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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
DEPROFESSIONALIZATION OF CURRICULUM DECISION-MAKING
by
Martha M. Barantovich
Florida International University, 2006
Miami, Florida
Professor Stephen M. Fain, Major Professor

The purpose of this study was to analyze the evolution of Florida state level
policy efforts and to assess the responding educational policy development and
implementation at the local school district level. The focus of this study was the
secondary language arts curriculum in Miami-Dade County Public Schools.

Data was collected using document analysis as a source of meaning making out of
the language sets proffered by agencies at each level. A matrix was created based on
Klein’s levels of curriculum decision-making and Functional Process Theory categories
of policy formation. The matrix allowed the researcher to code and classify specific
information in terms accountability/high-stakes testing; authority; outside influences; and
operational/structural organization.

Federal policy documents provided a background and impetus for much of what
originated at the State level. The State then produced policy directives which were
accepted by the District and specific policy directives and guidelines for practice. No
evidence was found indicating the involvement of any other agencies in the development,

transmission or implementation of the State level initiated policies.
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After analyzing the evolutionary process, it became clear that state policy
directives were never challenged or discussed. Rather, they were accepted as standards
to be met and as such, school districts complied. Policy implementation is shown to be a
top-down phenomenon. No evidence was found indicating a dialogue between state and
local systems, rather the state, as the source of authority, issued specifically worded
policy directives and the district complied. Finally, this study recognizes that outside
influences play an important role in shaping the education reform policy in the state of
Florida. The federal government, through NCLB and other initiatives created a climate
which led almost naturally to the creation of the Florida A+ Plan. Similarly, the concern
of the business community, always interested in the production of competent workers,
continued to support efforts at raising the minimum skill level of Florida high school
graduates.

Suggestions are made for future research including the examination of local
school sites in order to assess the overall nature of the school experience rather than rely

upon performance indicators mandated by state policy.
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CHAPTER
EDUCATION REFORM POLICY IN FLORIDA
In 1983, President Ronald Reagan commissioned the Department of Education to
examine the state of American secondary education. Upon its release, A Nation at Risk:
The Imperative for Educational Reform set into motion a series of events (political,
educational, and economic) that would lead to the present state of reform in education.
The report began a wave of federal education accountability requirements for individual
states. The push for change was moving along at a slow pace, with individual states
implementing standards and assessment measures to ensure that public schools were
producing citizens who could participate in the work force. Members of business
communities, as in the past, became involved with education by complaining about the
quality of workers being produced by the public school systems. In 2001, Congress, at
the urging of President George W. Bush, passed the reauthorization of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965. Upon signing the “No Child Left Behind” (NCLB)
legislation as it is more commonly referred to, President Bush continued the legacy of
federalization of public education, a job that up until this reauthorization, was solely the
responsibility of individual states. By tying federal dollars to programs that address basic
academic skill development of the neediest children, the federal government started
holding states accountable for the quality of the students they produced. States were
suddenly required to address measurable standards in order to continue to qualify for
federal support of educational programs.
Florida was ahead of the NCLB legislation. In 1998, Governor J. Bush signed

into law, Florida’s A+ Plan for Education. The legislation has been the cornerstone for



setting the standards by which all public school children will be judged. Among the
many implications of the policy is the resulting backlash that has attacked the public
school system within the state of Florida. These implications include a complaint from
educators that the age of high-stakes testing is negatively affecting students. The
negative affects consist of too much emphasis on performance, too much external control
is driving educational decisions, and a reversion to an emphasis on basic skill acquisition
(Blum, 2000). As Paris (1994) commented in his article on economics and school’s
responsibilities, schools do not impart specific skills that make individuals more
productive; rather individuals (should) develop generic abilities to acquire skills on the
job that in turn enhance productivity.

Education reform efforts have played a major role in shaping education policies
and practices over the last quarter of a century. Serious educators are interested in the
effects of these efforts on the development of the policies that ultimately affect the
curriculum encountered by teachers and students. This study is designed to reveal how
education reform efforts have resulted in policy modifications and curriculum changes.

Contemporary educators and legislators are interested in the success of ongoing
accountability efforts intended to close the achievement gap separating students across
the nation. The intent of this research was to study the development of educational
policies in the state of Florida that represent a direct response to the national policy
mandate for reform presented in the No Child Left Behind legislation. The main focus of
this study was Florida’s A+ Plan for Education and subsequent policy development

efforts at the state and district levels. How that policy shaped Florida Department of



Education guidelines and mandates as well as curriculum decisions made at the district
level completed the analysis for this study.
Purpose

The purpose of this study was to analyze the evolution of state level policy efforts
and to examine the effectiveness of responding educational policy development and
implementation in school systems.

Research Questions
The driving research question in this study was: How has the evolution of the current
Florida education reform policy influenced policy decisions at the district level regarding
secondary language arts curriculum in Florida? In order to understand how policy and
curriculum decision-making interact, the following research questions were addressed:
1. During each phase of the policy process, which publics are engaged in policy
development?
2. During each phase of the policy process, how are publics engaged in policy
development?
Rationale

The parameters of this study were rooted in policy process analysis and
curriculum-decision making. Grounding the document analysis on the functional process
theory of policy analysis (Anderson, 1979; de Leon, 1999; Dye, 1975; Jones, 1970), and
Klein’s (1991) curriculum framework for decision making, this research examined the
relation of interpretations of state legislation to implementation of policy at the district

level. This study focused on the effects of accountability policies, of which No Child Left



Behind (NCLB) has become a major guiding policy document in Florida, on secondary
language arts in all secondary schools in Miami-Dade County, Florida.

Public school accountability is aimed at increasing student performance by
improving the way schools function (O’Day, 2002). An assumption in the accountability
movement is that accountability factors have a positive impact on student learning and
more effective classroom instruction (Lashway, 2001). “Under NCLB's strong
accountability provisions, states must describe how they will close the achievement gap
and make sure all students, including disadvantaged students, achieve academic
proficiency” (U.S. Department of Education Press Release, 2003). Florida has responded
to the accountability movement with the creation of Florida’s A+ Plan for Education.
This plan has resulted in the creation of state legislation directing educational standards,
accountability measurements, rewards and sanctions for school performance, and, it is
assumed that it has had significant effects as to what goes on in schools. This analysis
represents an effort to ensure that the focus of this study, policy decisions and
implementation, is analyzed, as opposed to a reflex response to a mandated change.

Assumptions

Underlying this research were some basic assumptions regarding state education
policy and district education policy. Education policies implemented at the district level
are aligned with those developed at state level. However, as educational policies are
implemented, it is assumed that a dialogue exists between the district and the state for the
purpose of achieving the intentions of the policy. This study began with the assumption
that evidence would be found demonstrating two-way rather than one-way

communication.



The study of policy formation and secondary language arts curriculum decision-
making 1s assumed to be representative of policy development related to all levels and
content areas of the curriculum. Therefore it is assumed that the findings of this study are
generalizable beyond language arts.

Theoretical Framework

One of the purposes of policy is to guide future decisions regarding education
reform (Mann, 1975). Deciding whether the policy is relevant to society as a whole or to
particular groups of individuals is one of the roles of a policy analyst. Clemons and
McBeth (2001) observe that it is the analyst’s view of who holds the power and how
policy decisions affect the stakeholders involved. Because of the analyst’s view of
power, the method of evaluating a policy can vary between analysts. The authors also
imply that there is often a conflict of values and interests between the policy makers and
interested parties at each stage of policy formation. The authors review three stages of
policy formation. Stage I is an Awareness stage that contains an event or series of events
that focuses attention on the event. These events are called triggering events. They refer
to events that trigger some action at the agenda setting stage and to subsequent attempts
to control the scope of the policy process (Clemons & McBeth, 2001; Waste, 1989).
Triggering events, “convert a routine problem into a widely shared, negative public
response” (Waste, 1989, p. 38). Negative responses to routine problems allows for the
creation of policy to alleviate the problem. It is noted that the event may or may not
require political action (Clemons & McBeth, 2001; Ostrom, 1999). It is during this stage
that the definition of the problem occurs in “the context of values, interest, and political

power” (p. 6). However, defining the problem may not necessarily occur in the context



of overall public interest. Stage II is the Policy Determination stage. It is in this stage
where the power structure and the stakeholders become more readily defined on a
political level, but not necessarily a societal level. Stage III is the Policy Implementation
stage. Here the forces that determined the importance of an event enact legislative policy
or law to ensure that the issues surrounding the triggering event do not manifest
themselves in additional ways that could negatively affect the constituents of the elected
policy makers (p. 6-7).

When analyzing the systemic formation of policy, it is necessary to recognize
some of the organizational structure that allows certain policies to come to fruition. “The
institutional arrangements of American government have proven remarkably well-suited
for pursuing different policies toward contradictory goals simultaneously” (Dye, 1975, p.
174). Campbell, Cunningham, McPhee, and Nystand (1970) underscore that educational
policy is rooted in the ideology that schools in America are expected to solve problems
that may be more relegated to society at large. In regards to national educational policy,
the authors state,

perhaps [these federal] relationships to education will have more meaning for us if

we recognize that policy grows out of the basic socioeconomic forces in our

society which generate movements antecedent to policy, that these movements
encourage political action, and that finally these activities lead to formalization of

policy by governmental agencies (p. 39).

In other words, educational policy may be the result of the perception of the policy maker
listening to the noise of those individuals who think there is a problem.

Understanding the basic forces that generate movements requires examining the

social, economic, political, and technological forces that are usually national and

worldwide in scope. Antecedent movements relate in educational terms to those



triggering events that identify perceived educational issues. Political actions, according
to the authors, occur by organizations that are usually interrelated at local, state, and
national levels. An example of this type of organization would be the AFL-CIO or the
NEA. These organizations have chapters of organized members at all levels of
representation and can coordinate a position of authority surrounding a certain area of
concern. The formal enactment of the policy can occur at the local, state, and national
level and is usually administered through legislative, judicial, and executive agencies.
Dye (1975) warns that there must be a distinction drawn between policy output
and policy impact. Policy output can be very narrowly defined as the amount of
resources that support a legislated policy. In educational terms, this could be viewed as
per pupil expenditures as the result of an approved state budget. Comparison of these
numbers on a state by state level does not constitute the impact of the policy, but the
output. Policy impact, on the other hand, is a measure of the effect a policy has as it
affects real-world conditions. It is a comparison of the intended and unintended
consequences. Policy impact includes the impact on a target situation or group; the
impact on institutions or groups other than the target (“spillover effects”); the impact on
future as well as immediate conditions; the direct cost, in terms of resources devoted to
the program; and the indirect costs, including loss of opportunities to do other things.
Within the realm of examining policy, one of the limits that is often overlooked is
that societal problems may have multiple causes and a specific policy may not be able to
eradicate the problem. This is what Clemons and McBeth (2001) refer to as value
conflict theory (p. 5). There are empirical facts and interpretations of those facts that are

subjective to the views of the individuals in the various stages of policy formation. As a



result, the policies of a government may tell us more about the aspirations of a society
and its leadership than about actual conditions. “Thinking of policy as a process permits
the researcher to detect fluctuations in interests, changes in actors, and the evolution of
policy alternatives over time” (Foreman, 2003, p. 35).

The question being asked by critics of the education reform effort, is: What are
the right educational standards? A contradictory culture begins to emerge within
classrooms as individual teacher’s philosophical beliefs are in conflict with the intention
of reform. It is a daunting task to ask education to prepare students to meet a set of
standards that are at best vague, as the children of poor and minority families are
continually “left behind” in the wave of reform. Educational reform is designed to solve
the current perceived problems of society. Systems of education have become, not about
the betterment of individuals, but about placing blame on teachers and schools for the
lack of skills students have when they enter the workforce. As Apple (1996) suggested,
the reform movement is changing the soul of education. “If ideology that propels a
society is itself created rather than received...it can be recreated” (Schubert, 1997, p.
319). Reforming education is supposed to provide society with better prepared
individuals. “It would be seemingly naive to believe that a single act...would be
powerful enough to have much of an impact on the education of students” (Klein, 1991,
p. 38).

Schools meet the needs of education and this should not be confused with the
needs that are met through other social agencies (Tyler, 1969). Education needs to
provide students with different perspectives on events and teach them how to critically

examine these events, rather than to read texts and accept the viewpoint of the author



(deMarrais & LeCompte, 1999). There is more of an emphasis on consumer rights than
on citizen rights in society today. The United States has moved away from a public-
provided system of state education toward individual schools competing for clients in the
marketplace (Whitty, 1998). Education then becomes an instrument of ““...perpetuation
unchanged in the existing industrial order of society, instead of operating as a means of
its transformation” (Dewey, 1944, p. 316).

