level, 

the version of ISTEP+ known as the Graduation Qualifying Exam (GQE) is being 
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replaced by End-of-Course Assessments (ECA) given at the conclusion of algebra I and 

English 10.  For the graduating classes prior to 2012, passing the GQE is necessary to 

receive a diploma while passing the two ECAs is a requirement for the class of 2012 and 

beyond.  Thus, both the GQE and ECAs are considered high-stakes tests for students in 

the state of Indiana.  The ISTEP+ continues to be administered at the elementary and 

middle school levels, but grade-level promotion is not directly linked to a student’s score.  

However, results of all the aforementioned assessments are used to determine a school’s 

status in relation to Adequate-Yearly-Progress.  Thus, the high-stakes aspect falls upon 

all schools throughout the state (Abrams & Madaus, 2003).   

            Local media and politicians often make public the results of high-stakes tests as a 

means to either praise or admonish individual schools and entire school districts for their 

performance.  Thus, favorable results compared to the state averages and to neighboring 

school districts become an expectation from the community and the school board.  This 

expectation to perform well can place tremendous pressure upon the director’s vision for 

the curriculum.  In response, directors must decide if changes to the curriculum and its 

implementation are necessary to ensure all students are adequately prepared for the tests.  

If changes are perceived as too drastic, then the concern often raised is that teachers are 

being forced to teach to the test (Abrams & Madaus, 2003).  This can lead to a debate as 

to the underlying reason for attending school in the first place, and, due to the personal 

nature of the teaching and learning process, such a conversation will most likely produce 

as many varying opinions as there are proposed and identified purposes for curricula to 

follow.  For the curriculum director, the challenge is to find a balance among personal 
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beliefs, the reality of what exists within the district, and the expectation for students to 

perform well on high-stakes tests.  

Purpose of the Study 

This study sought to determine the beliefs of curriculum directors within the 

public school districts of Indiana as they pertain to the purpose of education and to the 

impact of high-stakes testing.  The six cultures of curriculum described by Joseph et al. 

(2000) were utilized to provide the lens through which curriculum directors could view 

the overall curriculum of their individual districts.  The researcher first sought to 

determine the culture most often supported personally by curriculum directors and the 

culture which curriculum directors believed was most prevalent within their districts.  

Further investigation was done to determine if a difference existed between personal 

beliefs and the perception of reality within the district.  Allowing for a potential 

relationship, Hanson’s (2003) descriptions of organizational behaviors were used as 

curriculum directors were asked to select the one best describing their district.  Madaus’ 

(1988) study identified seven principles describing the effects of high-stakes testing upon 

students, teachers, and the curriculum.  Principle Four states “In every setting where a 

high-stakes test operates, the exam content eventually defines the curriculum” (p. 90).   

Using this as a basis, the researcher wished to learn if directors believed high-stakes 

testing served a valid purpose within the context of their personally supported culture or 

the one perceived within their district.  Finally, the researcher sought to determine if 

directors believed the pressure to perform had an influence upon their decision-making in 

relation to curricular changes.   
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Significance of the Study 

Though charged with the responsibility of overseeing the content of the 

curriculum as well as its arrangement and implementation in the classroom, very few 

instances exist wherein district-level curriculum directors have been asked what they 

believe to be the purpose of education.  The results of this study will inform school 

districts of the beliefs held by curriculum directors regarding the reasons for educating 

young people and provide information describing their responses to the pressures of high-

stakes testing.  Since high-stakes testing is not unique to Indiana, the results will also be 

useful to school districts in other states.  Additionally, this study will aid those 

administrators, teachers, and community members who wish to “reject simplistic 

solutions and thoughtfully and holistically frame their thinking about curriculum” (Joseph 

et al., 2000, p. x). 

Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 

The following research questions guided this study: 

1)  What purpose of education is personally supported by curriculum directors? 

2)  What purpose do these directors believe exists within their districts? 

3)  Which organizational theory do curriculum directors believe best describes 

their district? 

4)  To what degree do these directors believe the pressure associated with 

performance on high-stakes tests has influenced their decision-making 

regarding changes to the curriculum? 

5)  Do relationships exist between the responses to the individual research 

questions and the particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by 
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designations associated with Adequate Yearly Progress, Indiana Public Law 

221, and the Indiana Department of Education’s Growth Model? 

6)  Do relationships exist between the responses to the individual research 

questions and particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by 

demographic factors such as level of education, position, years in education, 

district size, and community type? 

Null Hypothesis 1:  No particular purpose of education will be personally 

supported more often by Indiana public school curriculum directors than the 

other choices. 

Null Hypothesis 2:  No particular purpose of education will be reported to exist 

within Indiana public school districts more often than the other choices. 

Null Hypothesis 3:  No particular organizational theory will be selected by 

curriculum directors more often than the other choices. 

Null Hypothesis 4:  Indiana public school curriculum directors do not believe 

high-stakes testing has an impact on their decision-making regarding 

curriculum changes. 

Null Hypothesis 5:  No relationships exist between the responses to the individual 

research questions and the particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by 

designations associated with Adequate Yearly Progress, Indiana Public Law 

221, and the Indiana Department of Education’s Growth Model. 

Null Hypothesis 6:  No relationships exist between the responses to the individual 

research questions and particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by 
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demographic factors such as level of education, position, years in education, 

district size, and community type. 

Delimitations of the Study 

           The following were delimitations of this study:  

1)  The population for this study was limited to public school districts within the 

State of Indiana. 

2)  The study was limited to the responses of Indiana public school curriculum 

directors who received, completed, and returned the questionnaire. 

Definition of Key Terms 

  A Nation at Risk – Published in 1983 by the U.S. Department of Education's National 
Commission on Excellence in Education, this document is often cited as the 
origin of current reform efforts. 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) – Defined by the U.S. federal No Child Left Behind 
Act, this measurement allows the U.S. Department of Education to determine how 
public schools and school districts perform according to standardized test results. 

Curriculum Director – The individual with primary responsibility for overseeing the 
district-wide curriculum regardless of position or title. 

End-of-Course Assessment (ECA) – Standardized tests given to students at the 
conclusion of a particular course of study.  In Indiana, ECAs are given at the 
conclusion of algebra I and English 10.  Beginning with the class of 2013, passing 
these two ECA’s is part of the requirements to receive a high school diploma. 

Graduation Qualifying Exam (GQE) – A standardized test given to 10th graders in 
Indiana designed to assess learning in both mathematics and English/language 
arts.  Passing both portions of the test is necessary in order to receive a high 
school diploma.  The class of 2012 will be the last required to pass the GQE.  

High-Stakes Tests – Any type of standardized assessment with associated consequences 
based upon the individual’s performance. 

Indiana Public Law 221 (P.L. 221) – An education reform law that assesses schools based 
upon results of ISTEP+.  Schools may be given one of the following designations: 
exemplary progress, commendable progress, academic progress, academic watch, 
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and academic probation.  Schools remaining in the academic probation category 
for multiple years risk take over by the Indiana Department of Education.  

Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational Progress (ISTEP+) – Standardized 
assessments of mathematics and English/language arts given to students in 
Indiana each year at grades 3 through 10. 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) – Signed into law on January 8, 2002, this 
U.S. federal legislation is designed to improve schools through standards-based 
reform.  NCLB requires states to develop and administer assessments to students 
at certain grade levels in order for those states to receive federal funding. 

Progressive Education – Following the principle that students learn best in real-life 
activities with others, most proponents utilize hands-on projects with an emphasis 
on problem-solving and critical thinking.   

Sputnik –Launched by the Soviet Union on October 4, 1957, this was the first earth-
orbiting artificial satellite. 

Summary 

 The content of the curriculum, its implementation, and the assessment of student 

mastery have long been local decisions for school districts within the U.S.  Curriculum 

directors, like all educators, have an opinion regarding the purpose of education and, due 

to their level of responsibility, must weigh that opinion against the existing culture and 

expectations of the district in which they serve.  The relatively recent advent of high-

stakes testing and the resulting pressure to perform well on these tests have added new 

dimensions to the curriculum director’s approach.  What curriculum directors believe and 

how they respond to the pressures of high-stakes testing are to be studied.   



 

 
 
 
 
 

Chapter 2 
 

Review of Literature 
 
 
 

The Purpose of Education 

           What ends do we seek to achieve that give us charge to educate the young people 

of our society and by what means do we hope to accomplish this goal?  A similar yet less 

eloquent version of this same question would be to ask, “Why do we send kids to school 

and what do we do with them while they are there?”  Over the course of time, educational 

theorists, curriculum theorists, educational philosophers, curriculum developers, and 

curriculum specialists have proposed and debated answers to these questions.   For some, 

the answers are narrow in focus, following a path to ultimate truth.  For others the 

answers come from a myriad of viewpoints that add to the overall human perspective 

(Huber-Warring, 2010).  Regardless of position or title, individual scholars have unique 

definitions of what it means to educate the populace. 

           Plato (Plato & Jowett, 1941) made one of the earliest proposals in his Republic, a 

series of books in which he speaks on various topics through his main character and 

former teacher, Socrates.  Book vii, in particular, is viewed as one of the earliest 

foundational descriptions of the purpose of education.  Plato saw the strength of the state 

being directly linked to the education of the people and believed improving society could 

only be done by improving the individuals within it.  Thus, he advocated education for all 
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by providing each child with the opportunity to develop his or her own abilities.  The 

measure of these abilities would then determine the child’s future role in society from 

among three distinct groups: worker/artisan, soldier, or governor.  Once assigned, those 

within each group would be given specialized instruction allowing them to fulfill the 

needs set forth by the society.  Thus, the worker/artisan group would learn to perform the 

tasks essential to daily life; the soldier group would be trained in the skills needed to 

defend or to expand the borders; and the governing group would be taught lessons in 

leadership and diplomacy.  Members of this last group, the elite of society, would not be 

burdened with the mundane routines of daily life.  Rather, they would be afforded time to 

contemplate all that was good in the world.  In Plato’s time, to do so was considered 

living the good life (Noddings, 1995).  

           Scholars throughout time including Aristotle and Rousseau contributed their own 

ideas regarding the reasons and methods for education, but the central question was 

whether to educate for the good of the individual or for the good of the state.  Dewey 

(1902), an early leader in what would become known as progressive education, agreed 

with Plato’s assertion of educating all members of society but was uncomfortable with 

the idea of assigning each one to a defined category.  He did not agree that the population 

could or should be separated into three distinct categories and, in particular, strongly 

opposed the use of education as a means of creating and sustaining an elite class.   

Instead, Dewey believed in educating each child by catering to individual interests rather 

than forcing the child to follow a predetermined path. 

           Publishing My Pedagogic Creed (1897), Dewey declared “education is a process 

of living and not a preparation for future living” (p. 78), and schools “must represent life 
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– life as real and vital to the child as that which he carries on in the home, in the 

neighborhood, or on the play-ground” (p.78).  Following up with The Child and the 

Curriculum (1902), Dewey expanded his views stating schools must focus on the needs 

of each child rather than on the subject matter.  He criticized schools for being designed 

around guidance and control and advocated an approach allowing students freedom and 

initiative.  Dewey’s statement “To possess all the world of knowledge and lose one’s own 

self is as awful a fate in education as in religion” (1897, p. 78) reflects his belief that 

education should focus less on learning specific information and more on discovering the 

individual’s inner self.   

Organizing the Curriculum 

            Scholarly debate continued regarding the purpose of education, but the actual 

method through which that purpose could be achieved was treated as an afterthought.  

Franklin Bobbitt was the first to suggest the curriculum, the means to the end, be treated 

as a separate course of study and his work laid the foundation for curriculum theories, 

development strategies, and assessment methods still found in schools today.  However, 

it was not long before those who agreed with Bobbit’s proposal began debating the 

question of the curriculum’s ultimate purpose.  Early leaders in curriculum study 

including William Heard Kilpatrick and Frederick Bonser believed the curriculum should 

meet the individual needs and interests of children while others such as Charles H. Judd, 

George S. Counts, and William C. Bagley advocated curriculum development for the 

purpose of addressing social needs and issues (Kliebard, 1977).  Scholars continue to 

argue over the relationship between curriculum purpose and curriculum implementation.  

Central to the argument is the debate over which aspect influences the other.  Some 
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believe the theory behind the purpose should influence the practitioners while others 

believe the purpose should respond to the needs and expectations of those working with 

students in the classrooms (Wraga, 2002).   

           Believing input from educators working directly with students was essential to the 

development of the curriculum, Tyler (1949) created a framework based on a logical 

sequence that could be easily replicated.  He advocated the use of four questions to guide 

the creation or refinement of an entire curriculum.    

Tyler Rationale 

1) What educational purposes should the school seek to attain? 

2) What educational experiences can be provided that are likely to attain these 

purposes? 

3) How can these educational experiences be effectively organized? 

4) How can we determine whether these purposes are being attained?   

           Though introduced in 1949, the former Soviet Union’s successful launch of 

Sputnik in 1957 brought Tyler’s rationale to the forefront of curriculum design.  Blaming 

schools for not preparing the population well enough to compete with the technological 

advancements of other countries, critics demanded immediate improvements to the 

curriculum so the United States would not be embarrassed again (Bracey, 2007).  Putting 

the needs of society ahead of those of the individual, there was a need for a systematic 

process to forge responsible, well-educated citizens from raw, uneducated children.   

Thus, experts turned to templates such as Tyler’s in an effort to fix the curriculum 

(Kliebard, 1970).  Though efficient, the end result moved away from Tyler’s original 

desire to include teachers directly.  Instead, the resulting curriculum became teacher-
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proof as curriculum developers spent little time in classrooms gathering input from those 

directly engaged in the teaching and learning process (Eisner, 1984). 

           Historians may declare the Cold War has been over for many years, but educators 

continue to experience societal pressure as a result of similar events.  The fallout from 

Sputnik has been carried along by A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence 

in Education, 1983) and the No Child Left Behind Act (H.R. 1 – 107th Congress, 2001) 

with each having created demands for improvement requiring quick adjustments to the 

curriculum and its deployment.  Thus, curriculum designers such as Wiggins and 

McTighe continue to use a version of Tyler’s rationale in their book, Understanding by 

Design (Wiggins & McTighe, 1998).  The authors propose the use of three stages when 

approaching curriculum design: 

Stage 1:  Identify desired outcomes and results. 

Stage 2:  Determine what constitutes acceptable evidence of competency in the 

outcomes and results (assessment). 

Stage 3:  Plan instructional strategies and learning experiences that bring students to 

these competency levels (p. 2).  

Tyler’s influence can also be found in Courageous Conversations about Race by 

Singleton & Linton (2005) who use a similar approach to create their own process to 

address the concept of race within schools. 

1)  What is it that educators should know and be able to do to narrow the racial 

achievement gap? 

2)  How will educators know when they are experiencing success in their efforts to 

narrow the racial achievement gap? 
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3)  What do they do as they discover what they don’t yet know and are not yet able to 

do to eliminate the racial achievement gap (p. 3)? 

The above exemplify both the adaptability of Tyler’s rationale and also the simplicity as a 

tool for assembling a curriculum.  Tyler’s first question allows the user to determine the 

intended outcomes for the student which then leads to establishing the purpose for the 

entire curriculum.  However, critics view it as a one-size-fits-all process that does not 

account for the human interaction between teachers and learners (Hunkins & Hammill, 

1994).   

           By the late 1960s, the perceived teacher-proof curriculum was still widely used in 

schools throughout the country.  However, the social revolution of that time provided 

scholars the opportunity to present new perspectives.  Viewing curriculum design as 

much more complex than simply answering a few questions, Schwab (1970) advocated 

the necessity to look at each individual scenario with consideration for the student, the 

teacher, the subject-matter, and (social-cultural) milieus.  Schwab referred to these as the 

Four Commonplaces in his paper The Practical: A Language for Curriculum (1970) and 

believed these commonplaces must be kept in balance as the curriculum is developed and 

delivered.  Schwab believed an eclectic approach to curriculum development was best 

since no single theory is broad enough to address every subtlety within the interaction of 

teaching and learning.  Due to its complexity, Schwab (1983) recognized the need to have 

an individual oversee the design and implementation of the curriculum.  Thus, he later 

proposed the addition of a fifth element to the commonplaces, the curriculum specialist, 

who was to serve as a facilitator for groups engaged in the curriculum development 

process.  However, Schwab wanted the specialist to work as a colleague and not as a 
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central office bureaucrat with dictatorial powers.       

 The greatest strength and, therefore, the greatest drawback to Schwab’s proposal 

is its demand for deliberation throughout the process.  Carefully and thoughtfully 

considering the commonplaces and deciding how best to organize them takes time, 

something practitioners in the classroom do not have in large supply (Eisner, 1984).  

However, Schwab believed there were those in the field having both the time and the 

interest to oversee such work when he wrote The Practical 4: Something for Curriculum 

Professors to Do (1983).  Before explaining the job description, Schwab first delivered 

his concept of curriculum:  

Curriculum is what is successfully conveyed to differing degrees to different 

students, by committed teachers using appropriate materials and actions, of 

legitimated bodies of knowledge, skill taste, and propensity to act and react, 

which are chosen for instruction after serious reflection and communal decision 

by representatives of those involved in the teaching of a specified group of 

students who are known to the decision makers. (p. 240) 

Through phrases such as communal decision, involved in the teaching, and known to the 

decision makers, Schwab wanted his colleagues to realize they had a role in the process, 

but were not to assume its control.  

Categorizing the Outcomes    

           In more recent times, scholars have attempted to categorize the various purposes 

for curriculum.  Eisner and Vallance (1974) proposed five basic orientations:  

1)  Development of Cognitive Processes - Teaching children how to learn and 

helping them to develop their intellectual faculties 
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2)  Academic Rationalism - Studying those subjects deemed most worthy 

3)  Personal Relevance - Creating an individualized curriculum to meet the 

needs and interests of each student 

4)  Social Adaptation and Social Reconstruction – Responding to societal 

needs and providing skills to eliminate society’s ills 

5)  Curriculum as Technology - Determining intended outcomes to serve as 

guides to the curriculum development process 

 Goodlad (1979) studied the goals of schools across the country to determine what 

schools and, by inference, their respective communities believed to be the purpose of 

education.  Based on their findings, the researchers proposed the following four 

categories:   

1)  Academic – Sufficient schooling to learn the principles of religion and the laws of 

the land (sometimes defined as functional literacy). 

2)  Vocational – Readiness for productive work and economic responsibility. 

3)  Social & Civic – Socialization for participation in a complex society. 

4)  Personal – Personal fulfillment, which is a fairly recent development (p. 46). 

