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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
TEACHERS’ USE OF STANDARDIZED ASSESSMENTS TO MONITOR
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Reading instruction must be “intentional, systematic, and explicit” and
“implemented by a knowledgeable teacher” (Ruetzel & Cooter, 2019, p. 87). The era of
accountability has brought standardized assessments to the forefront of reading
instruction. However, gaps about assessment-related and instructional practices and their
impact on student achievement exist in the literature. The present study aims to provide
needed insights on how these practices help or hinder, specifically, historically low-
performing students.

Using student achievement and teacher survey data from the Early Childhood
Longitudinal Study: Kindergarten 2011 (ECLS-K), and through the lens of data use
theory (Hutchins, 1995; Spillane, 2012), hierarchical regression analyses were run to
examine the relationship between fifth grade teachers’ (a) use of standardized tests to
monitor learning and students’ reading achievement (b) reading instructional practices
and use of standardized tests to monitor learning, and (c) reading instructional practices
and students’ reading achievement, all while controlling for students’ socioeconomic

status and race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional development

vii



participation. Results indicate that, though each of the three models presented is
statistically significant (p < .05), historically underserved minority students continue to
be at a disadvantage as it relates to standardized testing, paving the way for the
reconceptualization of assessment instruction in teacher preparation programs and in

professional development opportunities.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

“Learning is driven by what pupils and teachers do in classrooms” (Black &
William, 1998, p. 140). Classrooms, described as a “black box” by Black and William
because of the obscurity of what exactly happens inside that actually helps students
succeed, receive “inputs” (p. 140) from stakeholders (e.g., teachers) with the expectation
that specific “outputs” (p.140) follow. These outputs are, partly, dependent on teachers’
knowledge, skills, and behaviors (Black & William, 1998), as well as on students’
individual characteristics.

Teacher preparation has been at the forefront of the educational debate for several
decades, beginning with the publication of the Coleman Report (Coleman et al., 1966).
Later, the enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 (2002) continued
to emphasize the need for improving teacher quality across the nation and required states
to develop measures to ensure teacher effectiveness. Likewise, President Barack Obama’s
Race to the Top initiative focused on “recruiting, developing, rewarding, and retaining
effective teachers” (U.S. Department of Education, 2009, p. 2), and the proceeding Every
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) signed by the President on December 10, 2015, called for
further attention to teacher preparation (Every Student Succeeds Act, 2015). Through
NCLB, Race to the Top, and ESSA accountability expectations officially trickled down to
the classroom, one of the requirements being teachers use data to develop, and justify,
instructional decisions to increase student achievement. Hence, the literature discusses

the pressing need for teachers to be able to gather and interpret data as a necessary



instructional practice (Black et al., 2011; DelLuca & Johnson, 2017; GoOmez-Monarrez et
al., 2019; Livingston & Hutchinson, 2017; Mandinach, 2012; Reutzel & Cooter, 2019).

Teachers of reading play a major role in students’ attainment of literacy skills by
ensuring all students, regardless of ability, are provided with individualized instruction
rooted in content and pedagogically-appropriate best practices across all six components
of reading (phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, comprehension, and oral
language). To provide this individualized instruction, teachers must be (among other
things) knowledgeable of, and implement, various assessment practices that allow for
effective progress monitoring and provide insights on how reading instruction should be
adjusted (Black & William, 1998). Formative reading assessments, or assessments for
learning (Bloom et al., 1971; Stiggins, 2002), are amongst these data-driven monitoring
practices. These instruments provide data on how students are progressing through the
curriculum and insights on what adjustments, if any, need to be made. Formative
assessments can take two forms: formal or informal. Formal assessments (i.e.,
standardized tests) have been screened for validity and reliability and have set criteria for
scoring and interpreting data (Navarrete, et al., 1990). Informal assessments, on the other
hand, refer to open-ended measures (e.g., portfolios, journals) (Navarrete et al., 1990).
Though both formal and informal formative assessments can yield meaningful data on
student learning, some (e.g., Afflerbach & Cho, 2011) criticize formal assessments by
arguing they disregard classroom reading contexts, individual student characteristics, and
learning experiences. However, as of 2019, 26 states continue to use student achievement
data from standardized tests as a component of teacher evaluations (Ross & Walsh,

2019), making the use of the data they yield an (almost) necessary practice within



teachers’ instructional decision-making repertoire. A formative data-driven process,
through the use of both formal and informal assessments, is supported by the
International Literacy Association’s (ILA) 2017 Standards for the Preparation of
Literacy Professionals (ILA, 2017), 2019 Florida Statutes (Assessment and
Accountability, 2019), as well as existing literature (Black & William, 1998; DelLuca &
Johnson, 2017; DelLuca & Klinger, 2010; Hill et al., 2017; Livingston & Hutchinson,
2017; Ross & Walsh, 2019).

As previously mentioned, effective teachers have appropriate preparation and
knowledge in the field to monitor student learning. Yet, the literature has mostly focused
on direct relationships between student achievement and standardized tests (e.g, Dee &
Jacob, 2011) without controlling for student or teacher characteristics, including teachers’
assessment and instructional practices. The present study investigated (a) the impact of
fifth grade teachers’ use of standardized tests to monitor learning (a formative practice)
on students’ reading achievement while controlling for student and teacher characteristics
and (b) the mediating role of fifth grade teachers’ reading instructional practices on the
relationship between their use of standardized tests to monitor learning and students’

reading achievement (see Figure 1).



Figure 1
Relationship between Standardized Testing and Student Achievement (adapted from Im
(2017))
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Statement of the Problem

The 1970s brought about a nationwide movement for accountability in elementary
and secondary education, with 33 states adopting “competency testing” (Vinovskis, 2019,
p. 30) and holding students, teachers, schools, and (ultimately, by the federal
government) states accountable for student achievement (Vinovskis, 2019). Since then,
the landscape has continued to emphasize accountability across all levels (classroom,
school, district, state, national, international; DeLuca & Johnson, 2017, Mandinach,
2012; Mandinach et al., 2006), with several mandates (e.g., NCLB, ESSA) in its support.
Accountability, thus, is an integral part of the current teaching and learning environment,
with assessment of student learning at its forefront.

Aside from serving as a reporting mechanism to stakeholders, assessment (when
done appropriately) allows teachers to better understand student development and make

instructional and diagnostic decisions (Afflerbach & Cho, 2011). In 1990, the Standards



for Teacher Competence in Educational Assessment of Students, published by the
National Council on Education, described expectations of assessment-related knowledge
teachers should have, emphasizing the ability to collect and analyze assessment data to
make instructional decisions about student learning. Stiggins (1991) then coined the term
“assessment literacy” (AL) to describe the assessment-related knowledge, skills, and
dispositions stakeholders (e.g., teachers) should possess to impact student achievement.
Research thereafter has continued to explore teachers’ assessment literacy through
different lenses (e.g., Xu & Brown, 2016), with the publication of a new set of standards
for classroom assessment (Klinger et al., 2015) continuing to emphasize the pivotal role
effective assessment plays in student learning.

Literature in the area of teacher knowledge-base and use of assessment measures
to help struggling students depicts a worrisome picture and questions the preparation of
pre and in-service teachers. A study conducted by Melnick and Meister (2008) with both
pre- and in-service teachers, found that less than half (47%, n = 218) of experienced
teachers surveyed felt prepared to use multiple assessment measures. Spear-Swerling and
Cheesman (2012) found that pre- and in-service teachers demonstrated low performance
on questions related to diagnosis and intervention. McCombes-Tolis and Spear-Swerling
(2012) reviewed course syllabi (N = 29) of required reading courses from teacher
preparation programs in one state and found that no syllabi referenced “literacy progress-
monitoring measures” (p. 372). More recently, a literature review of 122 empirical
articles conducted by Gomez-Monarrez et al., (2019) to identify effective teaching

practices found that less than half (35%) discussed the use of evaluation to adjust



instruction and only (49%) discussed the use of evaluation to confirm learning and
provide feedback.

However, though the development of standards (e.g., Klinger et al., 2015;
American Federation of Teachers, 1990) and assessment of teachers’ AL (e.g., Spear-
Swerling & Cheeseman, 2012) are steps in the right direction to better understand the
current data-driven instructional environment, transfer to instructional practices is not
guaranteed because, as Xu and Brown (2016) argue, they do not “inherently advance
teacher AL” (p. 153). The study of the transfer of knowledge to instructional practices,
factors that influence it and, more importantly, its impact on students’ reading
achievement, has limited empirical evidence in the elementary grades (Hao & Johnson,
2013). A review of the literature found two recent attempts at addressing this need (Hao
& Johnson, 2013; Im, 2017). Hao and Johnson (2013) examined the relationship between
teachers’ use of different types of assessment instruments (e.g., multiple choice,
performance-based) and fourth grade students’ reading achievement, gender, reading
self-concept, and attitudes towards reading using data from the Progress in International
Literacy Study (PIRLS) for Canada, New Zealand, England, and the United States.
Results indicate teachers’ reading assessment practices vary across nations and across
reading constructs. Though Hao and Johnson’s (2013) study advanced the
knowledgebase on the impact of assessment practices on student achievement, there
remained several areas to be addressed. First, they did not control for other important
student characteristics aside from gender, such as students’ socioeconomic status and
ethnicity. As per the National Center for Education Statistics (2019), the reading

achievement gap continues amongst fourth grade White, Black, and Hispanic students



and students eligible for the National School Lunch Program (NSLP), a meal program
that provides free or reduced-cost meals to students determined by family’s income.
Second, the assessment practices employed focused on the type of instruments used by
teachers (e.g., short answer written questions, oral questioning of students, etc.), not on
the use of assessment instruments to monitor learning and make data-driven instructional
decisions, a need identified in the literature (DeLuca & Johnson, 2017; DeLuca &
Klinger, 2010; Hill et al., 2017; Livingston & Hutchinson, 2017; Werts et al., 2014).
Lastly, it did not explore teachers’ assessment-related preparation, which could impact
assessment practices and, in turn, students’ reading achievement (Curry, 2014). Four
years later, some of these limitations were addressed by Im (2017) through the
investigation of use of standardized tests to monitor learning and its impact on
kindergarten student reading achievement while controlling for several instructional,
student, and school-level covariates. Im’s (2017) results suggest that, when effective
reading instruction is implemented, the use of standardized tests to monitor learning does
impact student achievement, leading the author to emphasize the implications on
teachers’ assessment-related professional development, variables that were not controlled
for in the study even as some (e.g., traditional preparation route, credentials) have been
found to impact elementary students’ reading achievement (Curry, 2014). Another
limitation of Im’s (2017) study are the three philosophical orientations for teaching used
when considering items related to kindergarten instructional practices (whole language,
phonics, and balanced approach). These limit results’ generalizability to other grade
levels because of their grade-level specificity. Lastly, both studies (Hao & Johnson, 2013

and Im, 2017) only used a standardized measure of student reading achievement.



Incorporating teachers’ judgments on students’ reading proficiency, in addition to their
standardized test scores, would likely yield a more robust analysis than Hao and
Johnson’s (2013) and Im’s (2017) studies. On the basis of the current data-driven
educational climate and the aforementioned limitations of the two recent studies of
elementary teachers’ assessment practices and student achievement, the field would
benefit from examining how upper elementary teachers, while controlling for student and
teacher characteristics, impact student achievement, as well as how instructional practices
help mediate the use of standardized assessment practices to monitor learning and student
achievement (see Figure 1).
Purpose of the Study

“Effective instruction in reading begins with assessment” (Cooter & Perkins,
2007, p. 6). The need to effectively scaffold learning to improve student achievement is
an international practice that has been discussed in the literature (e.g., Hill et al., 2017),
and assessment works hand-in-hand with instruction in the scaffolding of learning. The
present study helps advance the field of elementary reading instruction by filling gaps
within the literature about assessment-related and instructional practices and their impact
on student achievement. Results of the present study also provide needed insights on how
these practices help or hinder, specifically, historically low-performing students.

Research Questions

The present study seeks to answer the following research questions framed
following the model presented in Figure 1:

Question 1: Does fifth grade teachers’ use of standardized tests to monitor

learning relate to students’ reading achievement when controlling for students’



socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity and teachers’” assessment-related professional
development participation (see Figure 1)?

Question 2: Do fifth grade teachers’ instructional practices relate to their use of
standardized tests to monitor learning after controlling for the effects of students’
socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional
development participation

(see Figure 1)?

Question 3: Do fifth grade teachers’ instructional practices relate to student
achievement after controlling for the effects of students’ socioeconomic status and
race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional development participation
(see Figure 1)?

Assumptions

As the ECLS-K: 2010-2011 manual (Tourangeau et al., 2019) does not provide a
definition of formal assessments, the present study assumed they are equivalent to
standardized tests, as is discussed in the literature (Navarrete et al., 1990).

Delimitations

The present study used the fifth grade Early Childhood Longitudinal Study -
Kindergarten 2010-2011 (ECLS-K: 2010-2011) data set, which is delimited to fifth grade
teachers’ self-reporting on the teacher child-level questionnaire and fifth grade students’
responses to the direct cognitive reading assessment administered as part of the ECLS-K:
2010-2011 program, both conducted in the spring of 2016 (public-use data file was
released July 12, 2019). Using this large data set allowed for a decrease in the standard

error of the sample, increased statistical power, and an accurate effect size, important



components in educational research when drawing conclusions (Anderson & Maxwell,
2018).
Definitions and Operational Terms

Assessment Literacy (AL)

The “basic understanding of educational assessment and related skills to apply
such knowledge to various measures of student achievement” (Xu & Brown, 2016).
Formal Assessment/Standardized Test

A formal assessment/standardized test is “designed to provide the best match

possible to
what is perceived to be the "typical” curriculum at a specific grade level...assume a
single set of expectations for all students and come with prescribed criteria for scoring
and interpretation” (Navarrete et al., 1990, pp.5-6). The ECLS-K manual (Tourangeau et
al., 2019) does not provide their definition for formal assessments.

Summary

Chapter | provided an overview of how the teacher preparation landscape has
evolved to emphasize data-driven instructional practices and a discussion of how
standardized tests are expected to be part of the data-driven decision-making process.
Recent research in the area (Hao & Johnson, 2013; Im, 2017), their limitations, and
existing gaps in the literature, were also discussed. Finally, the chapter provided the

purpose of the study, research questions, assumptions, delimitations, and definitions.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
An Era of Accountability

In 1983, A Nation at Risk, published by the National Commission on Excellence
in Education (1983), deemed our educational system as “mediocre” (p. 113), which had
negative long-range financial implications for us. Consequently, this report set the stage
for vast school reforms across states, the development of reading standards, and
determining means of assessing achievement, among them (Shanahan, 2014). In 2002,
however, oversight shifted to the federal government with the passing of the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). Tied to funding, this legislation focused on eliminating
the achievement gap across different groups of students through the development of state-
level achievement standards, employment of “highly qualified teachers”, as well as other
accountability measures (NCLB, 2002; Ryan, 2004). The aim was for all students across
the nation to be proficient in reading and math by the year 2014 (NCLB, 2002). NCLB
also required states develop standardized measures to assess student attainment of the
standards, with an emphasis on teacher quality, research-based instructional programs,
and school-level accountability by demonstrating “adequate yearly progress” (Ruff, 2019,
p. 3). As with any other legislation, NCLB had its critics and supporters. Ryan (2004)
argued that it led to the lowering of achievement expectations across states and the
promotion of school segregation (Ryan, 2004). On the other hand, Shanahan (2014)
describes there being limited teacher pushback regarding the implementation of these

standards and hypothesized the “substantial research supporting the effectiveness of these
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approaches” (p. 10) as a possible reason. Overall, however, NCLB was instrumental in
shaping the standardized test environment in K-12 classrooms across the nation.