Following The Eight Year Study, the use of tests to assess students was examined
as a means and an ends. “No test could be sufficiently sensitive to an individual’s
context. Knowledge of context was needed before an individual’s acts of adjustment
(defined as behavior) could be assessed” (Kahne, 1996, p. 132). However,
“educationally useful evaluation takes time, it’s labor intensive and complex, and it’s
subtle, particularly if evaluation is used not simply to score children or adults, but to
provide information to improve the process of teaching and learning” (Eisner, 2001, p.
371).

Education is an active process...it is essential to see that education provides

opportunities for the student to enter actively into and to deal whole heartedly

with, the things which interest him, and in which he is deeply involved, and to

learn particularly how to carry on such activities effectively (Tyler, 1969, p. 11).
According to Dewey (1944), the aim of education must always represent a freeing of
activities that allows the student to experience the education.

At the core of education are curricula and curricular decisions. Rhetoric
surrounding the accountability issue in public education focuses on end result products

that federal and state governments have placed into practice. Within educational

practices, curriculum can be seen as the set of decisions that are evaluated through



student performance. These decisions are increasingly being driven from the top-down
and overwhelmingly affect the very nature and purpose of schools. The research
discussed in this section was only representative of some of the issues involving policy
and curriculum. By allowing external forces to control the decisions made about
curriculum and the process of learning, education becomes responsible to the outside
forces. “Education would then become an instrument of perpetuating unchanged the
existing industrial order of society, instead of operating as a means of its transformation”
(Dewey, 1944, p. 316).

Throughout history there have been varying philosophical, psychological and
sociological forces at play in shaping curricular and instructional responses of the
institution of education. Contained within these responses are decisions regarding types
of schools, debates over subjects that ought to be taught, and the role of the child in
shaping the curriculum. As developments in the various forces have been made, the
responses have changed the nature of schooling and the involvement of individuals in the
decision-making process of curriculum. According to Oliva’s (2001) sixth axiom,
“curriculum development is basically a decision-making process” (p. 37). As curriculum
is planned and developed, the choices to be made revolve around disciplines (content),
viewpoints, emphases, instructional methodology, and organization of experiences.

Background

Public schools in Florida are directed by Florida legislation pursuant to Florida
State Statute 1008.22 to assess student performance annually in grades three thru 10 by
administering the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT). The legislation that

initiated the assessment requirements is aimed at, ““...providing information needed to
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improve the public schools by enhancing the learning gains of all students and to inform
parents of the educational progress of their public school children” (2004 Florida
Statutes, Title XLVIII, Chapter 1008). The annual assessment is given in the areas of
Reading and Mathematics. Students in grades four, eight and 10 are additionally
assessed in the area of writing. Students receive an achievement score in each of these
areas that are distributed by levels ranging from one to five, with five being the highest
possible score. Each level of scoring is labeled to correspond to the requirements of the
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) as follows: Level 1: Below Basic, Level 2: Basic,
Level 3-4: Proficient, Level 5: Advanced (Florida NCLB Accountability Workbook, p.
10). In order for a student to pass the Reading portion of the FCAT exam he/she must
earn a score of at least 300. According to the FCAT Reading Achievement Levels, a
score of 300 is considered a Level 2 score. For the purposes of national accountability, in
order for a school to be deemed to be making adequate yearly progress (AYP), a student
must earn a passing score on the FCAT on the Proficient Level, Level 3, and above. It
would seem from the onset that the state requirements for achievement and the national
cducational requirements for adequate yearly progress are not aligned.

The scores from the student assessments are used to evaluate the overall
performance of the school. Schools receive an annual grade based upon the sum of
scores delineated from the following formula:

1. Schools earn one point for each percent of students who score in achievement

levels 3, 4, or 5 in reading and one point for each percent of students who score 3,

4, or 5 in math.

2. The writing exam is scored by at least two readers on a scale of 1 to 6. The
percent of students scoring “3” and above is averaged with the percent scoring

11



“3.5” and above to yield the percent meeting minimum and higher standards.
Schools earn one point for each percent of students on the combined measure.

3. Schools earn one point for each percent of students who make learning gains in

reading and one point for each percent of students who make learning gains in

math.

4. Special attention is given to the reading gains of students in the lowest 25% in

levels 1, 2, or 3 in each school. Schools earn one point for each percent of the

lowest performing readers who make learning gains from the previous year. It

takes at least 50% to make “adequate progress” for this group (Florida NCLB

Consolidated Application, Grading Florida Public Schools 2001-2002, p.103).
Once the scores have been calculated, a school is awarded a letter grade of A, B, C, D, or
F. One of the theories regarding the school grade is that it is an incentive for schools to
become more competitive by increasing the academic performance as measured by the
FCAT. Schools, according to this theory, will strive to improve their school grade as a
result of this increase in competition.

The FCAT reading test includes three kinds of test items: multiple-choice items
(MC), short-response performance tasks (SR), and extended-response performance tasks
(ER). The short- and extended-response tasks are called “Read, Think, and Explain”
performance tasks. (READING, Grades 9-10 Test Item and Performance Task
Specifications, 2001, p. 12). The reading portion of the FCAT is 70% informational
passages, or science and social studies related, and 30% literary passages (READING,
Grades 9-10 Test Item and Performance Task Specifications, 2001). According to the
Test Item and Performance Task Specifications (2001),

Literary text allows a focus on the text as a work of art with language as its

medium. It provides entertainment or inspiration and includes fiction, nonfiction,

poetry, and drama. Passages representing literary text should address a variety of
themes appropriate for and interesting to students at the designated grade level.

12



Informational text is subject-matter centered, wherein language is used to solve

problems, raise questions, provide information, and present new ideas. Another

form of informational text includes material that is encountered in everyday life
outside the classroom.

Informational passages should represent different points of view and include

issues and problems that persist across time. They should have readily identifiable

key concepts and relevant supporting details (p. 7).

According to this description, the responsibility the classroom teacher in
preparing students for the FCAT may go beyond the sole content area of language arts.
The overall goal of the exam is to assess a student’s ability to gather information from
different types of texts and analyze and present answers in multiple formats.

In response to the number of students who are performing below proficient on the
Reading portion of the FCAT exam, Miami-Dade County Public Schools (M-DCPS) has
required that all of those students are to be placed in a remedial reading course at the
secondary level. According to M-DCPS Division of Language Arts, the intent of this
requirement is to improve the reading skills of those students who have been labeled low-
performing.

M-DCPS system has created reading plans under the Division of Language Arts
in order to improve reading scores. In the area of educational accountability, one of the
pressing issues guiding policy decisions is the preparedness of high school graduates for
employment. Businesses have complained about the lack of basic skills in the graduating
work force. They have influenced education in the area of preparing learners for work.

The National Association of Manufacturers (NAM) was an indicator of one of the outside

influences on education. When the efficiency movement became an integral part of
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industrialization in the North, NAM saw to it that the idea of efficiency was present in
classrooms in order to sufficiently prepare students for the workforce (Rippa, 1997).
Delimitations of the Study

This study investigated Florida’s A+ Plan for Education, and Miami-Dade
County Public Schools’ district responses to specific education policies in Florida
regarding language arts curricula. The documents obtained were from the state of Florida
legislation, Florida Department of Education, and M-DCPS.

Overview of the Study

A review of literature in Chapter Two focuses on the issue of curriculum reform
as a result of policy decisions as it relates to of accountability/high-stakes testing and
authority, outside influences on education reform, and operational/structural organization
of schools and policy and education in relation to curriculum reform from policy. The
methodology used to conduct the research, including the policies analyzed, how data
were collected, and how data were analyzed is explained in Chapter Three. Included in
Chapter Three is the policy analysis matrix complete with explanations regarding the data
in the cells of the matrix. In Chapter Four, the findings of the research are discussed with
regard to changing policies in language arts in the areas of curriculum and instruction.
Chapter Five contains a synthesis of findings, conclusions from the analysis,
recommendations regarding educational policy and curriculum for Miami-Dade County,

as well as recommendations for further research.
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CHAPTER I
CURRICULUM REFORM FROM POLICY

Schooling in America has constantly undergone changes as the rhetoric for reform
changes with political parties, American values, ideas of what is best for children to
know, and how they should learn. The pedagogical practices that direct the American
educational experience swing on a pendulum as the groups of individuals in power
control the changes in disposition. If the educational system is to meet its task of
preparing youth for existence in a democratic society of the future, then there needs to be
a symbiotic relationship linking education and political reform. In order to enact changes
within school buildings and systems, structural changes that are individualized by schools
must be allowed to exist and to be practiced. “Education changes the way we experience
our being in the world...it makes it possible for us to struggle and grow” (Carlson, 1998,
p. 197).

Education is being challenged by the wave of tests and the performance standards
that are to be met. “The reform movement in education can be distinguished in terms of
the intensity with which individuals have been attracted to it and the scope of the issues
that have been raised by the large and extensive reforms (Mitchell, 1996, p.1). The
central role that high-stakes testing currently occupies has been overwhelmingly shaped
by the rhetoric of our political leaders (Kornhaber & Orfield, 2001). The current rhetoric
of high-stakes testing is placing an undue stress upon educators to correct the wrongs of
society by requiring that educational settings shoulder the responsibility of businesses

and industries that do not want to invest in human capital. “We are working on matters
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of assessment without a clear view of whether better educational performances have the
economic significance attributed to them” (Paris, 1994, p.10).

The reform movement, with its emphasis on accountability and minimum
standards forces education to examine student learning without any regard to contextual
learning or social barriers. Placing standards upon the educational system is meant to
alleviate society from its responsibility of providing better opportunities for minority
groups. Educational reform does not typically take into account the other sources of
information such as alternative forms of assessment, increasing attendance, socio-
economic status, when objectives for learning are being created.

According to Beadie (2004), student accountability has more to do with
educational systems than with education. Noting that there is a contradiction between the
reformers and the politicians, the author defines two types of standards that have
historically been a part of educational systems: selective achievement standards and
universal minimum competencies. Selective achievement standards are those that were
traditionally available to only certain groups of individuals who had the ability to earn
them. The author noted that there was a time when high school diplomas would have
fallen into this category, as not all individuals attended nor completed a high school
education. Universal minimum competencies are accessible within education to all who
attend (Beadie, 2004, p. 40-41). As a result, the reformers want to “increase academic
standards and establish new achievement incentives by implementing performance based
standards and state assessments that set benchmarks of grade-level achievement. This

latter combination is used by politicians to set minimum achievement incentives” (p. 41).

16



Individual schools have a distinct responsibility according to Tyler (1969).
“...There are many situations in which a total reconstruction of the curriculum is not
contemplated and yet this rationale can be appropriately applied in a systemic attack on a
part of the program” (p. 126). Ideally, schools bear the responsibility of deciding
whether to undertake an entire school reform or to reform certain aspects of a curriculum
such as a grade or subject area. Given the reform movement’s emphasis on mathematics
and reading test scores, it follows that in high school language arts curricula, decisions
about reading cannot be made within this subject area alone. Reading is a tool with which
success in all subjects can be monitored and controlled. The individual aspects of subject
matter must be taken into consideration when questions regarding accountability
compliance are asked. Who should shoulder the responsibility of maintaining the rise in
test scores? In order to improve reading test scores, one question to be asked is should
reading be a school-wide, subject specific, or individual teacher responsibility?
Regarding curriculum decisions, Tyler (1969) suggests that individual curriculum
decisions take place within individual schools because student needs vary from location
to location.

Apple (1996) questions the authority by which the decisions concerning education
and curriculum are being made. He asserts that, “proposals for “choice” are forging
draconian measures on local school districts; teacher and student competencies control
education; assaults on school curriculum are on-going; and the needs of business and

individuals control the goals of education” (p. 98-99).
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Educational Indicators within the Reform Movement

In order to understand the evolution of education reform within public schooling,
literature was examined and classified into themes: Accountability/High-stakes Testing
and Authority, Outside Influences on Education Reform, and Education Reform and the
Operational /Structural Organization of Schools. Much of the literature can be easily
placed in one or more themes, as issues in public school reform are not applicable to just
one area of education.

Accountability/High-stakes Testing and Authority

Individual schools should have the opportunity to examine their policies and
practices in order to identify the strengths and weaknesses of their institution. Schools in
Florida, in the name of educational reform, are asked to assess student learning, record
datum and input information for accountability purposes. Significant attention is being
given to those students who represent the lowest achieving test takers. According to
Eisner (2001), reform, as it stands today, purports a claim that there is a lag in what
changes might be coming in the globalization of the world and as a result, focusing on
minimum standards places the United States in jeopardy.