 Years later, seeking to determine why individuals choose to become teachers, 

Goodlad, Soder and Sirotnik (1990) identified what was termed as moral imperatives: 

• Facilitating Critical Enculturation – The school is the only institution in our 

nation specifically charged with enculturating the young into a political 

democracy.  Schools are major players in developing educated persons who 

acquire an understanding of truth, beauty, and justice against which to judge their 

own society’s virtues and imperfections (pp. 48-49). 
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• Providing Access to Knowledge – The school is the only institution in our society 

specifically charged with providing to the young a disciplined encounter with all 

the subject matters of the human conversation: the world as a physical and 

biological system; evaluative and belief systems; communication systems; the 

social, political, and economic systems that make up the global village; and the 

human species itself.  Teachers must be diligent in ensuring that no attitudes, 

beliefs, or practices bar students from access to the necessary knowledge (p. 49). 

• Building an Effective Teacher-Student Connection – The moral responsibility of 

educators takes on its most obvious significance where the lives of teachers and 

their students intersect.  The epistemology of teaching must encompass a 

pedagogy that goes far beyond the mechanics of teaching.  It must combine 

principles of teaching, subject-specific instruction, sensitivity to the pervasive 

human qualities and potentials always involved (pp. 49-50). 

 As the intended outcomes of a curriculum are pursued, they may create or reflect 

a culture within the school and its community.  Joseph et al. (2000) studied curriculum 

purpose in reference to these intended outcomes and identified six categories or cultures 

of curriculum found within schools.  However, these cultures are not exclusive from one 

another and often exist alongside or in combination with others.   

1) Training for Work and Survival – Providing the necessary skills to allow students 

to be both effective and adaptive in the workplace and in society. 

2) Connecting to the Canon – Instilling a basic set of values, core knowledge, and 

traditions associated with the dominant culture.   
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3) Developing Self and Spirit – Allowing student self-directed learning to occur that 

engages the intellect, the emotions, the body, and the spirit.   

4) Constructing Understanding – Developing in students the ability to think 

independently and to build knowledge from the information they gather through 

observation and collaboration.   

5) Deliberating Democracy – For democratic society to continue, providing 

opportunities for students to understand the basis for its existence as well as to 

grasp the importance of the processes associated with participation as a citizen. 

6) Confronting the Dominant Order – Learning to recognize and address those 

aspects of society that need to be changed and be taught the processes by which 

they can make those changes happen. 

 To this point, all perspectives on this issue have focused on outcomes.  From an 

educator’s viewpoint, these outcomes describe the skills or knowledge the student will 

possess in the end.  From a sociologist’s viewpoint, education provides outcomes of a 

different sort.  Kingston, Hubbard, Lapp, Schroeder, and Wilson (2003) studied 

educational attainment in relation to the benefits it provided the individual and society.  

The research revealed the following five aspects of social interaction that are impacted as 

an individual attains higher levels of education. 

1)  Support of Civil Liberties - The more educated are more supportive or tolerant of 

others.   

2)  Gender Equality - The more educated support a more expanded societal role for 

women.  
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3)  Social Capital - Interpersonal connections allow individuals to improve their 

status at school or in the workplace. 

4)  Cultural Capital - The appreciation and participation in the arts.  

5)  Civic Knowledge - The more educated are more informed about the events of the 

world around them (p. 58) 

Outcomes and Organizational Behavior 
 
 The teaching and learning process is a social interaction, and the manner in which 

a school organizes these interactions reflects the purpose it seeks to achieve.  Therefore, 

the behaviors exhibited by a school can be examined through the lens of organizational 

behavior.  For the purposes of this examination, descriptions of theories as proposed by 

Hanson (2003) will be used including classical organizations, social systems, open 

systems, and institutional organization. 

 Following the teachings of Weber, Taylor, and Fayol, classical organizations are 

primarily concerned with structure and hierarchical order to the division of labor 

(Hanson, 2003).  Thus, Plato’s idea to create three levels of society with the highest 

reserved for the thinkers is in agreement with the top-down, decision-making found in 

classical organizations.  Similarly, the step-by-step nature of Tyler’s rationale falls in line 

with the classical emphasis on efficiency.  The description by Joseph et al. of the 

category, Training for Work and Survival (2000), states students “are educated to know 

the world as it is, not to improve it or even to deeply understand it” (Joseph et al., p. 33).     

 A social system is defined as a group whose patterned interactions will eventually 

lead them to a goal.  Consideration for the complexity of those interactions is at the core 

of Schwab’s (1970) proposal for curriculum development.  Eisner and Vallance’s Social 



  

21 21

Adaptation and Social Reconstruction (1974), Goodlad’s Social and Civic Goals (1979), 

Joseph’s et al. Deliberating Democracy (2000), and Kingston’s et al. Social Capital 

(2003) all advocate the adaptation to the norms of the group as a key component within a 

social system.    

 Responding to the influences of the surrounding environment characterizes an 

open system.  The orderly aspects of classical and social systems often exist within an 

open system and create cyclical routines (Hanson, 2003).  These routines are disrupted 

only when outside influences impact the environment in which the system exists.  An 

open system perspective would align well with Joseph’s et al. Confronting the Dominant 

Order (2000) and Dewey’s (1897) belief that children should develop in response to the 

world around them. 

 For an organization to follow the precepts of institutional theory, it must be 

regulative by maintaining the formal and informal rules that provide order; normative by 

emphasizing values important to the society; and cognitive by shaping the view of reality 

and giving meaning to the complexity of life (Hanson, 2003).   Maintaining the status quo 

is at the core of an institution.  Thus, Eisner and Vallance’s Academic Rationalism 

(1974), Goodlad’s Facilitating Critical Enculturation (1979), and Joseph’s et al. 

Connecting to the Canon (2000) all share the same emphasis of perpetuating the 

dominant culture. 

 For centuries, philosophers, curriculum scholars, and even sociologists have put 

forth opinions regarding the why and the how of education.  Yet, it can be argued that no 

proposal has strayed too far from Plato’s belief that the good of society as a whole is 

dependent upon the good of its individuals.  The good for the whole lies in its ability to 
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survive and to flourish while the good of the individual is measured according to the 

skills and knowledge to be contributed.  Each scholar offered a slightly different 

approach, but all saw education as the means to achieve the ends.         

History of High-Stakes Testing 

 For the teaching and learning process to be effective, teachers need to know if 

their students have attained the intended outcome of the lesson.  Tyler (1949) 

incorporated an explicit question within his rationale, but the concept of assessing 

students’ knowledge and abilities is not new.  Even Plato (Plato & Jowett, 1941) 

advocated the assessment of children as part of his selection process.  However, this 

aspect of Plato’s proposal, the determination of a child’s future, is beginning to enter the 

reality of our current educational system.  National and state mandates have pushed 

standardized assessments to the forefront of education, and the results can either 

positively and negatively impact students, teachers, and schools.  Thus, these types of 

assessments are often categorized as high-stakes tests. 

 The first significant use of standardized assessments as part of a selection process 

occurred as a result of the First World War.  Desiring to determine which draftees were 

best-suited for various tasks, the U.S. Army developed and administered an intelligence 

test, called the Army Alpha, to each potential soldier (Haney, 1981).  Shortly after the 

conclusion of WWI, the first Stanford Achievement Tests (S.A.T.) were published.  

These tests, along with other achievement tests, were designed to assess the abilities of 

individual students and the effectiveness of specific curricular programs (Hamilton, 

Dunbar & Linn, 2003).   
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 A different kind of war found a new purpose for standardized assessments and 

provided the impetus for linking test performance to the desired outcome.  The race to 

space, as part of the Cold War, was won by the Soviet Union with the launch of Sputnik, 

and caused the American public to question the education system’s ability to adequately 

prepare its students (Bracey, 2007).  The United States’ role as a world superpower was 

at stake.  As mentioned earlier, curriculum developers turned to the step-by-step process 

of Tyler’s rationale in an attempt to standardize the curriculum.  As they worked through 

the rationale, the fourth point asked how teachers would know if the intended purposes 

had been attained.  If points one through three were completed, thereby ensuring all 

teachers were teaching the same curriculum, then it was logical for all teachers to use the 

same assessments.  In doing so, teachers would be able to determine if students were 

learning the basic core knowledge.  The popularity of this approach eventually gave rise 

to a new type of standardized assessment, the minimum competency test, and throughout 

the 1960s and 1970s, a number of states developed tests of basic skills to assure the 

public that students were receiving enough education to make them productive members 

of society (Amrein & Berliner, 2002).  However, the public would soon be convinced 

that expecting students to know just enough was really not good enough. 

 Twenty-six years after Sputnik, the National Commission on Education’s A 

Nation at Risk (1983) once again called American education into question.  The potential 

loss of global status was the recurrent theme, but this time the threat was based on 

economics.  The new fear was that the U.S. economy would be surpassed by those 

nations of the world whose children were outscoring U.S. students on international tests.  

The commission declared minimum competency tests no longer sufficient and called for 
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them to be replaced by high-stakes tests.  Advocates believed the expectation for students 

to perform well on these tests would force educators to raise their standards.  Continuing 

to question the preparation of the American worker, the U.S. Secretary of Labor 

established the Secretary’s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills (SCANS) with 

the purpose of determining those skills required of high school graduates to ensure 

success in the workplace (Department of Labor, 1991).  In response to the mounting 

pressure, states began developing sets of standards for teachers to incorporate into their 

respective curricula.  Many states then decided to assess how well students had mastered 

the standards by designing and administering standardized tests.  However, the 

performance expectations for these tests varied greatly.  Some states used the tests as a 

means to inform teachers of student progress while others tied the results to incentives 

and sanctions for schools, teachers, and students.  By the late 1990s, nearly all states had 

some form of a high-stakes test (Neill, 2003). 

 The purpose of standardized assessments has moved from providing information 

about the child in the present to making a determination about the child’s future.  Today’s 

high-stakes testing in the U.S. has developed primarily in response to concerns over the 

nation’s security and economic future.  Along the way, politicians have inserted 

themselves into the picture most often by bashing education for poor performance on 

these national and state tests.  However, in 2001, the United States Congress moved high-

stakes testing from a suggestion to an expectation by expanding the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act into the No Child Left Behind Act, commonly known as NCLB.   
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The purpose of NCLB… 

 …is to ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to 

obtain a high-quality education and reach, at a minimum, proficiency on 

challenging state academic achievement standards and state academic 

assessments.  This purpose can be accomplished by ensuring that high-quality 

academic assessments, accountability systems, teacher preparation and training, 

curriculum, and instructional materials are aligned with challenging state 

academic standards so that students, teachers, parents, and administrators can 

measure progress against common expectations for student academic achievement  

(H.R.1--107th Congress, 2001.). 

This legislation raised the stakes for education, but testing as a decree of the government 

is not a new concept.  In 1984, Foucault proposed testing as a necessary construct of 

those who govern in order to know the population better.  However, Foucault also warned 

the results of the examination could be used to define individuals for what they knew and 

to punish them for what they did not (Graham & Neu, 2004).    

Beliefs and Reality 

 A Nation at Risk proposed raising educational standards by means of high-stakes 

testing and No Child Left Behind uses the results of those tests to hold schools 

accountable for improvement (Nichols & Berliner, 2007).   As a result, high-stakes 

testing holds a prominent position in education and, as with any other endeavor 

attempting to categorize individuals, has both critics and supporters.  Amrein & Berliner 

(2002) studied the arguments in favor of high-stakes testing and concluded many points 

are founded more upon beliefs rather than upon facts.  One such argument holds that 
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high-stakes tests define a core set of knowledge for which students are responsible to 

learn and teachers are responsible to teach.  The results of the tests are then used to 

determine how well each party met their respective expectations. This has remained a 

common belief since the days of the minimum competency exams of the 1960s and 1970s 

(Haney, 1981).  Through the establishment of a minimum passing score, a degree of 

confidence is created that all students, and therefore the entire population, has a common 

set of knowledge and skill level.  Thus, results of the test will indicate how well schools 

are preparing students to fit into society.  If a school’s results are excellent, then it is 

assumed the curriculum and those who deliver it must be excellent.  Conversely, schools 

with poor results are believed to have an inadequate curriculum and poorly-prepared 

teachers.  Therefore, to achieve favorable results, schools must know what will be 

covered on the test and must tailor the curriculum to ensure students are well prepared.  

In a Center on Education Policy study of six Rhode Island schools, Srikantaiah, Zhang 

and Swayhoover (2008) found those schools having met performance expectations on the 

state assessments had the best alignment of their respective curricula to the state 

standards.     

Critics of high-stakes testing argue that instead of serving as a motivator, the 

emphasis upon performance creates pressure affecting students, teachers, and 

administrators.  The responses to this pressure have been the focus of studies by 

researchers such as Amrein and Berliner (2003) who, in contrast to the belief that high-

stakes testing would have a positive impact on schools, identified a number of 

unintended consequences.  According to Hoff (2009), at the end of the 2007-2008 school 

year, nearly 30,000 schools failed to meet the expectations associated with Adequate 
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Yearly Progress.  Thus, it is little wonder that teachers and administrators will resort to 

whatever means necessary to keep their schools from being sanctioned.  One of the most 

common responses to this pressure is called teaching to the test.   Amrein and Berliner 

(2003) found ample evidence of such behavior whereby teachers decided to focus only 

on those parts of the curriculum they felt confident would be included on the test.  Not 

only did teachers simply present the material, but they did so repeatedly through the use 

of routine drills.  Johnson, Johnson, Farenga, and Ness (2007) argue this type of 

methodology has a negative impact on children’s physical, mental, and emotional health 

in the sense that the constant repetition removes much of the excitement of discovery 

associated with learning.  As Scot, Callahan, and Urquhart (2009) researched the impact 

of high-stakes testing upon gifted and talented instruction, one teacher responded, 

“Students have lost excitement and interest they once had in learning.  This is due, in 

part, to teachers not being able to teach innovatively, but to the tests” (p. 47).   

Despite the potentially damaging impact, teachers rationalize their behavior in a 

number of ways.  Arguing in favor of the accountability created by high-stakes testing, 

Vyrostek (2009) declared, “Teachers fear their schools’ accreditation, as well as their 

jobs, may be at stake, so they are tempted to teach only directly test-related material” (p. 

131).  Teachers in a qualitative study of the impact of assessment on instructional 

practices in Kentucky middle schools by Faulkner and Cook (2006) believed the state 

assessments were driving the curriculum.  Respondents felt “an overwhelming sense that 

the state assessment dictated their practice and, in a sense, forced them to use ineffective, 

teacher-focused instructional strategies” (p. 8).  Similarly, Srikantaiah, et al. (2008) 

identified the most often used teaching strategies as teacher-led discussion, the use of 
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closed questions, and seat work as teachers struggled to cover all the content within the 

curriculum.  This study also revealed the internal conflict teachers felt when utilizing 

methods to prepare students for the test rather than methods to help students think at a 

higher level.  Wenglinsky (2005) voiced concern that high-stakes testing was forcing 

teachers to use strategies they knew were not best practices and to disregard the need to 

teach 21st-century and higher-order thinking skills.   Recounting his own experiences as a 

classroom teacher, Botzakis (2004) stated, “When so much emphasis is placed on testing, 

the result is that it overshadows everything else, and the focus of education is 

lost…Children wouldn’t be taught to learn as they would be taught to pass a test.  We 

would not be called teachers anymore, but rather testers” (p. 10).     

Not only can teaching to the test restrict the creativity of the teacher, it can also 

reduce the time afforded those subjects not being tested.  Thus, in order to prepare 

students to pass the test, the teaching of subjects such as music, art, and science is often 

pushed to the side (Rothstein & Jacobson, 2006).  A federal, longitudinal survey of 

school staffing covering the years from 1990 to 2004, showed a weekly increase of 96 

minutes in reading and math with a corresponding loss of 48 minutes each for social 

studies and science (Jerald, 2006).  Teachers participating in Ogawa, Sandholtz, 

Martinez-Flores and Scribner’s (2003) investigation of the implementation of a 

standards-based curriculum stated the new curriculum was inadequate in providing a 

well-balanced education for their students.  This was due, in part, to the decision to 

devote more time to subjects upon which the state test was based, leaving less time for 

others.  Similarly, middle school teachers in Faulkner and Cook’s (2006) study stated 
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they had sacrificed time for other subjects for the sake of covering as much potentially 

tested material as possible.   

Just as it is believed feedback from test results will help schools to improve, so 

also is the idea that individuals will use test results to do likewise.  Similar to school 

ratings, students will be judged based upon their individual test results.  Therefore, 

students receiving a passing score will be seen as successes while those who do not will 

be considered failures.  Though critics argue this type of feedback is damaging, 

advocates believe this accountability will serve to motivate students rather than to 

discourage them (Amrein & Berliner, 2002).  Students who pass the test will feel a sense 

of accomplishment while those who fail will be filled with a desire to work harder.  

Unfortunately, data indicate the contrary as low-performing students are more likely to 

drop out of school viewing the test as a roadblock to their future (Jacob, 2001). 

Proponents of high-stakes testing also believe teachers will use the results of the 

tests to improve instruction.  Through the feedback gained from the test results, teachers 

will be able to determine the areas in which their students are deficient and be able to 

modify their instructional practices accordingly.  In a study of the effects of high-stakes 

testing, Smith and O’Day (1991) found evidence of improved assessment strategies and 

teacher effectiveness as schools began to align their curricula with the tests.   However, 

Hamilton’s et al. (2003) research found few instances of schools utilizing the results of 

standardized tests to modify the curriculum and, of those doing so, almost none used 

tests considered to be high-stakes.  Studying the accountability systems of various states, 

Opfer, Henry and Mashburn (2008) identified the possibility of complacency among 

teachers in those districts where high-stakes testing had been in place for the longest 
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time.  When there is acceptance of the system, “Districts may disengage from 

improvement and teachers may attend less to the system specifics and plan less for 

professional development integration” (p. 327).   

 Advocates also reason the improved instruction and increased student 

achievement resulting from high-stakes testing will cause a corresponding improvement 

by U.S. students on national and international exams.  Neill and Gaylor (2001) examined 

the impact of high-stakes testing upon performance on the National Assessment of 

Educational Progress (NAEP) and found the opposite to be true.  Students in states where 

a high-stakes test did not exist actually performed better than their counterparts in states 

having such exams.  Amrein and Berliner (2002) conducted a similar study and, in 

addition to finding the same results regarding the NAEP, showed students in states 

without graduation exams scored better on both the SAT and the ACT exams than 

students in states with graduation exams.   