In 2015, under President Barack Obama’s urging, Congress reissued NCLB with
The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). Though ESSA still holds states accountable for
ensuring and demonstrating 3" through 8™ grade students across their schools are
learning, it provides a more flexible framework to achieve this. ESSA does not penalize
schools who are struggling, but rather requires that an assessment plan using evidence-
based methods be developed and implemented. Standardized testing remains a
component but, as opposed to having to develop their own instruments, states can instead
opt to use nationally-recognized tests to demonstrate student achievement (ESSA, 2015).
This allows states a wider range of selection for metrics of proficiency that are well-
aligned with the foundation of their standards. It also could, potentially (since instruments
chosen would likely be a valid measure of assessing the instruction that takes place in the
classroom) help remediate the “teaching to the test” phenomenon (Popham, 2001), which
deviates instruction from “the body of knowledge or skills” assessed (p. 16) and focuses
it on specific test items instead. Also, contrary to NCLB, ESSA acknowledges the impact
of unnecessary testing in the classroom, and thus awards grants for states to conduct
audits of their assessment systems across districts and schools (ESSA, 2015) -- this helps
further align instruction and assessment. More importantly, ESSA calls for the
improvement of instruction and learning by providing teachers with research-based
professional development on how to “use data to improve student achievement” (p.
1928), indicating the legislature acknowledges the role systematically monitoring

learning plays on student achievement.
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National Landscape on Student Reading Achievement
Since 1992, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has been
assessing fourth, eighth, and 12" grade students’ reading proficiency periodically, with
students in fourth and eighth grade assessed more often. The last assessment conducted
for fourth grade students, in 2017, did not show significant average score changes from
the previous administration in 2015 and shows reading scores have been relatively
stagnant since 2007. On a scale of 0-500, the average fourth grade student reading score
from 2007 through 2017 has ranged between 221 and 223 (McFarland et al., 2019).
Essentially, as of 2017, fourth grade students’ reading abilities have not improved, even
with the shift in educational reform from NCLB to ESSA. In addition to average scores,
NAEP also breaks down average scores by percentiles for the lowest, middle, and
highest-performing students. Fourth graders at the 10" and 25" percentile, categorized as
the lowest percentile groups, performed lower in 2017 than in 2015 and, most
importantly, the score from students at the 10" percentile was not significantly different
than the 1992 score, the first administration of this assessment (McFarland et al., 2019).
This indicates we, as a nation, continue failing in improving the reading abilities of our
most struggling students even with the increased accountability requirements the field has
experienced during the last 20 years.
Teacher Preparation
The Coleman et al. (1966) report sparked an ongoing national discussion on
teacher preparation: our teachers were not prepared, nor had the resources, to teach our
diverse student population. Several initiatives by presidents (No Child Left Behind Act of

2001, 2002; Every Student Succeeds Act, 2015) and renowned organizations
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(International Literacy Association, 2017) have echoed this sentiment by providing
provisions and/or guidelines on how to help in-service teachers and strengthen our
teacher education programs in areas related to student achievement, data-driven decision-
making being one of them. The debate, however, is twofold: teacher quality as it relates
to teacher preparation programs and their assessment content and teacher quality as it
relates to in-service teachers’ assessment preparation. Nonetheless, the literature (e.g.,
DelLuca & Klinger, 2010; Hill et al., 2017; Melnick & Meister, 2008; Spear-Swerling &
Cheesman, 2012) has identified the need for strengthening both, as they both have
implications on student achievement.
Preservice Teacher Preparation

Preservice teacher preparation is crucial in ensuring our incoming workforce is
equipped to address the varying instructional needs of our students. Several other studies
(in addition to the ones previously mentioned while exploring the current problem) have
explored preservice teachers’ knowledge, abilities, and dispositions towards assessment,
as well as reviewed the preservice teachers’ reading preparation at a national level. In a
study conducted in Canada, DeLuca and Klinger (2008) surveyed 288 preservice teachers
on their perceived confidence in areas related to assessment practice, theory, and
philosophy. Findings of this study call for teacher preparation programs to provide
“direct instruction in assessment” (p. 419) and emphasize “the learning potential of
assessment while also monitoring student progress” (p. 420). In 2017, Hill et al.
examined the assessment learning of 27 preservice teachers enrolled in a new Master of
Teaching program in New Zealand by using surveys, reviewing artifacts, and conducting

focus groups. This program stemmed from a Ministry of Education call for teacher
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preparation institutions to develop programs that specifically prepare teachers to address
the learning needs of New Zealand’s historically underachieving populations. The
program’s curriculum, which is guided by six principles, evolved after the review of
international assessment frameworks. The fourth principle, use of evidence to scaffold
learning, was the focus of Hill et al., (2017) research. As results indicate teachers use a
combination of theory and practice to understand and address the learning needs of
struggling students, the authors call for these two components to be embedded across all
teacher preparation courses rather than teaching it in isolation. These findings, as Hill et
al., (2017) discuss, further reiterate the view of assessment as a formative process, where
“information gathered from both formal instruments...and from day to day, minute by
minute observations” (p. 187) is used to make instructional decisions about student
learning. Recent findings from a review of 1,047 teacher preparation programs in the
United States by the National Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ) (Drake & Walsh,
2020) support these results. After reviewing traditional, undergraduate, and graduate
programs’ curricula and approaches to teaching phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency,
vocabulary, and comprehension, as well as the materials and opportunities provided to
their students, 49%, 43%, and 67% of traditional, undergraduate, and graduate programs,
respectively, did not address all areas (Drake & Walsh, 2020). This indicates gaps in the
reading instruction knowledge and abilities of our existing and future teachers, which can
hinder student achievement.
In-service Teacher Professional Development

A current report published by NCTQ reflects nationwide changes in teacher

evaluations (e.g., supplemental measures of evaluation, frequency, etc.), per state, that
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allow for better understanding of teachers’ preparation and provide insights on current
gaps in teacher evaluation systems (Ross & Walsh, 2019). As such, professional
development plays a major role in ensuring teachers are up-to-date with instructional
practices and gaps in knowledge and abilities are filled. In 2008, Melnick and Meister
sought to validate Meister and Jenks’ (2000) qualitative study, which examined
beginning teachers’ (N = 42) experience during their first year. This was done through a
survey of preservice (N = 273) and in-service (N = 218) teachers that asked questions
related to classroom management, workload, parent interaction, and academic
preparation. Results indicate beginning teachers feel more prepared than experienced
teachers to use multiple assessment methods, thus demonstrating the need to ensure our
current teachers are provided with appropriate professional development in this area.
Livingston and Hutchinson (2017) further explored in-service teacher preparation by
examining issues related to teachers’ instructional practices, capacity to use assessment to
improve learning, and their understanding of assessment and its impact on student
achievement. The authors situated professional development in these areas within the
Career-Long Professional Learning (CLPL) context and explain how, in order for CLPL
to be effective, teachers’ knowledge of assessment needs to be translated to actions where
practice is recognized as an “ongoing enquiry” (p. 299) dependent on the student,
classroom, and school contexts and, thus, “tailored professional learning opportunities”
(p. 303) are necessary. The argument by Timperley et al. (2007) supports these findings
in that, in order for teachers to change their assessment practices, they need to feel part of
a professional community that values not only student learning, but also their individual

development as professionals. Timperley' et al. (2007) synthesized findings from
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international and New Zealand studies on teachers’” knowledge base to impact student
achievement. One last example of how in-service teachers’ professional development can
help improve student achievement is Brown’s (2004) study. Brown (2004) surveyed 525
elementary teachers and administrators on their conceptions of assessment and found not
only that teachers agreed assessment improves teaching and learning, but that this
paralleled with their rejection of assessment for accountability. Thus, implications of this
study stress that professional development, aside from addressing content and
pedagogical content knowledge, should also address teachers’ conceptions of assessment
as a means of improving teaching and learning in the elementary grades.
Instructional Practices and Student Characteristics

Comprehension refers to the understanding of printed text — it is the ultimate goal
of reading instruction (Tompkins, 2017). As defined by Paris and Hamilton (2014), it is
“a subset of an ill-defined larger set of knowledge that reflects the communicative
interactions among the intentions of the author/speaker, the content of the text/message,
the abilities and purposes of the reader/listener, and the context/situation of the
interaction” (p. 32). As such, reading encompasses a variety of skills, concepts, and
strategies (Reutzel & Cooter, 2019) students must employ as they progress through grade
levels, encounter new material, and acquire new knowledge. In the early grades,
instruction is focused on helping students learn to read, which is done (mostly) with
narrative texts (i.e., fiction). By third grade, instruction shifts to reading to learn
(Palacios, 2017; Toste & Ciullo, 2017), which occurs through the interaction with
informational texts (i.e., non-fiction). Both of these types of texts, however, require

learners understand and apply higher-order skills (e.g., analysis, inference) to create
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meaning. The importance of ensuring students acquire these skills is reflected on
educational standards. For example, the fifth grade Language Arts Florida Standards
(LAFS) has specific standards for both narrative and informational text. Hence, this
requires teachers ensure, through the implementation of effective instructional practices
and monitoring of learning, students attain these skills.

The implementation and frequency of these practices, aside from being viewed by
some as a quality of effective teachers (Palacios, 2017), is particularly important for low-
income students in third through fifth grade. Described as the “fourth grade slump”
(Chall & Jacobs, 2003; Hirsch, 2003), this phenomenon seeks to understand why,
beginning in fourth grade, reading comprehension “slumps”, especially for low-income
students. This is supported by recent fifth grade reading achievement data published by
NCES where fifth grade students who were living below the poverty level in kindergarten
scored lowest amongst all income groups assessed (Mulligan et al., 2019). An
explanation for this decline is the increased difficulty in vocabulary encountered as the
grade levels progress and the text shifts from narrative to informational, which puts low-
income students at a disadvantage (Chall & Jacobs, 2003) due to their limited “world
knowledge” (Best et al., 2004), impairing their comprehension. Consequently, targeted
interventions should be implemented, and have been found to be effective, in helping
students overcome this slump (Best et al., 2004; Palacios, 2017). For example, a study
(Lysynchuk, 1990) conducted with fourth and seventh grade students struggling with
comprehension used reciprocal teaching of comprehension strategies as an intervention
and found students who received this treatment had an increase in standardized test

scores. More recently, Vernon-Feagans et al., (2018) found that students whose teachers
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had participated in the Targeted Reading Intervention (TRI) program, which prepared
rural elementary teachers to provide diagnostic differentiated instruction to struggling
readers, performed higher than those in the control group in the areas of letter-word
identification, word attack, spelling of sounds, and comprehension. Assessment, thus,
plays a major role in determining how instructional practices should be adjusted.
Assessment

As Livingston and Hutchinson (2017) argue “how best to gather evidence about
learning, and how to interpret and use that evidence to plan for better learning” (p. 291) is
essential to both teacher and student success. Teaching and learning are interactive
processes, with assessment serving as a main component of this interaction (Black &
William, 1998). Assessment is the “mechanism for gauging progress” (Banta et al., 2009,
p. 4) and encompasses all activities stakeholders engage in that yield information about
teaching and learning (Black & William, 1998). When assessment is viewed as a means
for improvement, it must “describe or diagnose the nature of student performance” and
data derived “must be a valid, reliable, and an accurate description of student
performance” (Brown, 2004, p. 304; Afflerbach & Cho, 2011). Assessment, therefore,
plays a major role in student achievement.
Assessment of Learning and Assessment for Learning

Effective assessment practices revolve around data gathering, engagement from
stakeholders (e.g., teachers, students), and alignment with goals (Banta et al., 2009).
As previously mentioned, assessment can be either formative (assessment for learning) or
summative (assessment of learning) and differentiation is based on the purpose, timing,

and generalization(s) intended for the instrument (Bloom et al., 1971). Summative
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assessments are used at the end of the curriculum to determine what students have
achieved (Bennett, 2011). On the other hand, formative instruments are used to determine
how students are progressing through the curriculum and what adjustments, if any, need
to be made. Sometimes referred to as feedback, the literature discusses the different
forms formative assessment is viewed as: gathering data from teacher-made instruments
to make instructional decisions, providing feedback to students based on gathered
evidence, or the self-regulation of students on their part (Andersson & Palm, 2017).
When formative assessment is implemented, research has demonstrated improvements in
student achievement (e.g., Black & William, 1998). A study conducted by Li (2016)
using 2009 U.S. student assessment data from the Programme for International Student
Assessment (PISA), found a positive relationship between formative assessment practices
and students’ reading scores, and a significantly stronger relationship in Black students’
achievement. These improvements could be attributed to the instructional adjustments
teachers make based on gathered evidence as they monitor learning.
Formal Assessments and Teacher Judgments

Formal assessments provide teachers with scores for ranking and categorizing and
are mostly closed-ended (Afflerbach & Cho 2011). They also help teachers understand,
“after the fact” (p. 323) of teaching and learning to determine if students are reaching
grade-level benchmarks (Afflerbach et al., 2019). Critics of formal assessment argue it
results in a scripted curriculum that negatively impacts instructional practices (Au, 2011)
and, recently, the argument revolves around it creating an even wider achievement gap
amongst different groups of students (e.g., Knoester & Au, 2017). For example, Pratt

(2018), after conducting interviews with 12 elementary teachers about their assessment
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experiences, warned that “assessment may provide a differential treatment of students
rather than an equitable approach to support their individual development” (p. 516).
However, some research in the literature suggests that, when explicit strategy instruction
is provided, student achievement on standardized measures improves (Lysynchuk et. al.,
1990), though this was later countered by Amrein and Berliner (2002), who found
students do not transfer skills assessed on standardized tests to other contexts.

Aside from formal assessments, teacher judgments are also an important
component of instructional decisions made regarding student learning and achievement.
They set the instructional pace, support, and difficulty of instruction in the classroom and
influence decisions about student placement in more or less rigorous learning
environments (Meissel et al., 2017). They have also been found to account for only half
of the variance in student achievement when compared to standardized tests (Brookhart,
2013). As teachers are able to take into account the entire classroom context when
making judgments about individual student achievement, their judgments might not
necessarily be aligned with students’ standardized test scores, as these do not capture the
wide range of factors that influence student performance. More than that, research
suggests teacher judgments for “marginalized students” (Meissel et al.,, 2017, p. 48) are
lower than for other students (even when controlling for performance differences in
standardized achievement tests) and that teachers might be more accurate judging the
performance of high-performing students instead (Hoge & Coladarci, 1989).

Conceptual Framework
Data use theory helps explain the interaction between internal (e.g., teacher

preparation) and external (e.g., students’ socioeconomic status) factors that influence
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analysis and the decision-making process amongst stakeholders beyond the data-
collection phase. These interactions play a key role in the selection, structure, and transfer
of relevant information to practice (Hutchins, 1995; Spillane, 2012), as teachers must
take into account, for example, individual student characteristics when analyzing
gathered data and making instructional decisions. This theory is further explained by
Mandinach et al.’s (2006) Conceptual Framework for Data-Driven Decision-Making (see
Figure 2), which illustrates the data-driven decision-making process teachers, school

administrators, and district personnel should engage in.