Cuban (2004) observes that the accountability reform movement is creating a
system of education that is marred by losses within the educational institution. These
losses can be classified into four areas: a) a “narrowness of the goals” of education that
support test results rather than a comprehensive educational experience; b) a narrow, one
dimensional definition of a good school; ¢) a reliance upon the theory driving test-based
accountability that educational performance (as indicated by test scores) can be improved

but the schools, teachers, and students do not have the desire or will to improve; d) test-
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based accountability ignores other valid assessment devices that provide useful data and
information for the schools, teachers, parents, and public (p. 30-31).

As the nation’s public schools are being called upon to address more definitive
measures of performance through high-stakes examinations, the definition of educational
success is undergoing a direct change. Kornhaber and Orfield (2001), speak directly to
some of the assumptions by law-makers regarding the purported positive impact high-
stakes tests should have on the overall public school institution, and as a result, the
nation. The authors’ analysis of the platform of high-stakes proponents is that testing
will, “enhance economic productivity, motivate students, and improve teaching and
learning” (pp. 5-12). Additionally noted is that the theory regarding testing and
motivation negates the sociological and psychological responses of students to success.
With regards to improving teaching and learning, the authors remark that conceptual
learning may be undermined rather than developed as there continues to be a narrowing
of focus of instruction, study, and learning directly related to test preparation rather than
life long skills for continual learning. Prior indicators of school success were often
calculated by examining high school graduation rates and retention rates of students who
repeat grades. These numbers are now being affected as negative consequences in the
arena of educational reform.

The current wave of reform and its ensuing fallout does not allow for the
educational growth of lower-achieving groups of students who are not passing onto the
next grade level. It requires and forces them into a box of lower standards in which they
will never find a way out. Schools and teachers have created a system of education in

which “textbooks [and instruction] are homogenized with a resulting homogeneous
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educational system that does not take into account the contextual relations of society”
(Carlson & Apple, 1998, p. 21).

Minimum competence and remediation forces others out of the mainstream
(Brooks, 1991). As students pass through the system of education, they begin to fall into
a trap of low-expectations as a result of their low-performance on high-stakes
examinations. Teachers and students alike treat low-tracked students as inferior in ability
and their status within the school is maintained as a microcosm of the society at large. A
child’s environment has a profound effect upon his or her development. The child’s
background sets up expectations for their behavior and also influences how others will
react to them (deMarrais & LeCompte, 1999). “...In order to penetrate the swirl of
acrimonious debate about tracking, it is necessary to understand that tracking practices
reflect fundamental tensions and polarities within the American culture” (Page, 1996, p.
21).

Research is beginning to show that the overall effect of high-stakes testing is not
closing the achievement gap, but rather reclassifying it in order to maintain discrepancies
between those students that have been deemed intellectually able, and those who are not
(Oakes, 2000; van Geel, 1976). The shift toward common rigorous standards that are
occurring alongside segregated and uncoordinated programs is a recipe for increased
failure of students of ethnic-cultural and economic diversity (Weinstein, 1996). In an
interview with The Miami Herald (Nazareno, 2000), Samuel Yarger, Dean of the
University Miami School of Education said, “While the test [FCAT] is an improvement
on traditional multiple-choice tests, it isn't good enough to use as the sole basis for so

many decisions” (p. 2B).

20



Assuring that every student is ready for further schooling or training is crucial for
all students and especially so for those at risk of dropping out of the system
altogether. These tasks are what the schools are most likely to be able to do, what
can be most clearly observed and measured, and what is widely agreed they ought

to do better (Paris, 1994, p.13).

Part of the problem of past educational reform has been that school districts,
especially large urban districts, have pursued new solutions to problems in a start and
stop fashion. There has been a historical lack of commitment to a multi-faceted,
integrated approach to reform. The stakeholders within educational systems—students,
parents, teachers, administrators, elected officials, and community members—have
individual incentives in protecting their own interests. Difficulties arise when there is
inability to derive consensus regarding policies that will require change in the status quo
(Marschall & Shah, 2005). Setting clear policy agendas so that there is an avoidance of
distracters in urban schools requires that school districts use their civic capacity to
connect problems and solutions regarding educational reform.

Part of the platform of the educational reform movement is the issue of choice for
parents in choosing the schools for their children. This idea of choice is one that is fueled
by the desirability to create a market-based educational system. There are three empirical
questions that arise from the concept market-based education: a) whether parents respond
to school quality as opposed to outside issues (race, religion), b) whether markets will
ignite widespread school improvement, and c) whether there will be an out performance
by charter and private schools over traditional schools. Market theory in the policy
community suggests that poor school performance prompts families to exit public school

systems in favor of private schools (Englund, 1997; Hess & Leal, 2001). Competition for

students is based on a perceived sensitivity to quality (or educational performance) and
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service, by the consumer (parents and students). Research in this area is beginning to
suggest that school choice options for private schooling is more closely related to
religious and race factors than to public school performance (Englund, 1997; Hess &
Leal, 2001; Whitty, 1998).

Regarding the issue of authority and educational regulation, Sunderman and Kim
(2005) examined the expansion of federal power by focusing on the federal-state
relationship during the first year of implementation of NCLB. The intent of the authors
was to examine the role of federalism in educational reform. Comparing NCLB to the
changes from the 1994 Improve America Schools Act (IASA), it was noted that NCLB
affects the politics of education and raises fundamental issues about who controls
education. NCLB’s market principle of education lends itself to the argument that
competition will create incentives for under-performing schools to improve. Factors
affecting successful education reform, as instituted by the top-down approach of the
federal government, include lack of coordination and cooperation across the levels of
government and a limited effort by the federal administration to obtain the cooperation of
the professional who must implement the law. According to the authors, “reliance on
regulations and aggressive enforcement of the law are often ineffective and sometimes
counterproductive in working towards the goals of NCLB” (p. 15).
Outside Influences on Education Reform

When analyzing the relationship of the argument for educational reform to
improving the economy of the United States, Paris (1994) noted that much of the
“rhetoric concerning the problems of public education has focused on the role of

education in enhancing economic competitiveness” (p.10). However, it may seem to be a
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contradiction as to the purpose of schooling and is unclear whether or how schools can or
should have an important role in improving the economy (Apple, 1996; Englund, 1997).

More common and more prospective argument suggests a growing gap between
the skills demanded by the American economy and the “supply” of skills students have as
they emerge from the schools. According to Paris (1994) a current or future gap in skills
is likely more a function of changes in demands of the changing nature of work rather
than a change in the skills students gain while in school.

“Existing evidence on the demands of work is not adequate for formulating
policies on education and training” (Paris, 1994, p. 22), because training for the
workplace is not generic, rather it is context-driven. To illustrate his point, the author
points to the SCANS report from the Department of Labor (DOL) written in 1991. The
report made recommendations for skills that need to be included in education in order for
graduating high school students to be prepared to work. There is an assumption that
school work and job tasks call upon the same set of generic “critical thinking” skills.
Schools do not impart specific skills that make individuals more productive in the
workplace. Rather individuals should develop generic abilities from their educational
experience to acquire skills on the job that will in turn enhance productivity. Problem-
solvers and people who have learned how to learn can deal with the shifting workplace
and be a continually productive worker.

Paris goes on to point out that, on-the-job training is likely to produce twice as
much productivity as those gains attributable to formal education. Businesses provide
training for only a third of the workplace and the vast majority of that training is

concentrated in the professional and managerial ranks. Regarding the use of critical
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thinking skills, he further notes that businesses are not designed or organized to give their
employees an opportunity to adjust to changes on the job by making decisions and
solving problems independently. They are required to do so within ranks and with others.
The structure of business decision-making does not allow employees the opportunity to
use their critical thinking skills. Changes in management of and training in businesses
must accompany school reform if schools are expected to prepare learners for the work
force (Paris, 1994).

Within industry, business, government, or education, the evaluative method takes
back seat to the outcomes of the policy analyst’s idea of effectiveness. In the case of
educational reform, governing bodies are implementing reforms and holding schools
accountable. In this vein, it is difficult to ascertain who the responsible party is for the
actions of students. Does the governing body get held accountable for the initiation of
the process or the schools and teachers for the implementation of decisions outside their
immediate realm of control? Ultimately, the schools, with all of their devices to educate
children, are being held accountable to standards through a narrowly defined evaluation
of a test that is set to measure the standardization of education.

Assessing how the current federal educational policy affects America’s schools is
a daunting task. Individual states have each been charged with the responsibility of
creating a set of standards that students must meet (ESEA, 2001). Issues in the evaluation
of reform are vast, and include, but are not limited to, an examination in areas such as
student-performance on high stakes tests, success of minority groups of students in
school, and perceptions of individuals at all levels of the policy implementation. A

narrowness of scope is required of researchers in order to examine education policy
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issues. The purpose of this section is to review literature on policy, in order to gain
perspectives on how policy is shaping the face of schooling.

The current system of education breeds successful test takers, hence, a “pro-test”
system (Kornhaber & Orfield, 2001). For almost two decades, all the national leaders of
both parties have embraced the theory that our schools have deteriorated and that they
can be saved by high-stakes tests. The fact that major politicians have been in agreement
about a theory for so long surely means they think that it has electoral advantages.
However, that does not mean that the theory holds true.

In an essay regarding educational reform in England, Whitty (1997) comments on
the issue of creating a market-education system. A market- education system is one that
is driven by competition between schools for students. Parental choice has become an
operative of this system and allows for more control over educational decisions to rest
with the parents of students in publicly funded schools. This system is the direct result of
England’s policy directives that pushed for national standards and assessments. Since
England has previously undergone this transformation to national educational standards
prior to the United States’ move to do the same, the insight he provides into the potential
side effects is particularly useful. The issue of parental voice and schools choice, as a
result of increasing competition in education, has resulted in negative effects within the
structure of society. As a result, Whitty (1997) observed that rather than creating an
overall improved educational system, the decisions involving school choice have resulted
in different types of schools that, “...may have responded to the complex patterns of
political, economic, and cultural differentiation in contemporary [English] society” (p.

201). This differentiation in types of schools has just replaced the traditional class

25



divisions that existed prior to the enactment of the national policy. It is important to note
that current educational policy in England is looking to undo the disparities in class
structure by school that are a direct result of the national standards movement.
Education Reform and the Operational /Structural Organization of Schools

One of the pressures schools face today in the issue of policy and education
accountability is that student performance on state exams is beginning to affect the
retention rates of teachers in schools that are labeled low performing. Clotfelter, Ladd,
Vigdor, and Diaz (2004) examined the difficulties that schools faced in retaining teachers
as a result of consistently being labeled low-performing as dictated by state mandated
tests. The authors worked under the assumption that inconsistency in teacher retention
affects a school’s ability to implement reform efforts aimed at increasing student
performance.

The authors employed a labor-market approach to examine the issue of teacher
retention and school performance. The labor market model is used by economists to
evaluate how worker’s choice of workplace is influenced by monetary compensation and
workplace amenities. In relationship to teaching, use of this model implies that teachers
decide where to teach and whether to teach at a particular location based upon expected
earnings and working conditions at a school versus the same factors at another site. The
authors considered the fact that transfer of teachers among schools is a factor in the labor
market model. The researchers sought to examine how a school based accountability
system is likely to affect the desirability of one type of school relative to another.
Economically speaking, the authors examined the supply responses of teachers and the

demand responses of school administrators.
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Clotfelter et al. (2004) examined two cohorts of teachers in low performing
elementary schools in North Carolina. They collected data on teachers who were
working in a) low performing schools two years prior to the implementation of the
standards and b) labeled low performing schools as a result of the implementation of the
standards.

Working on the hypothesis that the percentage of teachers remaining in low-
performing schools decreases over time, the authors found that once the state policy of
labeling a school was enacted, the percentages of teachers remaining in their schools fell
faster for the group of teachers who were working in labeled low-performing schools.
Clotfelter et al. (2004) found that publicly labeled schools had a higher attrition rate than
those schools that would have been considered low-performing on performance
standards, but had met their growth standard.

Of greatest interest was that males had a higher departure probability than females
and that teachers in schools with higher proportions of non-white students had a higher
probability of departure than teachers in schools with a lower proportion of non-white
students. The researchers also compared departure rates of teachers with 10 years
experience versus teachers with one year experience and found that the probability of
departure from a publicly labeled school for 10 year experienced teachers was 20%,
while for a new teacher it was 40%. The researchers concluded that North Carolina’s
accountability system increased the problems that low-performing schools faced in
retention of teachers, imposing costs on those schools that affected students, parents, and

community members and could not be measured in monetary losses.
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DeBard and Kubow (2002) discussed in their research the human elements
associated with a state testing policy, based on the premise that educational policy
intended to result in educational reform must “...nurture commitment rather than simply
gain compliance from the constituencies affected by it” (p. 388). A survey was given to
203 teachers, 33 support and administrative staff, 1,167 secondary school students, and
884 elementary school students in an upper-middle-class district in Ohio, chosen because
it had been among the highest achieving on proficiency tests in the state. The research
was constructed in response to legislative policy that mandates proficiency testing in
order to explore whether, “...external pressure and comparative demonstration results [of
test scores for schools] results in modified behavior on the part of teachers and learners
that leads to better learning outcomes” (p. 394).