Another aspect of Neill and Gaylor’s (2001) study included a comparative 

longitudinal study of U.S. students’ performance on the Trends in International 

Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) in relation to the same students’ performance 

on state administered high-stakes tests.   Prior to the study, many states had reported 

steady increases in student scores over time.  Despite this encouraging data, Neill and 

Gaylor found no improvement in the rankings of U.S. students’ scores on the TIMSS.  

The conclusion was that U.S. students were learning how to pass local tests, but not 

gaining the depth of understanding required to score well on international exams.  Results 

from a study by Stigler and Hiebert (1999) provided one explanation for this difference in 

student performance.  After investigating the instructional practices of educators in 
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countries with high-ranking scores on the TIMSS, these researchers found teachers spent 

the majority of their time and energy focusing instruction upon the development of 

concept and meaning.  The researchers then conducted an investigation of instructional 

practices by U.S. teachers, but found the emphasis to be upon memorization of facts and 

the following of procedures.    

Responding to the Pressure 

           Campbell’s Law states “The more any quantitative social indicator is used for 

social decision-making, the more subject it will be to corruption pressures, and the more 

apt it will be to distort and corrupt the social processes it is intended to monitor” 

(Nichols and Berliner, 2007, p. 25).  Using this law as the basis for reporting the results 

of their study, Nichols and Berliner (2008) offered the following conclusion, “The 

pressure to score well on a single test is so intense that it leads to nefarious practices 

(cheating on the test, data manipulation), distorts education (narrowing the curriculum, 

teaching to the test) and ends up demoralizing our educators” (p. 42).    Questionable 

behaviors associated with the pressure of high-stakes testing have been identified at 

every level of education ranging from the classroom to state departments of education.   

The pressure for students to perform well on high-stakes tests has caused extreme 

responses and life-changing decisions.  Cheating has become the most prevalent reaction 

as individuals and groups seek to gain an upper hand to ensure students pass the test.  

Interestingly, adults have been the most willing to cross this ethical line.  In an attempt to 

create a research tool able to identify instances of cheating, Jacob and Levitt (2003) 

found 70 instances of cheating in elementary classrooms within the Chicago Public 
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Schools.   In 2010, over 100 educators within the Atlanta Public Schools were accused of 

tampering with tests after gains in achievement appeared unusually high (Aarons, 2010). 

Nichols and Berliner (2007) argue the decision to cheat is in response to the 

dilemma faced by teachers when they realize their students’ futures and possibly their 

own hang in the balance.  In their study, these researchers categorized incidents of 

cheating as occurring before the test, during the test, and after test.  Instances of cheating 

before the test most often occurred in the form of teachers providing their students with a 

very similar version of the upcoming test as a means of practice or, in extreme cases, 

blatantly revealing the exact test.  The researchers found cheating during the test to be the 

most disturbing since it often required collaboration by the students.  This type of 

cheating involved adults providing students with the correct answers while the test was 

being administered.  However, a more subtle form occurred when teachers provided 

clues, made suggestions, or encouraged students to review their answers.  The most 

prevalent instances of cheating were found to occur after testing took place.  These were 

the times when adults corrected student answer sheets prior to submitting them for 

scoring.  

Administrators were also found guilty of behavior considered unethical.  In 

several instances, administrators facing the possibility of sanctions to their schools due 

to a history of poor student achievement were found to have suspended from school an 

unusually high number of low-performing students just prior to testing.  Similarly, in an 

effort to avoid the potential for decreased test scores, administrators admitted to 

retaining low-performing students at their current grade level if a high-stakes test was to 

be given at the next grade level (Amrein & Berliner, 2003)  Because the vast majority of 
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the students impacted by these decisions are children of color, both Nichols and Berliner 

(2007) and Johnson et al. (2007) argued these practices amount to a subtle form of 

racism as these students are denied the same opportunities associated with educational 

attainment as their white counterparts will have.  This lack of education relegates these 

students to lives at the lowest levels of society with little hope for a prosperous future 

and the likelihood of their own children incurring the same fate.   

A Place for High-Stakes Testing 

           Though cognitive researchers such as Bransford, Brown, and Cocking (2000) 

showed learning for meaning results in greater retention as opposed to the rote 

memorization associated with high-stakes test preparation, teachers are still faced with a 

dilemma of doing what they believe is right versus doing what is necessary for their 

students to be successful.  Despite the negative consequences associated with high-

stakes testing, there are those who believe it can be utilized positively.  Popham (2004) 

qualified his position stating the design of tests is what matters most.  He stated, “If the 

tests used to measure student growth don’t do that job accurately, then educators are 

being required to take part in an accountability game that they have no chance of 

winning” (p. 86).  Similarly, Gamble-Risley (2006) advocated the use high-stakes tests 

citing examples where school districts used the results to improve instruction and to 

address the needs of individual learners.  Regardless of position, there are those who 

recognize the inevitability of high-stakes testing and are trying to make the best of the 

situation.  Gabriel (2005) advocated the need to teach students as much as possible not 

only as to what is covered on the test, but also as to how the test is organized and how it 

is scored.  Gabriel argued teachers of the College Board’s Advanced Placement courses 
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have already developed strategies to help students prepare to pass their respective tests.  

Thus, those same strategies should transfer readily as teachers prepare students for high-

stakes exams.   

Nichols and Berliner (2008) offer five reasons why high-stakes testing has 

become accepted as a normal part of American life.  The first reason comes from a 

business perspective coinciding with the belief that high-stakes tests will reveal the lazy 

students and the lazy teachers.  The resulting embarrassment of being singled out will 

compel them to work harder thereby increasing the efficiency of the system.  The second 

reason can be traced to Sputnik and A Nation at Risk.  The American public continues to 

believe an educated populace is necessary if the U.S. is going to remain competitive in 

the global economy.  Therefore, high-stakes testing is seen as a logical means to ensure 

students are being properly educated.  Reason three is based upon changing 

demographics and the role of senior citizens who now constitute a significant portion of 

the population.  As a result of increased longevity, this group is more willing to take an 

active role in the political decision-making process.  Thus, the authors argue, seniors will 

not want to waste resources on youths who are not capable of keeping the economy 

running.  Therefore, high-stakes testing will separate the deserving from the 

undeserving.   The fourth reason looks at the differences among socio-economic classes.  

The pressure to perform and the resulting problems associated with high-stakes testing 

are most often found in schools located in lower-class communities.  From a political 

perspective, the upper and middle classes control the game and schools in these 

communities are rarely affected by the potential sanctions of NCLB.  Therefore, high-

stakes testing is allowed to continue simply because it does not bother the ruling classes.  



  

35 35

The fifth and final reason draws from American society’s fascination with sports.  

Games have winners and losers and the results of high-stakes testing can be reported 

from a game-like perspective.  Therefore, communities can be as proud of their schools’ 

reputation for winning performances on high-stakes tests as they are of the winning 

reputation of their football teams.    

Summary 

 The basis of this study can be described as a struggle between the aspects of 

contingency and classical theories.  Contingency theory allows for a variety of responses 

based on the needs and demands of the environment (Hanson, 2003).  In terms of 

education, the environmental demands placed upon schools have come from the 

expectations of the community or clientele which each school serves.   In response to 

those demands, schools have had the freedom to choose from a variety of proposed 

curricula, each organized in a particular manner to ensure the desired outcome for the 

students.  Thus, if there is a demand for a well-trained work force, then a curriculum 

could be designed to meet it.  If, instead, the emphasis is to perpetuate the dominant 

culture, then a curriculum could be organized and delivered to fulfill those expectations.  

This relative freedom has allowed schools to develop individual identities, and, in some 

cases, allowed schools to specialize in providing specific educational outcomes.  When 

viewed as a whole, the ability of schools to offer differing curricula has allowed them to 

address the variety of needs and demands placed upon them by society at large.   

As high-stakes testing becomes more prevalent, schools may no longer have the 

luxury of choosing the curriculum best suited to their particular context.  The needs and 

demands associated with contingency theory to which schools should respond are no 
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longer generated at the local level, but are now coming from state and federal mandates.  

As a result, evidence of contingency theory in schools is slowly giving way to classical 

theory with its “formalization, standardization, and rationalization of rules and roles 

around the mission of the organization” (Hanson, 2003).   The expectations associated 

with NCLB have been delivered in classical top-down fashion creating a formalized 

process by which schools are evaluated and forced to change their missions to address 

student performance on high-stakes tests.  To accomplish this new mission, teachers 

must rationalize changes to their teaching methods to ensure students are prepared to 

pass tests covering standards for learning prescribed by departments of education at both 

the state and national levels.   

Faced with choosing between contingency theory and classical theory is the 

curriculum director.  Following contingency theory will allow the director the freedom 

to arrange and deliver the curriculum in a manner that best meets the needs and demands 

of the school community.  However, the expectations of identifying and addressing the 

needs of each student as mandated by No Child Left Behind Act make it difficult for the 

director to stray too far from the conventional path.  Using classical theory as a guide, 

the director will need to organize a curriculum that allows students to meet the 

expectations set forth by state and national mandates. Unfortunately, the method for 

assessing student progress toward those goals has evolved into a series of high-stakes 

tests, the results of which have the potential to make or break a school district.  Thus, the 

director must balance a desire to make independent choices with the need to produce 

positive results on common exams.  This internal struggle is the focus of this study. 



 

 
 
 
 
 

CHAPTER 3 
 

Methodology of Research 
 
 
 

           Declarations and debates regarding the purpose of education can be traced 

throughout the centuries.  However, these pontifications and arguments have been held 

primarily in the arena of the philosophers and educational theorists.  There are very few 

instances where those who manage and implement a curriculum have been asked what 

they believe.  Against the backdrop of high-stakes testing, school leaders may face a 

conflict between what they believe and what they feel compelled to do.   

 The researcher sought to answer the following questions: 

1)  What purpose of education is personally supported by curriculum directors? 

2)  What purpose do these directors believe exists within their districts? 

3)  Which organizational theory do curriculum directors believe best describes 

their district? 

4)  To what degree do these directors believe the pressure associated with 

performance on high-stakes tests has influenced their decision-making regarding 

changes to the curriculum? 

5)  Do relationships exist between the responses to the individual research 

questions and the particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by designations 
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associated with Adequate Yearly Progress, Indiana Public Law 221, and the 

Indiana Department of Education’s Growth Model? 

6)  Do relationships exist between the responses to the above questions and 

particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by demographic factors such as 

level of education, position, years in education, district size, and community type? 

Research Design 

 A quantitative descriptive research design attempts to establish an association 

between or among variables.  As the name implies, descriptive research simply reports 

what is observed and makes no attempt to manipulate the variables (Hopkins, 2000).  

Thus, this study will be conducted using a self-reporting questionnaire to allow Indiana 

public school curriculum directors to report their beliefs regarding the purpose of the 

curriculum and the impact of high-stakes testing upon their decision-making.  

Rationale for Methodology 

 The advantages of survey methodology are its ability to retrieve input from large 

populations via mail or e-mail, the standardization of questions for improved precision, 

and the elimination of observer subjectivity.  One particular disadvantage, however, is its 

inability to probe further based on the response provided (Barribeau, et al., 2005).  The 

intent of this study is to gather and to report the responses of Indiana public school 

administrators in relation to curriculum purpose and the impact of high-stakes testing.  

Thus, the descriptive nature of the study makes the use of a survey the best choice for 

gathering the necessary data.   
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Description of the Population 

The study population will consist of curriculum directors in all 292 Indiana K-12 

public school districts during the 2010-2011 school year.  A request will be sent to 

superintendents via e-mail asking them to complete the survey or to forward the request 

to the appropriate supervisor.  The name and address of each superintendent will be 

retrieved from the 2010 Indiana School Directory located within the Indiana Department 

of Education website.     

Instrumentation 

 The administered survey will include researcher-designed questions as well as 

demographic inquiries such as level of education, current position, size of school district, 

and community type.  Additional researcher-designed questions will focus on 

determining what curriculum directors believe personally and what they believe exists 

within their school district with regard to the purpose of the curriculum.  As the literature 

review revealed, many opinions exist as to why and how young people should be 

educated.  Therefore, the researcher formulated questions will use the categorization 

offered by Joseph et al. (2000).  Additional researcher-designed questions will use a five-

point Likert scale to determine the perceived impact of high-stakes testing upon the 

decision-making of curriculum directors.   

Reliability and Validity 

To determine the face validity of the survey instrument, a panel consisting of five 

experts in the field of education will be asked to provide feedback regarding questions 

and directions.  Members of the panel will include: 
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1. Dr. Walter Bourke, Superintendent of Franklin Township Schools, 

Indianapolis, Indiana 

2. Dr. Jeffrey Butts, Assistant Superintendent of Wayne Township Schools, 

Indianapolis, Indiana 

3. Dr. Michael Copper, Former Superintendent of Lawrence Township 

Schools, Indianapolis, Indiana 

4. Dr. David Dresslar, Director of the Center of Excellence in Leadership 

and Learning (CELL), University of Indianapolis 

5. Dr. James Mervilde, Superintendent of Washington Township Schools, 

Indianapolis, Indiana 

6. Dr. Linda Thompson, Assistant Superintendent of Carmel Clay Schools, 

Carmel, Indiana 

Drafts and revisions of the survey instrument will be sent to each panelist for review until 

the final version is deemed acceptable by all. 

The reliability of the researcher-designed questions regarding beliefs of 

educational purpose and the impact of high-stakes testing will be determined using test-

retest methodology.  A group of 10 Indiana public school principals will be selected and 

asked to complete the researcher-designed portion of the survey.  The survey will be sent 

to each member of the group via e-mail with a request to complete the survey within one 

week.  Two weeks later, each member will then be asked again to take the survey within 

one week of receiving the request.   
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Data Collection 

 An internet web-based survey provider will be used as the principal means 

for collecting data.  Utilizing information from the Indiana Department of Education, the 

researcher will create a spreadsheet containing each public school superintendent’s name, 

e-mail address, and corresponding district enrollment.  Requests for participation in the 

survey along with instructions for accessing the survey website will be sent to all 

superintendents via e-mail.  Responses to the survey will be collected within the 

provider’s electronic database, to be later downloaded by the researcher.  A goal of 

obtaining responses from a minimum of 30% of the districts within each size category 

has been set by the researcher.  Additional requests for participation will be made via e-

mail until this goal is met or exceeded in each category. 

Data Analysis 

 The survey is divided into three sections: demographics, district information, and 

beliefs and opinions.  Questions 1 through 5 will be used to gather demographic 

information about the respondent including position, degree attained, and years of 

experience.  District information will be obtained by questions 6 through 11 including 

enrollment and designation with respect to Adequate Yearly Progress and Public Law 

221.    The remaining questions will seek to draw out the beliefs and opinions of 

respondents with respect to curriculum cultures and high-stakes testing.  Questions 12 

through 15 ask respondents to declare the purpose of the curriculum they support 

personally, the purpose most prevalent within their school district, and the impact made 

upon those cultures by high-stakes testing.  Question 16 asks for respondents’ opinions 

regarding the organizational theory that best describes the manner in which their district 
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functions.  Questions 17 through 19 seek to determine the perceived pressure respondents 

feel due to high-stakes testing, and question 20 allows the respondent to share any 

thoughts or comments regarding the relationship between high-stakes testing and the 

purpose of the curriculum.   

The design of questions 12, 13, and 16 will allow responses to be displayed using 

a frequency distribution table whereas responses to questions 14, 15, 17, 18 and 19 utilize 

a five-point Likert scale.  The results of both types of questions will be analyzed using a 

one-way ANOVA to compare differences in the group means of various demographic 

characteristics.   

Question 20 is open-ended and will allow for comments to be made concerning 

high-stakes testing and its relation to the purpose of the curriculum.    The comments will 

be analyzed using the qualitative approach, content analysis, whereby the researcher will 

identify the theme of each comment and assign it to a particular category.      

Limitations of the Study 

           The following will be limitations of this study:  

1)  The population for this study is limited to public school districts within the 

State of Indiana. 

2)  The study is limited to the responses of Indiana public school curriculum 

directors who will receive, complete, and return the questionnaire. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study is to determine the opinions of school leaders as they 

relate to high-stakes testing.  One particular method of doing so is through the use of a 

survey.  Creating an appropriate instrument is critical to success and utilizing a cadre of 
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superintendents to assist with the formulation of questions will help to ensure respondents 

have a clear understanding of the survey’s intent.  Receiving a minimum number of 

responses from within each subgroup will be necessary if the sample is to qualify as 

representative of the entire population.  Once accomplished, applying statistical formulas 

to the data will allow the researcher to determine if opinions regarding curriculum 

culture, high-stakes testing, and perceived pressure to perform can be associated with 

particular demographics within the responding population.   



 

 
 
 
 
 

CHAPTER 4 
 

Presentation of Data 
 
 
 

Purpose of the Study 

This study sought to determine the beliefs of curriculum directors within the 

public school districts of Indiana as they pertain to the purpose of education and to the 

impact of high-stakes testing.  The six cultures of curriculum described by Joseph et al. 

(2000) were utilized to provide the lens through which curriculum directors could view 

the overall curriculum of their individual districts.  The researcher first sought to 

determine the culture most often supported personally by curriculum directors and the 

culture which curriculum directors believed was most prevalent within their districts.  

Further investigation was done to determine if a difference existed between personal 

beliefs and the perception of reality within the district.  Allowing for a potential 

relationship, Hanson’s (2003) descriptions of organizational behaviors were used as 

curriculum directors were asked to select the one best describing their district.  Madaus’ 

(1988) study identified seven principles describing the effects of high-stakes testing upon 

students, teachers, and the curriculum.  Principle 4 states “In every setting where a high-

stakes test operates, the exam content eventually defines the curriculum” (p. 90).   Using 

this as a basis, the researcher wished to learn if directors believed high-stakes testing 

served a valid purpose within the context of their personally supported culture or the one 
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perceived within their district.  Finally, the researcher sought to determine if directors 

believed the pressure for students to perform well on high-stakes tests had an influence 

upon their decision-making in relation to curricular changes.   

Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 

The following research questions and corresponding null hypotheses were developed to 

guide this study: 

Research Question 1:  What purpose of education is personally supported by 

curriculum directors? 

Null Hypothesis 1:  No particular purpose of education will be personally 

supported more often by Indiana public school curriculum directors than the 

other choices. 

Research Question 2:  What purpose do these directors believe exists within their 

districts? 

Null Hypothesis 2:  No particular purpose of education will be reported to exist 

within Indiana public school districts more often than the other choices. 

Research Question 3:  Which organizational theory do curriculum directors 

believe best describes their district? 