Figure 2
Conceptual Framework for Data-Driven Decision-Making (Mandinach et al., 2006)
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The foundation for this framework lies within data management and organization theories
where data-driven decision-making is viewed as a cyclical, problem-solving process
(Mandinach, 2012). Though the primary intent of this framework is to illustrate how
technology can help facilitate the decision-making process across classrooms, schools,
and districts, its application to other contexts is viable, as the processes it encompasses

are not discipline/context-specific. This framework employs a three-level “data to
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knowledge continuum” (Mandinach et al., 2006, p. 8) that encompasses progression
through six cognitive skills (collecting, organizing, analyzing, summarizing,
synthesizing, and prioritizing) to, ultimately, implement effective strategies and impact
student achievement. The first level (data) focuses on merely the collection task, which
then progresses to using data for learning (e.g., analyzing trends, external factors, etc.).
Knowledge produced from analyses is then used to develop and implement instructional
decisions to impact student learning. This conceptual framework and data use theory both
align with the current accountability environment. Thus, using data theory as the lens to
examine teachers’ use of standardized tests and instructional practices, and its impact on
student achievement, was appropriate because it explored how internal and external
factors shape practice and impact student achievement.
Summary

The national educational landscape continues to stress accountability in the
classroom, especially in the field of reading. As such, the International Literacy
Association (ILA), as well as other organizations, has developed a set of standards that
emphasize the data-driven decision-making practices that need to take place in the
classroom to increase student achievement. ILA’s Assessment and Evaluation standard,
calls for teacher preparation programs to ensure candidates are able to “understand,
select, and use valid, reliable, fair, and appropriate assessment tools to screen, diagnose,
and measure student literacy achievement; [and] inform instruction and evaluate
interventions” (International Literacy Association, 2017, p. 3).” This has implications for
teacher preparation programs, schools, and school districts, as they are all responsible for

ensuring preservice and in-service teachers are able to meet the learning needs of their
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students. As discussed, however, both of these groups seem to not have the appropriate
preparation to take on these tasks and so, even with the availability of standardized test
data to monitor learning, teachers’ lack of preparation could hinder their ability to adjust
instructional practices to individual student needs. Teachers’ ability to effectively
monitor learning is particularly crucial for students of low socioeconomic status and
varying ethnicities, as recent data shows they continue to be low-performing in reading
(Mulligan et al., 2019). The literature, however, has not examined how teachers’ use of
standardized tests to monitor learning impacts student achievement, as well as teachers’
judgments of their achievement, while controlling for students’ socioeconomic status and
race/ethnicity and teachers’ professional development participation. A review of the
literature also did not yield studies examining whether instructional practices mediate the
relationship between teachers' use of standardized tests to monitor learning and student
achievement. The next chapter will discuss the methodology the present study employed

to answer the research questions.
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CHAPTER IlI
METHODOLOGY

The present study examined the relationship between fifth grade teachers’ (a) use
of standardized tests to monitor learning and students’ reading achievement (b) reading
instructional practices and use of standardized tests to monitor learning, and (c) reading
instructional practices and students’ reading achievement, while controlling for students’
socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional
development participation. The relationship was examined using publicly-available data
(ECLS-K 2011 Public-Use File K-5 Child Version 6.2.1.3) from the Early Childhood
Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 2010-11 (ECLS-K:2011). Results of the
present study contribute to existing literature on the effects of standardized tests and
teachers’ instructional practices on students’ reading achievement. Chapter I11 will
discuss the research questions and hypotheses, the research design, as well as provide a
description of the participants and instruments. The data statistical treatments used and
limitations will also be discussed.

Research Design

The research design employed in this study was ex post facto. In this type of
design, the investigation takes place after data have already been collected, thus not
allowing for researcher manipulation of variables (Silva, 2010).

Research Questions
This study sought to answer the following research questions:
Question 1: Does fifth grade teachers’ use of standardized tests to monitor

learning relate to students’ reading achievement when controlling for students’
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socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity and teachers’” assessment-related professional
development participation?

Question 2: Do fifth grade teachers’ instructional practices relate to their use of
standardized tests to monitor learning after controlling for the effects of students’
socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional
development participation?

Question 3: Do fifth grade teachers’ instructional practices relate to student
achievement after controlling for the effects of students’ socioeconomic status and
race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional development participation?

Hypotheses

This study was guided by the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Fifth grade teachers’ use of standardized tests to monitor learning
will be corelated to students’ reading achievement, when controlling for students’
socioeconomic status and ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional
development participation.

Hypothesis 2: Fifth grade teachers’ instructional practices will be correlated their
use of standardized tests to monitor learning after controlling for the effects of students’
socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity and teachers’” assessment-related professional
development participation.

Hypothesis 3: Fifth grade teachers’ instructional practices will be correlated to
student achievement after controlling for the effects of students’ socioeconomic status
and race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional development

participation.
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Participants

The Early Childhood Longitudinal Study — Kindergarten: 2011 (ECLS-K: 2011)
is the third study in a series funded by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES). By gathering student, teacher, parent, and school administrator data, this study
sought to understand elementary students’ development, school readiness, and
experiences (Tourangeau et al., 2019). The study followed a nationally-representative
sample of students from both public and private schools from their kindergarten “cohort”
year (2010-11) through fifth grade (2015-16). The cohort year included students who
were in kindergarten for the first time as well as those who were repeating the grade
level. Later iterations of data collection (i.e., first grade, second grade, etc.) assessed
these same students regardless of their actual grade level. The last data collection round
took place in spring of 2016 with the fifth-grade students, who had all participated in the
2010-11 (base year) data collection rounds (Tourangeau et al., 2019). The present study
used fifth-grade students’ reading achievement assessment data and their reading
teachers’ questionnaire responses to answer the research questions. The public-use data
file with these data was released on July 12, 2019, and no student, teacher, parent, or
school identifiable information were used.

Instruments

Students’ Direct Cognitive Assessment reading scores and teacher responses to
the child-level questionnaire were used to answer the research questions.
Direct Cognitive Assessment

In spring 2016, fifth grade students were administered a direct cognitive reading

assessment, which included many of the same items from previous assessments as well as
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new items with increased difficulty. Curriculum experts, national and state standards,
commercial instruments, the 2011 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
reading frameworks, and reading standards from Texas, California, New Jersey, Florida,
and Virginia were used to validate the direct cognitive reading assessment. Pools of items
were developed, further examined by discipline experts, and a field test conducted prior
to producing the final instrument. Students were individually administered the direct
cognitive reading assessment by a trained assessor in about a 60-minute period per child;
responses were collected via a computer-assisted interviewing (CAI) program. Overall,
questions assessed students’ basic reading skills, vocabulary knowledge, and
comprehension. Since all fifth-grade students assessed were part of the kindergarten
cohort, a language screener for students whose home language was not English was not
deemed necessary. The assessment employed a two-phase approach. An initial, broad-
range 12-item routing session was implemented to determine the difficulty of the second
phase (low, middle, or high). The assessment asked students questions related to images
containing pictures, words, or short sentences, and to passages read from a booklet.
However, though the items completed by students varied as a result of the two-step
approach, a subset of the same items was completed by all students — all items in the
routing phase and a set of common items in the second phase (Tourangeau et al., 2019).
Item Response Theory (IRT) procedures were used for data analysis, as it allowed
for the calculation and comparison of students’ overall scores regardless of the test items
administered. As Tourangeau et al., (2019) describes “IRT uses the pattern of right and
wrong responses to the items actually administered in an assessment and the difficulty,

discriminating ability, and “guess-ability” of each item to estimate each child’s ability on
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the same continuous scale” (p. 3-3). Using IRT procedure, three different scores to

describe students’ reading abilities were formulated, with a spring 2016 reliability score

of 0.86 (Tourangeau et al., 2019):

1.

IRT theta scores: An estimate of a student’s ability using performance on
actual completed items. Scores are normally distributed and not dependent on
item difficulty (Tourangeau et al., 2019).

IRT standard errors of measurement (SEM) scores: In IRT, the standard error
of measurement can vary depending on the number of items students respond
to (i.e., SEM precision increases as the number of answered items increases).
The IRT SEM scores are “a measure of uncertainty of the theta score estimate
[with] an approximate 95 percent confidence interval or range of values that is
likely to include the true theta score” (Tourangeau et al., 2019, p. 3-4).
IRT-based overall scale scores: Under the assumption students were
administered all (205) distinctive router and second phase questions for all
grade levels (K-5) reading assessment, IRT-based overall scale scores are an
estimate of the number of questions students would have answered correctly.
In essence, IRT-based overall scale scores are the sum of students’ theta

scores (Tourangeau et al., 2019).

As IRT theta scores represent students’ actual performance, the theta score was the one

selected for the statistical analyses.

Teacher Questionnaire

During the spring of 2016, students’ reading teachers completed a child-level

questionnaire that was directly linked to a sampled child. The questionnaire included
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questions regarding the specific child’s behavior and reading abilities and the teachers’

instructional practices and preparation, among others. The present study will use several

survey items (see Table 1), along with students’ reading direct cognitive assessment

scores, to answer the research questions.

Table 1
Teachers' Survey Items

Category Main Question

Sub-Questions

Answer Choices
(per sub-question)

Frequency of Use
of Standardized
Tests

use a formal
assessment in
reading for the
following
purposes?

How often do you

To evaluate how well
each student is
responding to the core
curriculum provided
in the general
education classroom
(RespCoreCur)

To monitor each
student’s progress on
specific skills over the
school year
(MntrPrgrss)

To identify the deficits
in specific skills of
struggling students
(IdentDfcts)

To monitor the
progress of students
who fall below
benchmark levels
(MntrPrgBelBnchmrk)

To determine whether
students need
placement in a more
or less intensive level
of instruction
(DetPlacement)

Never

Once a year

2 times a year

3 to 4 times a year
5 to 8 times a year
1to 2timesa
month

1to 2timesa
week

Assessment-related How often did you

professional participate in

professional

How to use
assessment data to
identify students who
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development
activities

development
activities covering
the following
topics in the last 12
months?

are struggling or at 310 4 times
risk of failure in More than 4 times
reading

(IdentStrgStdnts)

How to use and apply
assessment data to
guide reading
instruction
(GuideRdnglnst)

How to implement the
reading curriculum
(ImpmtRdngCurr)

Instructional From the firstday  Literature: Not yet taught or

Practices of school until Understanding key not taught in this
today, please ideas and details grade
indicate how many (LIT_IDEA) On 1-10 days
days you have On 11-20 days
covered each of the Understanding craft On 21-40 days
following reading  and structure On 41-80 days
skills and concepts (LIT_CRFT) On more than 80
in this child’s days
class: Integrating knowledge

and ideas
(LIT_KNOW)
Informational text:
Understanding key
ideas and details
(IT_IDEA)
Understanding craft
and structure
(IT_CRFT)
Integrating knowledge
and ideas
(IT_KNOW)

Teacher Judgment  Overall, how Reading Below Grade
would you rate this Level
child's academic About on Grade
skills in each of the Level
following areas, Above Grade

based on
curriculum

Level
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standards for
his/her current
grade level?

Statistical Treatments

Aside from providing descriptive statistics for each variable, several statistical
treatments were used to test the hypotheses. First, Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation
was used to determine the direction and strength of the relationship between variables
related to teachers’ use of standardized tests, assessment-related professional
development participation, and instructional practices, all continuous scale variables.
Though it does not describe causation, Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation coefficient
(r) “quantifies the direction and degree of linear relationship between two variables”
(Walk & Rupp, 2010, p. 3). Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was then performed to
determine the number of constructs (i.e., factors) in survey questions related to teachers’
use of standardized tests, their assessment-related professional development participation,
and their instructional practices, thus evaluating their construct validity (Reio and Shuck,
2015; Watkins, 2018). Conducting an EFA was appropriate because the covariance
structure had not been hypothesized (Hayasbi & Yuan, 2010), variables used adequately
represented the domains, and there were at least three measured variables for identifying
a factor, two best practices discussed by Watkins (2018). Cronbach’s Alpha tests were
then conducted to assess internal consistency (i.e., reliability), as it is a suitable method
for scale items (Ercan et al., 2007). Finally, emerging factors from the EFA were used to
conduct hierarchical regression. Hierarchical regression is an appropriate technique

because it is used when examining connections between two or more independent
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variables and one dependent variable (Segrin, 2010) while controlling for the effects of
other variables.
Limitations
This study conducted secondary analyses of existing data. Thus, the researcher
was not able to manipulate the variables, as data had already been collected. In addition,
teachers’ judgment of students’ reading levels, used as a measure of student achievement,
is limited to teachers’ self-report.
Summary
Using data from a nationally-representative sample of students from both public
and private schools, this study used ex post facto design to explore, quantitatively, the
relationship between fifth grade teachers’ (a) use of standardized tests to monitor learning
and students’ reading achievement (b) reading instructional practices and use of
standardized tests to monitor learning, and (c) reading instructional practices and
students’ reading achievement, while controlling for students’ socioeconomic status and
race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional development participation.
To test the hypotheses and best answer the research questions, hierarchical regression

was used.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

The purpose of the present study was to explore, quantitatively, the relationship
between fifth grade teachers’ (a) use of standardized tests to monitor learning and
students’ reading achievement, (b) reading instructional practices and use of standardized
tests to monitor learning, and (c) reading instructional practices and students’ reading
achievement, all while controlling for students’ socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity
and teachers’ assessment-related professional development participation. To do so, and
grounded in data use theory (Hutchins, 1995; Spillane, 2012), student achievement and
demographics were analyzed, as well as teacher survey response data from the Early
Childhood Longitudinal Study — Kindergarten: 2011 (ECLS-K:2011) using hierarchical
regression. Chapter IV includes descriptive statistics of variables and the results of the
statistical analyses conducted to answer the research questions and test the hypotheses.

Descriptive Statistics

Student Achievement
Student achievement was measured using (a) student performance on a direct cognitive
reading assessment (via IRT theta scores, reported on a range of -4 to 4) and (b) teacher
judgement of students’ reading skills (reported as below, at, or above grade level). A total
of 11,427 valid theta scores were available with a mean of 1.452 (see Table 2), and a total
of 10,381 valid responses were available to teachers’ judgment of students’ reading level.
The largest percentage of students (42.6%) were judged by their teacher to be reading on
grade level, with 31.7% judged to be reading above grade level and 25.7% below (see

Table 3).
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics: IRT Theta Scores

IRT THETA
N Valid 11427
Missing 6747
Mean 1.452275
Std. Deviation 3536123
Range 2.1812
Minimum 0246
Maximum 2.2058
Table 3

Descriptive Statistics: Teachers’ Judgments of Student Reading Level

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Below grade level 2664 14.7 25.7 25.7
About on grade level 4423 24.3 42.6 68.3
Above grade level 3294 18.1 31.7 100.0
Total 10381 57.1 100.0
Missing Not ascertained 67 4
System 7726 42.5
Total 7793 42.9
Total 18174 100.0

Students’ Socioeconomic Status

Students’ socioeconomic status was provided via a composite score with a mean
of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 based on the average of five components: father/male
guardian’s education, mother/female guardian’s education, father/male guardian’s
occupational prestige, mother/female guardian’s occupational prestige, and household
income. The mean socioeconomic status for students in the sample was -.059577 with a

standard deviation of .8164454 (see Table 4).
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Table 4
Descriptive Statistics: Students’ Socioeconomic Status

Std.
N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation
SES 10220 -2.7359 2.2729 -.059577 .8164454

Valid N (listwise) 10220

Students’ Race/Ethnicity

The composite variable for race/ethnicity shows students in the sample (N =
18,174) were from diverse backgrounds, with the largest three groups being White, non-
Hispanic (N = 8,488), Hispanic (N = 4,207), and Black, non-Hispanic (N = 2,396) (see
Table 5). As this is a categorical variable, it was recoded into “dummy” variables to use
for the hierarchical regression analyses.