Surveying teachers and administrators, DeBard and Kubow (2002) found that
with regard to the issue of mandated proficiency testing policy, the researchers found the
following: 96.2% of teachers and 93.8% of staff agreed that the proficiency testing policy
impacted the professional job environment because it was imposed upon the district.
Ninety-two point nine percent of teachers and 93.9% of staff agreed that the policy
impacted community relations because it increased competition among schools. The
authors noted extensively throughout the article that publishing test results to motivate
schools to improve was ineffectual as a practice —as noted by psychological data and
business data. Ninety-four per cent of teachers and 96.9% of staff agreed that the policy
impacted positively the alignment of curriculum with proficiencies, but this also meant
teaching to the test as indicated by an 89.9% agreement of teachers and a 78.8%

agreement of staff.
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According to the researchers, student impression of mandatory testing is most
important in order to ‘“foster commitment toward proficiency testing” (p. 397). Overall,
younger students had more positive perceptions toward testing than older students. Only
45.2 % of secondary school students agreed that the test motivates them to study and
56.3% agreed that the test allowed them to know how much they were learning. The
students maintained that there was too much emphasis on a single test, it created too
much stress, and disagreed that proficiency testing gets their teachers to teach better. All
the stakeholders need to be brought into the dialogue surrounding policy decisions. The
authors offered that the dialogue could improve by, “...encouraging each district to
conduct its own reassessment of the intentions of assessment” (p. 399).

The purpose of qualitative research conducted by Kauffman, Johnson, Dardos,
Lui, and Peske (2002) was to understand how new teachers experienced the curriculum
and assessments they encountered. The researchers conducted 50 interviews with 1°' and
2 year teachers in Massachusetts during the 1999-2000 school year, and centered on
three questions: a) “What curricular expectations and materials do they find in their
schools?”” b) “What ways do they feel supported by the curriculum and materials they
encounter and in what way do they feel constrained?” and c) “How do state-mandated
assessments affect their experiences?” (p. 1). It is important to note here that the authors
defined the term curriculum as, “.... [a document] that specifies content, skills, or topics
for teachers to cover; suggests a timeline; and incorporates a particular approach or offers
instructional materials” (p. 2).

The authors developed three distinct themes regarding curriculum and their

beginning teachers: a) curriculum void, b) impact of the state standards and
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accountability movement on the new teachers’ experiences with curriculum and
assessment, and c) implications for retaining new teachers. Most teachers interviewed
reported having difficulty in determining the curriculum to be used or were given a
curriculum that included only topics and skills. There was often mis-alignment between
textbook objectives, state standards and district standards, so the direction of the subject
matter was very obscure. Most often the teachers found that the standards of the state
required the teaching of far too much content, primarily in social studies and science at
all grade levels. Twenty per cent of the teachers reported having no curriculum at all,
most commonly with secondary teachers and elementary level science and social studies.
While some teachers were glad for the autonomy, most found it overwhelming. Fifty
percent of the teachers reported having a curriculum that specified topics or skills, but
they had no material or guidance about addressing them. Often times the materials
existed within the schools, but the teachers had no idea how to access them or which
details to emphasize (a question of scope and sequence). A few teachers reported having
scripted, highly specified materials that left no decision making up to the individual.

Smith and Larimer (2004) investigated the relationship between school
performance, as indicated by state testing data, and bureaucratic levels of education.
Working with conflicting theories on this relationship: a) school bureaucracies have
increased because of poor performance and b) increasing school bureaucracies caused
poor performance; the authors hypothesized that there was a positive relationship
between these two indicators.

The authors noted that much of the empirical research examined showed school

performance as a one-dimensional indicator of success. As a result, they examined the
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issue of school performance as multidimensional and used an economies of scope
perspective. Economies of scope refers to the fact that if an organization wants to
produce more than one output, it has to accept producing less of another, no matter the
parameters of acceptable performance. In relationship to schools, this means, for
example, that if a goal of the public school system is to retain more students, then
programs to keep certain groups of students in school may result in more levels of
bureaucracies, a better attendance rate, but a lower overall performance on state-wide
assessments. Specifically, the authors examined the hypothesis that if schools
experienced economies of scope, then different levels of bureaucratic roles in addressing
student-based impediments (higher attendance and lower drop-out rates), would relate
negatively to test scores. The data from the findings indicated that while the amount and
level of bureaucracy was negatively associated with school performance, it ultimately had
a positive statistical relationship with those outputs that were intended to improve overall
school performance.

In an examination of state and local policy making, Spillane (1999) researched
how standards-based reform in Michigan affected nine school districts with regard to
math and science instructional reform following the Michigan Department of Education’s
implementation of educational standards. The author sought to find a relationship
between the implementation of standards and local instructional policy making decisions
with regard to these standards.

In an effort to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the influence of
policy, Spillane interviewed 165 state and local policy makers, as well as math and

science specialists. These districts additionally contained a Local Educational Agency
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(LEA) representative who was known for instructional innovation reform. State
documents relating to standards implementation and district documents pertaining to
curriculum and instruction as well as professional development workshop listings were
reviewed and analyzed.

Spillane found that the state standards “jump started the local will to make policy
or revise existing policies about instruction” (p. 568) in math and science. Alignment of
standards and policies in the LEA was not as successful. The author noted three factors

? <<

that limited the local policy makers’ “attention to the more substantive content and
pedagogical changes” (p.569): a) state standards documents were not effective in helping
local policy makers develop understandings of the reform ideas, b) richer representations
of reform ideas in policy involves more than providing thicker descriptions of the ideas,
and c) tension between state policy instruments undermined the “efficacy of state
standards on the LEA policy making” (p. 569).
Summary

Examining issues directly related to education reform, or a result of education
reform provided insight into how the intended and unintended consequences of education
policy are shaping our nation’s schools. There is ample evidence at the national, state
and local levels that suggested that school reform results cannot be analyzed in one
overall general statement as being positive or negative. Many aspects of school reform in
the present state of accountability have effects that reach beyond the stated intent of the
policy. After reviewing the literature on education reform, it was noted that there was an

absence of literature at the secondary level in regards to language arts curriculum and the

changing nature of the dialogue regarding how the policy of assessing reading is affecting
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the structure of secondary language arts. In the following chapter, the nature of the
policy analysis and analysis of curriculum decision-making is discussed in regards to

federal, state, and local policy initiatives.
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CHAPTER 1II
STAGES OF POLICY FORMATION

This study of policy formation employed a methodological approach to analyzing
how implementation of certain structures, laws, or policies has been enacted.
Approaches to policy study are grounded in evaluation of programs and effectiveness,
creating a quagmire of paper trails that eventually lead to decisions regarding
continuance, maintenance, change, or termination. The parameters of this study were
rooted in policy process analysis and curriculum-decision making. Grounding the
document analysis on the Functional Process Theory of policy analysis (Anderson, 1979;
Dye, 1975; Jones, 1970), and Klein’s (1991) curriculum framework for decision-making,
this research examined relevant literature and policy records at the national, state, and
local school district levels. The analysis sought to understand how federal and state
legislation is interpreted and implemented at the district level.

Theoretical Framework

Examining documents and policy for the operational intent and impact led the
researcher to employ a Functional Process Theory Approach. Using the guiding work of
Lasswell and Jones to examine the stages of policy formation provided one of the two
lenses for identifying the dialogue that influences education reform. The other lens
employed was Klein’s curriculum framework for decision-making. An explanation of the
stages of policy development and the levels of decision-making follow.
Lasswell’s Functional Process Theory

In an attempt to understand the “how” of policy formation, in 1951, Lasswell

(Anderson, 1979) created a series of categories aligned with questions as to what goes
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into the formation of policies. His Functional Process Theory examined the who, what,
where, when and why of policy formation and his categories were the result of the
dialogue that questions policy. The theory consists of seven categories in which
questions regarding policy are answered:

1. Intelligence. How 1s the information on the policy matters that comes to the

attention of policy-makers gathered and processed?

2. Recommendation. How are the recommendations (or alternatives) for dealing

with a given issue made and promoted?

3. Prescription. How are the general rules adopted or enacted, and by whom?

4. Invocation. Who determines whether given behavior contravenes rules or laws

and demands application of rules or laws thereto?

5. Application. How are laws or rules actually applied or enforced?

6. Appraisal. How is the operation of policies, their success or failure, appraised?

7. Termination. How are the original rules or laws terminated or continued in

modified or changed from? (Anderson, 1979; deLeon, 1999; Wolman, 1995).
Jones’ Application of Lasswell

Jones (1979) took the categories created by Lasswell and created more specific

classifications that, “...identify the principal activities in the overall policy process”
(Jones, 1979, p. 11). The categories of the policy process as they relate to functional
activities include: a) Problem Identification b) Formulation c) Legitimation d)
Application €) Evaluation. Jones’ (1979) definition of the system and the output
(response by policy makers) are as follows:

1. Problem Identification. A demand for action to resolve a problem.
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2. Formulation. A course of action to resolve a problem.

3. Legitimation. The creation of policy and consensus building that the problem
can be solved by the creation of the policy.

4. Application. Application of the policy.

5. Evaluation. Recommendation to adjust (p. 12).

Lasswell Jones Policy Analysis
Matrix
Intelligence Problem Problem
Identification Identification
Recommendation Alternative
Identification
Prescription Formulation Political Action
Invocation Legitimation Policy Invocation

Figure 1. Policy formulation categories
Jones (1979) provides a more readable explanation of the formulation categories

and his categories are used in conjunction with Lasswell’s in the Policy Analysis Matrix.
These categories allow the researcher to examine the forces involved in the policy
process. A comparison table of the categories is provided in Figure 1.
Curriculum Decision-Making

Curriculum development requires an acknowledgement of the various
stakeholders within the realm of public schooling. There are significant contributors to
the field of curriculum development who created models for the curriculum writer to use
when creating curriculum documents. Central to the models is the understanding that the

stakeholders (parents, teachers, students, administrators, community leaders) involved in
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public education are to be included in the conversations regarding curriculum decisions.
Dialogue must occur between all parties in order to try to ensure the viability of the
curriculum. Regarding the involvement of persons in the curriculum planning Frymier
and Hawn (1970) state,
People who are affected must be involved. Involvement is a principle
fundamental to democracy and to learning theory. Devising ways of involving
people in decision making is a difficult and time-consuming chore, but unless
decisions are made democratically they will be less than the best....Significant
and lasting change can only come about by such involvement. All who are
affected by curriculum development and change must have a genuine opportunity
to participate in the process.(p. 28-29)
It 1s from this issue of involvement that the second part of the theoretical framework for
analysis completed the lens for analysis.
Klein’s Levels of Curriculum Decision-Making
Klein (1991) discussed the centralization versus the decentralization of
curriculum decision-making. An effort was made to develop a conceptual framework
that encompasses the domains where curriculum decisions are made. “Persons and
groups outside the family and beyond schools believe it their responsibility necessary to
this institution [education]” (Goodlad, 1991, p. 14). The conceptual framework included
seven levels and is ordered by “the degree of remoteness or closeness to the student”
(Klein, 1991, p.25). The levels in Klein’s framework and their definitions are as follows:
1. Academic level. The most remote level of decision-making, it is
characterized by those scholars at colleges and universities in the

disciplines that make recommendations about pedagogical approaches,

content, subjects and structure of the curriculum
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2. Societal level. This level includes “lay communities and organized
groups” (p. 27) that are not directly involved in the day to day
education of the students. Examples of communities and organized
groups include parent groups, government agencies, businesses,
industry, and political and civic groups.

3. Formal level. This level of decision-making is still beyond the school
level. It is composed of individuals and groups who have, “...direct
responsibility for curriculum but are not located at specific schools”
(p- 28) and include federal, state, and county LEAs (Local Education
Agencies), textbook publishers, education organizations, and unions.

4. Institutional level. This level is located at specific school sites and
includes those participants (school administrators, faculty, and staff)
who have a contextual relationship with the on-going education of
students.

5. Instructional level. This level of decision-making is composed of
classroom teachers who make decisions in curriculum planning.

6. Operational level. This level of curriculum decision-making involves
the curriculum decisions in the classroom as a “result of engagement
of teacher and students with content” (p. 29).