Null Hypothesis 3:  No particular organizational theory will be selected by 

curriculum directors more often than the other choices. 

Research Question 4:  To what degree do these directors believe the pressure 

associated with performance on high-stakes tests has influenced their 

decision-making regarding changes to the curriculum? 
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Null Hypothesis 4:  Indiana public school curriculum directors do not believe 

high-stakes testing has an impact on their decision-making regarding 

curriculum changes. 

Research Question 5:  Do relationships exist between the responses to the 

individual research questions and the particular respondent sub-groups as 

categorized by designations associated with Adequate Yearly Progress, 

Indiana Public Law 221, and the Indiana Department of Education’s Growth 

Model? 

Null Hypothesis 5:  No relationships exist between the responses to the individual 

research questions and the particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by 

designations associated with Adequate Yearly Progress, Indiana Public Law 

221, and the Indiana Department of Education’s Growth Model. 

Research Question 6:  Do relationships exist between the responses to the above 

questions and particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by 

demographic factors such as level of education, position, years in education, 

district size, and community type? 

Null Hypothesis 6:  No relationships exist between the responses to the individual 

research questions and particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by 

demographic factors such as level of education, position, years in education, 

district size, and community type. 

Description of the Population 

An invitation to participate in this study was successfully sent via electronic mail 

to 272 public school superintendents within the State of Indiana.  The researcher 
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requested the superintendent to complete an electronic survey provided through Survey 

Monkey or to have the survey completed by the person at the district level most 

responsible for the overall curriculum.  The survey contained twenty questions and was 

divided into three sections: demographics, district information, and beliefs and opinions.   

Table 1 

Survey Responses 

Successful Invitations              Responses  
Number 272 Number 136 Percentage             50.0 
 
Table 1 shows the total of 272 invitations and the total of 136 responses collected at the 

Survey Monkey site for a response rate of 50%.   

Demographics 

 Questions 1 through 5 were used to gather demographic information about the 

respondents including position, degree attained, years in position, years as a classroom 

teacher, and years in education.   

Table 2 

Respondents’ Highest Levels of Education 

Survey Question 1:  Please indicate your highest level of education. 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Ed.D./Ph.D. 73 53.7 53.7 53.7 
Ed. S. 59 43.4 43.4 97.1 

Master’s 4 2.9 2.9 100.0 

Total 136 100.0 100.0  
 

Table 2 contains the results of respondents highest levels of education.  The data 

show the majority, 97.1%, held either an Ed. S. or Ed. D.   
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 Table 3 

Respondents’ Current Positions within their School District 

Survey Question 2:  Please indicate the title best matching your current position. 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Superintendent 130 95.6 95.6 95.6 
Assistant Supt. 2 1.5 1.5 97.1 

Curriculum Director 4 2.9 2.9 100.0 

Total 136 100.0 100.0  
 

Survey question 2 asked respondents to select the title best matching their current 

position.  Table 3 shows 95.6% indicated they were serving in the role of superintendent.   

Table 4 

Years Serving in Current Position of Employment 

Survey Question 3:  How many years have you been in this position? 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

20+ years 10 7.4 7.7 7.7 
11 to 19 years 24 17.6 18.5 26.2 
5 to 10 years 36 26.5 27.7 53.8 
Less than 5 years 60 44.1 46.2 100.0 
No Response 6 4.4   
Total 136 100.00   

 
Displayed in Table 4 are the years respondents had served in their current role.  

The data show 46.2% of the respondents had served less than five years and 27.7% had 

served between 5 and 10 years.  Overall, 73.9% had served for ten years or less.  
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Table 5 

Years Served as a Classroom Teacher 

Survey Question 4:  How many years did you serve as a classroom teacher? 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

20+ years 6 4.4 4.4 4.4 
11 to 19 years 35 25.7 25.9 30.4 
5 to 10 years 80 58.8 59.3 89.6 
Less than 5 years 14 10.3 10.4 100.0 
No Response 1 .7   
Total 136 100   

 
Table 5 contains responses with regard to the number of years served as a 

classroom teacher.  It shows 59.3% served between 5 and 10 years as a classroom teacher 

while 25.9% served between 11 and 19 years.   

Table 6 

Years in Education 

Survey Question 5:  How many years have you been in education? 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

20+ years 116 85.3 85.9 85.9 
11 to 19 years 18 13.2 13.3 99.3 
5 to 10 years 1 .7 .7 100.0 
No Response 1 .7   
Total 136 100.0   

 
Question 5 sought to determine the number of years each respondent had served 

in education overall.  Those serving in education for 20 years or more, as displayed in 

Table 6, made up 85.9% of the respondents with those serving 11 to 19 years accounting 

for 13.3%.   
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District Information 

 Questions 6 through 11 were designed to gather information about the school 

district.  Respondents were asked to describe their district in terms of student population, 

community setting, adequate yearly progress, Indiana Public Law 221, and the Indiana 

Department of Education’s Growth Model.   

Table 7 

Total Student Population of Respondents’ School Districts 

Survey Question 6:  What is the total student population of your school district? 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Less than 1,000 26 19.1 21.1 21.1 
1,000 to 2,000 36 26.5 29.3 50.4 
2,000 to 4,000 33 24.3 26.8 77.2 
4,000 to 10, 000 16 11.8 13.0 90.2 
Greater than 10,000 12 8.8 9.8 100.0 
No Response 13 9.6   
Total 136 100.0   
 
 A summary of the responses pertaining to district size is displayed in Table 7.  

Districts with less than 1,000 students were represented by 26 respondents or 21.1% of 

the total.    Similarly, 36 respondents or 29.3%, represented districts with between 1,000 

and 2,000 students; and, 33 respondents accounted 26.8% of the districts between 2,000 

and 4,000 students.  There were 16 respondents or 13% who represented districts 

between 4,000 and 10,000 students; and, of those districts greater than 10,000 students, 

12 respondents made up 9.8% of the total.  
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Table 8 
 
Number of Indiana School Districts by Student Population 
 
Responses by Total Student Population  

 
Frequency 

Number of 
districts within 

Indiana 
Percent of 
Subgroup 

Less than 1,000 26 51 51.0 
1,000 to 2,000 36 102 35.3 
2,000 to 4,000 33 69 47.8 
4,000 to 10, 000 16 47 34.0 
Greater than 10,000 12 24 50.0 
No Response 13   
Total 136 293  
 

Table 8 displays the number of responses based upon the total student population 

within each school district.  The data within the column under the heading “Number of 

districts within Indiana” were accessed from the Indiana Department of Education 

website.  A goal of obtaining responses from a minimum of 30% of the districts within 

each size category was set by the researcher. 

 Among districts with less than 1,000 students, 26 responded representing 51.0% 

of the 51 total districts in this category within the State of Indiana.  Similarly, responses 

from 36 of the 102 districts, 35.3%, ranging from 1,000 to 2,000 students were recorded 

as were 33 of 69 districts, 47.8%, of those between 2,000 and 4,000.  Only 16 or 34% of 

the 47 districts between 4,000 and 10,000 students responded, but the 12 responses from 

the largest districts in the state did account for 50% of those districts serving greater than 

10,000 students. 
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Table 9 
 
School Districts’ Community Settings 
 
Survey Question 7:  How would you describe the community setting of your school 
district? 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Rural 74 54.4 59.7 59.7 
Rural/Suburban 27 19.9 21.8 81.5 
Suburban/Urban 18 13.2 14.5 96.0 
Urban 5 3.7 4.0 100.0 
No Response 12 8.8   
Total 136 100.0   
 
 Respondents’ descriptions of their districts’ community settings are shown in 

Table 9.  The majority of respondents, 59.7%, selected rural as the best descriptor; 21.8% 

chose rural/suburban; 14.5% chose suburban/urban; and, 4% described their community 

as urban.   

 As part of the federal government’s No Child Left Behind Act, schools are 

evaluated based upon student performance on standardized assessments.  Scores for 

students within various demographic subgroups are expected to show improvement each 

year.  Therefore, the demonstration of sufficient improvement by a school or by a district 

will result in a declaration of having made adequate yearly progress (AYP).   
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Table 10 
 
AYP Status of School Districts 
 
Survey Question 8:  Did your school district make Adequate Yearly Progress this year? 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Yes 116 85.3 93.5 93.5 
No 8 5.9 6.5 100.0 
No Response 12 8.8   
Total 136 100.0   
 
 Question 8 simply asked respondents to state whether or not their school district 

had made AYP for the current school year.  Table 10 shows 93.5% indicated their district 

had done so.   Within the State of Indiana, schools and school districts are categorized 

based upon student performance on ISTEP+ at the elementary and middle levels and on 

End-of-Course Assessments (ECA) in algebra I and tenth-grade English/Language Arts at 

the high school level.  The formula used to determine category placement takes into 

account both achievement and participation.   

Table 11 
 
Indiana Public Law 221 Status of School Districts 
 
Survey Question 9:  What is your district's designation according to P.L. 221? 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Exemplary Progress 35 25.7 28.9 28.9 
Commendable Progress 29 21.3 24.0 52.9 
Academic Progress 27 19.9 22.3 75.2 
Academic Watch 27 19.9 22.3 97.5 
Academic Probation 3 2.2 2.5 100.0 
No Response 15 11.0   
Total 136 100.0   
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 The data from question 9, which asked for the district’s P.L. 221 designation, are 

shown in Table 11.  Over half the respondents, 52.9%, were categorized as making either 

exemplary or commendable progress; 19.9% were making academic progress; and, 

24.8% were placed on academic watch or academic probation.   

 The Indiana Department of Education utilizes a growth model to assess the 

progress of students within a school district.  The growth model uses results from 

ISTEP+ to determine the median value of growth achieved by all members of a cohort 

from one year to the next.  A median value above 50 is considered higher growth while a 

value below 50 is considered lower growth.  The percentage of students within a cohort 

who pass the exam determines the school’s designation as either higher or lower 

achieving.  The Department of Education establishes separate minimum percentages for 

mathematics and English/language arts that are necessary to be considered higher 

achieving.  When combined, the results place schools and districts into one of four 

categories: higher growth, higher achieving; lower growth, higher achieving; higher 

growth, lower achieving; and, lower growth, lower achieving.  For example, the 

percentage of third graders in a district passing the mathematics exam exceeds the 

minimum.  Therefore, this group is considered higher achieving.  In the following year as 

fourth graders, the percentage passing the mathematics exam again exceeds the 

minimum.  However, comparisons of this group’s scores to fourth graders throughout the 

state show little change (low growth) from 3rd grade to 4th grade.  As a result, this group 

of students would be considered higher achieving, lower growth.   Similarly, a school is 

given one of the four designations when the results of all grade levels tested within a 

building are combined.   



  

55 55

Table 12 
 
Mathematics Quadrant - Indiana DOE Growth Model 
 
Survey Question 10:  For mathematics, into which quadrant of the Indiana Department 
of Education's growth model did your district fall for the spring of 2010? 

 
Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Higher Growth, Higher Achieving 49 36.0 42.6 42.6 
Lower Growth, Higher Achieving 40 29.4 34.8 77.4 
Higher Growth, Lower Achieving 15 11.0 13.0 90.4 
Lower Growth, Lower Achieving 11 8.1 9.6 100.0 
No Response 21 15.4   
Total 136 100.0   
 
 Table 12 shows the quadrants into which districts were placed in terms of 

mathematics.  Overall, 42.6% of the respondents indicated their districts were higher 

growth, higher achieving, 34.8% were from lower growth, lower achieving districts, 

13.0% were from higher growth, lower achieving districts, and 9.6% were from lower 

growth, lower achieving districts.   

Table 13 
 
English/Language Arts Quadrant - Indiana DOE Growth Model 

Survey Question 11:  For English/Language Arts, into which quadrant of the Indiana 
Department of Education's growth model did your district fall for the spring of 2010? 

 
Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Higher Growth, Higher Achieving 43 31.6 36.8 36.8 
Lower Growth, Higher Achieving 40 29.4 34.2 70.9 
Higher Growth, Lower Achieving 17 12.5 14.5 85.5 
Lower Growth, Lower Achieving 17 12.5 14.5 100.0 
No Response 19 14.0   
Total 136 100.0   
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 Similarly, as displayed in Table 13, respondents indicated their districts’ 

quadrants in relation to English/language arts.  Overall, 36.8% of the respondents claimed 

to be from higher growth, higher achieving districts, 34.2% were from lower growth, 

lower achieving districts, 14.5% were from higher growth, lower achieving districts, and 

14.5% were from lower growth, lower achieving districts. 

Findings 

 Questions 12 through 19 were designed to elicit opinions regarding the purpose of 

education, the role of high-stakes testing, organizational behavior of the school district, 

the pressure associated with high-stakes testing, and the impact of that pressure upon 

decision-making with respect to the curriculum.  Question 20 was designed as an open-

ended question allowing respondents to share their thoughts about high-stakes testing and 

its relationship to the purpose of education.   

Research Question 1: What purpose of education is personally supported by 

curriculum directors?  

Null Hypothesis 1:  No particular purpose of education will be personally 

supported more often by Indiana public school curriculum directors than the 

other choices. 
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Table 14 
 
Curriculum Culture Personally Supported by Respondents 
 
Survey Question 12: With which culture do your personal beliefs agree most?  You may 
select 2 if needed.   

Responses  
N Percent 

Percent 
of Cases 

Training for Work and Survival 68 31.5% 57.6% 
Connecting to the Canon 16 7.4% 13.6% 
Developing Self and Spirit 16 7.4% 13.6% 
Constructing Understanding 76 35.2% 64.4% 
Deliberating Democracy 34 15.7% 28.8% 
Confronting the Dominant Order 6 2.8% 5.1% 
Total 216 100.0% 183.1% 
a. Dichotomy group tabulated at value 1. 
 

Question 12 of the survey asked respondents to select the curriculum culture as 

described by Joseph et al. (2003) that agreed most with their personal beliefs (Appendix 

E).  Respondents were given the option to select two cultures if necessary.  Table 14 

shows two of the cultures were selected more often than the others with Constructing 

Understanding accounting for 35.2% of the responses and Training for Work and 

Survival tallying 31.5%.  Deliberating Democracy was selected by 15.7% of the 

respondents; Connecting to the Canon and Developing Self and Spirit each were chosen 

by 7.4%; and, Confronting the Dominant Order was chosen by 2.8%.   

Research Question 2: What purpose do these directors believe exists within their 

districts? 

Null Hypothesis 2:  No particular purpose of education will be reported to exist 

within Indiana public school districts more often than the other choices. 
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Table 15 
 
Curriculum Culture Perceived as Most Prevalent within the School District 
 
Survey Question 13:  Which culture do you perceive to be most prevalent in your school 
district?  You may select 2 if needed.   

Responses  
N Percent 

Percent 
of Cases 

Training for Work and Survival 79 41.4% 66.9% 
Connecting to the Canon 36 18.8% 30.5% 
Developing Self and Spirit 16 8.4% 13.6% 
Constructing Understanding 41 21.5% 34.7% 
Deliberating Democracy 15 7.9% 12.7% 
Confronting the Dominant Order 4 2.1% 3.4% 
Total 191 100.0% 161.9% 
a. Dichotomy group tabulated at value 1. 
 

Question 13 asked respondents to select the curriculum culture (Appendix E) 

which they believed to be most prevalent within their school district.  As in question 12, 

they were given the option of selecting two cultures of curriculum.  Table 15 shows 

Training for Work and Survival was selected most often at 41.4% with Constructing 

Understanding, 21.5%, and Connecting to the Canon, 18.8%, completing the top three.  

Developing Self and Spirit and Deliberating Democracy were chosen least often at 8.4% 

and 7.9% respectively.   

Research Question 3:  Which organizational theory do curriculum directors 

believe best describes their district? 

Null Hypothesis 3:  No particular organizational theory will be selected by 

curriculum directors more often than the other choices. 
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Table 16 
 
Organizational Theory Best Describing School Districts’ Decision-Making Processes 
 
Survey Question 16:  Which of the following organizational theories do you believe best 
describes the decision-making process within your school district? 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Classical 19 14.0 16.5 16.5 
Social 45 33.1 39.1 55.7 
Open 16 11.8 13.9 69.6 
Institutional 35 25.7 30.4 100.0 
No Response 21 15.4   
Total 136 100.0   
 
 Respondents were asked to select the best description of the decision-making 

process within their school districts.  Four organizational theories as proposed by Hanson 

(2003) were provided as choices (Appendix F). The results in Table 16 show Social 

ranked first at 39.1% and Institutional was second at 30.4%.  Classical received 16.5% of 

responses and Open was chosen by 13.9%.  

Research Question 4: To what degree do these directors believe the pressure 

associated with performance on high-stakes tests has influenced their decision-

making regarding changes to the curriculum? 

Null Hypothesis 4:  Indiana public school curriculum directors do not believe 

high-stakes testing has an impact on their decision-making regarding curriculum 

changes. 
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Table 17 

Impact of Expectations for Students to Perform Well on ISTEP+ and ECAs upon 

Decision-Making 

Survey Question 19:  On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate how the expectations for your 
students to perform well on ISTEP+ and ECA’s impact your decision-making in regard 
to curriculum development and its implementation. 

 
Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

1 - This does not impact my decision-
making. 

3 2.2 2.6 2.6 

2 - This slightly impacts my decision-
making. 

3 2.2 2.6 5.1 

3 - This moderately impacts my 
decision-making. 

25 18.4 21.4 26.5 

4 - This significantly impacts my 
decision-making. 

69 50.7 59.0 85.5 

5 - This has the greatest impact on 
my decision-making. 

17 12.5 14.5 100.0 

No Response 19 14.0   
Total 136 100.0   
 

Respondents were asked to indicate on a scale from 1 to 5 the best description of 

the level of impact upon their decision-making caused by the expectations for their 

students to perform well on ISTEP+ and the End-of-Course Assessments.  As shown 

within Table 17, the vast majority of respondents, 59.0%, selected significantly impacts 

my decision-making.  Moderately impacts was chosen by 21.4% and has the greatest 

impact was chosen by 14.5%.  Choices 1 and 2 which represented does not impact and 

slightly impacts respectively were each selected by 2.6% of the respondents.   
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Research Question 5: Do relationships exist between the responses to the 

individual research questions and the particular respondent sub-groups as 

categorized by designations associated with Adequate Yearly Progress, Indiana 

Public Law 221, and the Indiana Department of Education’s Growth Model? 

Null Hypothesis 5:  No relationships exist between the responses to the individual 

research questions and the particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by 

designations associated with Adequate Yearly Progress, Indiana Public Law 221, 

and the Indiana Department of Education’s Growth Model. 