Table 5
Descriptive Statistics: Students’ Race/Ethnicity

N Sum

WhiteNonHispanic 18174 8488
BlackNonHispanic 18174 2396
Hispanic 18174 4207
AsianNonHispanic 18174 385
NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHisp 18174 1543
anic

AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic 18174 117
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic 18174 168
Unknown 18174 827
Valid N (listwise) 18174

Teachers’ Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests
Teachers were asked five questions, with seven possible responses each, related to
their frequency of use of standardized tests. Table 6 shows the sample size (N) per

36



question, along with the means. Using standardized tests to monitor progress
(MntrPrgrss) had the highest mean (M = 5.45), followed by to evaluate how well students
are responding to the core curriculum (RespCoreCur, M = 5.41), to identify deficits in
struggling students (IdentDfcts, M = 5.36), to monitor progress of students falling below
benchmark levels (MntrPrgBelBnchmrk, M = 5.29), and to determine placement in more

or less intensive levels of instruction (DetPlacement, M = 4.61).

Table 6

Descriptive Statistics: Teachers’ Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests

Minimu Std.
N Range m Maximum Mean  Deviation

RespCoreCur 10304 6 1 7 5.41 1.392
MntrPrgrss 10316 6 1 7 5.45 1.294
IdentDfcts 10299 6 1 7 5.36 1.412
MntrPrgBelBnchmr 10318 6 1 7 5.29 1.407
k

DetPlacement 10309 6 1 7 4.61 1.667

Valid N (listwise) 10264

Table 7
Descriptive Statistics: Use of Standardized Tests to Evaluate How Well Students Respond
to the Core Curriculum

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Never 145 8 1.4 1.4
Once a year 129 A 13 2.7
2 times a year 402 2.2 3.9 6.6
3-4 times a year 2526 13.9 24.5 31.1
5-8 times a year 1322 7.3 12.8 43.9
1-2 times a month 3007 16.5 29.2 73.1
1-2 times a week 2773 15.3 26.9 100.0
Total 10304 56.7 100.0
Missing Not ascertained 123 v
System 7747 42.6
Total 7870 43.3
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Total 18174 100.0

A total of 10,304 teachers responded to how often they used standardized tests in reading
to evaluate how well each student is responding to the core curriculum. Responses
(29.2%) indicate they are used most 1-2 times a month, with 1-2 times a week following
with 26.9% of responses (see Table 7).

Table 8
Descriptive Statistics: Use of Standardized Tests to Monitor Progress

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Never 73 4 v v
Once a year 76 4 v 14
2 times a year 408 2.2 4.0 5.4
3-4 times a year 2377 13.1 23.0 28.4
5-8 times a year 1638 9.0 15.9 44.3
1-2 times a month 3174 175 30.8 75.1
1-2 times a week 2570 141 24.9 100.0
Total 10316 56.8 100.0

Missing Not ascertained 111 .6
System 7747 42.6
Total 7858 43.2

Total 18174 100.0

A total of 10,316 teachers responded to how often they used standardized tests in reading
to monitor student progress on specific reading skills. Responses (30.8%) indicate they
are used most 1-2 times a month, with 1-2 times a week following with 24.9% of

responses (see Table 8).
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Table 9

Descriptive Statistics: Use of Standardized Tests to Identify Reading Deficits

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Never 184 1.0 1.8 1.8
Once a year 192 1.1 1.9 3.7
2 times a year 429 24 4.2 7.8
3-4 times a year 2306 12.7 22.4 30.2
5-8 times a year 1540 8.5 15.0 45.2
1-2 times a month 3146 17.3 30.5 75.7
1-2 times a week 2502 13.8 24.3 100.0
Total 10299 56.7 100.0

Missing Not ascertained 128 v
System 7747 42.6
Total 7875 43.3

Total 18174 100.0

A total of 10,299 teachers responded to how often they used standardized tests in reading

to identify reading deficits. Responses (30.5%) indicate they are used most 1-2 times a

month, with 1-2 times a week following with 24.3% of responses (see Table 9).

Table 10

Descriptive Statistics: Use of Standardized Tests to Monitor Progress of Students Below

Benchmarks

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Never 250 14 2.4 2.4
Once a year 126 v 1.2 3.6
2 times a year 435 2.4 4.2 7.9
3-4 times a year 2383 13.1 23.1 31.0
5-8 times a year 1660 9.1 16.1 47.0
1-2 times a month 3263 18.0 31.6 78.7
1-2 times a week 2201 12.1 21.3 100.0
Total 10318 56.8 100.0

Missing Not ascertained 109 .6
System 7747 42.6
Total 7856 43.2

Total 18174 100.0
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A total of 10,318 teachers responded to how often they used standardized tests to monitor
progress of students falling below benchmark. Responses (31.6%) indicate they are used
most 1-2 times a month, with 3-4 times a year following with 23.1% of responses (see
Table 10).

Table 11
Descriptive Statistics: Use of Standardized Tests to Determine Placement

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Never 736 4.0 7.1 7.1
Once a year 530 2.9 5.1 12.3
2 times a year 837 4.6 8.1 20.4
3-4 times a year 2881 15.9 27.9 48.3
5-8 times a year 1502 8.3 14.6 62.9
1-2 times a month 2612 14.4 25.3 88.3
1-2 times a week 1211 6.7 11.7 100.0
Total 10309 56.7 100.0

Missing Not ascertained 118 .6
System 7747 42.6
Total 7865 43.3

Total 18174 100.0

A total of 10,309 teachers responded to how often they used standardized tests to
determine placement in more or less intensive levels of instruction. Responses (27.9%)
indicate they are used most 3-4 times a year, with 1-2 times a month following with
25.3% of responses (see Table 11).
Teachers’ Assessment-Related Professional Development Participation

Teachers were also asked three questions, with five possible responses each,
related to how often they had participated in assessment-related professional development
activities for reading. Table 12 shows the sample size (N) per question, along with the
means. Participation in professional development activities on to how to implement the
reading curriculum (ImpmtRdngCurr) had the highest mean (M = 2.74), followed by
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activities on how to use assessment data to guide reading instruction (GuideRdnglnst, M

= 2.72), and activities on how to identify struggling students (IdentStrgStdnts, M = 2.68).

Table 12
Descriptive Statistics: Teachers’ Assessment-Related Professional Development
Participation

Std.

N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation
IdentStrgStdnts 9909 4 1 5 2.68 1.313
GuideRdnglnst 9904 4 1 5 2.72 1.301
ImpmtRdngCurr 9903 4 1 5 2.74 1.407
Valid N 9895
(listwise)
Table 13

Descriptive Statistics: Professional Development Activities on How to Use Data to
Identify Struggling Students

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Never 2249 12.4 22.7 22.7
Once 2721 15.0 27.5 50.2
2 times 2090 115 21.1 71.2
3-4 times 1666 9.2 16.8 88.1
More than 4 times 1183 6.5 11.9 100.0
Total 9909 545 100.0
Missing Not ascertained 99 5
Not applicable 419 2.3
System 7747 42.6
Total 8265 45.5
Total 18174 100.0

A total of 9,909 teachers responded to how often they participated in professional
development activities on how to use data to identify struggling students. Most teachers
(27.5%) participated in these types of activities once, followed by never (22.7%), twice

(21.1%), 3-4 times (16.8%), and more than 4 times (11.9%) (see Table 13).

41



Table 14
Descriptive Statistics: Professional Development Activities on How to Use Data to Guide
Reading Instruction

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Never 2048 11.3 20.7 20.7
Once 2874 15.8 29.0 49.7
2 times 2005 11.0 20.2 69.9
3-4 times 1803 9.9 18.2 88.1
More than 4 times 1174 6.5 11.9 100.0
Total 9904 54.5 100.0
Missing Not ascertained 104 .6
Not applicable 419 2.3
System 7747 42.6
Total 8270 45.5
Total 18174 100.0

A total of 9,904 teachers responded to how often they participated in professional
development activities on how to use data to guide reading instruction. Most teachers
(29%) participated in these types of activities once, followed by never (20.7%), twice
(20.2%), 3-4 times (18.2%), and more than 4 times (11.9%) (see Table 14).

Table 15

Descriptive Statistics: Professional Development Activities on How to Implement the
Reading Curriculum

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Never 2488 13.7 25.1 25.1
Once 2409 13.3 24.3 494
2 times 1701 9.4 17.2 66.6
3-4 times 1775 9.8 17.9 84.6
More than 4 times 1530 8.4 15.4 100.0
Total 9903 54.5 100.0
Missing Not ascertained 105 .6
Not applicable 419 2.3
System 7747 42.6

42



Total 8271 455
Total 18174 100.0
A total of 9,903 teachers responded to how often they participated in professional

development activities on how to implement the reading curriculum. Most teachers (25%)
had not participated, followed by once (24.3%), 3-4 times (17.9%), twice (17.2%), and
more than 4 times (15.4%) (see Table 15).
Teachers’ Reading Instructional Practices

Teachers were also asked how often they taught specific reading skills related to
literature and informational text from the beginning of the school year to the day the
survey was administered (spring).

Literary Text

Table 16 shows the three questions asked regarding literary text. Understanding
key ideas of literary text (LIT_IDEA) obtained the highest mean (M = 5.20), followed by
understanding craft and structure (LIT_CRFT, M = 4.41), and integrating knowledge and
ideas (LIT_KNOW, M = 4.13).

Table 16
Descriptive Statistics: Teachers’ Reading Instructional Practices with Literature

Std.
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation
LIT_IDEA 10300 5 1 6 5.20 1.029
LIT_CRFT 10304 5 1 6 441 1.213
LIT_KNOW 10283 5 1 6 4.13 1.368
Valid N 10274
(listwise)
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Table 17
Descriptive Statistics: Teachers’ Reading Instructional Practices with Literary Text:
Understanding Key Ideas and details

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid  Not yet taught/not 30 2 3 3
taught in this grade
level
1-10 days 194 1.1 1.9 2.2
11-20 days 589 3.2 5.7 7.9
21-40 days 1397 7.7 13.6 21.5
41-80 days 2759 15.2 26.8 48.2
More than 80 days 5331 29.3 51.8 100.0
Total 10300 56.7 100.0
Missing Not ascertained 127 v
System 7747 42.6
Total 7874 43.3
Total 18174  100.0

A total of 10,300 teachers responded to how often they taught understanding key ideas
and details in literary text. Most teachers (51.8%) had taught it on more than 80 days,
followed by 41-80 days (26.8%), 21-40 days (13.6%), 11-20 days (5.7%), and 1-10 days
(1.9%). The skill was not taught or applicable to the grade level for 0.3% of respondents

(see Table 17).
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Table 18
Descriptive Statistics: Teachers’ Reading Instructional Practices with Literary Text:
Understanding Craft and Structure

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Not yet taught/not 124 v 1.2 1.2
taught in this grade
level
1-10 days 597 3.3 5.8 7.0
11-20 days 1641 9.0 15.9 22.9
21-40 days 2716 14.9 26.4 49.3
41-80 days 3059 16.8 29.7 79.0
More than 80 days 2167 11.9 21.0 100.0
Total 10304 56.7 100.0
Missing Not ascertained 123 T
System 7747 42.6
Total 7870 43.3
Total 18174 100.0

A total of 10,304 teachers responded to how often they taught understanding craft and
structure in literary text. Most teachers (29.7%) had taught it 41-80 days, followed by 21-
40 days (26.6%), more than 80 days (21%), 11-20 days (15.9%), and 1-10 days (5.8%).
The skill was not taught or applicable to the grade level for 1.2% of respondents (see

Table 18).
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Table 19
Descriptive Statistics: Teachers’ Reading Instructional Practices with Literary Text:
Integrating Knowledge and Ideas

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid  Not yet taught/not 239 1.3 2.3 2.3
taught in this grade
level
1-10 days 1210 6.7 11.8 14.1
11-20 days 1955 10.8 19.0 33.1
21-40 days 2510 13.8 24.4 57.5
41-80 days 2336 12.9 22.7 80.2
More than 80 days 2033 11.2 19.8 100.0
Total 10283 56.6 100.0
Missing Not ascertained 144 8
System 7747 42.6
Total 7891 43.4
Total 18174  100.0

A total of 10,283 teachers responded to how often they taught integrating knowledge and
ideas in literary text. Most teachers (24.4%) had taught it 21-40 days, followed by 41-80
days (22.7%), more than 80 days (19.8%), 11-20 days (19%), and 1-10 days (11.8%).
The skill was not taught or applicable to the grade level for 2.3% of respondents (see
Table 19).

Informational Text

Table 20 shows the three questions asked regarding informational text.
Understanding key ideas of informational text (IT_IDEA) obtained the highest mean (M
= 5.08), and understanding craft and structure (IT_CRFT) along with integrating
knowledge and ideas (IT_KNOW) obtained the same mean (M = 4.40).
Table 20

Descriptive Statistics: Teachers’ Reading Instructional Practices with Informational
Texts

46



Minimu Std.