7. Experiential level. This level is composed of students.

Klein suggests that the framework used to evaluate curriculum decisions is not a
value free framework. Using the framework to analyze curriculum decisions assumes

that “decisions regarding curriculum are made by individuals other than students and
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teachers in classrooms” (p. 37). The analysis is descriptive in nature. It is an analysis of
interactive elements: the “what” of curriculum (content choices) and the “how” (teaching
strategies). Decisions regarding content and strategies can be made at any level of the
framework. The framework allows for identification of gaps and duplications in
curriculum decision-making. Using this framework as part of this analysis provided an
opportunity to examine state, and district decisions regarding language arts curriculum.
Data Sources

Federal documents related to education were examined in order to analyze their
impact on state education policy. These documents include: America 2000: An
education strategy, Elementary and Secondary Education Act (2001), Goals 2000:
Educate America Act, and What work requires of schools: A SCANS Report. State and
district policy documents including: Florida State educational Statutes (2002, 2004,
2005), also referred to as Florida’ A+ Plan for Education, Goal 3 Standards, Florida
Department of Education Administrative Rules, Miami-Dade County Public School
Board Rules, and Division of Language Arts curriculum documents were examined. The
formation of Florida educational state policy in relation to accountability of public school
performance was analyzed in order to establish a framework for district decisions.
Miami-Dade County Public School’s (M-DCPS) response to the Florida education
accountability policy required examining district language arts curriculum documents and
frameworks and examining individual high school language arts curriculum frameworks.
This analysis represents an effort to ensure that the focus of this study, policy decisions

and implementation, is examined, as opposed to a reflex response to a mandated change.

39



In order to understand the importance of legislative policy as it relates to
curriculum decision-making, it was necessary to trace some of the history of educational
policy at the federal level. Federal education policy has become a guiding influence in
state and district policy since the re-authorization of the Flementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) by Congress in 2001. This legislation is more commonly referred
to as the No Child Left Behind Act or NCLB. Prior to that particular legislation, there are
other guiding documents that have been distributed on a national level as sources of
educational useful suggestions aligned to national policy. The issue of accountability of
public schools at a federal level has its impetus in the call for national educational
standards. Hence, it was necessary to examine some of the documents that were the
forerunners of the NCLB policy.

The state of Florida and M-DCPS created policy and curriculum guidelines prior
to the issue of national education policy. However, since its creation, the state of Florida
and M-DCPS have responded by implementing individual policies relating to the specific
area of accountability and public school performance. Curriculum decisions in language
arts regarding adherence to these policies has resulted in conflicting implementation
guidelines surrounding Florida’s A+ Plan for Education and the NCLB policy. The
following section describes the policies that were examined with their stated intent in
order to provide a framework for discussion in Chapter Four.

Awareness and Federal Education Policy

In 1991, George H. W. Bush wanted to implement six national education goals.

His proposal, known as America 2000: An education strategy, set into motion the

movement of national education standards as they relate to state alignment with national
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education goals. Part B, Section 211 (2) and (5)(A)(B) of the act states that the purpose
of the act is to, “certify state content standards and state student performance
standards...[as well as to] certify state assessments if the assessments were aligned with
and support state content standards and were valid, reliable and consistent with relevant,
nationally recognized, professional and technical standards for assessment when used for
their intended purpose.”

In response to America 2000, the U.S. Department of Labor reported in 1991,
“What Work Requires of Schools,” A SCANS Report for America 2000. The report
states that the part of education it is concerned with is that which, “...involves how
schools prepare young people for work™ (p. 1). In an open letter to parents, employers,
and educators, William Brock, the co-chairman of the commission, discusses how the
demands of the workplace and the capability of young people to meet the demands
related to employment are not in sync. Schools, according to the report, need to become
places where work-related skills can be identified, learned, and measured in order to meet
the changing needs of places of employment.

In 1994, President Bill Clinton continued with the establishment of national
educational goals when he signed the Goals 2000 Educate America Act. Building upon
the standards for education that were established with America 2000, two additional goals
were added calling for the staff development of teachers and increasing parental
involvement in the education process. The intent of the legislation was to provide federal
support to states as they developed state standards to improve local education.

Finally, the researcher examined the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001

which reauthorized the components of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
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(ESEA). The original authorization of the ESEA occurred in 1965. President Johnson
signed the original act as part of a greater war on poverty. The act was the first federal
legislation that provided funding support to K-12 public schooling in America. The
reauthorization of the act states as its title, “an act to close the achievement gap with
accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left behind” (ESEA, Section 1,
Short Title). According to Title I, Improving the Academic Achievement of the
Disadvantaged, the purpose of this section of the act 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 accountability achievement standards and
state accountability assessments” (ESEA, Section 1001, Statement of Purpose).
Subsection (8) of Title I addresses the provision of enriched and accelerated learning
programs in public schools. This act and the legislation of Florida that is aligned to it, is
at the core of this research.
State Policy Determination

A majority of the state documents that were examined relate directly to the NCLB
legislation. They are the guiding policies within the issue of the public education
accountability movement. In the state of Florida, the following legislative and
Department of Education (FLDOE) documents were examined: Sunshine State
Standards; Florida’s Applied Technology Goal 3 Standards; Florida State Statute 1008
(2002, 2004, 2005); Florida State Board of Education Administrative and Board Rules;
and the Florida NCLB Accountability Workbook. These documents provide insight into
the expectations the state has of the district and the federal Department of Education has

of the State. It was necessary to examine documents regarding various aspects of
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accountability to determine overlaps and gaps regarding policy directives and curriculum
decisions.

The main guiding document of the Florida legislation regarding education is
Florida State Statute (F.S.), Title XLVIII, Chapter 1008. This document can be referred
to as the K-20 Education Code as well as Florida’s A+ Plan for Education. The A+ Plan
is a direct result of recommendations from the Florida Educational Reform and
Accountability Commission’s reports in 1995 and 1996. In this policy document, the
general principles of education accountability in Florida are designated as state statutes.
The policy has established guidelines for shaping district policy for public school
accountability. F.S. (2005) Chapter 1008, Assessment and Accountability, section 22(1)
states its purposes as, “...providing information needed to improve the public schools by
enhancing the learning gains of all students and to inform parents of the educational
progress of their public school children” (p. 1). The framework for accountability
includes student progression, and standards for evaluation of student academic
performance. The statute has undergone annual revisions since its original issuance and
includes references to national accountability policy as legislated by the NCLB Act of
2001. It was the enactment of this legislation that requires students in grades three
through 10 to take the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) annually. The
Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook was written and approved in
2003 and has since undergone two revisions. It addressed the required elements for state
accountability systems in order to meet Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) goals. Within
this document are the guidelines and policies established that are the, .. .critical elements

required for approval of their state accountability systems” (p. 1).
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Florida State Statute Chapter 1008 section 25(4) (2004, 2005) of the K-20
Education Code is titled, Assessment and Remediation. This section of the state
education policy is intended to address those students who may need additional
instruction in areas in which they have been designated to be deficient. In the 2003
policy, the guidelines for remediation and promotion were ambiguous in the nature of
requirements and were designated to school districts, “Specific levels of performance in
reading, writing, science, and mathematics for each grade level, including the levels of
performance on statewide assessments below which a student must receive remediation,
or be retained within an intensive program that is different from the previous year's
program and that takes into account the student's learning style” (F.S. 1008.25 (2)(b),
2003). In the subsequent two years the statute became more specific in nature as to what
remediation would be required and what devices should be used. The 2004 statute states
specifically, “the school in which the student is enrolled must develop, in consultation
with the student’s parent, and must implement an academic improvement plan (AIP)
designed to assist the student in meeting state and district expectations for proficiency”
(F.S. 1008.25(4)(b), 2004). The statute further defines how, “remedial instruction
provided during high school may not be in lieu of English and mathematics credits
required for graduation” (F.S. 1008.25(4)(b), 2004). Any student, then, that is below the
Proficient Level, Level 3, must have an Academic Improvement Plan (AIP) that must
address their performance deficiencies and must receive some remediation in reading.

Florida’s Department of Education established the Sunshine State Standards
(SSS) for grades pre-K-12 in the following subject areas: Language Arts; Mathematics;

Science; Social Studies; Foreign Languages; The Arts; and Health Education and
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Physical Education. The standards are grouped by grade levels as follows: pre-K-2; 3-5;
6-8; and 9-12. Within the subject area of Language Arts, the standards are written to
apply to all grade levels within a particular grouping. The standards for grades 9-12 are
not broken down into individual grade levels. The subject area of Language Arts is
broken down into five strands: a) Reading; b) Writing; ¢) Listening, Viewing, and
Speaking; d) Language; and e) Literature. Each strand contains a standards statement and
benchmarks that educators can use to develop curriculum, unit plans and lesson plans.
Each reading standard is a general statement of expected student achievement within a
strand. The standards are the same for all grade levels. Benchmarks are specific
statements of expected student achievement under each standard. Test items for the
FCAT exam are written to assess the benchmarks. In some cases, two or more related
benchmarks are grouped together because the assessment of one benchmark necessarily
addresses another benchmark.

In addition to the Sunshine State Standards, this research included the Goal 3
Standards of Florida's Applied Technology-Preparing all Learners for Tomorrow’s Work
Force. This is one of the guiding documents written so that educators may use it for
integrating work-related skills into classroom practices. It has been incorporated into
curriculum documents and guidelines within M-DCPS.

Florida’s Department of Education (FLDOE) Administrative Rule 6A-1.09422,
outlines the administration of the FCAT exam, describes who shall be tested, and
designates the achievement levels regarding test scores in Reading and Mathematics. In
addition to this particular Administrative Rule, other rules were examined for their

relationship to the implementation of the accountability policy initiated by the state
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legislature. These rules included Chapter 6A-1.0998 and 6A-1.09981. Both of these
administrative rules specifically outline the expectations the FLDOE has in regards to
how the implementation of the assessment system is to be undertaken, as a direct result of
legislative mandates. Throughout the document, the Specific Authority cited following
each rule is a Florida Statute, its implementation date, its authorization date and a
revision date where applicable.
Local Implementation

Documents available from M-DCPS School Board were examined for their
guidelines in implementing state legislation regarding assessment and accountability as
well as for their insight into curriculum decision-making directives or suggestions. The
documents and policies cover a spectrum of issues related to the education of public
school students in Miami-Dade County and are not all directly related to the subject area
of Language Arts or high school students in particular. The documents or policies
examined were: Strategies and Expected Outcomes by Department/Functions:
Curriculum, Instruction, and School Improvement; Competency Based Curriculum
Frameworks (CBC); and the Student Progression Requirements and Procedures for K-12
and Adult Education Students, Appendix A: Promotion, Placement, and Graduation—
Grades K-12 and Adult. Each of these documents or policies provided an opportunity to
examine decisions that are legislated versus decisions that are made at the district level
regarding curriculum.

Miami-Dade County Public Schools Division of Language Arts created the
Competency Based Curriculum (CBC) for all grades and courses available at individual

schools. This has been used in schools as the guiding curriculum document for language
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arts as well as other subject areas. The CBC consists of individual components,
objectives for each component, and competencies related to each objective for each
subject area. The CBC for secondary English courses now includes an addition of the
SSS benchmarks, denoted by letters and numbers, which are aligned to the objectives and
competencies of the individual components.

As a result of the state legislation regarding assessment and remediation, M-
DCPS has implemented reading courses in secondary schools to address the issue of low-
performing students. The decisions as to the students placed within these courses are
defined by FCAT test scores. Any student who scores at a Level 1 or Level 2 on the
reading portion of the FCAT exam is placed into reading courses to address the
deficiencies they demonstrated on the exam. Each of these students must also have an
AIP that addresses the specific instructional areas that are to be remediated for
improvement of student performance.

Data Analysis

Documents were reviewed for their legislative intent in improving public
schooling by examining the language used in the policy. The language used in the
policies identifies the intent or purpose of the legislation. Two examples of legislative
language and intent are: a) “providing children an enriched and accelerated educational
program” (ESEA, 2001, p.1), that indicates that all children should have access to
advanced academic experiences; and b) “Student performance data shall be used in
developing objectives of the school improvement plan” (F.S. 1008.25, 2004, p.4), that
addresses the importance of individual school decision-making in addressing the needs of

their students. Following the identification of the intent, an examination of running
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records and episodic records for both the state and district education policies was
conducted in order to classify the data in terms of the following areas: a)
accountability/high-stakes testing, b) authority, c¢) outside influences, and d)
operational/structural organization. This was done in order to properly place the policies
in the appropriate cell of a matrix designed to reflect the relationship of Klein’s levels of
curriculum decision-making and the Functional Policy Theory categories of policy
formation.
Policy Analysis Matrix

For the purpose of this research, four hierarchical categories that combined
Lasswell’s and Jones’ categories from Functional Process Theory regarding policy were
examined. The four categories used were: Problem Identification, Alternative
Identification, Political Action, and Policy Invocation (See Figure 1). The four categories
provided an opportunity to examine the policy at both the state and district levels.
Neither Lasswell’s nor Jones’ last three categories of the theory were used because the
policy is currently still in effect and these categories would be used to examine a policy
from its inception to its demise. The evolution of Florida’s education accountability
policy was examined and coded as to Lasswell’s/Jones’ Functional Process Theory using
the following categories: a) Problem Identification (e.g. poor student performance), b)
Alternative Identification (e.g. educational, legislative, community issue?), ¢) Political
Action (e.g. creation of education accountability policy), and d) Policy Invocation (e.g.
implementation of education accountability policy).