The responses to survey question 10 regarding the mathematics quadrant assigned 

to the district based upon the Indiana Department of Education’s growth model were used 

to create four subgroups among the respondents.  Appendix D10 displays the frequencies 

and mean values of the responses to questions 14, 15, 17, 18 and 19 that were made by 

each of the subgroups.  Each of the aforementioned questions utilized a five-point Likert 

scale. 
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Table 18 

ANOVA:  Mathematics Quadrant – Indiana DOE Growth Model vs Questions 14, 15, 17, 

18 & 19 

 Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig.

Between Groups 6.562 3 2.187 2.345 .077
Within Groups 98.857 106 .933   

Survey Question 14: On a scale of 
1 to 5, indicate the role high-stakes 
testing plays within the curriculum 
culture most in agreement with 
your personal beliefs. 

Total 105.418 109 
   

Between Groups 7.289 3 2.430 3.318 .023
Within Groups 80.545 110 .732   

Survey Question 15: On a scale of 
1 to 5, indicate the role high-stakes 
testing plays within the curriculum 
culture most prevalent within your 
school district. 

Total 87.833 113 
   

Between Groups 1.486 3 .495 .614 .607
Within Groups 88.794 110 .807   

Survey Question 17: On a scale of 
1 to 5, indicate the pressure (both 
internal and external) you feel in 
your role as a leader due to the 
expectation for your students to 
perform well on ISTEP+ and 
ECA’s? 

Total 90.281 113 

   

Between Groups 1.465 3 .488 .308 .820
Within Groups 174.500 110 1.586   

Survey Question 18:  On a scale of 
1 to 5, indicate the pressure (both 
internal and external) you feel in 
your role as a leader to encourage 
teachers to "teach to the test"? 

Total 175.965 113 
   

Between Groups .412 3 .137 .199 .897
Within Groups 75.304 109 .691   

Survey Question 19: On a scale of 
1 to 5, indicate how the 
expectations for your students to 
perform well on ISTEP+ and 
ECA’s impact your decision-
making in regard to curriculum 
development and its 
implementation. 

Total 75.717 112 

   

 
A one-way ANOVA of the differences of means was conducted between the 

groups described in Appendix D10 in relation to responses to questions 14, 15, 17, 18, 

and 19.  The results of the ANOVA in Table 18 show the differences of the mean values 
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of the responses to question 15 produced a level of significance of .023.  An alpha level 

of p < .05 was required to declare the difference of these mean values to be significant.    

Therefore, the degree to which high-stakes testing plays a role within the culture 

perceived by each curriculum director as being most prevalent within the school district 

was found to be significantly different between groups based upon the mathematics 

quadrant assigned to the district by the Indiana Department of Education’s growth model.   

To determine which groups’ responses were significantly different from one another, first 

a robust test of the equality of means was performed followed by multiple comparisons 

among the subgroups.  The results of the investigations are shown in Tables 19 and 20. 

Table 19 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means:  Mathematics Quadrant – Indiana DOE Growth 

Model vs Questions 14, 15, 17, 18 & 19  

 Statistica df1 df2 Sig. 
Survey Question 14: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
role high-stakes testing plays within the curriculum 
culture most in agreement with your personal beliefs.

3.726 3 34.388 .020 

Survey Question 15: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
role high-stakes testing plays within the curriculum 
culture most prevalent within your school district. 

3.052 3 31.889 .043 

Survey Question 17: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
pressure (both internal and external) you feel in your 
role as a leader due to the expectation for your 
students to perform well on ISTEP+ and ECA’s? 

.405 3 29.763 .750 

Survey Question 18: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
pressure (both internal and external) you feel in your 
role as a leader to encourage teachers to "teach to the 
test"? 

.505 3 34.293 .681 

Survey Question 19: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate 
how the expectations for your students to perform 
well on ISTEP+ and ECA’s impact your decision-
making in regard to curriculum development and its 
implementation. 

.265 3 32.291 .850 

a. Asymptotically F distributed. 
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The ANOVA results displayed in table 18 show a level of significance as related 

to question 14 of .077.  This value did not pass the required level of p<.05 and therefore 

would not have been investigated further.  However, when robust tests of the equality of 

means were performed upon the data in Appendix D10, it produced a level of 

significance in relation to question 14 at .020.  Since this value met the required p<.05, it 

indicated a statistically significant difference existed between the mean values of the 

responses to question 14 by the subgroups representing the mathematics quadrants.  

Similarly, the level of significance within the ANOVA results for question 15 was .023 

(p<.05) and the significance for the robust tests of the equality of means was .043 

(p<.05).  These results indicated the presence of a statistically significant difference 

between the mean values of the responses to question 15 by subgroups representing the 

mathematics quadrants.   Further investigation through multiple comparisons was needed 

to determine which subgroups’ responses differed significantly from one another.  The 

results for question 14 are displayed in Table 20 and the results for question 15 are 

displayed in Table 21.   
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Table 20 

Multiple Comparisons:  Mathematics Quadrant – Indiana DOE Growth Model vs Role of 

High-Stakes Testing within Curriculum Culture Personally Supported by Respondents 

Survey Question 14: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the role high-stakes testing plays 
within the curriculum culture most in agreement with your personal beliefs. 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval 

Survey Question 10:  
Mathematics 
Quadrant assigned by 
Indiana Department 
of Education (I) 

Survey Question 10:  
Mathematics 
Quadrant assigned by 
Indiana Department 
of Education (J) 

Mean 
Difference   

(I-J) 
Std. 

Error Sig. 
Lower 
Bound

Upper 
Bound

Lower Growth,    
Higher Achieving 

.057 .210 1.000 -.51 .62 

Higher Growth,    
Lower Achieving 

-.288 .343 .948 -1.29 .71 

Higher Growth,  
Higher Achieving 

Lower Growth,     
Lower Achieving 

.706* .236 .041 .02 1.39 

Higher Growth,    
Higher Achieving 

-.057 .210 1.000 -.62 .51 

Higher Growth,    
Lower Achieving 

-.346 .355 .903 -1.37 .67 

Lower Growth,  
Higher Achieving 

Lower Growth,     
Lower Achieving 

.648 .253 .093 -.07 1.37 

Higher Growth,    
Higher Achieving 

.288 .343 .948 -.71 1.29 

Lower Growth,    
Higher Achieving 

.346 .355 .903 -.67 1.37 

Higher Growth,  
Lower Achieving 

Lower Growth,     
Lower Achieving 

.994 .371 .076 -.07 2.06 

Higher Growth,    
Higher Achieving 

-.706* .236 .041 -1.39 -.02 

Lower Growth,    
Higher Achieving 

-.648 .253 .093 -1.37 .07 

Lower Growth,  
Lower Achieving 

Higher Growth,    
Lower Achieving 

-.994 .371 .076 -2.06 .07 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 

Determining the groups whose responses were significantly different required the 

use of a pair-wise comparison.  The multiple comparisons among the groups based upon 
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their responses to question 14 are displayed in Table 20.   A pair-wise difference was 

found between the mean response value of the group assigned to the Higher Growth, 

Higher Achieving mathematics quadrant and the mean value of the group assigned to the 

Lower Growth, Lower Achieving mathematics quadrant.  The level of significance 

between the responses of these two groups was found to be .041.  This was less than the 

required alpha level of p<.05 and could therefore be considered significant.  The list of 

possible responses to question 14 is shown below. 

1 - High-stakes testing has no role  

2 - High-stakes testing has a slight role  

3 - High-stakes testing has a moderate role  

4 - High-stakes testing has a significant role  

5 - High-stakes testing has a dominant role  

When asked to indicate the role of high-stakes testing within the curriculum culture most 

in agreement with their personal beliefs, a mean value of 2.98 (Appendix D10) was 

determined for the Higher Growth, Higher Achieving group.  This value was slightly less 

than choice 3, High-stakes testing has a moderate role.  Among the Lower Growth, 

Lower Achieving group, the mean value was 2.27.  This was closer to choice 2, High-

stakes testing has a slight role.  
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Table 21 

Multiple Comparisons:  Mathematics Quadrant – Indiana DOE Growth Model vs Role of 

High-Stakes Testing within Curriculum Culture Perceived as Most Prevalent within the 

School District 

Survey Question 15: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the role high-stakes testing plays 
within the curriculum culture most prevalent within your school district.  

95% 
Confidence 

Interval 

Survey Question 10: 
For mathematics, into 
which quadrant of the 
Indiana Department 
of Education's growth 
model did your 
district fall for the 
spring of 2010? (I) 

Survey Question 10:  
For mathematics, into 
which quadrant of the 
Indiana Department 
of Education's growth 
model did your 
district fall for the 
spring of 2010? (J) 

Mean 
Difference   

(I-J) 
Std. 

Error Sig. 
Lower 
Bound

Upper 
Bound

Lower Growth, 
Higher Achieving 

.275 .183 .440 -.20 .75 

Higher Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

-.067 .253 .994 -.73 .59 

Higher Growth, 
Higher Achieving 

Lower Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

.818* .286 .026 .07 1.56 

Higher Growth, 
Higher Achieving 

-.275 .183 .440 -.75 .20 

Higher Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

-.342 .259 .553 -1.02 .33 

Lower Growth, 
Higher Achieving 

Lower Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

.543 .291 .249 -.22 1.30 

Higher Growth, 
Higher Achieving 

.067 .253 .994 -.59 .73 

Lower Growth, 
Higher Achieving 

.342 .259 .553 -.33 1.02 

Higher Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

Lower Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

.885 .340 .050 .00 1.77 

Higher Growth, 
Higher Achieving 

-.818* .286 .026 -1.56 -.07 

Lower Growth, 
Higher Achieving 

-.543 .291 .249 -1.30 .22 

Lower Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

Higher Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

-.885 .340 .050 -1.77 .00 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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The multiple comparisons displayed in Table 21 revealed a pair-wise difference 

between the group assigned to the Higher Growth, Higher Achieving mathematics 

quadrant and the group assigned to the Lower Growth, Lower Achieving mathematics 

quadrant.  The level of significance between the responses of these two groups was found 

to be .026.  This level of significance met the required alpha level of p<.05 and could be 

considered significant.  The possible responses to question 15 are listed below. 

1 - High-stakes testing has no role  

2 - High-stakes testing has a slight role  

3 - High-stakes testing has a moderate role  

4 - High-stakes testing has a significant role  

5 - High-stakes testing has a dominant role 

When asked to indicate the role high-stakes testing plays within the curriculum culture 

perceived as most prevalent within their school district, the mean value of the 

respondents within the Higher Growth, Higher Achieving group was 4.00 (Appendix 

D10).  This value corresponds to choice number 4 which was High-stakes testing has a 

significant role.  For those within the Lower Growth, Lower Achieving group, the mean 

value was 3.18.  This value is closer to choice number 3, High-stakes testing has a 

moderate role.   
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Research Question 6:  Do relationships exist between the responses to the above 

questions and particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by demographic 

factors such as level of education, position, years in education, district size, and 

community type? 

Null Hypothesis 6:  No relationships exist between the responses to the individual 

research questions and particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by 

demographic factors such as level of education, position, years in education, 

district size, and community type. 

Respondents were divided into subgroups based upon their years as a classroom 

teacher.  Appendix D11 displays the frequencies and mean values of the responses to 

questions 14, 15, 17, 18 and 19.  Each of these questions provided the respondent with a 

five-point Likert scale. 
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Table 22 

Robust Tests of Equality of Meansb:  Years as Classroom Teacher vs Questions 14, 15, 

17, 18 & 19 

 Statistica df1 df2 Sig. 
Survey Question 14: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
role high-stakes testing plays within the curriculum 
culture most in agreement with your personal beliefs.

.724 3 18.952 .550 

Survey Question 15: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
role high-stakes testing plays within the curriculum 
culture most prevalent within your school district. 

.340 3 18.193 .797 

Survey Question 17: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
pressure (both internal and external) you feel in your 
role as a leader due to the expectation for your 
students to perform well on ISTEP+ and ECA’s? 

1.837 3 23.714 .168 

Survey Question18: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
pressure (both internal and external) you feel in your 
role as a leader to encourage teachers to "teach to the 
test"? 

4.927 3 22.027 .009 

Survey Question 19: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate 
how the expectations for your students to perform 
well on ISTEP+ and ECA’s impact your decision-
making in regard to curriculum development and its 
implementation. 

. . . . 

a. Asymptotically F distributed. 
b. Robust tests of equality of means cannot be performed for Survey Question 19: “On a 
scale of 1 to 5, indicate how the expectations for your students to perform well on 
ISTEP+ and ECA’s impact your decision-making in regard to curriculum development 
and its implementation” because at least one group has 0 variance. 
 

Robust tests of the equality of means were performed upon the data in Appendix 

D11 to determine if the mean values of the responses to questions 14, 15, 17, 18 and19 

were significantly different among the subgroups based upon respondents’ years as a 

classroom teacher.  The results are shown in Table 22.  The tests indicated a significance 

level of .009 between mean values of the responses in relation to survey question 18, On 

a scale from 1 to 5, indicate the pressure you feel in your role as a leader to encourage 

teachers to “teach to the test”?  This value of .009 met the requirement for significance 



  

71 71

which was set at p<.05.  To determine which subgroups differed significantly from one 

another, multiple comparisons were performed and are displayed in Table 23.    

Table 23 

Multiple Comparisons:  Years as Classroom Teacher vs Pressure Felt to Encourage 

Teachers to “Teach to the Test” 

Survey Question 18: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the pressure (both internal and 
external) you feel in your role as a leader to encourage teachers to "teach to the test"? 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval Survey Question 4: 
Years as a classroom 
teacher? 

 
Survey Question 4: 
Years as a classroom 
teacher? 

Mean 
Difference   

(I-J) 
Std. 

Error Sig. 
Lower 
Bound

Upper 
Bound

11 to 19 years .969 .361 .086 -.10 2.04 
5 to 10 years 1.154* .294 .021 .17 2.13 

20+ years 

Less than 5 years 1.071 .439 .134 -.22 2.36 
20+ years -.969 .361 .086 -2.04 .10 
5 to 10 years .185 .289 .987 -.60 .97 

11 to 19 years 

Less than 5 years .103 .435 1.000 -1.13 1.33 
20+ years -1.154* .294 .021 -2.13 -.17 
11 to 19 years -.185 .289 .987 -.97 .60 

5 to 10 years 

Less than 5 years -.082 .382 1.000 -1.21 1.04 
20+ years -1.071 .439 .134 -2.36 .22 
11 to 19 years -.103 .435 1.000 -1.33 1.13 

Less than 5 years 

5 to 10 years .082 .382 1.000 -1.04 1.21 
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 

A pair-wise comparison of the data from Appendix D11 was used to determine 

which subgroups’ responses to question 18 were significantly different from one another. 

Table 23 shows the significant difference in means existed between the mean value of the 

responses made by those serving as a classroom teacher from 5 to 10 years and the mean 

value of the responses made by those serving 20 or more years.  The level of significance 
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was determined to be .021 which met the requirement necessary (p<.05) to declare the 

finding significant.  The possible choices for question 18 are listed below.   

1 - No pressure 

2 - Some pressure 

3 - Moderate pressure  

4 - Significant pressure  

5 - Extreme pressure  

The mean value of the responses from those serving as a teacher for 20 or more years was 

4.00 (Appendix D11).  This value was equivalent to choice 4, significant pressure.  The 

responses from those serving as a classroom teacher from 5 to 10 years had a mean value 

of 2.93 (Appendix D11).  This was slightly less than choice 3, moderate pressure.   

The frequencies and mean values of the responses to questions 14, 15, 17, 18 and 

19 by each subgroup based upon the community setting of the respondent’s school 

district are displayed in Appendix D12.  Each of the aforementioned questions provided 

the respondent with a five-point Likert scale from which to select the best answers. 
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Table 24 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means:  School Districts’ Community Settings vs Questions 

14, 15, 17, 18 & 19 

 Statistica df1 df2 Sig. 
Survey Question 14: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
role high-stakes testing plays within the curriculum 
culture most in agreement with your personal beliefs.

1.168 3 16.419 .352 

Survey Question 15: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
role high-stakes testing plays within the curriculum 
culture most prevalent within your school district. 

7.173 3 19.602 .002 

Survey Question 17: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
pressure (both internal and external) you feel in your 
role as a leader due to the expectation for your 
students to perform well on ISTEP+ and ECA’s? 

2.879 3 18.153 .064 

Survey Question 18: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
pressure (both internal and external) you feel in your 
role as a leader to encourage teachers to "teach to the 
test"? 

.907 3 16.654 .459 

Survey Question 19: On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate 
how the expectations for your students to perform 
well on ISTEP+ and ECA’s impact your decision-
making in regard to curriculum development and its 
implementation. 

1.904 3 18.373 .164 

a. Asymptotically F distributed. 
 

Table 24 shows the results of robust tests of the equality of means performed 

upon the data in Appendix D12.  A level of significance of .002 was found to exist 

among the means of the responses to question 15, On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the role 

high-stakes testing plays within the curriculum culture most prevalent within your school 

district.  This level of significance met the requirement of p<.05 and indicated that a 

difference of the mean values of the responses between groups was statistically 

significant.  To determine which groups’ responses were significantly different from one 

another, multiple comparisons were performed.  The results are shown in Table 25.     
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Table 25  

Multiple Comparisons:  School Districts’ Community Settings vs Role of High-Stakes 

Testing within Curriculum Culture Perceived as Most Prevalent within the School 

District  

Survey Question 15:  On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the role high-stakes testing plays 
within the curriculum culture most prevalent within your school district. 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval 

Survey Question 7: 
How would you 
describe the 
community setting of 
your school district? 
(I) 

Survey Question 7: 
How would you 
describe the 
community setting of 
your school district? 
(J) 

Mean 
Difference   

(I-J) 
Std. 