N Range m Maximum Mean Deviation
IT_IDEA 10304 5 1 6 5.08 1.060
IT CRFT 10296 5 1 6 4.40 1.226
IT_ KNOW 10303 5 1 6 4.40 1.283
Valid N 10293
(listwise)
Table 21

Descriptive Statistics: Teachers’ Reading Instructional Practices with Informational
Text: Understanding Key Ideas and details

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid  Not yet taught/not 32 2 3 3
taught in this grade
level
1-10 days 221 1.2 2.1 2.5
11-20 days 683 3.8 6.6 9.1
21-40 days 1732 9.5 16.8 25.9
41-80 days 2953 16.2 28.7 54.6
More than 80 days 4683 25.8 45.4 100.0
Total 10304 56.7 100.0
Missing Not ascertained 123 T
System 7747 42.6
Total 7870 43.3
Total 18174  100.0

A total of 10,304 teachers responded to how often they taught understanding key ideas
and details in informational text. Most teachers (45.4%) had taught it on more than 80

days, followed by 41-80 days (28.7%), 21-40 days (16.8%), 11-20 days (6.6%), and 1-10

days (2.1%). The skill was not taught or applicable to the grade level for 0.3% of

respondents (see Table 21).
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Table 22

Descriptive Statistics: Teachers’ Reading Instructional Practices with Informational
Text: Understanding Craft and Structure

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Not yet taught/not 144 .8 14 14
taught in this grade
level
1-10 days 590 3.2 5.7 7.1
11-20 days 1654 9.1 16.1 23.2
21-40 days 2728 15.0 26.5 49.7
41-80 days 2973 16.4 28.9 78.6
More than 80 days 2207 12.1 21.4 100.0
Total 10296 56.7 100.0
Missing Not ascertained 131 v
System 7747 42.6
Total 7878 43.3
Total 18174  100.0

A total of 10,296 teachers responded to how often they taught understanding craft and
structure in informational text. Most teachers (28.9%) had taught it 41-80 days, followed
by 21-40 days (26.5%), more than 80 days (21.4%), 11-20 days (16.1%), and 1-10 days
(5.7%). The skill was not taught or applicable to the grade level for 1.4% of respondents

(see Table 22).
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Table 23
Descriptive Statistics: Teachers’ Reading Instructional Practices with Informational
Text: Integrating Knowledge and Ideas

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Not yet taught/not 154 8 1.5 1.5
taught in this grade
level
1-10 days 726 4.0 7.0 8.5
11-20 days 1635 9.0 15.9 24.4
21-40 days 2670 14.7 25.9 50.3
41-80 days 2612 14.4 25.4 75.7
More than 80 days 2506 13.8 24.3 100.0
Total 10303 56.7 100.0
Missing Not ascertained 124 v
System 7747 42.6
Total 7871 43.3
Total 18174 100.0

A total of 10,303 teachers responded to how often they taught integrating knowledge and
ideas in informational text. Most teachers (25.9%) had taught it 21-40 days, followed by
41-80 days (25.4%), more than 80 days (24.3%), 11-20 days (15.9%), and 1-10 days
(7%). The skill was not taught or applicable to the grade level for 1.5% of respondents
(see Table 23).
Examining Correlations and Creating Constructs for Survey Items

To begin to answer the research questions, correlations amongst similar-topic
survey items were assessed. A Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlations test was first
performed to determine the direction (positive or negative) and significance of the
relationship amongst items. The closer the Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) to 1, the
stronger the relationship (Chen & Krauss, 2004). This was proceeded by a Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) test, which assesses the adequacy of the
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sample for factor analysis (Field, 2005, p. 647). KMO values should, at a minimum,
exceed 0.5 (Kaiser, 1974), with values exceeding 0.7 deemed “good” (Field, 2005).
Barlett’s test of Sphericity was also performed. This test examines redundancies between
variables, providing a significant result when correlations amongst variables are
significantly different from zero (Field, 2005). An Exploratory Factory Analysis (EFA)
was then carried out to determine the number of constructs made up by these items. As
per Kaiser’s (1960) recommendation, factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 were
retained. Last, a Cronbach’s Alpha (a) test was performed to test reliability of the
constructs; with values greater than .8 deemed reliable (Field, 2005). Significance, for the
purpose of this study, will be established for p values smaller than .05, as Type Il errors
are more likely to occur with the nature of this study (Salkind, 2010).
Teachers’ Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests Survey Items

The Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlations test (see Table 24) indicated all
variables have a positive relationship and are significantly correlated (p < 0.05, sig =
0.00). The highest correlations were between using standardized tests to (a) monitor the
progress of students who fall below benchmarks and identify deficits in specific skills of
struggling students (r = .688) and (b) monitor student progress on specific skills
throughout the school year and identify deficits in specific skills of struggling students (r
=.644). KMO’s value (.806) exceeded the heuristic of .50 (Kaiser, 1974), indicating
correlations were adequate to continue with factor analysis (see Table 25), and Bartlett’s
value indicated correlations amongst variables were significantly different from zero
(Chi-square = 20453.960, p < 0.05, sig = .000). Communalities ranged from .464 to .759

(see Table 26) thus, all items were used to conduct the exploratory factor analysis. Table
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27 shows five components were extracted in total, accounting for 100% of the variance;
one factor (i.e., constructs) emerged with an eigenvalue greater than 1 (3.019),
accounting for 60.386% of the variance. Lastly, the sub-scale of five items indicated a
high internal reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha of .829 (see Table 28). Thus, using the
mean across survey items belonging to each component, one construct was created:
frequency of use of standardized tests.

Table 24
Correlations: Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests Survey Items

MntrPrg
RespCore MntrPrg IdentDf BelBnch DetPlace
Cur rss cts mrk ment
RespCoreCur  Pearson 1 522" 464" .390™ .338™
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 10304 10299 10282 10300 10291
MntrPrgrss Pearson 522" 1 .644™ 496™ 3737
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 10299 10316 10294 10312 10303
IdentDfcts Pearson 4647 .644™ 1 .688™ 529™
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 10282 10294 10299 10295 10288
MntrPrgBelBn Pearson 390" 4967  .688™ 1 569"
chmrk Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 10300 10312 10295 10318 10307
DetPlacement  Pearson 338" 3737 529™ 569" 1
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 10291 10303 10288 10307 10309

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 25
KMO and Bartlett's Test: Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests Survey Items

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling .806

Adequacy.

Bartlett's Test of Approx. Chi-Square 20453.960

Sphericity Df 10
Sig. .000

Table 26

Communalities: Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests Survey Items

Initial  Extraction

RespCoreCur 1.000 464
MntrPrgrss 1.000 614
IdentDfcts 1.000 759
MntrPrgBelBnchmrk 1.000 671
DetPlacement 1.000 511

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 27
Total Variance Explained: Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests Survey Items

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component  Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 3.019 60.386 60.386 3.019 60.386 60.386
2 769 15.380 75.766
3 540 10.799 86.565
4 400 8.007 94.572
5 271 5.428 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 28
Reliability Statistics: Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests Survey
Items
Cronbach's
Alpha N of Items
.829 5
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Teachers’ Assessment-Related Professional Development Participation Survey
Items

Similarly to teachers’ frequency of use of standardized tests survey items, the
Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlations test (see Table 29) indicated all variables have a
positive relationship and are significantly correlated (p < 0.05, sig = 0.00). The highest
correlation was between professional development on using data to identify struggling
students and using data to guide reading instruction (r = .869). KMQ’s value (.669)
exceeded the heuristic of .50 (Kaiser, 1974), indicating correlations were adequate to
continue with factor analysis (see Table 30), and Bartlett’s value indicated correlations
amongst variables were significantly different from zero (Chi-square = 19940.101, p <
.05, sig =.000). Communalities ranged from .688 to .899 (see Table 31) thus, all items
were used to conduct the exploratory factor analysis. Table 32 shows three components
were extracted in total, accounting for 100% of the variance; one factor (i.e., constructs)
emerged with an eigenvalue greater than 1 (2.433), accounting for 81.11% of the
variance. Last, the sub-scale of three items indicated a high internal reliability with a
Cronbach’s alpha of .879 (see Table 33). Thus, using the mean across survey items
belonging to each component, one construct was created: professional development.

Table 29
Correlations: Professional Development Survey Items

IdentStrgStdn GuideRdngIn ImpmtRdngC

ts st urr
IdentStrgStdnts  Pearson Correlation 1 .869™ 596"
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000
N 9909 9902 0895
GuideRdnglinst  Pearson Correlation .869™ 1 675"
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000
N 9902 9904 0897
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**x

ImpmtRdngCurr Pearson Correlation 596 675 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 9895 9897 9903
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Table 30
KMO and Bartlett's Test Professional Development Survey Items
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .669
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 19940.101
Df 3
Sig. .000

Table 31
Communalities: Professional Development Survey Items

Initial  Extraction

IdentStrgStdnts 1.000 .846
GuideRdnglnst 1.000 .899
ImpmtRdngCurr 1.000 .688

Extraction Method: Principal
Component Analysis.

Table 32
Total Variance Explained: Professional Development Survey Items

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component  Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 2.433 81.111 81.111 2.433 81.111 81.111
2 443 14.770 95.881
3 124 4.119 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 33
Reliability Statistics: Professional Development Survey Items

Cronbach's
Alpha N of Items
879 3
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Teachers’ Reading Instructional Practices Survey ltems

Survey items related to teachers’ reading instructional practices were broken
down into two different types of texts: literary and informational.

Teachers’ Instructional Practices with Literary Texts

The Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlations test (see Table 34) indicated all
variables have a positive relationship and are significantly correlated (p < 0.05, sig =
0.00). The highest correlation was between understanding craft and structure and
integrating knowledge and ideas (r = .696). KMO’s value (.685) exceeded the heuristic of
.50 (Kaiser, 1974), indicating correlations were adequate to continue with factor analysis
(see Table 35), and Bartlett’s value indicated correlations amongst variables were
significantly different from zero (Chi-square = 12320.993, p < .05, sig = .000).
Communalities ranged from .680 to .823 (see Table 36) thus, all items were used to
conduct the exploratory factor analysis. Table 32 shows three components were extracted
in total, accounting for 100% of the variance; one factor (i.e., constructs) emerged with
an eigenvalue greater than 1 (2.235), accounting for 74.49% of the variance. Last, the
sub-scale of three items indicated a high internal reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha of
.823 (see Table 38). Thus, using the mean across survey items belonging to each

component, one construct was created: literary texts instructional practices.
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Table 34

Correlations: Instructional Practices with Literary Texts

LIT IDEA LIT CRFT LIT_KNOW

*k *x

LIT_IDEA Pearson Correlation 1 637 515
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 10300 10298 10276
LIT CRFT Pearson Correlation 637" 1 696"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 10298 10304 10278
LIT_KNOW  Pearson Correlation 515" 696" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 10276 10278 10283
Table 35
KMO and Bartlett's Test: Instructional Practices with Literary Texts
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .685
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 12320.993
Df 3
Sig. .000

Table 36

Communalities: Instructional Practices with Literary Texts

Initial Extraction
LIT_IDEA 1.000 .680
LIT CRFT 1.000 .823
LIT KNOW 1.000 732

Extraction Method: Principal Component

Analysis.
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Table 37
Total Variance Explained: Instructional Practices with Literary Texts

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 2.235 74.491 74.491 2.235 74.491 74.491
2 490 16.339 90.831
3 275 9.169 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 38
Reliability Statistics: Instructional Practices with Literary Texts

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
.823 3

Teachers’ Instructional Practices with Informational Texts

The Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlations test (see Table 39) indicated all
variables have a positive relationship and are significantly correlated (p < 0.05, sig =
0.00). Similar to literary texts, the highest correlation was between understanding craft
and structure and integrating knowledge and ideas (r =.715). KMO’s value (.718)
exceeded the heuristic of .50 (Kaiser, 1974), indicating correlations were adequate to
continue with factor analysis (see Table 40), and Bartlett’s value indicated correlations
amongst variables were significantly different from zero (Chi-square = 13854.632, p <
.05, sig =.000). Communalities ranged from .727 to .818 (see Table 41) thus, all items
were used to conduct the exploratory factor analysis. Table 42 shows three components
were extracted in total, accounting for 100% of the variance; one factor (i.e., constructs)
emerged with an eigenvalue greater than 1 (2.316), accounting for 77.210% of the
variance. Last, the sub-scale of three items indicated a high internal reliability with a

Cronbach’s alpha of .850 (see Table 43). Thus, using the mean across survey items
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belonging to each component, one construct was created: informational text instructional
practices.

Table 39
Correlations: Instructional Practices with Informational Texts

IT IDEA IT CRFT IT KNOW

*k *k

IT_IDEA Pearson Correlation 1 .659 599
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 10304 10295 10302

IT_ CRFT  Pearson Correlation .659™ 1 715"
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000
N 10295 10296 10294

IT_KNOW  Pearson Correlation .599™ 715" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 .000
N 10302 10294 10303

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 40
KMO and Bartlett's Test: Instructional Practices with Informational Texts
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 718
Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Approx. Chi-Square 13854.632
Sphericity df 3

Sig. .000
Table 41

Communalities: Instructional Practices with Informational Texts

Initial  Extraction

IT_IDEA 1.000 127
IT_CRFT 1.000 .818
IT KNOW 1.000 772

Extraction Method: Principal
Component Analysis.
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Table 42
Total Variance Explained: Instructional Practices with Informational Texts

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 2.316 77.210 77.210 2.316 77.210 77.210
2 409 13.640 90.850
3 274 9.150 100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 43
Reliability Statistics: Instructional Practices with Informational Texts
Cronbach's
Alpha N of Items
.850 3

Results of the Study

During the past three decades, the use of standardized tests has increased due to
global education demands (Vinovskis, 2019). However, the use of the data these tests
yield to monitor learning, and its impact on elementary student achievement, has limited
empirical evidence (Hao & Johnson, 2013) and is impacted by individual student and
teacher characteristics (Black & William, 1998; Dee & Jacob, 2011). Hence, this study
sought to answer the following research questions:

Question 1: Does fifth grade teachers’ use of standardized tests to monitor
learning relate to students’ reading achievement when accounting for students’
socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional

development participation?
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Hypothesis 1: Fifth grade teachers’ use of standardized tests to monitor learning
will be corelated to students’ reading achievement, when accounting for students’
socioeconomic status and ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional
development participation.

Question 2: Do fifth grade teachers’ instructional practices relate to their use of
standardized tests to monitor learning after controlling for the effects of students’
socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional
development participation?

Hypothesis 2: Fifth grade teachers’ instructional practices will be correlated their
use of standardized tests to monitor learning after controlling for the effects of students’
socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional
development participation.

Question 3: Do fifth grade teachers’ instructional practices relate to student
achievement after controlling for the effects of students’ socioeconomic status and
race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional development participation?

Hypothesis 3: Fifth grade teachers’ instructional practices will be correlated to
student achievement after controlling for the effects of students’ socioeconomic status
and race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional development
participation.

Frequency of use of standardized tests and reading achievement

When analyzing the effects of teachers’ frequency of use of standardized tests to

monitor learning on student reading achievement, both student performance on

standardized tests and teacher judgments were used, as they provide both formal and
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informal data, respectively. Data yield by standardized tests, aside from serving as an
accountability measure for multiple stakeholders, are aligned to grade-specific
competencies students must acquire, whereas teacher judgments of students’ reading
levels go beyond grade-specific competencies and consider classroom dynamics and
individual student characteristics. Controlling for student and teacher characteristics, such
as socioeconomic status and teachers’ assessment-related professional development
participation, yield more meaningful results — teacher practices and individual student
characteristics can impact achievement (Black & William, 1998; Hao & Johnson, 2013).
As such, two hierarchical regression analyses were performed to answer the first research
question, one for each dependent variable (IRT theta scores and teachers’ judgement of
students’ reading level). In order to proceed with this analysis, assumption testing for
normality was completed. Normality tests were implemented for both dependent
variables. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test indicated they were not normally distributed (p <
.05, sig =.000) (see Tables 44-45); however, though this assumption was violated,
normal distribution is not essential in studies with large sample sizes (Williams et al.,
2013).

Table 44
Tests of Normality: IRT Theta Scores

Kolmogorov-Smirnov?
Statistic df Sig.
IRT THETA 025 11427 .000
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
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Table 45
Tests of Normality: Teachers’ Judgments of Student Reading Level

Kolmogorov-Smirnov?
Statistic df Sig.
TEACHJUDG 215 10381 .000
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

With IRT theta scores as the dependent variable, and following Field’s (2005)
suggestion that the first model in a hierarchical regression should be comprised of known
predictors, students’ socioeconomic status and their race/ethnicity were used and
significantly explained 20.5% of variance in student achievement (R? = .205, F =
258.263, p < .05, sig =.000). The second and third models added teachers’ assessment-
related professional development participation and their frequency of use of standardized
tests to monitor learning, respectively. The addition of these variables did not
significantly explain variance in student achievement, as the variance in IRT theta scores
did not change (R? = .205, F = 1.222, p > .05, sig = .269 and R? = .205, F = .022, p > .05,
sig = .883, respectively) (see Table 46). However, all three models, independently, were
statistically significant (p < .05, sig = .000) (see Table 47). The model encompassing all
independent variables (Model 3), though statistically significant (F = 206.715, p < .05,
sig = .000), included the following variables that, with one-unit change, do not
significantly change the mean of IRT theta scores (see Table 48): Asian, non-Hispanic (B
=-.052, p >.05, sig = .429), American Indian or Alaska Native, non-Hispanic (B =.049, p
> .05, sig =.429), two or more races, non-Hispanic (B = .014, p >.05, sig =.744),
unknown race/ethnicity (B =.034, p >.05, sig = .061), teachers’ assessment-related
professional development (B = -.003, p >.05, sig = .267), and teachers’ frequency of use

of standardized tests to monitor learning (B = .000, p >.05, sig = .883). On the other hand,
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as the value of students’ socioeconomic status and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander race/ethnicity category increases, so do IRT theta scores significantly (B = .164,
p < .05, sig =.000 and B = .061, p < .05, sig = .000, respectively). Conversely, as the
value of the Black, non-Hispanic (B = -.128, p < .05, sig = .000) and Hispanic (B = -.065,
p <.05, sig = .000) variables increase, IRT theta scores significantly decrease.