Because the school board of Miami-Dade County Public Schools is obligated to

comply with the education legislation and directives of the Florida Department of
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Education (FLDOE), the Problem Identification stage of policy formation is not
considered because of the structural limitations preventing local Problem Identification.
As a result, the Problem Identification category as it relates to M-DCPS policy is a direct
result of the Policy Invocation category of the state policy. The evolution of policy
making at the state level was categorized on the Policy Analysis Matrix by examining
relative documents and identifying publics involved in the process. Next, the evolution
and implementation of policy at the district level for Miami-Dade County Public Schools
using the Functional Process Theory categories was examined. The state of Florida
legislative Policy Invocation category led to a policy point for the district school board to
make decisions regarding schools and curriculum. From that point the categories of
Problem Identification, Alternative Identification, Political Action, and Policy Invocation
were then revisited for M-DCPS policy directives and decisions. The conceptualization
of the policy analysis matrix is presented at the end of this chapter.

The policy and curricular responses of the state of Florida and M-DCPS were
further examined through analysis using Klein’s (1991) levels of curriculum decision-
making. Only the first three levels of Klein’s levels were used: a) Academic, b) Societal,
and ¢) Formal, as this research did not examine individual school’s or classroom
teacher’s participation in making curriculum decisions. The three levels used for
examination of the decision-making process were: The descriptive origins that were used
upon examination of the policies and curriculum decisions were: accountability/high-
stakes testing (Achs); authority (Au); outside influences (O1); and operational/structural
organization (Os). These origins relate to concepts that are directly related to the subject

of education reform, as indicated by the review of literature. The cells of the matrix were
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completed by asking who and what has influenced the educational policies in Florida and
Miami-Dade County, and asking at what level of the decision-making process are publics
involved in determining both curricular and policy outcomes? A more detailed

explanation follows in Chapter Three (Figure 3).

Klein’s | Academic Societal Formal
Levels
Functional
Process
Theory Categories
Problem Identification *

Alternative Identification

STATE

Political Action

Policy Invocation

Problem
Identification

Alternative
Identification

Political Action

M-DCPS

Policy Invocation

Figure 2. Policy analysis matrix

*Descriptive origins: (Abbreviations below placed in cells as appropriate)

Achs = accountability/high-stakes testing Au = authority
Oi = outside influences Os = operational/structural
organization
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Summary
By examining federal, state, and district educational policies, the research sought
to explain how the evolution of policy formation and curricular decisions takes place. A
matrix was created and completed after examining the documents relative to this
research. The documents were examined for their legislative intent and curricular

guidance in Florida and M-DCPS.
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CHAPTER IV
POLICY ANALYSIS MATRIX

As indicated in Chapter Three, the method for examining the evolution of policy
at the state and local levels was theoretically framed by using the Functional Process
Theory and Klein’s levels of curriculum decision-making. The categories used when
examining policy decisions were: a) Problem Identification, b) Alternative Identification,
c) Political Action, and d) Policy Invocation. Klein’s levels of curriculum decision-
making used in the analysis were: a) Academic, b) Societal, and c) Formal. After
examining the state and district education policies and district curriculum documents, the
matrix was completed with the content analysis of descriptive origins.

Using the intent of the legislation as a framework for additional analysis allowed
the researcher insight into how additional policies at the district level might be affected.
Since state legislation is being driven by federal education policy, reference to
requirements of federal education policy was included in both state and district policy
responses. The combination of the expectations by the federal government and state
government in regards to district requirements left little room for many decisions for M-
DCPS regarding further policy implementation. What was important to note is how the
curricular decisions regarding secondary language arts have been inhibited or enhanced
by the effort of the district to comply with state and federal requirements.

Presentation of the Matrix

What follows in this chapter is a discussion of the Policy Analysis Matrix (Figure

3) with the descriptive origins placed in the appropriate cells as they are connected to

policy formation and curriculum decision-making. Each category and level is discussed
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as to the impact issues in education reform have had on decisions regarding language arts
curriculum in Miami-Dade County.
State Policy and Curriculum Decision-Making

In answering the question of Problem Identification on the Policy Analysis Matrix
regarding state policy formation, information regarding Florida state educational policy is
attributable to the public school accountability movement, with the federal government
providing an opportunity for states to gain greater authority over individual school
districts. Problem Identification is evidenced by accountability and authority issues as
they apply to curriculum decision-making at the Academic, Societal and Formal levels.
There is every indication that Florida’s A+ Plan for Education was influenced by the
national standards movement begun in the 1990’s. Using legislation to control public
schools and create a system of accountability designed to measure student performance
through a system of high-stakes standardized exams is a direct result of the state
government’s involvement in public school educational settings. The Florida Department
of Education (FLDOE) has responded to state policy directives by acting as the
administrative body to the legislation. The FLDOE has not provided specific curriculum
guidelines for individual subject areas, but rather has produced a guiding set of standards
that are expected to be met and evaluated through the state accountability exam. The
guiding standards were established as a result of the federal government’s push for a set
of national education goals, as described in America 2000 and Goals 2000. This is
reflected in Figure 2 as an Academic, Societal, and Formal accountability directive at the

state level.
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As with the Problem Identification category of policy formation, the Alternative
Identification category was addressed by answering questions of accountability and
authority. The recommendations for the educational policy of Florida are found
throughout the F.S. Chapter 1008 (2004, 2005) and within FLDOE administrative rules.
There is little to no room for any other measure of school performance that has been
recommended by the state. Since NCLB’s inception, the issue of accountability has
played a greater role in mandating that state education policies are directly related to
academic accountability and improvement. The 4YP provisions of NCLB give additional
credence to the idea that individual public schools must answer the question of student
performance or risk the loss of federal funding for programs. Florida’s accountability
plan aligns itself with the goals of AYP through the issuance of school grades that are
direct results of student FCAT performance.

Included in the Alternative Identification category of state policy formation is the
issue of outside influences at the Formal level. Tracing the policy formation back to the
federal governmental level is the issue of preparing students for the world of work. This
is evidenced by the report from the U.S. Department of Labor and the references to the
expectations of having students who are prepared for tomorrow’s work place. Both
federal education plans that were enacted prior to NCLB made direct references to the
expectations businesses have of schools in preparing an educated workforce.

Within the area of curriculum decision-making, these indicators of accountability,
authority, and outside influence are guiding principles at the Societal and Formal levels.
State policy recommendations derived from federal education policy initiatives directly

influence the administration of public schools by the FLDOE. The decisions regarding
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implementation of the assessment system have been directly legislated by F.S. 1008 and
leave little to the creation of policy by the FLDOE.

Within the Policy Analysis Matrix, the Political Action category and Policy
Invocation category of policy formation are a direct result of authority of the Florida
State Legislature. The Florida K-20 Education Code directs the Commissioner of the
FLDOE as to expectations of assessment of student performance, pupil progression,
remediation, parental notification, and district requirements for compliance. The
Commissioner of Education then has produced reports and documents as to the
expectations of compliance of school districts with the law and compliance with the
assessment device. Thus, decisions regarding curriculum, when looking at the state level
are addressed at the Societal and Formal levels. The government made the decisions
regarding expectations (Societal) and there is some indication that textbook companies
are responding by providing texts for subject areas that are directly aligned to FCAT
measured standards (Formal) (M-DCPS, Division of Language Arts, Houghton-Mifflin
support).

State control over individual school expectations has become more restrictive in
nature as the Florida A+ Plan for Education has undergone revisions within the past four
years. This was evidenced in section 1008.25 (4), Assessment and Remediation, as the
language changed from an overall statement of improving individual student performance
to include those students that are to be remediated according to their individual levels of
FCAT performance. The language in the policy concerning the expectations of the
schools and districts is specific as to the types of remediation to be used and how parental

notifications of student deficiencies are to be undertaken. Strengthening the grip on
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school expectations has relegated more control to the state in respects to school
accountability. The accountability expectations, as stated in F.S. (2005) 1008.22 are to,
“improve the public schools by enhancing the learning gains of all students and to inform
parents of the educational progress of their public school children” (p. 1). There appears
to be a direct conflict between the state policy of intent and the consequences of poor
performance of students on the FCAT. If the intent is to enhance the learning gains (F.S.
1008.22, 2005) and provide enriched and accelerated educational programs (ESEA, 2001,
Section 1001(8)), then the issue of remediation through additional reading courses is a
conflict of implementation.

Regarding pupil progression, remedial instruction, and reporting requirements,
F.S. (2004, 2005) 1008.25 (7)(7)(c) speaks directly to the type of curriculum that must be
used when dealing with the issue of retention of students in the third grade. While this is
not an issue of secondary language arts, it speaks to the narrowness of curriculum
decisions that can be made at the district or individual school level. The READ (Reading
Enhancement and Acceleration Development) Initiative shall, “provide a state-identified
reading curriculum that has been reviewed by the Florida Center for Reading Research at
Florida State University” (p. 5). The state now has direct control over what the reading
curriculum is to be implemented in elementary schools.

Missing from the policy dialogue at the state level is any indication of the
Academic Level being consulted regarding education reform, with the exception of the
state-identified reading curriculum for grade three students and the Florida Educational
Reform and Accountability Commission. According to F.S. (2004, 2005) section

1008.25 (3) Statewide Assessment Program (d), the policy directs the commissioner of
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education to, “conduct ongoing research to develop improved methods of assessing
student performance” (p. 4). According to F.S. (2004, 2005) section 1008.385 (1)(b),
Educational Planning and Information systems, “[Each district’s] major emphasis shall be
upon locally determined goals and objectives, the state plan for education, and the
Sunshine State Standards developed by the Department of Education and adopted by the
State Board of Education” (p. 1). These sections of the policy indicated that there is an
expectation that there is to be a local voice in planning curriculum and instruction for
individual districts and may include such input from those individuals in the community
who have a vested interest in the education of the local public school children. The
analysis shows no evidence of this occurring at the state level.
Miami-Dade County Public Schools Policy and Curriculum Decision-Making

Within the Policy Analysis Matrix at the District level, the Problem Identification
category for policy decision making is a direct result of compliance with the state K-20
Education code. Decisions regarding assessment of state standards are a direct result of
issues in accountability/high-stakes testing and authority of the state. There is little room
for creation of policy outside the realm of the accountability policy, as districts are
accountable to the state for individual student and school performance. The state
assessment is given on specified days, as deemed by the FLDOE, and the district is
responsible for returning all testing materials to the FLDOE for evaluation. The FLDOE
then evaluates student performance (or has student performance evaluated by an outside
source) and mandates that the district report the scores to the schools, students and
parents. The public reporting of assessment scores is an issue that is directed by the state

K-20 Education Code. F.S. (2002, 2004, 2005) section 1008.25 (8)(b), Annual Report,
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states that, “each district school board must annually publish in the local newspaper, and
report in writing to the State Board of Education...” all information that relates to student
FCAT assessment by grade and percentage of students as it relates to state performance
levels, retention, and promotion. Thus, the public notification of performance of a
school, as measured by the FCAT, with its resulting school grade is a requirement of the
district by the state legislation. Within the Problem Identification category, the
intersection of the Societal and Formal levels of Klein’s curriculum decision-making
framework would indicate that the state legislation and the FLDOE are ultimately in
control of district decision. Once again, this important level of process is absent and
nothing is reported on the matrix.

The policy formation categories of Alternative Identification, Political Action and
Policy Invocation, the major contributing factor at the district level is an issue of
compliance with state policy and FLDOE directives regarding the FCAT assessment.
The issues of accountability/high-stakes testing and authority are prevalent in the policy
decisions that are made at the district level in the area of secondary language arts.

Included in the policy formation and curriculum decision-making matrix is the
issue of operational/structural organization as it relates to school’s implementation of
state and district policies. With respect to curriculum decision-making, operational
structural organization of a school would directly relate to the Formal level of the matrix
within the Policy Invocation category. It is the district’s responsibility to ensure that the
policies initiated to cover a broad spectrum of learners and communities and can be
implemented at each individual school site. The more restrictive the policy is in

expectations, the less likely the policy’s effectiveness in initiating successful reform. M-
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DCPS’ Comprehensive Reading Plan addresses all schools as if they were identical in
structure, students, and staff.