Error Sig. 
Lower 
Bound

Upper 
Bound

Rural/Suburban -.140 .197 .978 -.68 .40 
Suburban/Urban .171 .241 .977 -.51 .85 

Rural 

Urban -1.017* .227 .017 -1.82 -.21 
Rural .140 .197 .978 -.40 .68 
Suburban/Urban .312 .272 .821 -.44 1.07 

Rural/Suburban 

Urban -.877* .260 .035 -1.70 -.06 
Rural -.171 .241 .977 -.85 .51 
Rural/Suburban -.312 .272 .821 -1.07 .44 

Suburban/Urban 

Urban -1.189* .294 .007 -2.08 -.30 
Rural 1.017* .227 .017 .21 1.82 
Rural/Suburban .877* .260 .035 .06 1.70 

Urban 

Suburban/Urban 1.189* .294 .007 .30 2.08 
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 

Table 25 shows the multiple comparisons performed upon the data in Appendix 

D12.  Significant differences existed between groups identified by their districts’ 

community settings in relation to their responses to question 15.  The mean value of the 

responses made by those from urban districts was found to be significantly different from 

the mean value of those made by each of the other three community settings.  The mean 

value of urban districts differed from rural districts at a significance level of .017, 

differed from rural/suburban districts at a significance of .035, and differed from 
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suburban/urban districts at .007.  All three of these comparisons met the required 

significance level of p<.05 and can be considered statistically significant.  The possible 

responses to question 15 are listed below. 

1 - High-stakes testing has no role  

2 - High-stakes testing has a slight role  

3 - High-stakes testing has a moderate role  

4 - High-stakes testing has a significant role  

5 - High-stakes testing has a dominant role 

When asked to indicate the role high-stakes testing plays within the curriculum 

culture perceived as most prevalent within their school district, the mean value of the 

responses by those within the urban group was 4.80 (Appendix D12).  This value is 

closest to choice number 5, High-stakes testing has a dominant role.  Those mean values 

of the responses within the rural, rural/suburban, and suburban/urban groups were 3.78, 

3.92, and 3.61 respectively (Appendix D12).  These three values are closest to choice 4, 

High-stakes testing has a significant role.   

Comments by Respondents 

 Question 20 provided respondents with the opportunity to comment on the 

relationship between high-stakes testing and the purpose of the curriculum.   Using 

content analysis, the comments were categorized based upon the tone and topic 

addressed.   Tone included positive, negative, and an acceptance of the current situation 

while the dominant themes addressed the teaching of standards, high-stakes testing as a 

step in the wrong direction, and high-stakes testing as a single measure of the overall 

student.  For example, the following comment was identified as having a positive tone, 
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“Testing is holding teachers more accountable.  Because of this teachers are doing a 

better job being on task.”  An accepting tone was exemplified by “I don't feel we teach to 

the test. We teach the standards on the test.  These are the standards the state feels are 

important.”  Those comments with a negative tone were similar to the following, “I am 

fully disgusted with education today for all of the reasons related to high stakes testing 

connected to curricular focus.” 

Summary 

 The superintendents of 272 public school districts were successfully invited to 

participate in this study in the spring of 2011 through an electronic survey provided by 

Survey Monkey.  A total of 136 responses were collected for a response rate of 50%.   

 The researcher attempted to answer six questions within the context of this study.  

The first two questions were based upon curriculum cultures as defined by Joseph et al. 

(2000).  The first question sought to identify the curriculum culture most in agreement 

with respondents’ personal beliefs and 35.2% of respondents selected Constructing 

Understanding with 31.5% choosing Training for Work and Survival.  The second 

question was similar, but wanted to know the curriculum culture respondents believed 

was most prevalent within their school district.    Training for Work and Survival was 

selected by 41.4% of respondents, Constructing Understanding by 21.5%, and 

Connecting to the Canon by 18.8%. 

 Research question 3 inquired as to the organizational theory respondents believed 

was the best description of how their school district functioned.  The top two responses 

were Social which was selected by 39.1% of the respondents and Institutional which was 

chosen by 30.4%. 
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 The fourth research question sought to determine the degree of influence upon 

respondents’ decision-making caused by the pressure associated with student 

performance on high-stakes tests. Significant impact upon decision-making was reported 

by 59% of respondents with an additional 14.5% reporting the pressure for students to 

perform well had the greatest impact upon their decision-making.  Related to this topic 

were survey questions asking respondents to best describe the pressure associated with 

student performance and with teaching to the test.  Pressure with respect to student 

performance described as significant accounted for 51.7% of responses while moderate 

pressure and extreme pressure were each selected by 22.0%.  Pressure to teach to the test 

was best described as significant by 28.0% of respondents with moderate pressure 

selected by 24.6% and some pressure chosen by 21.6%. 

 The investigation of potential statistically significant differences among the mean 

values of responses as made by subgroups determined by demographics and district 

information was the basis for research questions 5 and 6.  With respect to the role of 

high-stakes testing within the curriculum culture personally supported by respondents, a 

significant difference existed between the responses of those in the Higher Growth, 

Higher Achieving districts (moderate role) and those from Lower Growth, Lower 

Achieving districts (slight role).   The responses of these same two groups were also 

found to be significantly different in terms of the role high-stakes testing plays within the 

curriculum culture perceived as most prevalent within their school districts.  The Higher 

Growth, Higher Achieving group indicated high-stakes testing has a significant role 

while the Lower Growth, Lower Achieving group stated high-stakes testing has a 

moderate role.   
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 Differences of statistical significance were also found between groups based upon 

years as a classroom teacher.  Those who had served as a teacher for 20 or more years felt 

significant pressure to encourage teachers to teach to the test while those who had served 

from 5 to 10 years felt moderate pressure to do so.     

The responses of subgroups based upon community setting were significantly 

different in relation to the role of high-stakes testing within the curriculum culture 

perceived as most prevalent within school districts.  The responses from urban districts 

indicated high-stakes testing has a dominant role.  This description was significantly 

different from those from rural, rural/suburban, and suburban/urban districts each of 

which reported high-stakes testing has a significant role.   

With regard to the comments provided by respondents, few spoke to a positive 

outcome in relation to high-stakes testing.  The majority of the comments either had a 

negative tone or seemed to accept the current situation with respect to testing and the 

curriculum.  Those accepting of the situation believed teaching the standards would 

prepare students to achieve on high-stakes tests while those leaving a negatively-toned 

comment shared concerns of high-stakes being only one measure of the total student or 

simply that high-stakes testing is a move in the wrong direction for education. 

 A discussion of the implications for these findings and recommendations for 

future study are presented in Chapter Five.   



 

 
 
 
 
 

Chapter Five 
 

Summary and Discussion 
 
 
 

The purpose of this study was to determine the beliefs of curriculum directors 

within the public school districts of Indiana with regard to the purpose of education and 

to the impact of high-stakes testing.  The six cultures of curriculum described by Joseph 

et al. (2000) were utilized to provide the lens through which curriculum directors could 

view the overall curriculum of their individual districts.  The researcher sought to 

determine the culture most often supported personally by curriculum directors as well as 

the culture directors believed was most prevalent within their districts.  The directors 

were also asked to describe the organizational behavior of their district using descriptions 

established by Hanson (2003).  Madaus’ (1988) study identified seven principles 

describing the effects of high-stakes testing upon students, teachers, and the curriculum.  

Principle 4 states “In every setting where a high-stakes test operates, the exam content 

eventually defines the curriculum” (p. 90).   Using this as a basis, the researcher wished 

to learn if directors believed high-stakes testing served a valid purpose within the context 

of their personally supported culture or the one perceived to exist within their district.  

Finally, the researcher sought to determine if directors believed the pressure for students 

to perform well on high-stakes tests had an influence upon their decision-making in 

relation to curricular changes.   
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Statement of the Problem 

            Regardless of the complexity of the organization, there comes a point 

when a single individual assumes the responsibility for monitoring the overall curriculum 

for the school district and ensuring its implementation in its intended form.  As can be 

expected in any human endeavor, differences can arise between the intention and the 

result.  

In recent years, state departments of education have begun to administer 

standardized assessments to all students at particular grade levels.  In some instances, 

results of these assessments determine if a student will be promoted to the next grade 

level and, in the case of high schools, if a student will earn a diploma (Abrams & 

Madaus, 2003).  As a result, these standardized assessments are often called high-stakes 

tests.   

In Indiana, school success is measured by student performance on the Indiana 

Statewide Testing for Educational Progress Plus (ISTEP+), a battery of tests administered 

each year covering mathematics and English/Language Arts.  At the high school level, 

the version of ISTEP+ known as the Graduation Qualifying Exam (GQE) is being 

replaced by End-of-Course Assessments (ECA) given at the conclusion of algebra I and 

English 10.  For the graduating classes prior to 2012, passing the GQE is necessary to 

receive a diploma while passing the two ECAs is a requirement for the classes of 2012 

and beyond.  Thus, both the GQE and ECAs are considered high-stakes tests for students 

in the state of Indiana.  The ISTEP+ continues to be administered at the elementary and 

middle school levels, but grade-level promotion is not directly linked to a student’s score.  

However, results of all the aforementioned assessments are used to determine a school’s 
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status in relation to Adequate-Yearly-Progress.  Thus, the high-stakes aspect falls upon 

all schools throughout the state (Abrams & Madaus, 2003).   

            The expectation for students to perform well on high-stakes tests can place 

tremendous pressure upon the curriculum director’s vision for the curriculum and its 

implementation.  Directors must determine if changes to the curriculum and its 

implementation are necessary to ensure all students are adequately prepared.  If changes 

are perceived as too drastic, then the concern often raised is that teachers are being forced 

to teach to the test (Abrams & Madaus, 2003).  The challenge for the director is to find a 

balance among personal beliefs, the reality of what exists within the district, and the 

expectation for students to perform well.  

Research Questions 

Six research questions along with corresponding null hypotheses were used to 

guide this study.  The six research questions were as follow: 

1)  What purpose of education is personally supported by curriculum directors? 

2)  What purpose do these directors believe exists within their districts? 

3)  Which organizational theory do curriculum directors believe best describes 

their district? 

4)  To what degree do these directors believe the pressure associated with 

performance on high-stakes tests has influenced their decision-making 

regarding changes to the curriculum? 

5)  Do relationships exist between the responses to the individual research 

questions and the particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by 
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designations associated with Adequate Yearly Progress, Indiana Public Law 

221, and the Indiana Department of Education’s Growth Model? 

6)  Do relationships exist between the responses to the individual research 

questions and particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by 

demographic factors such as level of education, position, years in education, 

district size, and community type? 

Review of Methodology 

Utilizing information from the Indiana Department of Education, the researcher 

created a spreadsheet containing each public school superintendent’s name, e-mail 

address, and corresponding district enrollment.  An invitation to participate in this study 

was successfully sent via electronic mail to 272 public school superintendents within the 

State of Indiana.  The researcher requested the superintendent to complete an electronic 

survey provided through Survey Monkey or to have the survey completed by the person 

at the district level most responsible for the overall curriculum.  Responses to the survey 

were collected within the provider’s electronic database and later downloaded by the 

researcher.  A goal of obtaining responses from a minimum of 30% of the districts within 

each size category was set by the researcher.  After two additional requests for 

participation were made via e-mail, this goal was met or exceeded in each category. 

Data Analysis 

 The survey contained twenty questions and was divided into three sections: 

demographics, district information, and beliefs and opinions. Questions 1 through 5 were 

used to gather demographic information about the respondent including position, degree 

attained, and years of experience.  District information was obtained by questions 6 
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through 11 including enrollment and designation with respect to Adequate Yearly 

Progress and Public Law 221.  The remaining questions sought to draw out the beliefs 

and opinions of respondents with respect to curriculum cultures and high-stakes testing.  

Questions 12 through 15 asked respondents to declare the purpose of the curriculum they 

support personally, the purpose most prevalent within their school district, and the impact 

made upon those cultures by high-stakes testing.  Question 16 asked for respondents’ 

opinions regarding the organizational theory that best described the manner in which their 

district functions.  Questions 17 through 19 sought to determine the perceived pressure 

respondents feel due to high-stakes testing, and question 20 allowed respondents to share 

any thoughts or comments regarding the relationship between high-stakes testing and the 

purpose of the curriculum.   

 The design of questions 12, 13, and 16 allowed responses to be displayed using a 

frequency distribution table whereas responses to questions 14, 15, 17, 18 and 19 utilized 

a five-point Likert scale.  The results of both types of questions were analyzed using an 

ANOVA to compare the differences of the means among the various subgroups identified 

by demographic and district information.  Instances where the ANOVA revealed a 

statistically significant difference of means were further investigated to identify the exact 

subgroups through the use of robust tests of the equality of means and through multiple 

comparisons.  

The open-ended design of question 20 required the use of a qualitative approach.  

The comments were analyzed using content analysis, whereby the researcher identified 

the tone and theme of each comment and assigned it to a particular category.      
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Summary of Findings 

 This study produced findings and insights into the beliefs of curriculum directors 

with regard to the curriculum culture they personally support; the culture they believe is 

most prevalent within their districts; and, the impact of the pressure they feel to have their 

students perform well on high-stakes tests.  The researcher used the term curriculum 

director to describe the individual at the district level most responsible for the 

arrangement and implementation of the curriculum and, in the letter of invitation to 

participate, the researcher asked that this person be the one to complete the survey.  Of 

those who responded, 95.6% identified themselves as the superintendent.   

Research Question 1: What purpose of education is personally supported by 

curriculum directors?  

Among the six curriculum cultures described by Joseph et al. (2000), 

Constructing Understanding, defined as “Developing in students the ability to think 

independently and to build knowledge from the information they gather through 

observation and collaboration” (Appendix E), was selected by 64.4% of the respondents 

and accounted for 35.2% of the total responses (Respondents were allowed to select 2)  

This result indicates the personal beliefs of respondents align closely with those of 

Dewey (1897) who stated “education is a process of living and not a preparation for 

future living” (p. 78).  In contrast, Dewey argued against the controlling aspects of 

schooling where rote learning and compliance dominate the educational process (Joseph 

et al., p. 101).  A study of the 76 respondents supportive of Constructing Understanding 

revealed 52 (68.4%) perceived the dominant culture existing within their district to be 

Training for Work and Survival.  Defined within the survey as “Providing students the 



  

85 85

necessary skills to allow them to be both effective and adaptive in the workplace and in 

society” (Appendix E), this culture most closely represents those elements against which 

Dewey objected.  Thus, it may be argued that many respondents feel tension between the 

manner in which they believe children should be educated and what they view as reality.  

One respondent’s comment stated, “I do not see high stakes testing as a positive factor 

impacting public education.  It is designed looking only at the mode of training for work 

and survival.  Although this is an area of importance, it is not the only one that should be 

considered in developing a curriculum.  High stakes testing is sacrificing much of what 

has traditionally been good about public education to give a false sense of accountability 

for a very narrow range of importance.” 

Research Question 2: What purpose do these directors believe exists within their 

districts? 

 When asked to identify the curriculum culture perceived to be most prevalent 

within their school districts, Training for Work and Survival was selected by 66.9% of 

respondents and accounted for 41.4% of total responses (Respondents were allowed to 

select 2).  Defined as “Providing students the necessary skills to allow them to be both 

effective and adaptive in the workplace and in society” (Appendix E), this result shows 

the view of reality by respondents is aligned with Plato’s plans for the worker/artisan and 

soldier groups of society (Noddings, 1995).  The responsibility of the former group was 

to perform the tasks necessary for the society to function while the latter group was to 

defend the society so it may prosper.  The survey results also indicate that public 

sentiment in regard to global politics and economic survival are still well entrenched 

within the education process.  The launch of Sputnik, the publication of A Nation at Risk, 
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and the enactment of No Child Left Behind have each pinned our country’s political and 

economic survival on the need for a better-educated and well-trained workforce that can 

outperform the nations with which we compete (Bracey, 2007, Department of Labor, 

1991, H.R. 1—107th Congress, 2001).  Interestingly, 56 (70.9%) of the 79 respondents 

who believed Training for Work and Survival was the culture most prevalent within their 

district also selected that same culture as being one of at least two cultures most in 

agreement with their personal beliefs.  One particular comment submitted by a 

respondent stated, “Unfortunately, educators have missed an opportunity to have a 

necessary place in the ultimate decision making process that will impact the future of 

education within this country.  At present it appears that the business community and 

legislators will determine the fate of educational reform, regardless of any research data 

to use as a foundation for their decisions.” 

Research Question 3:  Which organizational theory do curriculum directors 

believe best describes their district? 

Four organizational theories as described by Hanson (2003) were provided as 

choices to identify the decision-making process within the respondents’ school districts.  

Selected most often at 39.1% was Social which was defined as “Group dynamics play a 

key role in decision-making. These groups may collaborate to accomplish overarching 

goals and at other times, they will focus on their own respective agendas” (Appendix F). 

It appears respondents recognized the complexity of the interactions among the various 

groups existing within a school district and that adaptation to the norms of the group is 

essential to success.  Navigating through this complexity is central to Schwab’s (1970) 

proposal for curriculum development as well as Eisner and Vallance’s Social Adaptation 
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and Social Reconstruction (1974), Goodlad’s Social and Civic Goals (1979), Joseph’s et 

al. Deliberating Democracy (2000), and Kingston’s et al. Social Capital (2003).  Of those 

respondents who personally supported Deliberating Democracy, one commented, “The 

purpose of the curriculum is to support the important role our entire society plays in 

developing human capital.” 

Research Question 4: To what degree do these directors believe the pressure 

associated with performance on high-stakes tests has influenced their decision-

making regarding changes to the curriculum? 

Respondents were asked to indicate on a scale from 1 to 5 the best description of 

the level of impact upon their decision-making with regard to curriculum development 

and its implementation caused by the expectations for their students to perform well on 

ISTEP+ and the End-of-Course Assessments.  The vast majority of respondents, 73.5%, 

selected significantly impacts or has the greatest impact on my decision-making.  This 

pressure can be detected in the following respondent’s comment, “High-stakes testing is a 

political device to punish public schools so they will fail and be replaced with charters 

and privatized schools.  The fact that approximately 75 percent of high schools were 

placed in the categories of academic watch and academic probation based on the spring 

EOC [End of Course] assessments, one of which had never been piloted as such, attests 

to this.”   

Further inquiry into the pressure associated with the expectation for students to 

perform well on ISTEP+ and the ECAs resulted in 73.7% of respondents indicating 

feelings of significant to extreme pressure.  A respondent who indicated feeling extreme 

pressure commented, “Tell me the rules of the game and I will play it.  The game is high-
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stakes tests.  The pressure of high-stakes testing causes me to lead strategies that assure 

the highest possible outcomes on the high stakes test.” This echoes Botzakis (2004) and 

Wenglinsky (2005) who each found evidence where the need for success on high-stakes 

tests dictated the instructional methods used in the classroom.    