Table 46

Model Summary: Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests and Reading Achievement (IRT
Theta Scores)

std. Change Statistics
Error of F _
Mod R Adjusted the R Square Chang Sig. F
el R  Square R Square Estimate Change e dfl df2 Change
1 453* 205 204 .3142015 205 258.26 8 8003 .000
3
2 453> 205 204 3141971 000 1.222 1 8002 269
3 453° 205 204 .3142164 000 .022 1 8001 .883

a. Predictors: (Constant), Unknown, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic,
SES, Hispanic

b. Predictors: (Constant), Unknown, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic,
SES, Hispanic, ProfDev

c. Predictors: (Constant), Unknown, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic,
SES, Hispanic, ProfDev, FreqUseStandTests

d. Dependent Variable: IRT_THETA

Table 47
ANOVA: Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests and Reading Achievement (IRT Theta
Scores)

Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 203.971 8 25.496 258.263 .000P
Residual 790.077 8003 .099
Total 994.048 8011
2 Regression 204.091 9 22.677 229.709 .000°
Residual 789.956 8002 .099
Total 994.048 8011
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3

Regression

Residual
Total

204.094
789.954
994.048

10
8001
8011

20.409

.099

206.715

.000¢

a. Dependent Variable: IRT_THETA
b. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,
AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,
NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES
c. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,
AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,

NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev

d. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,
AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,

NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev,

FreqUseStandTests
Table 48
Effects of Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests on Reading Achievement (IRT Theta
Scores)
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficie Collinearity
Coefficients nts Correlations Statistics
Std. Zero-  Partia Toleran
Model B Error Beta t Sig. order | Part ce VIF
1 (Constant) 1.510 .005 301.50 .000
7

SES 165 .005 .382 33.824 .000 434 354 337 778 1.285

BlackNonHispan -.129 .013 -103 -9.757  .000 -136 -.108 -.097 .893  1.120

ic

AsianNonHispan -.053 .066 -.008 -801 .423 -.022 -009 -.008 992  1.008

ic

NativeHawaiian .061 .014 .045 4359 .000 104 049 .043 946 1.057

OtherPacificlslan

derNonHispanic

Americanindian .047 .054 .009 877 381 .011 .010 .009 995 1.005

OrAlaskaNative

NonHispanic

TwoOrMoreRace .015 .041 .004 351 725 -.008 .004 .004 986 1.014

sNonHispanic

Unknown .034 .018 019 1.864 .062 .053 .021 .019 .966 1.035
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Hispanic -.066 .009 -083 -7.081 .000 -233 -079 -.071 721 1.387

2 (Constant) 1.519 .009 165.45 .000
6

SES 164 .005 381 33.615 .000 434 352 .335 773 1.294
BlackNonHispan -.128 .013 -102 -9.641 .000 -136 -.107 -.096 .887 1.127
ic

AsianNonHispan -.052 .066 -008 -.789  .430 -022 -.009 -.008 992 1.008
ic

NativeHawaiian .061 .014 .045 4372 .000 104 .049 .044 946  1.057

OtherPacificlslan

derNonHispanic

Americanindian .049 .054 .009 .898  .369 .011 .010 .009 995 1.005
OrAlaskaNative
NonHispanic
TwoOrMoreRace .013 .041 003 325 745 -008 .004 .003 .986 1.015

sNonHispanic

Unknown .034 .018 .019 1874 .061 .053 .021 .019 966 1.035
Hispanic -.065 .009 -.082 -6.984 .000 -233 -.078 -.070 717 1.394
ProfDev -.003 .003 -011 -1.106 .269 -080 -.012 -.011 972  1.029
3 (Constant) 1.516 .018 84.199  .000

SES .164 .005 .381 33.574 .000 434 351 335 J71  1.298
BlackNonHispan -.128 .013 -102 -9.639 .000 -136 -.107 -.096 .886 1.129
ic

AsianNonHispan -.052 .066 -008 -792 429 -.022 -.009 -.008 991 1.009
ic

NativeHawaiian .061 .014 .045 4.374 .000 104 049 .044 945 1.058

OtherPacificlslan

derNonHispanic

Americanindian .049 .054 .009 .899  .369 .011 .010 .009 995 1.005
OrAlaskaNative
NonHispanic
TwoOrMoreRace .014 .041 003 327 744 -008 .004 .003 986 1.015

sNonHispanic

Unknown .034 .018 019 1875 .061 053 021 .019 966 1.035
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Hispanic -.065 .009 -082 -6.984 .000 -233 -.078 -.070 716 1.397
ProfDev -.003 .003 -012 -1.110 .267 -080 -.012 -.011 923 1.084
FregUseStandTe .000 .003 002  .147 883 -061 .002 .001 930 1.075

Ssts

a. Dependent Variable: IRT_THETA

Similar to the first model, results when using teachers’ judgement of students’
reading levels as the dependent variable included students’ socioeconomic status and all
race/ethnicity categories. This model significantly explained 12.9% of the variance in
student achievement (R? = .129, F = 148.465, p < .05, sig = .000). The addition of
teachers’ assessment-related professional development participation to the second model
also yielded significant results (R? = .130, F = 14.658, p < .05, sig = .000), as well as the
addition of teachers’ frequency of use of standardized tests to monitor learning to the
third model (R? = .131, F = 4.674, p < .05, sig = .031) (see Table 49). All three models,
independently, were also statistically significant (p < .05, sig =.000) (see Table 50). The
model encompassing all independent variables (Model 3), though statistically significant
(F =120.962, p < .05, sig = .000), included the following variables that, with one-unit
change, do not significantly change the mean of teachers’ judgement of students’ reading
level (see Table 51): Asian, non-Hispanic (B =.087, p >.05, sig = .547), American Indian
or Alaska Native, non-Hispanic (B = .163, p >.05, sig = .179), two or more races, non-
Hispanic (B =.072, p >.05, sig = .776), and unknown race/ethnicity (B =.023, p >.05, sig
=.565). On the other hand, as the value of students’ socioeconomic status (B = .308, p <
.05, sig =.000), Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander race/ethnicity category (B =
129, p < .05, sig =.000), teachers’ assessment-related professional development (B =
.022, p < .05, sig =.001), and teachers’ frequency of use of standardized tests to monitor
learning (B = .016, p < .05, sig = .031) increases, so do teachers’ judgement of their
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reading level. Conversely, as the value of the Black, non-Hispanic (B = -.163, p < .05, sig
=.000) and Hispanic (B =-.049, p <.05, sig = .018) variables increase, teachers’
judgement of their reading level decreases.

Table 49

Model Summary: Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests and Reading Achievement
(Teacher Judgements)

Change Statistics

Std. Error -
Mod R Adjusted ofthe RSquare F Sig. F
el R  Square R Square Estimate Change Change dfl df2  Change
1 .3592 129 128 702 129 148.46 8 8029 .000
5
2 .361° 130 129 702 .002 14.658 1 8028 .000
3 .362° 131 130 701 001 4.674 1 8027 031

a. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic,
BlackNonHispanic, SES

b. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic,
BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev

c. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic,
BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev, FreqUseStandTests

d. Dependent Variable: TEACHJUDG

Table 50

ANOVA: Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests and Reading Achievement (Teacher
Judgements)

Sum of

Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 585.700 8 73.213  148.465 .000P
Residual 3959.351 8029 493
Total 4545.051 8037

2 Regression 592.916 9 65.880 133.822 .000¢
Residual 3952.135 8028 492
Total 4545.051 8037

3 Regression 595.216 10 59.522 120.962 .000¢
Residual 3949.835 8027 492
Total 4545.051 8037

a. Dependent Variable: TEACHJUDG
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b. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,

AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,
NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES

c. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,

AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,

NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev
d. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,

AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,

NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev,

FreqUseStandTests
Table 51
Effects of Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests on Reading Achievement (Teacher
Judgements)
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized  Coefficie Collinearity
Coefficients nts Correlations Statistics
Std. Zero-  Partia Tolera
Model B Error Beta t Sig. order [ Part nce VIF
1 (Constant) 2.135 011 191.2  .000
19
SES .303 011 330 27.94 .000 350 .298 291 780 1.283
7

BlackNonHispan -.151 .030 -.056 -5.123 .000 -.094 -057 -.053 894 1.119

ic

AsianNonHispan .098 144 .007 683 .49 -.008 .008 .007 992 1.008

ic

NativeHawaiian 129 .031 .044 4150 .000 .085 .046 .043 946 1.057

OtherPacificlsla

nderNonHispani

c

Americanindian 170 121 .015 1.408 .159 .014 016 .015 995 1.005

OrAlaskaNative

NonHispanic

TwoOrMoreRac .061 .092 .007 .657 511 -.006 .007 .007 986 1.014

esNonHispanic

Unknown .024 .040 .006 .586 .558 .028 .007 .006 966 1.035
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Hispanic -.042 .021 -025 -2.008 .045 -160 -.022 -.021 723 1.384
2 (Constant) 2.069 .020 101.2  .000
56
SES .307 011 333 28.18 .000 350 .300 .293 J75  1.291
9
BlackNonHispan -.160 .030 -060 -5.402 .000 -094 -.060 -.056 .888 1.126
ic
AsianNonHispan .091 144 .007 634 .526 -.008 .007 .007 991 1.009
ic
NativeHawaiian 128 .031 .044 4109 .000 .085 .046 .043 946  1.057
OtherPacificlsla
nderNonHispani
c
Americanindian 161 121 .014 1333 .182 .014 015 .014 995 1.005
OrAlaskaNative
NonHispanic
TwoOrMoreRac .069 .092 .008 .748 455 -006 .008 .008 986 1.014
esNonHispanic
Unknown .022 .040 .006 .560 .575 .028 .006 .006 966 1.035
Hispanic -.047 .021 -028 -2.275 .023 -160 -.025 -.024 719 1.391
ProfDev .025 .007 .040 3.829 .000 -.012 .043 .040 973  1.028
3 (Constant) 1.995 .040 50.11 .000
5
SES .308 011 335 28.26 .000 350 301 294 J73  1.294
9
BlackNonHispan -.163 .030 -.061 -5.487 .000 -.094 -061 -.057 .887 1.127
ic
AsianNonHispan .087 144 .006 .602 .547 -.008 .007 .006 991 1.009
ic
NativeHawaiian 129 .031 .044 4154  .000 .085 .046 .043 946  1.057

OtherPacificlsla
nderNonHispani

c

69



Americanindian .163 121 .014 1345 179 .014 015 .014 995  1.005
OrAlaskaNative
NonHispanic
TwoOrMoreRac .072 .092 .008 .776  .438 -.006 .009 .008 986 1.014

esNonHispanic

Unknown .023 .040 .006 .576  .565 .028 .006 .006 966 1.035
Hispanic -.049 021 -.029 -2.360 .018 -160 -.026 -.025 718 1.393
ProfDev .022 .007 .035 3.242 .001 -012 .036 .034 923 1.083
FreqUseStandTe .016 .007 .023 2162 .031 -013 .024 .022 931 1.074

Sts

a. Dependent Variable: TEACHJUDG

Thus, the hypothesis that fifth grade teachers’ use of standardized tests to monitor
learning is significantly correlated to students’ reading achievement (as measured by
students’ IRT theta scores on a direct cognitive reading assessment and teachers’
judgement of students’ reading levels), when accounting for students’ socioeconomic
status and race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional development
participation, was accepted. Using data to monitor learning, however, is just the first step
in ensuring student achievement — to effectively use these data and help students succeed,
teachers must implement appropriate instructional practices.

Instructional Practices and Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests

The implementation of effective instructional practices should work,
simultaneously, with teachers’ use of data to monitor learning (Black et al., 2011;
DelLuca & Johnson, 2017; Gémez-Monarrez et al., 2019; Livingston & Hutchinson,
2017; Mandinach, 2012; Reutzel & Cooter, 2019). Based on data gathered, teachers
implement instructional practices appropriate to individual student needs. When looking
at the effects of teachers’ instructional practices with literary and informational text on

their frequency of use of standardized tests to monitor learning, one must again account
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for student characteristics and teachers’ assessment-related professional development
participation, as these can impact student achievement (Curry, 2014; Hao & Johnson,
2013; Im, 2017). Thus, another hierarchical regression analysis was performed to answer
the second research question. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test indicated the dependent variable,
teachers’ frequency of use of standardized tests, was not normally distributed (p < .05, sig
=.000) (see Table 52); however, as previously mentioned, normal distribution is not
essential in studies with large sample sizes (Williams et al., 2013).

Table 52
Tests of Normality: Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests

Kolmogorov-Smirnov?
Statistic df Sig.