As with state policy, the influence of the Academic level of curriculum decision-
making is missing from district policy formation. This level seems to have been removed
and replaced at the district level by the guiding decisions provided by the FLDOE.
Consultation with the local universities and experts in the field would provide essential
knowledge as to what academic decisions are needed regarding the creation of curriculum
that addresses the particular needs of Miami-Dade County. Having access to two large
and three small universities within the county could provide an on-going conversation to
formulate better decisions for individual schools. Therefore, no evidence is presented
indicating that members of the academic community are a part of the conversation of
district policy.

Curriculum decision-making demonstrated in the Societal and Formal levels, is
aligned to the issues of accountability/high-stakes testing and authority as evidenced in
the documents that were produced that are generally focused on FCAT performance
measurements. Choices regarding course offerings at the secondary level are determined
by student performance on the FCAT exam. Students who require an AIP, as designated
by the state statute, are required at the secondary level to take be enrolled in their grade
level English course in addition to an intensive reading block (or course) to improve their
FCAT performance.

Changing Policies in Language Arts
Language arts curriculum is not directly evaluated on the FCAT exam. What is

evaluated is a student’s ability to read a passage, comprehend the reading, and answer the
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questions in relationship to the passage. In the framework of Florida’s A+ Plan for
Education, it is expected that entire schools will respond to the needs of their students, as
a result of their performance on the state exam. The response by the district in regards to
educational performance has been a direct focus on the FCAT exam versus a focus on,
“providing children an enriched and accelerated educational program” (ESEA, 2001,
Section 1001 (8), p. 1). This is not reflected in the matrix even thought he researcher
know this occurs because it is not part of the policy process.

At the high school level, English teachers have been given the responsibility to
prepare their students for the FCAT exam. The response of M-DCPS to state legislation
has been one of compliance with the laws and directives issued by the state and the
FLDOE. The curriculum documents and guidelines available from M-DCPS indicated
that there is a missing link between the expectations of the state regarding success on the
FCAT exam and the curriculum frameworks for secondary language arts. The FLDOE
has provided a document that lists the topics of questions on the reading portion of the
FCAT for grades nine and 10. The list includes overarching subject areas and topics
within the subject area. The topics are divided into subtopics and are further divided into
specific subject matter within the subject area. The list of subject areas, the number of
topics, the number of subtopics, and the number of subject matter items are as follows:
Social Studies (4, 11, 55); Science (0, 22, 55); The Arts (4, 19, 19); Health/Physical
Education (2, 12, 20); Foreign Language (0, 4, 11); and Literature (0, 4, 0) (Appendix A,
FCAT Topics, Sunshine State Standards, Grades 9-10, p. 1-A-5-A). This list of topics is

important to understand because it provided an insight into the various subject areas that
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are included on the FCAT exam that are not a distinct part of the high school English
curriculum. This important dimension of schooling occurs in an arena beyond policy.

Under the guidelines of ESEA (2001), Section 1001 (7) states that to accomplish
the purpose of improving the academic achievement of the disadvantaged, schools will be
provided with, “greater decision making and flexibility in exchange for greater
responsibility for student performance” (p. 1). Using this as a guiding principle for
developing curriculum documents for students allows individual schools and teachers the
opportunity to create learning experiences that are unique to their given set of students. It
is unclear as to whether individual schools have been given the opportunity to make
decisions for their individual student body while they are busy creating learning
environments that are in compliance with state and district policies. Within the
framework of analysis of Klein’s levels of decision-making, this would fall into the
decision-making levels of Institutional, Instructional, Operational and Experiential
which was outside the scope of this research and therefore is not reflected in the matrix,
because they directly relate to the decision-making that takes place within schools and
classrooms.

Examining the performance of students on the reading portions of the FCAT
provided some insight into some of the consequences of policy formation and
curriculum-decision making. Looking at the percentage of students who would have or
have required an academic improvement plan (AIP), as a result of compliance with F.S.
(2005) 1008.25 (4), there seems to be a downward trend in percentage of students
requiring an AIP (See Figure 3). This would indicate that those students in the ninth and

tenth grades were gradually beginning to perform better on the FCAT. The total number
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of students who would receive (or should have received) an AIP for a given academic
year has grown, with the exception of the 2005 academic school year for the ninth grade.
For those students who should receive an AIP in the tenth grade, based on achievement
level on the Reading portion of the FCAT exam, two interesting items should be noted
for Miami-Dade County, a) the number of students tested in the ninth grade does not
match the number of students tested in the subsequent tenth grade year and b) the total
number of students who would receive (or have received) an AIP has steadily increased
(with the exception of the 2003-2004 school year), while the percentage of students on
achievement levels one and two has fluctuated both upwards and downwards. If the
assumption is that an AIP for reading will enhance student performance on the FCAT and
raise the achievement levels of the tested students, the evidence does not seem to be
available to support this assumption. The state requirement that each student at a
particular grade level have an AIP within the area of reading focuses on FCAT
performance versus overall academic performance within a school or school system. The
important issue to understand that this is a result of social pressure, and there is no
evidence that there is a bottom-up conversation between classroom teachers and policy
makers. Therefore, this influence is not reported on the matrix.

Additionally, the percentage of students in grade 10 who are passing the FCAT at
a Level three or higher, and as a result are eligible for a high school diploma, has seen a
decline over the past five years. This would directly influence the grade that each school
is assigned based on student performance, as discussed in Chapter One. Thus, the policy

of including an Academic Improvement Plan in the education of students who are
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underperforming on the state assessment test does not seem to have a direct positive
influence on the performance of students at the secondary level in the area of reading.
Tablel

Percentage of Students Scoring Achievement Level 1 and Level 2 on the FCAT
Reading Portion, Grades 9 and 10

Level
Number Tested Year 1 2 AIP Percentage* Total*
Grade 9 Reading
31334 2002 56 24 80 25067
32148 2003 55 24 79 25386
32828 2004 52 26 78 25605
30615 2005 46 26 72 22042

Grade 10 Reading

22649 2001 46 29 75 16987
24289 2002 47 30 77 18702
25962 2003 45 30 75 19471
23664 2004 46 28 74 17511
26519 2005 50 27 77 20419

Source: Florida Department of Education, Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test, Dade District Report:
http://fcat fldoe.org
*Columns added and calculated by researcher.

Looking at this data provides some insight into the effectiveness of AIP’s in
improving reading scores at the secondary level. A more intense examination of school
by school learning gains would perhaps be more productive in providing feedback to the

state and district policy makers.
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Florida’s education accountability policy is meant to be used as a guiding policy
to make decisions regarding student performance as it relates to mandated assessment
performance. Throughout the policy, references are made that direct the commissioner of
education for the state of Florida to implement the guidelines of the statutes. The
FLDOE administrative rules are designed to guide individual school districts in the
implementation of the state assessment exams. The administrative rules provide no
further insight into the creation of curriculum or advancement of student knowledge other
than to make distinct reference to the state statutes that require the FLDOE to administer
the exam. These two guiding policies support each other in their intention, direction, and
administration. M-DCPS is obligated to comply with the education policies mandated by
the state. M-DCPS must administer guidance with regard to curriculum and instruction
for all subject areas to all schools. This is evidenced in the relationship between the state
(Societal) and the DOE (Formal) on the matrix in the Problem Identification category.

M-DCPS Division of Language Arts has produced the Just Read, Florida! 2005-
06 K-12 Comprehensive Reading Research-Based Reading Plan (CRRBRP), that
addresses issues surrounding a school-wide reading plan for all schools. The district plan
outlines the expectations of the district personnel, principal, and reading coach at each
school level. Within the area of secondary schools, the following issues have been
addressed in the CRRBRP: supplemental reading programs, intervention materials,
communicating assessment across grade levels, independent reading, and reading and
writing across the curriculum. Within the CRRBRP, the high school reading program is

outlined as follows:
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High School Reading Program: Components of the Reading Instructional Block
The components of the intensive reading class are aligned to the key essentials of
reading: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension.
These components should be completed each day and may be adjusted for time
and scheduling (p. 51).

Utilizing assessment data, students will be prioritized for support through the
provision of an intensive reading class. The intent of the intensive reading class is
to assist the student in overcoming their deficits and close the achievement gap.

The school site will monitor student progress and adjust intervention services as
needed (p. 52).

Level 1 and 2 students in need of decoding, fluency, vocabulary, and
comprehension instruction=minimum of 90 minutes daily

Level 1 and 2 students in need of vocabulary and comprehension

instruction=Minimum of 55 minutes daily (p. 53)

The district’s plan is specific about what materials can be used within the high
school intensive reading course. The state adopted textbooks are Read XL, and Reading
and Writing Sourcebook, with another non-state adopted textbook allowable for
supplemental instruction: Soar to Success. Schools must implement one of two approved
computer assisted instruction: Read 180 or Academy of Reading when addressing the
remediation of the students. This indicates that the decision-making responsibilities are
outside the arena of the classroom teachers and are prescriptive in nature as outlined by
the District.

Since both of these levels are directly related to governing bodies over education,
the decisions that are made regarding curriculum for secondary language arts in Miami-
Dade County Public Schools are a direct result of ensuring that the district and schools
are in direct compliance with the legislative mandates of F.S. 1008.25 (8) as it applies to

the expectations of school districts and elementary school students. It is not clear in the
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district policies or the state policies how the formations of reading courses are required
by law. In the Student Progression Requirements and Procedures for K-12 and Adult
Education Students, the only reference made to a need to improve academic performance
for secondary school students, with regards to Language Arts instruction is, “‘an academic
preparation course may be required for students entering grade 10 who have not
demonstrated the potential to pass the FCAT on the first attempt as grade 10 students” (p.
69). This directive from the School Board seems to be a far cry from the intensive
reading course that is required by M-DCPS policy regarding students whose assessment
scores are a Level 1 or a Level 2. An analysis of the documents reveals a conflict
between the state and local policy. Where this is evidence is where the state uses “must”
and the School Board of M-DCPS uses “may”. This appears to be an anomaly with a
complying School Board and a prescribing state.

The School Board of M-DCPS and district personnel interpret state legislation in
the form of curriculum decisions for all of its schools. This research also examined the
first four levels of Klein’s framework regarding curriculum decision-making. The
understanding assumed by this researcher was that while individual schools and
classroom teachers have autonomy in curriculum decisions, the implementation of the
educational accountability policy in Florida and at the national level has removed some
of these individual freedoms.

M-DCPS Board Rule 6Gx13-6A1.11 (sic), regarding Instruction-Elementary and
Secondary, Curriculum for Senior High School (1998) states, “A good senior high school
program provides the best possible educational opportunities for all of its students.

Offerings include strong college preparatory courses as well as applied technology (pre-
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vocational and vocational courses). A well-planned program is developed under the
leadership of the principal through group guidance and through individual counseling”.
Given this statement, it would seem that the school board would encourage the creation
of innovative and unique curriculum that would fit the needs of an individual school
site’s students. What occurs in reality, though, is that schools have become inundated
with requirements from the state and district as to what constitutes an effective learning
environment. The state is mandating regulations that must be followed for compliance
with policy regarding public education. The district, then, 1s mandating regulations that
must be followed for compliance to the state. As a result, the district, rather than
individual schools, is making decisions that appear to be micro-managing schools sites.

According to M-DCPS Board Rule 6Gx13-6A-1.36 (sic), “Each school faculty in
cooperation with the principal is responsible for planning a curriculum to meet the
particular needs of the community and students concerned, within an overall framework
agreed upon for the District and in concert with school improvement priorities.” In other
words, schools need to take into consideration the nature and needs of its students when
making curricular decisions on a school-wide basis. This would include the idea of
educating students in a standards-based market place.

Findings

Using the matrix as an analytical tool, the following explains the findings have
been identified. The State, and its primary educational agent, the Department of
Education, operate in support of one another. Together they formulate policy and policy
directives which are uncontested by the lower levels of the state’s educational system.

This is seen in the close relationship between these levels in the Problem Identification
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category. Further, this relationship is shown in its operational form with Alternative
Identification and Policy Invocation left to the formal (DOE) and the Political Action left
to the Societal (the state legislature). Of interest is the presence of the Academic level in
both the Problem Identification and Alternative Identification categories only.
Professionals in education and other interested parties might well wonder why the
academic level is omitted from all other aspects of the policy matrix.