 The pressure felt to encourage teaching to the test was also studied and 63.6% of 

respondents reported feeling moderate to extreme pressure to encourage teachers to do 

so.  However, a closer look at the comments revealed some interesting results.  For 

instance, a respondent who indicated moderate pressure stated, “The idea of teaching to a 

test often has a negative association. But if tests are properly designed to assess what is 

most important, then teaching to the test is good teaching.”  Amrein & Berliner (2002) 

argued that this idea is founded primarily on assumption rather than fact.  However, 

Smith & O’Day (1991) did find instances where high-stakes testing improved assessment 

strategies and teacher effectiveness.  At the other end of the spectrum, a respondent 

claiming teaching to the test had no impact stated, “High-stakes testing is a joke!  IT IS 

NOT SUPPORTED BY ANY RESEARCH I HAVE READ.”  The responses to the 

survey show the majority of district leaders recognize the pressure related to high-stakes 

testing.  However, it also apparent their opinions regarding the source of that pressure as 

well as their responses to that pressure vary greatly.  

Research Question 5: Do relationships exist between the responses to the 

individual research questions and the particular respondent sub-groups as 

categorized by designations associated with Adequate Yearly Progress, Indiana 

Public Law 221, and the Indiana Department of Education’s Growth Model? 
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Various statistical analyses of the survey data produced acceptable levels of 

significance between the mean values of responses by subgroups identified according to 

district information.  More specifically, significant differences were determined to exist 

with regard to respondents’ beliefs as to the role of high-stakes testing within the 

curriculum cultures they supported personally and within the cultures they perceived to 

be most prevalent within their districts.  The subgroups between which the significant 

differences were found were those determined by the mathematics quadrant assigned to 

the district by the Indiana Department of Education’s growth model. 

 When asked to indicate the role of high-stakes testing within the curriculum 

culture most in agreement with their personal beliefs, those assigned to the Higher 

Growth, Higher Achieving (HGHA) group indicated high-stakes testing has a moderate 

role.  Among the Lower Growth, Lower Achieving (LGLA) group, the response was 

high-stakes testing has a slight role.  Further study of these two subgroups showed little 

difference in terms of the particular curriculum cultures supported by the respondents. 

Constructing Understanding and Training for Work and Survival were the two 

curriculum cultures selected most often by respondents within these two subgroups.  

Constructing Understanding was selected by 69.4% of the HGHA group and by 72.3% of 

the LGLA group while 57.1% of the HGHA group and 45.4% of the LGLA group 

selected Training for Work and Survival.  Though the difference between these two 

subgroups was found to be significant, it appears, on a personal level, that the leaders 

within these districts believe in the same purposes for educating young people.  However, 

when the beliefs of these two subgroups were studied with respect to reality, the 

differences provided more meaningful insight.   
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 The difference of the mean values of responses for HGHA and LGLA subgroups 

was also found to be statistically significant with respect to the role of high-stakes testing 

within the curriculum culture perceived as most prevalent within their school district.  

Those in the HGHA group indicated high-stakes testing has a significant role while the 

responses of those in the LGLA group stated high-stakes testing has a moderate role.  

This result may seem counter-intuitive at first, but can be supported by Srikantaiah et 

al.(2008) who found the alignment of the curriculum to state standards was greatest 

among those schools with the best results on state assessments.  Thus, it can be argued 

that those respondents’ districts with higher growth, higher achieving students have 

stronger alignment of their respective curricula to the Indiana state standards than do their 

counterparts in the lower growth, lower achieving group.  Gabriel (2005) advocated for 

the need to prepare students both for what will be on the test as well as how to take the 

test.  A respondent from the HGHA group seems to agree with Gabriel through the 

following, “High stakes testing is a way of life, and it would be irresponsible to negate its 

importance.”   

 Further investigation of the prevalent curriculum cultures reported by these two 

groups also revealed an interesting difference.  The two cultures selected most often by 

the HGHA group were Training for Work and Survival (61.2%) and Constructing 

Understanding (44.9%) while the LGLA group identified Training for Work and Survival 

(81.2%) along with Connecting to the Canon and Developing Self and Spirit (18.2% 

each).  Constructing Understanding (0.0%) was not selected by any member of the 

LGLA group.  
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Research Question 6:  Do relationships exist between the responses to the above 

questions and particular respondent sub-groups as categorized by demographic 

factors such as level of education, position, years in education, district size, and 

community type? 

Similar to research question 5, analyses of the data detected statistically 

significant differences between the means of responses from the subgroups identified by 

the respondents’ demographic information.  Significant differences between the mean 

values of groups based upon the pressure felt by respondents to encourage teachers to 

teach to the test.  The subgroups identified as having significant differences of means 

were those categorized by the number of years spent as a classroom teacher.  Among 

those respondents having served as a teacher for 20 or more years, the mean value of 

responses indicated a feeling of significant pressure to encourage teachers to teach to the 

test.  Although teaching to the test is often viewed negatively, one member of this group 

stated, “If tests are properly designed to assess what is most important, then teaching to 

the test is good teaching.”  Differing significantly from the 20+ year group was the mean 

of responses made by those having served as a classroom teacher from 5 to 10 years.  

This particular group felt moderate pressure to encourage teaching to the test.  The 

difference between these two groups may be seen in the following comment provided by 

a member of the 5 to 10 years group, “We make too much of teaching to the test.  We are 

teaching the objectives of the Indiana Academic Standards.  Why is that so 

controversial?” 

Further investigation of these two subgroups with respect to curriculum cultures 

showed the 20+ year group selected Training for Work and Survival most often (66.7%) 
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as the culture most in agreement with their personal beliefs, but this same group indicated 

Connecting to the Canon (50%) was the culture most prevalent within their districts.  The 

5 to 10 year group personally supported Constructing Understanding (55%), but chose 

Training for Work and Survival (51.3%) most often as the culture most prevalent within 

the district.  This reality can be detected in the following comments provided my 

members of the 5 to 10 year group, “High stakes testing is pushing schools into rote 

learning without critical thinking skills or creativity for students” and “High stakes 

testing is a harsh reality that is required but insufficient to a quality education.” Both of 

these comments are supported by Johnson et al. (2007) and Scot et al (2009) who found 

high-stakes testing to have a negative effect on the creativity and excitement within 

classrooms.   

Significant differences were also determined to exist in regard to respondents’ 

beliefs with respect to the role of high-stakes testing within the curriculum culture they 

perceived to be most prevalent within their districts.  In this instance, the subgroups 

between which the differences were found were those identified by the community 

setting of the school district.  When asked to indicate the role high-stakes testing plays 

within the curriculum culture perceived as most prevalent within their school district, 

responses by those within the urban group indicated high-stakes testing has a dominant 

role.  This response was found to be significantly different from those made individually 

by the rural, rural/suburban, and suburban/urban groups all of which equated to high-

stakes testing has a significant role.  Although these findings are statistically significant, 

a realistic study of the frequency tables shows the number of responses from those in the 

urban group to be extremely low (F = 5).  There are a number of factors to consider in 
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relation to these results.  First, the urban school districts within Indiana tend to be among 

the largest in terms of student population.  According to Table 8, only 24 districts have a 

student population above 10,000 and Appendix D23 indicates four of the five 

respondents describing their community setting as urban also claimed to have over 

10,000 students.  Further study of these four districts showed two had not made adequate 

yearly progress, one was on academic progress, two were on academic watch, and one 

was on academic probation.  In terms of the math quadrants, three were considered lower 

achieving districts while all four were categorized as lower achieving in English/language 

arts.  The somewhat bleak and desperate view of high-stakes testing cast by respondents 

within the urban group can be found in the comment, “Expectations are strong and there 

will be winners and schools that will be eliminated due to test scores.  No excuses 

accepted.” 

Recommendations for Future Study 

1.  Due to the limited number of responses from urban districts with student populations 

over 10,000 students, further study of districts of this size and community setting 

would provide more information as to the impact of high-stakes testing and the 

pressures caused by the achievement categories to which these districts are assigned.   

2.  As the Indiana DOE’s Growth Model becomes more familiar to both educators and 

the public, an investigation of instructional methodology and time allotted for content 

areas would provide additional information to the studies which found high-stakes 

testing to have a negative impact such as Wenglinsky (2005), Faulkner and Cook 

(2006), and Scot et al (2009).   
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3.  Also in relation to the Indiana DOE Growth Model, a study of those schools 

performing in the higher growth, higher achieving categories may show results 

similar to that of Srikantaiah et al. (2008) who found excellent alignment between the 

test and the curriculum among schools with high student achievement. 

4.  The Indiana Legislature recently declared 51% of a teacher’s compensation will be 

based upon the achievement of the teacher’s students.  In addition, teachers will also 

be categorized as effective or ineffective.  A study of accusations and admittance of 

cheating on high-stakes tests within Indiana would add to the studies by Amrein and 

Berliner (2003) and Nichols and Berliner (2007). 

5. A limitation of this study was the reliance upon respondents to know and understand 

their district’s status with regard to Adequate Yearly Progress and the Indiana 

Department of Education’s growth model.  Over 90% of respondents claimed to have 

made AYP which is inconsistent with statewide results.  Therefore, any follow-up 

study should be designed to verify the accuracy of district information provided by 

respondents. 

Summary 

In an ever-shrinking world, the ability to survive both politically and 

economically is becoming more dependent than ever upon a well-educated population.  

Determining the necessary content and the manner through which it should be provided 

has been and will most likely continue to be debated as long as man has time to ponder 

both his existence and his future.  Unfortunately, the pace of the world’s interactions does 

not allow time for contemplation, but demands a degree of confidence in the future.  

Children are the future of any society and educators have been given the charge to 
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prepare them to succeed the present generation.  High-stakes tests have emerged as the 

means by which students are measured in terms of their readiness for future 

responsibilities.  There are those who see testing as a means to develop common 

standards for learning and consistent methods for delivering them while others bristle at 

the idea of allowing a single measure to determine a student’s future and resent the 

pressure testing places on students and educators.  Somewhere in between are those who 

recognize the inevitable role of high-stakes testing in the educational journey and do their 

best to prepare each student for success.     
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Appendix A 

Electronically-Mailed Letter of Invitation 

Dear Superintendent, 
 
My name is Steve Goeglein and I am currently pursuing my doctorate through Ball State 
University.  I am studying the beliefs of public school administrators with regard to the 
purpose of education and the perceived impact of high-stakes testing upon those beliefs.  
I ask that you please assist me by responding to my survey.   
 
A formal letter requesting your participation is attached.  However, because your time is 
valuable, I am providing a summary below. 

 Using Survey Monkey.  https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Goeglein_Survey5  
 Participation is voluntary and responses are anonymous – tracking is done by 

district enrollment  
 Data will be retained for no more than 2 years  
 Survey is only 20 questions (5 demographics questions, 6 district information 

questions including AYP and DOE Growth Model status, and 9 personal opinion 
questions)  

 Survey should be completed by individual at district level responsible for 
arrangement and implementation of the curriculum.  If not you, then please 
forward to that person.  

 
For one’s rights as a research subject, you may contact the following:  Research 
Compliance, Sponsored Programs Office, Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306,  
(765) 285-5070, irb@bsu.edu.  
 
Thank you in advance for your willingness to participate. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Steve Goeglein                                                  Dr. Marilynn Quick 
Principal                                                            Faculty Supervisor 
Lawrence North High School                            Educational Leadership 
7802 Hague Road                                              Ball State University 
Indianapolis, IN 46256                                      Muncie, IN 47306 
(317) 964-7773                                                           (765) 285-3287 
stevengoeglein@msdlt.k12.in.us                       mquick@bsu.edu  
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Appendix B 

Survey Instrument Delivered Via Survey Monkey 

Demographics 

1.  Please indicate your highest level of education. 

Ed.D./Ph.D. 

Ed. S. 

Master’s 

Bachelor’s 

Other 

2. Please indicate the title best matching your current position. 

Superintendent 

Assistant Superintendent 

Curriculum Director 

Building Administrator 

Other (Please describe) 

3. How many years have you been in this position? 

20+ years 

11 to 19 years 

5 to 10 years 

Less than 5 years 

4. How many years did you serve as a classroom teacher? 

20+ years 

11 to 19 years 

5 to 10 years 

Less than 5 years 
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5. How many years have you been in education? 

20+ years 

11 to 19 years 

5 to 10 years 

Less than 5 years 
 

District Information 

6. What is the total student population of your school district? 

Less than 1,000 

1,000 to 2,000 

2,000 to 4,000 

4,000 to 10, 000 

Greater than 10,000 

7. How would you describe the community setting of your school district? 

Rural 

Rural/Suburban 

Suburban/Urban 

Urban 

8. Did your school district make Adequate Yearly Progress this year? 

Yes 

No 

9. What is your district's designation according to P.L. 221? 

Exemplary Progress 

Commendable Progress 

Academic Progress 

Academic Watch 

Academic Probation 
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10. For mathematics, into which quadrant of the Indiana Department of Education's 
growth model did your district fall for the spring of 2010? 

Higher Growth, Higher Achieving 

Lower Growth, Higher Achieving 

Higher Growth, Lower Achieving 

Lower Growth, Lower Achieving 

11. For English/Language Arts, into which quadrant of the Indiana Department of 
Education's growth model did your district fall for the spring of 2010? 

Higher Growth, Higher Achieving 

Lower Growth, Higher Achieving 

Higher Growth, Lower Achieving 

Lower Growth, Lower Achieving 
 

Beliefs & Opinions 

The reasons for educating the youth of a society have been debated by scholars and 

philosophers for centuries.  The intended outcomes for students who matriculate through 

a curriculum are often reflective of the beliefs and values of the schools, districts, and 

communities in which the curriculum is implemented.  Please read the following 

descriptors taken from Joseph’s et al. “Cultures of Curriculum” and respond to the 

questions that follow. 

a) Training for Work and Survival – Providing students the necessary skills to allow them 

to be both effective and adaptive in the workplace and in society. 

b) Connecting to the Canon – Instilling a basic set of values, core knowledge, and 

traditions associated with the dominant culture.  

c) Developing Self and Spirit – Allowing student self-directed learning to occur that 

engages the intellect, the emotions, the body, and the spirit.   
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d) Constructing Understanding – Developing in students the ability to think 

independently and to build knowledge from the information they gather through 

observation and collaboration. 

e) Deliberating Democracy – For a democratic society to continue, providing 

opportunities for students to understand the basis for its existence as well as to grasp the 

importance of the processes associated with participation as a citizen. 

f) Confronting the Dominant Order – Learning to recognize and address those aspects of 

society that need to be changed and be taught the processes by which they can make 

those changes happen. 

12. With which culture do your personal beliefs agree most? You may select 2 if needed. 

Training for Work and Survival 

Connecting to the Canon 

Developing Self and Spirit 

Constructing Understanding 

Deliberating Democracy 

Confronting the Dominant Order 

13. Which culture do you perceive to be most prevalent in your school district? You may 
select 2 if needed. 

Training for Work and Survival 

Connecting to the Canon 

Developing Self and Spirit 

Constructing Understanding 

Deliberating Democracy 

Confronting the Dominant Order 
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14. On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the role high-stakes testing plays within the curriculum 
culture most in agreement with your personal beliefs. 

1 - High-stakes testing has no role in the curriculum culture I personally support. 

2 - High-stakes testing has a slight role in the culture I personally support. 

3 - High-stakes testing has a moderate role in the culture I personally support. 

4 - High-stakes testing has a significant role in the culture I personally support. 

5 - High-stakes testing has a dominant role in the culture I personally support. 

15. On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the role high-stakes testing plays within the curriculum 
culture most prevalent within your school district. 

1 - High-stakes testing has no role in the curriculum culture of my district. 

2 - High-stakes testing has a slight role in the curriculum culture of my district. 

3 - High-stakes testing has a moderate role in the curriculum culture of my district. 

4 - High-stakes testing has a significant role in the culture of my district. 

5 - High-stakes testing has a dominant role in the culture of my district. 

16. Which of the following organizational theories do you believe best describes the 
decision-making process within your school district? 

Classical – Decision-making is governed by a distinct sense of order including a 
division of labor, and a heirarchy of authority. Goals are clearly defined and formal rules 
of interaction are followed as groups work toward achieving them. 

Social – Group dynamics play a key role in decision-making. These groups may 
collaborate to accomplish overarching goals and at other times, they will focus on their 
own respective agendas. 

Open – The district consists of interacting parts that respond to external influences as 
well as to each other. Shifting conditions make decision-making difficult due to lack of 
control over outside influences and to internal conflicts within the overall system. 

Institutional – Decision-making utilizes the district's mission to provide direction and 
purpose while valuing the lessons learned from the past. 
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17. On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the pressure (both internal and external) you feel in your 
role as a leader due to the expectation for your students to perform well on ISTEP+ and 
ECA’s? 

1 - No pressure 

2 - Some pressure 

3 - Moderate pressure 

4 - Significant pressure 

5 - Extreme pressure 

18. On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the pressure (both internal and external) you feel in your 
role as a leader to encourage teachers to "teach to the test"? 

1 - No pressure 

2 - Some pressure 

3 - Moderate pressure 

4 - Significant pressure 

5 - Extreme pressure 

19. On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate how the expectations for your students to perform well 
on ISTEP+ and ECA’s impact your decision-making in regard to curriculum 
development and its implementation. 

1 - This does not impact my decision-making. 

2 - This slightly impacts my decision-making. 

3 - This moderately impacts my decision-making. 

4 - This significantly impacts my decision-making. 

5 - This has the greatest impact on my decision-making. 

20. Please feel free to share any thoughts or comments regarding the relationship between 
high-stakes testing and the purpose of the curriculum. 
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Appendix C 
 

Institutional Review Board Approval 
 
 
Date: 01/31/2011 09:51 AM  
To: "Marilynn Quick" <mquick@bsu.edu>, "Steven Goeglein" 
<stevengoeglein@msdlt.k12.in.us> 
From: "Jennifer Weaver Cotton" <no-reply@irbnet.org> 
Reply To: "Jennifer Weaver Cotton" <jmweavercott@bsu.edu> 
Subject: IRBNet Board Document Published 
 
Please note that Ball State University IRB has published the following Board Document 
on IRBNet: 
 
Project Title: [194227-1] The Purpose of Education in an Era of High-Stakes Testing 
Principal Investigator: Steven Goeglein 
 
Submission Type: New Project 
Date Submitted: January 26, 2011 

Document Type: Exempt Letter 
Document Description: Exempt Letter 

Publish Date: January 31, 2011 
 

Should you have any questions you may contact Jennifer Weaver Cotton at 
jmweavercott@bsu.edu. 

 
Thank you, 

The IRBNet Support Team 
 

www.irbnet.org
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Appendix D 
 

Frequency and Mean Value Tables 
 

Table D1 

Role of High-Stakes Testing within Curriculum Culture Personally Supported by 

Respondents 

Survey Question 14:  On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the role high-stakes testing plays 
within the curriculum culture most in agreement with your personal beliefs. 