FreqUseStandTests .086 10322 .000
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Table 53 shows the three models used for the hierarchical regression. The first
model included students’ socioeconomic status and all race/ethnicity categories. This
model significantly explained 2% of the variance in teachers’ frequency of use of
standardized tests (R? = .019, F = 19.92, p < .05, sig = .000). Adding teachers’
assessment-related professional development participation (model 2) significantly
explained 6.9% of the variance (R? = .069, F = 66.261, p < .05, sig = .000), and adding
teachers’ instructional practices with literary and informational text (model 3)
significantly explained 10.1% of the variance (R? = .101, F = 81.869, p < .05, sig = .000)
(see Table 53). All three models, independently, were also statistically significant (p <
.05, sig =.000) (see Table 55). The third model, though statistically significant (F =
81.869, p < .05, sig =.000), included the following variables that, with one-unit change,
do not significantly change the mean of teachers’ frequency of use of standardized tests
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to monitor learning (see Table 55): Asian, non-Hispanic (B = .251, p >.05, sig = .240),
American Indian or Alaska Native, non-Hispanic (B =-.100, p >.05, sig = .581), two or
more races, non-Hispanic (B =-.184, p >.05, sig =.176), unknown race/ethnicity (B = -
.050, p >.05, sig = .400), and instructional practices with literary texts (B = .011, p >.05,
sig = .587). On the other hand, as the value of the Black, non-Hispanic (B = .169, p <
.05, sig =.000), Hispanic (B = .080, p <.05, sig =.009), teachers’ assessment-related
professional development (B =.173, p <.05, sig = .000), and informational text
instruction (B = .185, p <.05, sig =.000) variables increases, teachers’ use of
standardized tests to monitor learning increases. Conversely, as the value of students’
socioeconomic status (B = -.086, p < .05, sig = .000) and Native Hawaiian or Other
Pacific Islander race/ethnicity category (B = -.100, p < .05, sig = .031) increases,
teachers’ frequency of use of standardized tests decreases. As such, the hypothesis that
fifth grade teachers’ instructional practices will be correlated with their use of
standardized tests to monitor learning, after controlling for the effects of students’
socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional

development participation, was also accepted.
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Table 53
Model Summary: Instructional Practices and Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests

Change Statistics

Std. Error -
Mod R  Adjusted ofthe RSquare F Sig. F
el R Square R Square Estimate Change Change dfl df2 Change
1 1402 .020 .019 1.08580 .020 19.992 8 8040 .000
2 .263P .069 .068 1.05807 .050 427.91 1 8039 .000
8
3 317¢ 101 100 1.04003 .032 141.67 2 8037 .000
0

a. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic,
BlackNonHispanic, SES

b. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic,
BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev

c. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic,
BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev, InstPracLitText, InstPracInfoText

d. Dependent Variable: FreqUseStandTests

Table 54
ANOVA: Instructional Practices and Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests

Sum of

Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 188.560 8 23.570  19.992 .000P
Residual 9478.853 8040 1.179
Total 9667.413 8048

2 Regression 667.621 9 74180 66.261 .000¢
Residual 8999.792 8039 1.120
Total 9667.413 8048

3 Regression 974.100 11 88.555 81.869 .000¢
Residual 8693.314 8037 1.082
Total 9667.413 8048

a. Dependent Variable: FreqUseStandTests

b. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,
AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,
NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES

c. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,
AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,
NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev
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d. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,

AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,

NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev,
InstPracLitText, InstPracInfoText

Table 55
Effects of Instructional Practices on Frequency of Use of Standardized Tests

Standardi
zed
Unstandardized  Coefficie Collinearity
Coefficients nts Correlations Statistics
Std. Zero-  Partia Tolera
Model B Error Beta t Sig.  order | Part nce VIF
1  (Constant) 5.162 017 299.1 .000
10

SES -.101 .017 -.076 -6.042 .000 -112 -.067 -.067 79 1.283

BlackNonHispa 242 .046 .062 5.299 .000 .061 .059 .059 .893  1.120

nic

AsianNonHispa 344 223 017 1543 .123 .018 .017 .017 992  1.008

nic

NativeHawaiian -.075 .048 -018 -1549 121 -.041 -.017 -.017 946 1.057

OtherPacificlsla

nderNonHispani

c

Americanindian .027 .190 .002 142 887 -001 .002 .002 995  1.005

OrAlaskaNative

NonHispanic

TwoOrMoreRac -.207 142 -016 -1462 .144 -.017 -.016 -.016 986 1.014

esNonHispanic

Unknown -.040 .062 -.007 -639 .523 -.022 -.007 -.007 966 1.035

Hispanic 162 .032 .065 5.027 .000 .089 .056 .056 723 1.384
2 (Constant) 4.628 .031 150.2 .000

52
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SES -.074 .016 -.055 -4.489 .000 -112 -050 -.048 774 1.292
BlackNonHispa A71 .045 .044 3.821 .000 .061 .043 .041 .888 1.127
nic
AsianNonHispa .285 217 014 1314 .189 .018 .015 .014 991  1.009
nic
NativeHawaiian -.088 .047 -.021 -1.870 .061 -.041 -021 -.020 946  1.057
OtherPacificlsla
nderNonHispani
c
Americanindian -.042 185 -.002 -228 .820 -.001 -.003 -.002 995 1.005
OrAlaskaNative
NonHispanic
TwoOrMoreRac -.138 138 -011 -1.002 .317 -017 -011 -.011 986 1.015
esNonHispanic
Unknown -.048 .061 -009 -.787 432 -022 -009 -.008 .966 1.035
Hispanic 115 .031 .046 3.654 .000 .089 .041 .039 719 1.391
ProfDev .205 .010 226 20.68 .000 242 225 223 972 1.028
6
(Constant) 3.822 .058 65.59 .000
1
SES -.086 .016 -.064 -5.356 .000 -112 -060 -.057 J72 1.295
BlackNonHispa 169 .044 .043 3.838 .000 .061 .043 .041 .886 1.129
nic
AsianNonHispa 251 214 012 1.176 .240 .018 .013 .012 991  1.009
nic
NativeHawaiian -.100 .046 -.024 -2.164 .031 -.041 -024 -.023 946  1.057
OtherPacificlsla
nderNonHispani
c
Americanindian -.100 182 -006 -552 581 -001 -.006 -.006 .995  1.005
OrAlaskaNative
NonHispanic
TwoOrMoreRac -.184 136 -.014 -1354 .176 -017 -015 -.014 983 1.017
esNonHispanic
Unknown -.050 .060 -.009 -841 .400 -.022 -.009 -.009 966 1.036
Hispanic .080 .031 .033 2.601 .009 .089 .029 .028 716 1.397
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ProfDev 173 .010 190 17.38 .000 242 190 184 934 1.071
9

InstPracLitText .011 .020 .010 .543 587 .187 .006  .006 324 3.090

InstPracinfoText .185 .020 174 9.336  .000 221 104 .099 323  3.094

a. Dependent Variable: FreqUseStandTests

Instructional Practices and Student Achievement

The significance of the relationship between teachers’ use of standardized tests
and (a) student achievement and (b) teachers’ instructional practices has already been
established. What remains to be explored amongst these three variables, and which will
fully validate the model presented in Figure 1, is the effect of teachers’ instructional
practices on student reading achievement. This is aligned with the second level of Xu and
Brown’s (2016) framework, which focuses on the interrelationship amongst assessment,
instructional practices, and student achievement. Thus, to answer the last research
question, two other hierarchical regression analyses (with three models each) were
performed, one per dependent variable of student achievement. Normality testing for
these two variables was presented during the discussion of the first research question.

The first hierarchical regression used students’ IRT theta scores as the dependent
variable. The first model included students’ socioeconomic status and all race/ethnicity
categories. Except for White, non-Hispanic, which was excluded, this model significantly
explained 20.5% of the variance in students’ IRT theta scores (R? = .205, F = 256.759, p
< .05, sig =.000), whereas adding teachers’ assessment-related professional development
participation (model 2) was not significant, as the variance percentage does not change
(R? =.205, F = 1.275, p > .05, sig = .259). On the other hand, adding teachers’
instructional practices with literary and informational texts (model 3) significantly
explained 20.9% of the variance in students’ IRT theta scores (R? = .205, F = 22.562, p <
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.05, sig =.000) (see Table 56). As with the first two research questions, all three models,
independently, were statistically significant (p < .05, sig = .000) (see Table 57). The full
model, though statistically significant (F = 191.968, p < .05, sig =.000), included the
following variables that, with one-unit change, do not significantly change the mean of
students’ IRT theta scores (see Table 58): Asian, non-Hispanic (B =-.057, p >.05, sig =
.387), American Indian or Alaska Native, non-Hispanic (B = .031, p >.05, sig =.572),
two or more races, non-Hispanic (B = .003, p >.05, sig = .933), unknown race/ethnicity
(B =.032, p >.05, sig = .074), and instructional practices with informational texts (B =
.003, p >.05, sig = .635). ). On the other hand, as the value of students’ socioeconomic
status (B = .163, p < .05, sig =.000), and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
race/ethnicity category (B =.058, p < .05, sig =.000), and teachers’ literary text
instruction (B =.021, p < .05, sig = .000) variables increases, IRT theta scores increase.
Conversely, as the value of the Black, non-Hispanic (B = -.127, p < .05, sig =.000),
Hispanic (B = -.069, p < .05, sig = .000), and teachers’ assessment related-professional

development (B =-.007, p <.05, sig =.017) increases IRT theta scores tests decrease.

Table 56
Model Summary: Instructional Practices and Student Achievement (IRT Theta Scores)

Change Statistics

Std. Error -
Mod R  Adjusted ofthe RSquare F Sig. F
el R Square R Square Estimate Change Change dfl df2  Change
1 4522 .205 204 3144094 205 256.75 8 7983 .000
9
2 453P 205 204 3144040 .000 1.275 1 7982 .259
3 A457° .209 208 .3135582 004 22.562 2 7980 .000

a. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic,
BlackNonHispanic, SES

b. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic,
BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev
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c. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic,
BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev, InstPracLitText, InstPracInfoText

d. Dependent Variable: IRT_THETA

Table 57
Effects of Instructional Practices on Student Achievement (IRT Theta Scores)
Sum of

Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 203.051 8 25.381 256.759 .000°
Residual 789.146 7983 .099
Total 992.197 7991

2 Regression 203.178 9 22575 228.379 .000¢
Residual 789.020 7982 .099
Total 992.197 7991

3 Regression 207.614 11 18.874 191.968 .000¢
Residual 784.583 7980 .098
Total 992.197 7991

a. Dependent Variable: IRT_THETA

b. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,
AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,
NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES

c. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,
AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,
NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev

d. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,
AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,
NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev,
InstPracLitText, InstPracinfoText

Table 58
Effect of Instructional Practices on Student Achievement (IRT Theta Scores)
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized  Coefficie Collinearity
Coefficients nts Correlations Statistics
Std. Zero-  Partia Tolera
Model B Error Beta t Sig. order | Part nce VIF
1 (Constant) 1.510 .005 300.9 .000
43
SES 165 .005 382 33.73 .000 434 353 337 778 1.286
9
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BlackNonHispan -.130 .013 -103 -9.750 .000 -137 -108 -.097 893 1.120
ic
AsianNonHispan -.053 .066 -.008 -.805 421 -.022 -.009 -.008 992 1.008
ic
NativeHawaiian .060 .014 .044 4287 .000 104 .048 .043 946  1.057
OtherPacificlsla
nderNonHispani
c
Americanindian .035 .055 006 .641 522 .009 .007 .006 995 1.005
OrAlaskaNative
NonHispanic
TwoOrMoreRac .014 .041 003 344 731 -008 .004 .003 986 1.014
esNonHispanic
Unknown .034 .018 .019 1.858 .063 .053 .021 .019 966 1.035
Hispanic -.066 .009 -.083 -7.030 .000 -232 -.078 -.070 721 1.388
(Constant) 1.519 .009 165.2 .000
40
SES 164 .005 381 3353 .000 434 351  .335 773 1.294
2
BlackNonHispan -.128 .013 -102 -9.630 .000 -137 -.107 -.096 887 1.127
ic
AsianNonHispan -.052 .066 -008 -792 .428 -022 -009 -.008 992 1.008
ic
NativeHawaiian .060 .014 .044 4301 .000 104 .048  .043 946 1.057
OtherPacificlsla
nderNonHispani
c
Americanindian .036 .055 .007 .661 .508 .009 .007 .007 995 1.005
OrAlaskaNative
NonHispanic
TwoOrMoreRac .013 .041 .003 .318 .751 -.008 .004 .003 986 1.015
esNonHispanic
Unknown .034 .018 .019 1.866 .062 .053 .021 .019 966 1.035
Hispanic -.065 .009 -.082 -6.933 .000 -.232 -.077 -.069 717 1.395
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ProfDev -.003 .003 -011 -1.129 259 -080 -013 -.011 972 1.029

3 (Constant) 1.419 .018 79.60 .000

3

SES 163 .005 377 33.24  .000 434 349 331 J71  1.298
1

BlackNonHispan -127 .013 -101 -9.519 .000 -137 -106 -.095 885 1.129

ic

AsianNonHispan -.057 .066 -.009 -866 .387 -.022 -.010 -.009 992 1.009

ic

NativeHawaiian .058 .014 .043 4202 .000 104 .047  .042 945 1.058

OtherPacificlsla
nderNonHispani

c

Americanindian .031 .055 .006 .565 .572 .009 .006 .006 995 1.005
OrAlaskaNative

NonHispanic

TwoOrMoreRac .003 .041 .001 .084 .933 -008 .001 .001 984 1.017
esNonHispanic

Unknown .032 .018 018 1.786 .074 .053 .020 .018 966 1.036
Hispanic -.069 .009 -086 -7.314 .000 -232 -082 -.073 714 1.401
ProfDev -.007 .003 -024 -2.378 .017 -080 -.027 -.024 935 1.069
InstPracLitText .021 .006 .061 3.533 .000 .066 .040 .035 328 3.048
InstPracinfoText .003 .006 .008 .475 .635 .043 .005 .005 328 3.052

a. Dependent Variable: IRT_THETA

The second hierarchical regression used teachers’ judgement of students’ reading
level as the dependent variable. The first model included students’ socioeconomic status
and all race/ethnicity categories. Except for White, non-Hispanic, which was excluded,
this model significantly explained 12.8% of the variance in teachers’ judgment of
students’ reading level (R?> = .128, F = 147.532, p < .05, sig = .000). Adding teachers’
assessment-related professional development participation (model 2) and adding
teachers’ instructional practices with literary and informational text (model 3) also

yielded significant results (R? = .130, F = 14.379, p < .05, sig = .000 and R? = .135, F =

80



20.934, p < .05, sig = .000, respectively; see Table 59). As with the previous hierarchical
regression analysis using students’ IRT theta scores, all three models, independently,
were statistically significant (p < .05, sig = .000; see Table 60). However, the full model,
though statistically significant (F = 113.130, p < .05, sig =.000), included the following
variables that, with one-unit change, do not significantly change the mean of teachers’
judgement of students’ reading level (see Table 61): Asian, non-Hispanic (B =.083, p
>.05, sig = .565), American Indian or Alaska Native, non-Hispanic (B = .119, p >.05, sig
=.330), two or more races, non-Hispanic (B = .046, p >.05, sig = .616), unknown
race/ethnicity (B = .021, p >.05, sig = .603), and instructional practices with
informational texts (B = .019, p >.05, sig =.164). On the other hand, as the value of
students’ socioeconomic status (B =.302, p < .05, sig = .000), Native Hawaiian or Other
Pacific Islander race/ethnicity category (B = .123, p < .05, sig = .000), teachers’
assessment-related professional development (B = .016, p < .05, sig = .014), and teachers’
literary text instruction (B =.034, p < .05, sig =.011) variables increases, teachers’
judgement of students’ reading levels increases. Conversely, as the value of the Black,
non-Hispanic (B =-.158, p < .05, sig =.000) and Hispanic (B = -.056, p < .05, sig =.008)
variables increases, teachers’ judgement of students’ reading level decreases.