Additional information is gleaned from the second tier of the matrix which
reflects the fact that the Miami-Dade County Public Schools initially appears to be both a
source of authority and accountability at the Societal and Formal levels. However, upon
closer examination, the system is placed in a compliance mode and therefore the district
is forced to demand compliance of its subordinates while lacking any significant power to
do anything to influence the shaping of policies at either the Societal or Formal level.

Of even greater interest is that which is not shown on the matrix. The absence of
a local (district) voice in the policy development and implementation processes is
contrary to the spirit and intent of the NCLB and State (F.S. 1008, 2005) legislation.
Again, the district is provided little if any room for local curriculum policy development
outside of direct response to minimal standards and form state accountability standards.
The absence of interactions between the academic and any category of policy formation
at the district level reveals an absence of potentially beneficial linkage in achieving the
goals articulated by the State Legislature and the Federal Government regarding the
improvement of educational performance of local youth. And finally, it is noteworthy

that the expectations held by those who teach in a particular discipline (in this particular
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case Language Arts) have no agency in the development of curriculum goals and

objectives at the local level.

Klein’s Academic Societal Formal
Levels
Functional
Process
Theory Categories
Problem Identification Au Achs/Au Achs/Au
Alternative Identification Au O1
28}
F
§ Political Action Au
78]
Policy Invocation Au
Problem Achs/Au
Identification
Alternative Achs/Au Achs/Au
. Identification
al
@]
; Political Action Achs/Au Achs/Au
Policy Invocation Achs/Au Achs/Au
Os

Figure 3. Policy analysis matrix

Descriptive Origins:

Achs = accountability/high-stakes testing
Au = authority

Oi = outside influences

Os = operational/structural organization
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As a result of these unreported policy voids, capable and interested students will
be deprived of the best education they could receive, that teachers who care about their
subjects and their students are prevented from developing specifically tailored instruction
towards the interests and needs of students at all levels, and, most importantly, the local
citizenry is deprived of their historical right to direct local schools in meeting the goals
and expectations of the community.

Summary

As evidenced by the many layers of policy formation and the levels of curriculum
decision-making, there are many aspects to both the planning and development of
educational policy that is structured around school improvement. As the nature of school
accountability continues to grow more structured and restrictive, the decisions made at
district level will continue to be of compliance with state mandates, versus creation of
policy that is indicative of the composition of the district. As a result of the state
restrictions in policy on the district, the district follows with restrictive implementation of
policy at the school site level. Following this line of policy restriction, the question to be
raised should be what purpose does the district serve in a system of education that is
increasingly being held accountable to decision makers that are moving farther away

from the schools and the students?
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this research was to examine the evolution of state and local
educational policy as it exists within the framework of the accountability reform
movement in the state of Florida. Specifically, this research was designed to understand
how education accountability policy in Florida is affecting the school district of Miami-
Dade County, particularly within the confines of curriculum decisions regarding high
school language arts. The research questions were drawn on specific issues relating to
educational reform: accountability and high stakes testing; authority;
operational/structural organization and outside influences. As an issue of policy, the
research focused on how state policy is formed and how M-DCPS responded to mandated
legislation. As an issue of curriculum decision-making, the research focused on levels of
the decision making process in relationship to the remoteness of the decision to the
student in the public school classroom.

The methodology used for this research was grounded in policy analysis and
curriculum decision-making. Educational policy documents and policy records at the
national, state, and local school district level, as well as relevant literature on educational
reform were examined. The policy documents and records were studied for their
legislative intent and their ability to establish guidelines for curriculum decisions at
district levels. The data from the documents was coded and presented in a matrix
designed to establish an intersection between the decisions made at the policy level and
the curriculum decision-making levels. The codes for the data were categorized from the

review of the relevant literature.
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Synthesis of Findings

One of the premises of this study was that the public school accountability
movement has intended to create an opportunity for parents and schools to have a voice
as a stakeholder in the education of children. Increasing the performance of students and
as a result the performance of a school, will enable educators to make informed decisions
regarding improvement of instruction and assessment. Another premise of this study was
that policy is designed to guide the decision-makers involved in the education of public
school students. Teachers, principals, and staff at schools have a daily opportunity to
observe and design learning opportunities for students. The on-going conversation
regarding classroom performance should lead to overall improvement of schools as they
are assessed annually in compliance with Florida legislation. Parents have an opportunity
and obligation, as part of the learning community, to be aware of their individual child’s
performance, as well as the performance of the school in accordance with state statutes.
As a result, decisions regarding educational opportunities should be more readily
available to parents so that they may provide for the best academic experience for their
child. District officials should be providing guidance to schools in order for them to
provide opportunities to learn for all students. Coordination at the district and school
levels regarding curriculum decisions helps to facilitate the conversation of academic
standards and improvement.

Prior to the analysis of the findings, the researcher had the expectation that the
policies written by the state legislators and the state board of education would provide
guidance at the very minimum to district coordinators of curriculum in the subject area of

language arts. Another expectation was that the intent of the policy was for the
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conversation to be reciprocal in nature. That is to say that the feedback received by the
schools on the performance of their students would provide opportunities for decisions to
be made at the local school level. Feedback on performance would also provide for
opportunities for community or parental involvement in the nature of the educational
experience. “Feedback is found in all successfully persisting operations, because the first
direction or policy set almost inevitably needs revision over time; feedback is essential to
wise revision” (Wynne, 1972, p. 5).

The responsibility for the transformation [of schools] must be assumed by all
sectors of society, including employers (Paris, 1994). As policymakers at the state level
continue to increase the restrictions of the Florida K-20 Education Code, there needs to
be an opportunity for feedback from the district and school level as to how the nature of
the state exam is beginning to control the facets of education in Miami-Dade County. No
longer is the focus on improving performance as it relates to high academic standards, but
the focus is in improving performance as it relates to the FCAT. Before the A+ Plan for
education and its high-stakes consequences dominated the curriculum in Florida's
classrooms, many educators viewed FCAT as an improvement in standardized testing. In
reports from The Miami Herald (2001, 2004), two additional areas of concern have been
raised surrounding legal questions about teaching to a test and funding supplements for
high performing schools. Educators have been told [by district personnel] that they need
to start documenting how they prepare high school students for the FCAT for fear that
failing students will begin filing lawsuits if they don’t pass the exam, and as a result,
don’t graduate (2001). Lesson plans should indicate which skills are being addressed

with concern for the FCAT tested skills. Additionally, with regards to rewards and
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sanctions, those schools that earn a passing grade get an extra $100 per student as a
reward and which failing schools stand to see students receive tax-funded vouchers to
attend private school (2004).

As a counterpoint to these expectations, the research completed indicated that the
conversations regarding school accountability are top-down in nature. The issue of
compliance with strict legislation maintains a priority over incorporating pedagogical and
instructional practices that are proven to positively influence overall student performance.
There is a discrepancy between the espoused theory and the theories in use. In policy
terms the intended consequences far under-weigh the unintended consequences (Dye,
1975). It is the very nature of these unintended consequences that will be presented next.

Conclusions

An important idea to note is that within the issue of authority under the guidelines
of NCLB is that conflict is greater when state or local officials are asked to carry out
reform efforts that may differ from self-initiated reform. When federal or state policies
reinforce local priorities, cooperation in implementation is greater (Sunderman & Kim
2005). The issue of control of education can be applied to federal, state, or district
policies in addition to the federal government’s role in education.

“If the interaction between teachers and students is the most important aspect of
effective schooling, then reducing inequality in learning has to rely on policies that
provide equal access to competent, well-supported teachers” (Darling-Hammond, 2000,
p. 283). Missing from the conversation, in terms of the language of the legislation, is the
idea of responsive dialogue. Responsive dialogue would address the issue of feedback

from the constituents that are directly involved in the assessment of students. Merely an
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observance of how many individuals are taking advantage of school choice programs is
not an indicator of success of an accountability program.

Cross-curricular decision making is a school by school, teacher by teacher
necessity. The division of Language Arts for M-DCPS has not, to date recreated
curriculum that is designed to meet the needs of the test. Rather it has focused on taking
existing curriculum documents and massaged them to fit the expectations of the state
policy. Compliance to legislation has overtaken the importance of providing the best
educational experience for all students. It appears that there is little room for planning a
curriculum that is geared towards the particular needs of the community and students
concerned because of the overwhelming nature of compliance to state and district policies
regarding FCAT performance.

So the question then becomes who should be responsible for teaching reading
skills? Should the content area teachers only be required to assess the areas of content?
Should language arts teachers focus more on practical reading skills and less on
literature? How much responsibility does the individual classroom teacher have in
creating curriculum that addresses these questions?

Educational decisions, as they are far removed from educators, place an
inordinate amount of pressure on the implementers. In order to implement change that
will enable schools to improve the social order of America, there needs to be a realization
by the members of society that the intellectual dimensions of teaching are ignored and
undervalued (Griffin, 1991). As a critical and necessary first step in building cooperative
bridges, the perceptions and opinions of everyone involved with the education of children

need to be heard, so that there can be mutual support between home and school.
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This study was driven by an interest in determining how the evolution of the
current Florida education reform policy influenced policy decisions regarding language
arts at the local level. After analyzing the evolutionary process, it became clear to this
researcher that state policy directives were never challenged or discussed. Rather, they
were accepted as standards to be met and as such, school districts complied. Evidence in
this compliance is seen in the documents produced by the school system which directed
local schools to make the necessary adjustments in their curriculum to be in compliance.

After scrutinizing documents generated at both the state and district levels, it is
interesting to note that no evidence is available suggesting necessary changes in the
organizational/structural organization of schools. This finding suggests that compliance,
in form only, describes local districts’ response to state mandated policies. This
researcher had anticipated that since curriculum is always a dynamic process at the
school level that some evidence would be available suggesting that the structure of
schools might adjust to current challenges.

When investigating the question of authority in relation to the process of policy
implementation, it was shown that policy implementation is a top-down phenomena.
That is to say no evidence was found indicating a dialogue between state and local
systems, rather the state, as the source of authority, issued specifically worded policy
directives and the district complied. Some may find this finding troubling given the
contemporary rhetoric suggesting school reform is obliged to respond to local needs.

As the study evolved, it became clear that accountability/high-stakes testing
represented the most important element in the current program of state reform of public

school education. No evidence can be found to suggest that policy makers at the highest
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level were in any way concerned with issues of student developmental potential and
nurturing traditional values such as thinking, reasoning, and valuing. Rather, test scores
themselves became the benchmark of the effectiveness not only of the policy, but of the
schools that implemented them.

Finally, this study recognizes that outside influences play an important role in
shaping the education reform policy in the state of Florida. The federal government,
through NCLB and other initiatives created a climate which led almost naturally to the
creation of the Florida A+ Plan. Similarly, the interest of the business community,
always interested in the production of competent workers, continued to support efforts at
raising the minimum skill level of Florida high school graduates. Although no evidence
exists of direct intervention of outside sources in the shaping of Florida’s policy
directives, subtle linkages always appear to under gird policy initiatives.

Suggestions for Future Research

Researchers interested in the area of policy and curriculum have many
opportunities to examine relevant topics regarding the present state of public school
accountability. Within the context of Florida and Miami-Dade County Public Schools
additional research is needed concerning reform as it applies to high school education.
As the nation’s fourth largest school district, M-DCPS presents a unique opportunity for
researchers to examine questions of equity in reform, individual school programs, as well
as comprehensive district-wide reform efforts. One suggestion for further research
regarding the state accountability policy and M-DCPS would be to examine individual
high school performance records as an indicator of what these schools are doing in order

to ensure that all students are provided with enhanced academic opportunities as

77



delineated by NCLB. A determination of which schools are not focused on test results as
an indicator of success would offer an additional aspect to the conversation of
accountability. Schools are responding to legislation and mandates and are losing their
individuality in creating learning environments tailored to the needs of their students.
Research that indicates how schools are implementing successful reform efforts that are
not mandated would be useful in the examination of policy and curriculum responses.

A further suggestion for research would be to analyze what the district is doing at
a district level to incorporate standards based reform as an integrated part of all subject
area curricula. If the state reading examination incorporates reading passages from
various subject areas, how is the district examining curricular documents to combine
reading strategies within the individual subject areas. To date, teachers in M-DCPS have
an opportunity to gain insight into these strategies through professional development.
What 1s being done at the district level to ensure that the professional developmental
opportunities are being incorporated within individual teacher classrooms? Since the
reading portion of the FCAT exam consists of 70% literary text, research into the area of
cross curricular planning at the district level would be beneficial for both the district and
classroom practitioners. If educational policy is meant to address the area of raising
standards of performance, all aspects of the educational system should be addressed in
curriculum planning. The experiences a student may have at a school that is integrated in
regards to curriculum may prove to be more influential than subject-centered schools.
Answers to these areas of concern would provide useful data in helping policy makers

create educational policy that is indicative of the issues of a state.
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