 
Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

1 – High-stakes testing has no role 10 7.4 8.7 8.7 
2 – High-stakes testing has a slight role 24 17.6 20.9 29.6 
3 – High-stakes testing has a moderate role 50 36.8 43.5 73.0 
4 – High-stakes testing has a significant role 26 19.1 22.6 95.7 
5 – High-stakes testing has a dominant role 5 3.7 4.3 100.0 
No Response 21 15.4   
Total 136 100.0   
 
Table D2 

Mean Value of Responses to Role of High-Stakes Testing with Curriculum Culture 

Personally Supported by Respondents 

  
Valid Missing Mean 

Std. 
Deviation

Survey Question 14:  On a scale of 1 to 5, 
indicate the role high-stakes testing plays 
within the curriculum culture most in 
agreement with your personal beliefs. 

115 21 2.93 .980 
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Table D3 

Role of High-Stakes Testing within Curriculum Culture Perceived as Most Prevalent 

within the School District   

Survey Question 15:  On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the role high-stakes testing plays 
within the curriculum culture most prevalent within your school district. 

 
Frequency Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

1 – High-stakes testing has no role 1 .7 .8 .8 
2 – High-stakes testing has a slight role 9 6.6 7.6 8.5 
3 – High-stakes testing has a moderate role 25 18.4 21.2 29.7 
4 – High-stakes testing has a significant role 57 41.9 48.3 78.0 
5 – High-stakes testing has a dominant role 26 19.1 22.0 100.0 
No Response 18 13.2   
Total 136 100.0   
 
Table D4 

Mean Value of Responses to Role of High-Stakes Testing within the Curriculum Culture 

Perceived as Most Prevalent within the School District 

  
Valid Missing Mean 

Std. 
Deviation

Survey Question 15: On a scale of 1 to 5, 
indicate the role high-stakes testing plays 
within the curriculum culture most 
prevalent within your school district. 

118 18 3.83 .890 
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Table D5 

Pressure Due to Expectation for Students to Perform Well on ISTEP+ and ECAs 

Survey Question 17:  On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the pressure (both internal and 
external) you feel in your role as a leader due to the expectation for your students to 
perform well on ISTEP+ and ECA’s? 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

1 - No pressure 4 2.9 3.4 3.4 
2 - Some pressure 1 .7 .8 4.2 
3 - Moderate pressure 26 19.1 22.0 26.3 
4 - Significant pressure 61 44.9 51.7 78.0 
5 - Extreme pressure 26 19.1 22.0 100.0 
No Response 18 13.2   
Total 136 100.0   

 
 
Table D6 
 
Mean Value of Responses to Pressure Due to Expectation for Students to Perform Well 

on ISTEP+ and ECAs 

  
Valid Missing Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the pressure 
(both internal and external) you feel in your 
role as a leader due to the expectation for 
your students to perform well on ISTEP+ 
and ECA’s? 

118 18 3.88 .879 
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Table D7 
 
Pressure Felt to Encourage Teachers to “Teach to the Test” 
 
Survey Question 18:  On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the pressure (both internal and 
external) you feel in your role as a leader to encourage teachers to "teach to the test"? 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

1 - No pressure 18 13.2 15.3 15.3 
2 - Some pressure 25 18.4 21.2 36.4 
3 - Moderate pressure 29 21.3 24.6 61.0 
4 - Significant pressure 33 24.3 28.0 89.0 
5 - Extreme pressure 13 9.6 11.0 100.0 
No Response 18 13.2   
Total 136 100.0   
 
Table D8 

Mean Value of Responses to Pressure Felt to Encourage Teachers to “Teach to the Test”. 

  
Valid Missing Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate the pressure 
(both internal and external) you feel in your 
role as a leader to encourage teachers to 
"teach to the test"? 

118 18 2.98 1.247 

 
Table D9 

Mean Value of Responses to Impact of Expectations for Students to Perform Well on 

ISTEP+ and ECAs upon Decision-Making 

  
Valid Missing Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

On a scale of 1 to 5, indicate how the 
expectations for your students to perform 
well on ISTEP+ and ECA’s impact your 
decision-making in regard to curriculum 
development and its implementation. 

117 19 3.80 .812 
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Table D10 
 
Descriptives: Mathematics Quadrant – Indiana DOE Growth Model vs Questions 14, 15, 
17, 18 & 19 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation
Std. 

Error
Higher Growth, Higher Achieving 46 2.98 .906 .134
Lower Growth, Higher Achieving 38 2.92 .997 .162
Higher Growth, Lower Achieving 15 3.27 1.223 .316
Lower Growth, Lower Achieving 11 2.27 .647 .195

Survey Question14: On a 
scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
role high-stakes testing 
plays within the 
curriculum culture most in 
agreement with your 
personal beliefs. 

 Total 110 2.93 .983 .094

Higher Growth, Higher Achieving 48 4.00 .851 .123
Lower Growth, Higher Achieving 40 3.73 .816 .129
Higher Growth, Lower Achieving 15 4.07 .961 .248
Lower Growth, Lower Achieving 11 3.18 .874 .263

Survey Question 15: On a 
scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
role high-stakes testing 
plays within the 
curriculum culture most 
prevalent within your 
school district. 

 Total 114 3.83 .882 .083

Higher Growth, Higher Achieving 48 3.90 .692 .100
Lower Growth, Higher Achieving 40 3.80 .966 .153
Higher Growth, Lower Achieving 15 4.13 1.125 .291
Lower Growth, Lower Achieving 11 3.73 1.104 .333

Survey Question 17: On a 
scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
pressure (both internal and 
external) you feel in your 
role as a leader due to the 
expectation for your 
students to perform well 
on ISTEP+ and ECA’s? 

 Total 114 3.88 .894 .084

Higher Growth, Higher Achieving 48 3.02 1.263 .182
Lower Growth, Higher Achieving 40 3.03 1.271 .201
Higher Growth, Lower Achieving 15 3.00 1.414 .365
Lower Growth, Lower Achieving 11 2.64 .924 .279

Survey Question 18: On a 
scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
pressure (both internal and 
external) you feel in your 
role as a leader to 
encourage teachers to 
"teach to the test"? 

 Total 114 2.98 1.248 .117

Higher Growth, Higher Achieving 48 3.83 .694 .100
Lower Growth, Higher Achieving 39 3.79 .951 .152
Higher Growth, Lower Achieving 15 3.87 .990 .256
Lower Growth, Lower Achieving 11 3.64 .674 .203

Survey Question 19: On a 
scale of 1 to 5, indicate 
how the expectations for 
your students to perform 
well on ISTEP+ and 
ECA’s impact your 
decision-making in regard 
to curriculum development 
and its implementation. 

 Total 113 3.81 .822 .077
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Table D11 
 
Descriptives:  Years as Classroom Teacher vs Questions 14, 15, 17, 18 & 19 
 

Years as a Classroom Teacher N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. 

Error 
20+ years 6 3.33 .816 .333 
11 to 19 years 30 2.80 .997 .182 
5 to 10 years 65 2.97 .951 .118 
Less than 5 years 13 2.77 1.166 .323 

Survey Question 14: On a 
scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
role high-stakes testing plays 
within the curriculum culture 
most in agreement with your 
personal beliefs. Total 114 2.92 .979 .092 

20+ years 6 3.33 1.211 .494 
11 to 19 years 32 3.84 .767 .136 
5 to 10 years 65 3.86 .846 .105 
Less than 5 years 14 3.86 1.231 .329 

Survey Question 15: On a 
scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
role high-stakes testing plays 
within the curriculum culture 
most prevalent within your 
school district. 

Total 117 3.83 .893 .083 

20+ years 6 4.17 .408 .167 
11 to 19 years 32 3.75 1.047 .185 
5 to 10 years 65 3.85 .852 .106 
Less than 5 years 14 4.21 .699 .187 

Survey Question 17: On a 
scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
pressure (both internal and 
external) you feel in your role 
as a leader due to the 
expectation for your students 
to perform well on ISTEP+ 
and ECA’s? 

Total 117 3.88 .882 .082 

20+ years 6 4.00 .632 .258 
11 to 19 years 32 3.03 1.425 .252 
5 to 10 years 65 2.85 1.135 .141 
Less than 5 years 14 2.93 1.328 .355 

Survey Question 18: On a 
scale of 1 to 5, indicate the 
pressure (both internal and 
external) you feel in your role 
as a leader to encourage 
teachers to "teach to the test"?

Total 117 2.97 1.238 .114 

20+ years 6 4.00 .000 .000 
11 to 19 years 32 3.75 .880 .156 
5 to 10 years 64 3.73 .859 .107 
Less than 5 years 14 4.14 .535 .143 

Survey Question 19: On a 
scale of 1 to 5, indicate how 
the expectations for your 
students to perform well on 
ISTEP+ and ECA’s impact 
your decision-making in 
regard to curriculum 
development and its 
implementation. 

Total 116 3.80 .815 .076 
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Table D12 
 
Descriptives:  School Districts’ Community Settings vs Questions 14, 15, 17, 18 & 19 
 
 N Mean 

Std. 
Deviation Std. Error

Rural 66 2.80 .996 .123 
Rural/Suburban 27 3.04 .898 .173 
Suburban/Urban 17 3.00 .866 .210 
Urban 5 3.80 1.304 .583 

Survey Question 14: On a scale of 
1 to 5, indicate the role high-
stakes testing plays within the 
curriculum culture most in 
agreement with your personal 
beliefs. Total 115 2.93 .980 .091 

Rural 69 3.78 .889 .107 
Rural/Suburban 26 3.92 .845 .166 
Suburban/Urban 18 3.61 .916 .216 
Urban 5 4.80 .447 .200 

Survey Question 15: On a scale of 
1 to 5, indicate the role high-
stakes testing plays within the 
curriculum culture most prevalent 
within your school district. Total 118 3.83 .890 .082 

Rural 69 3.78 1.013 .122 
Rural/Suburban 26 4.00 .490 .096 
Suburban/Urban 18 3.89 .758 .179 
Urban 5 4.60 .548 .245 

Survey Question 17: On a scale of 
1 to 5, indicate the pressure (both 
internal and external) you feel in 
your role as a leader due to the 
expectation for your students to 
perform well on ISTEP+ and 
ECA’s? 

Total 118 3.88 .879 .081 

Rural 69 3.13 1.236 .149 
Rural/Suburban 26 2.73 1.282 .252 
Suburban/Urban 18 2.72 1.227 .289 
Urban 5 3.20 1.304 .583 

Survey Question 18: On a scale of 
1 to 5, indicate the pressure (both 
internal and external) you feel in 
your role as a leader to encourage 
teachers to "teach to the test"? Total 118 2.98 1.247 .115 

Rural 68 3.78 .895 .109 
Rural/Suburban 26 3.81 .694 .136 
Suburban/Urban 18 3.72 .669 .158 
Urban 5 4.40 .548 .245 

Survey Question 19: On a scale of 
1 to 5, indicate how the 
expectations for your students to 
perform well on ISTEP+ and 
ECA’s impact your decision-
making in regard to curriculum 
development and its 
implementation. 

Total 117 3.80 .812 .075 
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Table D13 

Curriculum Culture Perceived as Most Prevalent with the School District as Selected by 

the 76 Respondents Whose Personal Beliefs Agree with Constructing Understanding. 

Prevalent Culture N Percentage of the 76 
Training for Work & Survival 52 68.4% 
Connecting to the Canon 19 25.0% 
Developing Self & Spirit 5 6.6% 
Constructing Understanding 37 48.7% 
Deliberating Democracy 7 9.2% 
Confronting the Dominant Order 3 3.9% 
 

Table D14 

Curriculum Culture Supported Personally as selected by the 79 Respondents Who 

Perceive Training for Work and Survival as Most Prevalent within Their School District 

Personally Supported Culture N Percentage of the 79 
Training for Work & Survival 56 70.9% 
Connecting to the Canon 11 13.9% 
Developing Self & Spirit 8 10.1% 
Constructing Understanding 52 65.8% 
Deliberating Democracy 18 22.8% 
Confronting the Dominant Order 3 3.8% 
 

Table D15 

Curriculum Culture Supported Personally as selected by the 11 Respondents from 

Districts Assigned to the Lower Achieving, Lower Growth Mathematics Quadrant of the 

Indiana DOE’s Growth Model. 

Prevalent Culture N Percentage of the 11 
Training for Work & Survival 5 45.4% 
Connecting to the Canon 1 9.1% 
Developing Self & Spirit 2 18.2% 
Constructing Understanding 8 72.3% 
Deliberating Democracy 1 9.1% 
Confronting the Dominant Order 1 9.1% 
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Table D16 

Curriculum Culture Supported Personally as selected by the 49 Respondents from 

Districts Assigned to the Higher Achieving, Higher Growth Mathematics Quadrant of the 

Indiana DOE’s Growth Model. 

Prevalent Culture N Percentage of the 49 
Training for Work & Survival 28 57.1% 
Connecting to the Canon 8 16.3% 
Developing Self & Spirit 5 10.2% 
Constructing Understanding 34 69.4% 
Deliberating Democracy 13 26.5% 
Confronting the Dominant Order 1 2.0% 
 

Table D17 

Curriculum Culture Perceived as Most Prevalent within the District by the 11 

Respondents from Districts Assigned to the Lower Achieving, Lower Growth 

Mathematics Quadrant of the Indiana DOE’s Growth Model. 

Prevalent Culture N Percentage of the 11 
Training for Work & Survival 9 81.2% 
Connecting to the Canon 2 18.2% 
Developing Self & Spirit 2 18.2% 
Constructing Understanding 0 0.0% 
Deliberating Democracy 1 9.1% 
Confronting the Dominant Order 1 9.1% 
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Table D18 

Curriculum Culture Perceived as Most Prevalent within the District by the 49 

Respondents from Districts Assigned to the Higher Achieving, Higher Growth 

Mathematics Quadrant of the Indiana DOE’s Growth Model. 

Prevalent Culture N Percentage of the 49 
Training for Work & Survival 30 61.2% 
Connecting to the Canon 19 38.8% 
Developing Self & Spirit 6 12.2% 
Constructing Understanding 22 44.9% 
Deliberating Democracy 6 12.2% 
Confronting the Dominant Order 1 2.0% 
 

Table D19 

Curriculum Culture Supported Personally as selected by the 6 Respondents Who Served 

as a Classroom Years for 20 Years or More 

Prevalent Culture N Percentage of the 6 
Training for Work & Survival 4 66.7% 
Connecting to the Canon 0 0.0% 
Developing Self & Spirit 1 16.7% 
Constructing Understanding 3 50.0% 
Deliberating Democracy 3 50.0% 
Confronting the Dominant Order 0 0.0% 
 

Table D20 

Curriculum Culture Supported Personally as selected by the 80 Respondents Who Served 

as a Classroom Years from 5 to 10 Years 

Prevalent Culture N Percentage of the 80 
Training for Work & Survival 33 41.3% 
Connecting to the Canon 11 13.8% 
Developing Self & Spirit 10 12.5% 
Constructing Understanding 44 55.0% 
Deliberating Democracy 17 21.3% 
Confronting the Dominant Order 4 5.0% 
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Table D21 

Curriculum Culture Perceived as Most Prevalent within the District by the 6 Respondents 

Who Served as a Classroom Years for 20 Years or More 

Prevalent Culture N Percentage of the 6 
Training for Work & Survival 1 16.7% 
Connecting to the Canon 3 50.0% 
Developing Self & Spirit 2 33.3% 
Constructing Understanding 1 16.7% 
Deliberating Democracy 2 33.3% 
Confronting the Dominant Order 0 0.0% 
 

Table D22 

Curriculum Culture Perceived as Most Prevalent within the District by the 80 

Respondents Who Served as a Classroom Years from 5 to 10 years. 

Prevalent Culture N Percentage of the 80 
Training for Work & Survival 41 51.3% 
Connecting to the Canon 20 25.0% 
Developing Self & Spirit 12 15.0% 
Constructing Understanding 22 27.5% 
Deliberating Democracy 9 11.3% 
Confronting the Dominant Order 2 2.5% 
 

Table D23 

Student Population Size by Community Setting 

 Rural Rural/ 
Suburban 

Suburban
/ Urban 

Urban Total 

Less than 1000 23 3 0 0  26 
1000 to 2000 31 4 1 0 36 
2000 to 4000 18 10 4 1  33 
4000 to 10,000 1 8 7 0  16 
Greater than 10,000 0 2 6 4  12 
No Response 1 0 0 0 1 
Total 74 27 18 5 124 
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Table D24 

AYP, PL 221 and Growth Model Status of Urban Districts over 10,000 Students   

District Made AYP? PL 221 Designation Math Quadrant English/LA 
Quadrant 

Yes Probation Higher Growth, 
Higher Achieving 

Higher Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

Yes Progress Higher Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

Higher Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

No Watch Higher Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

Higher Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

No Watch Lower Growth, 
Lower Achieving 

Lower Growth, 
Lower Achieving 
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Appendix E 

Cultures of Curriculum - Joseph et al. (2000) 

Training for Work and Survival – Providing students the necessary skills to allow them to 

be both effective and adaptive in the workplace and in society. 

Connecting to the Canon – Instilling a basic set of values, core knowledge, and traditions 

associated with the dominant culture. 

Developing Self and Spirit – Allowing student self-directed learning to occur that 

engages the intellect, the emotions, the body, and the spirit. 

Constructing Understanding – Developing in students the ability to think independently 

and to build knowledge from the information they gather through observation and 

collaboration. 

Deliberating Democracy – For a democratic society to continue, providing opportunities 

for students to understand the basis for its existence as well as to grasp the 

importance of the processes associated with participation as a citizen. 

Confronting the Dominant Order – Learning to recognize and address those aspects of 

society that need to be changed and be taught the processes by which they can 

make those changes happen. 
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Appendix F 

Organizational Theories – Hanson (2003) 

Classical – Decision-making is governed by a distinct sense of order including a division 

of labor, and a hierarchy of authority. Goals are clearly defined and formal rules 

of interaction are followed as groups work toward achieving them. 

Social – Group dynamics play a key role in decision-making. These groups may 

collaborate to accomplish overarching goals and at other times, they will focus on 

their own respective agendas. 

Open – The district consists of interacting parts that respond to external influences as 

well as to each other. Shifting conditions make decision-making difficult due to 

lack of control over outside influences and to internal conflicts within the overall 

system. 

Institutional – Decision-making utilizes the district's mission to provide direction and 

purpose while valuing the lessons learned from the past. 

 