Table 59
Model Summary: Instructional Practices and Student Achievement (Teacher Judgment)

Std. Error Change Statistics
Mod R Adjusted  ofthe R Square F Sig. F
el R  Square R Square Estimate Change Change dfl df2  Change
1 .3582 128 128 702 128 147.53 8 8010 .000
2
2 .361° 130 129 702 002 14.379 1 8009 .000
3 .367° 135 133 .700 .005 20.934 2 8007 .000
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a. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic,
BlackNonHispanic, SES

b. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic,
BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev

c. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic, AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic,
TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown, NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic,
BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev, InstPracLitText, InstPracInfoText

d. Dependent Variable: TEACHJUDG

Table 60
ANOVA: Instructional Practices and Student Achievement (Teacher Judgment)
Sum of

Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 582.024 8 72.753 147.532 .000P
Residual 3949.985 8010 493
Total 4532.009 8018

2 Regression 589.102 9 65.456 132.957 .000°
Residual 3942.907 8009 492
Total 4532.009 8018

3 Regression 609.612 11 55.419 113.130 .000¢
Residual 3922.397 8007 490
Total 4532.009 8018

a. Dependent Variable: TEACHJUDG

b. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,
AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,
NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES

c. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,
AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,
NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev

d. Predictors: (Constant), Hispanic, AsianNonHispanic,
AmericanindianOrAlaskaNativeNonHispanic, TwoOrMoreRacesNonHispanic, Unknown,
NativeHawaiianOtherPacificlslanderNonHispanic, BlackNonHispanic, SES, ProfDev,
InstPracLitText, InstPracInfoText
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Table 61
Effects of Instructional Practices on Student Achievement (Teacher Judgment)

Standardi
zed
Unstandardized ~ Coefficie Collinearity
Coefficients nts Correlations Statistics
Std. Zero-  Partia Tolera
Model B Error Beta t Sig. order | Part nce VIF
1  (Constant) 2.136 011 191.0 .000
48
SES .303 .011 329 27.85 .000 350 297 201 79 1.283
1
BlackNonHispan -.151 .030 -.056 -5.112 .000 -.094 -057 -.053 893 1.119
ic
AsianNonHispan .097 144 .007 673 501 -.008 .008 .007 992 1.008
ic
NativeHawaiian 128 .031 .044 4119 .000 086 .046 .043 946  1.057
OtherPacificlsla
nderNonHispani
c
Americanindian 141 123 012 1.148 251 012 013 .012 995 1.005
OrAlaskaNative
NonHispanic
TwoOrMoreRac .059 .092 .007 .643 520 -006 .007 .007 986 1.014
esNonHispanic
Unknown .024 .040 .006 .608 .543 .028 .007 .006 966 1.035
Hispanic -.042 .021 -025 -2.009 .045 -160 -.022 -.021 722 1.384
2 (Constant) 2.071 .020 101.2 .000
42
SES .306 011 .333  28.09 .000 350 299 .293 774 1.292
0
BlackNonHispan -.160 .030 -.060 -5.392 .000 -.094 -.060 -.056 .888 1.126
ic
AsianNonHispan .090 144 .007 624 533 -.008 .007 .007 991  1.009

ic
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NativeHawaiian 127 .031 .044 4.074 .000 .086 .045 .042 946  1.057
OtherPacificlsla
nderNonHispani

c

Americanindian 133 123 .011 1.080 .280 012 012 .01 995 1.005
OrAlaskaNative
NonHispanic
TwoOrMoreRac .068 .092 .008 733 464 -006 .008 .008 986 1.014

esNonHispanic

Unknown .024 .040 .006 587 557 .028 .007 .006 966 1.035
Hispanic -.047 .021 -.028 -2.271 .023 -160 -.025 -.024 719 1.391
ProfDev .025 .007 .040 3.792 .000 -.012 .042 .040 973  1.028
3 (Constant) 1.854 .039 47.14  .000
6
SES .302 .011 328 27.74  .000 350 296 .288 J72  1.296
7
BlackNonHispan -.158 .030 -.059 -5.319 .000 -094 -059 -.055 .886 1.128
ic
AsianNonHispan .083 144 .006 575 565 -.008 .006 .006 991  1.009
ic
NativeHawaiian 123 .031 .042 3.961 .000 .086 .044 .041 946 1.057

OtherPacificlsla
nderNonHispani

c

Americanindian 119 122 .010 975 .330 012 .011 .010 995 1.005
OrAlaskaNative
NonHispanic
TwoOrMoreRac .046 .092 .005 501 .616 -006 .006 .005 984 1.016

esNonHispanic

Unknown 021 .040 .005 519 .603 .028 .006 .005 966 1.036
Hispanic -.056 .021 -033 -2.668 .008 -160 -.030 -.028 716 1.397
ProfDev .016 .007 026 2447 014 -012 .027 .025 935 1.070
InstPracLitText .034 .013 .046 2547 011 .078 .028 .026 325 3.082
InstPracinfoText .019 .013 .025 1.390 .164 066 .016 .014 324 3.085

a. Dependent Variable: TEACHJUDG
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As both full models using IRT theta scores and teachers’ judgment of students’
reading level, while controlling for the effects of students’ socioeconomic status and
race/ethnicity and teachers’ assessment-related professional development participation,
were statistically significant (p < .05, sig = .000), the hypothesis that teachers’
instructional practices are correlated to student achievement was accepted.

Summary

Chapter IV provided an overall description of variables used and discussed the
data analyses implemented and results of the study. As per the hierarchical regression
analyses conducted, all three hypotheses were accepted, thus supporting the model
presented in Figure 1. While controlling for students’ socioeconomic status and
race/ethnicity as well as teachers’ assessment-related professional development
participation, results of the study indicate that fifth grade teachers’ (a) frequency of use of
standardized tests to monitor learning is correlated to student reading achievement, (b)
instructional practices are correlated with their frequency of use of standardized tests to

monitor learning, and (c) instructional practices correlate with student achievement.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to explore, through the lens of data use theory
(Mandinach et al., 2006) and by employing hierarchical regression analyses, the
relationship between fifth grade teachers’ use of standardized tests to monitor learning,
instructional practices, and student achievement, while accounting for teacher and student
characteristics. As Hutchins (1995) and Spillane (2012) argue, interactions amongst these
variables play a key role in teachers’ decision-making process and, in turn, on student
achievement. This chapter includes a summary of the findings and discusses the
implications and recommendations for future research.

Summary of Findings

The fourth-grade slump (Chall & Jacobs, 2003; Hirsch, 2003) refers to a decline
in reading comprehension, particularly in low-income students. To help overcome it,
targeted interventions have been recommended (Best et al., 2004; Palacios, 2017). These
interventions effectively occur if teachers use data to monitor learning and implement
appropriate instructional practices, in turn leading to student success. However, teacher
preparation and individual student characteristics must be considered, as they also play an
important role in student achievement (Dee & Jacob, 2011). The model presented in
Figure 1 illustrates the interconnectedness between the use of data to monitor learning,
teachers’ instructional practices, student achievement, teachers’ assessment-related
professional development, and student characteristics, all with the goal of better
understanding the relationship between the use of assessment data and teachers’

instructional practices and their impact on elementary student achievement, a need
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identified in the literature (DelLuca & Johnson, 2017; DelLuca & Klinger, 2010; Hao &
Johnson, 2013; Hill et al., 2017; Livingston & Hutchinson, 2017; Werts et al., 2014).
Results of this study support this model — the effects of (a) teachers’ frequency of use of
standardized tests on reading achievement (both formal and informal), (b) teachers’
instructional practices on their use of standardized tests, and (c) teachers’ instructional
practices on student achievement, were all positive and significant (p < .05, sig = .000),
when accounting for relevant teacher and student characteristics (teachers’ assessment-
related professional development participation and students’ socioeconomic status and
race/ethnicity).

Though the three models overall were significant, the effect of the independent
variables on the dependent variable, individually, varied. Students’ socioeconomic status
had significant positive effects on all dependent variables except on teachers’ frequency
of use of standardized tests (B = -.086, p < .005, sig = .000). Conversely, the Black, non-
Hispanic and Hispanic variables had significant negative effects on all dependent
variables except on teachers’ frequency of use of standardized tests (B = .169, p <.005,
sig =.000 and B =.080, p < .005, sig = .009, respectively). This finding supports the
National Center for Education Statistics (2019) report on the reading achievement gap
amongst fourth grade students and the fourth-grade slump phenomenon (Chall & Jacobs,
2003; Hirsch, 2003) — students with these demographics do seem to perform lower on
standardized tests. Teachers’ assessment-related professional development participation
had a positive and significant effect on all dependent variables except on IRT theta scores
when measuring the effect of teachers’ frequency of use of standardized tests to monitor

learning on reading achievement (B = -.003, p > .005, sig = .267). When measuring the
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effects of teachers’ instructional practices on reading achievement, this same variable had
a negative significant effect on students’ IRT theta scores (B = -.007, p < .005, sig =
.017). This further demonstrates the importance of teachers’ assessment-related
professional development, as argued in the literature (Black & William, 1998; Black et
al., 2011; DeLuca & Johnson, 2017; Gémez-et al., 2019; Livingston & Hutchinson, 2017;
Mandinach, 2012; Reutzel & Cooter, 2019). Furthermore, teachers’ frequency of use of
standardized test data to monitor learning was only significant (B =.016, p < .05, sig =
.031) when using teachers’ judgement of student reading levels as the dependent variable.
Teachers’ instructional practices with informational text variable yielded significant
positive results (B =.185, p < .05, sig =.000) on its effect on teachers’ frequency of use
of standardized tests, indicating teachers’ instructional practices with these types of texts
might be intentional and based on standardized test data. Teachers’ instructional
practices with literary text, on the other hand, was the only instructional practice to yield
significant results when examining its effect on students’ IRT theta scores (B = .003, p <
.05, sig =.000) and teachers’ judgement of students’ reading levels (B =.019, p < .05, sig
= 011).
Implications

Results of this study pose several implications for the field of elementary reading
education. First, teachers’ instructional practices having a positive effect on their use of
standardized tests to monitor learning when students are Black, non-Hispanic (B =.169, p
<.05) or Hispanic (B =.080, p < .05, sig =.009) suggests the merging of instructional
practices and use of data could play a significant role for these historically low-

performing students — as the value increases so does teachers’ use of data to monitor

88



learning. This is aligned with results for students’ socioeconomic status — as the value
increases, teachers’ use of data to monitor learning decreases (B = -.086, p < .05, sig =
.000). Students with a high socioeconomic status have been found to be performing
above minority groups (National Center for Education Statistics, 2019), which could
explain this result. However, despite these results, Black, non-Hispanic, Hispanic, and
low socioeconomic status students continue to struggle, putting into question the
appropriateness of instructional practices being implemented with these students.
Implementing instructional practices while using data to monitor learning is a great start,
but it does not guarantee the effectiveness or appropriateness of the instruction being
provided. On the other hand, the sole use of standardized assessment data to monitor
learning has a negative effect on their performance -- teachers’ use of these had a
negative, significant effect (p <.05) on the achievement of Black, non-Hispanic and
Hispanic students — as teachers increase their use of standardized tests to monitor data,
students’ IRT theta scores and teachers’ judgment of their reading performance decreases
for Black, non-Hispanic and Hispanic students (B =-.163, p < .05, sig=.000and B =-
.049, p < .05, sig = .018, respectively). This demonstrates the importance of preparing
both in-service and preservice teachers to accurately interpret data standardized tests
yield and supports the need expressed in the literature for assessment-related teacher
professional development (e.g, Black et al., 2011; DelL.uca & Johnson, 2017; Gémez-
Monarrez et al., 2019; Livingston & Hutchinson, 2017; Mandinach, 2012; Reutzel &

Cooter, 2019).
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Secondly, teachers’ assessment-related professional development participation’s
positive significant effect on their judgment of students’ reading levels (B =.022, p < .05,
sig = .001) and on their frequency of use of standardized tests to monitor learning (B =
173, p < .05, sig = .000) suggests there is a benefit to targeted, assessment-related
professional development, though this benefit is not yet apparent in student performance
on formal assessments.

Moreover, the significant positive effect (B = .185, p <.05, sig = .000) of
teachers’ instruction with informational text on their use of standardized tests to monitor
learning suggests teachers are aware of the importance of informational text instruction in
the upper elementary grades. As their instruction with informational text increases, so
does their use of standardized tests to monitor learning. This is aligned with Palacios’s
(2017) and Toste and Ciullo’s (2017) discussion that this is the predominant type of text
in third grade and above, and a possible contributor to the decrease in reading
achievement scores in upper elementary students -- most of the texts used in standardized
tests is informational. Similarly, teachers’ instruction with literary texts having a
significant effect on students’ direct cognitive scores (B =.021, p <.05, sig =.000) and
on teacher’s judgment of student reading levels (B =.034, p <.05, sig = .011) suggests
this type of text still plays a major role during classroom instruction — as instruction using
narrative text increases, students’ direct cognitive assessment score and teachers’

judgment of reading level increases.
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Most importantly, however, when looking at the three models overall, their
positive and significant (p < .05) results demonstrate that the path to student achievement
is not linear, but rather complex with the intricacies of student and teacher characteristics
playing a major role. Thus, instruction needs to be tailored to each individual student, just
as much as professional development and teacher preparation programs need to be
tailored to each of their teachers and the population of students they will serve.

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research

Since this study used existing data to answer the research questions, several
relevant questions remain unanswered due to its limitations. First, data used were from a
representative sample of students across the country; however, specific regions of interest
(e.g., minority-predominant areas) were not isolated. Therefore, exploring programs like
the Master of Teaching in New Zealand (Hill et al., 2017) and the Targeted Reading
Intervention (Vernon-Feagans et al., 2018) is recommended. In these programs, teachers
are purposefully prepared to meet the needs of historically underachieving students by, in
part, learning about effective assessment and instructional practices with these groups.
Curricula from programs like these can be used in both teacher preparation programs and
in professional development opportunities for in-service teachers. As GOmez-Monarrez et
al. (2019) found, there seems to be limited training on how to adjust instruction within
our teacher education programs, and Hispanics and Black students continue to struggle
with reading (National Center for Education Statistics, 2019). A guiding question could
be: what characteristics make such a program successful and how are they transferable to
the diverse preservice teacher and student population in different regions of the United

States?
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The other limitation was the researcher’s inability to manipulate teachers’ survey
questions — only questions related to teachers’ pedagogical practices with informational
and literary text were asked. Collecting data regarding teachers’ content and pedagogical
content knowledge would have provided a more thorough analysis, as teachers draw from
both during instruction (Jordan et al., 2018). The second recommendation, thus, is to
explore meaningful assessment-related professional development opportunities for
teachers that specifically impact student achievement on formal assessments. Rather than
“teaching to the test”, do teachers have an in-depth understanding of the skills students
are to demonstrate mastery of in standardized tests, and what pedagogical and content
knowledge should they possess to help students improve their performance on these
tests? The model presented in Figure 1 can be used as the foundation to begin to answer
this question.

The third recommendation, and perhaps the most important, is to deviate from the
“standardized tests are bad” discourse and instead focus efforts on DeLuca and Johnson’s
(2017) advise to reconceptualize and integrate (rather than in disconnected fragments)
assessment instruction at both the preservice and in-service teacher levels. To do so, both
formal and informal assessments must be presented as tools that, when used
appropriately, can yield important information about student performance.

Summary

Chapter V provided a summary of the findings, implications of the study, and
recommendations for future research. Gaps in the literature regarding the effects of
teachers’ use of standardized tests to monitor learning and their assessment-related

instructional practices on upper elementary student reading achievement were filled.
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When accounting for students’ socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity and teachers’
assessment-related professional development participation, teachers’ use of standardized
test data to monitor learning, as well as their instructional practices, have significant
positive effects on student reading achievement, as measured by performance on a
standardized reading assessment and teachers’ judgment of student reading level. Results
suggest teachers are using data to differentiate instruction for historically low-performing
students and supports the benefits described in the literature (e.g., Hao & Johnson, 2013)
to targeted assessment-related professional development. However, there certainly is
room for additional research since more than half of our states continue to use
standardized tests (Ross & Walsh, 2019) on our diverse student population.
Recommendations for future research were to explore programs that prepare teachers to
help struggling students from specific populations, determine the pedagogical and content
knowledge required for teachers to effectively help students improve performance on
standardized tests, and reconceptualizing assessment instruction at both the preservice

and in-service teacher levels.
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