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This document is the first in a series of reports designed to explore the intended and unintended uses 
and ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ²Ŝǎǘ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘability system. It is part of an evolving 
research effort undertaken by the WVDE Office of Assessment, Accountability and Research (OAAR). 
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Introduction and Purpose  
When making an argument ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ assessment and accountability system, it 

is important for one to consider a holistic concept of validityτone that attends to both the construct 
and consequential qualities of the system. In the context of the statewide accountability system, 
construct validity refers to the extent to which the ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ assessment accurately and 
consistently measures what it purports to measure. Consequential validity refers to the extent to which 
the accountability system produces intended and/or unintended outcomes or consequences.  

While West Virginia has undertaken a great deal of work to demonstrate the construct validity 
of its statewide accountability assessments (i.e., West Virginia Educational Standards Test; WESTEST 2 
and the Alternate Performance Task Assessment; APTA), the broader consequences of the assessment 
and accountability system remain undocumented. The West Virginia Department of Education (WVDE) 
acknowledges that this is a critical matter because the accountability system has the potential to 
impact such a broad array of education stakeholders including teachers, students, administrators, 
parents, community members, policy makers and the general public. As such, the WVDE Office of 
Assessment, Accountability and Research (OAAR) has proposed an ongoing research effort to examine 
the consequential validity of the assessment and accountability system. The OAAR has posed four initial 
research questions to guide this investigation1. They are as follows:  

RQ1: What are the Type I and Type II identification error rates for the 2008-2009 school 
year in West Virginia? 

RQ2: What do stakeholders believe are the intended and unintended outcomes and 
consequences of the assessment and accountability system? 

RQ3: What outcomes and consequences have occurred in schools that have been 
identified as failing to meet AYP, but satisfy alternate classification criteria? 

RQ4: How widespread are the intended and unintended uses and consequences that 
are associated with the assessment and accountability system and with the adoption of 
WESTEST 2?  

This report is the first in a two year effort to address these initial research questions and 
contains a summary of the data collected to answer RQ1 and RQ2. WVDE will conduct additional 
research in 2010 to address RQ3 and RQ4. A full overview of the WVDE OAAR 5-year research plan to 
address the intended and unintended consequences of the assessment and accountability system is 
included in Appendix D. 

Accuracy and Consistency of School Classifications  
 In 2004, the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) in consultation with the Joint Study 
Group on Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) published A Framework for Evaluating the Validity of 
Statewide Accountability Systems (Fast & Hebbler, 2004). In this document, the council acknowledged 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛǎ ŀ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳƻǳǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ 
of multiple research studies over time. Key components of the proposed framework include mapping 
ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛcally testing the proposed linkages between each of the 
essential components of the system (e.g., performance indicators, decision rules, consequences and 

                                                           
1
 It is anticipated that revisions to the current guiding questions as well as new research questions will be 

developed as further research is conducted and additional expert consultation takes place. 
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goals). While this groundwork is essential to a complete and holistic evaluation of the accountability 
ǎȅǎǘŜƳΩs validity, CCSSO acknowledged the constraints that are present in state departments of 
education. The authors stated:  
 

In practice, these pieces cannot be considered or conducted linearly; thus, they are not 
ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŜǊŜ ŀǎ άǎǘŜǇǎΦέ LŘŜŀƭƭȅΣ system mapping would indeed be the first step in 
both the development and the evaluation of the system, but the speed with which 
states have had to design and implement accountability decisions, and the prescriptive 
nature of NCLB [i.e., No Child Left Behind]  requirements have pushed evaluation of the 
decision rules to the top of the evaluation priority list. That is, states must be evaluating 
their AYP decisions as soon as they make them. So, system mapping may need to wait 
in some cases (p. 19-20). 
 
{ǳŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƛƴ ²Ŝǎǘ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ŦŀƛǊ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ 

measure of school progress requires the OAAR to attend first to evaluating the outcomes of the school 
identification process. While WVDE acknowledges that conducting such an examination is by no means 
a complete validation of the entire accountability system, it is an essential step in the process and one 
that must be conducted annually2. Fast and Hebbler (2004) provide considerable guidance in how 
states should go about evaluating the school identification process. This framework was taken into 
consideration in the development of this research proposal. Furthermore, the research design herein is 
also based on recommendations presented by Scott Marion during his 2004 presentation to the 
American Educational Research Association (Marion, 2004) and was revised with input from a national 
panel of expertsτthe West Virginia Technical Assistance Committee. 

Marion (2004) noted that one goal of the statewide accountability system should be to 
minimize the occurrence of Type I and Type II school classification errors. In an accountability context, 
Marion indicated that Type I error involves the identification of a school as failing to meet AYP when it 
did not truly fail based on other, more substantive criteria. Fast and Hebbler (2004) refer to schools 
ǘƘŀǘ Ŧŀƭƭ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŀǎ άŦŀƭǎŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜǎ3Φέ ¢ȅǇŜ LL ŜǊǊƻǊΣ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
converse situation, where a school that should have been identified as failing to meet AYP based on 
other criteria, is incorrectly identified as having met AYP. Fast and Hebbler refer to these schools as 
άŦŀƭǎŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜǎΦέ aŀǊƛƻƴ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎed the undeniable importance of minimizing Type I errors given the 
high stakes consequences of accountability under the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). However, he 
notes, there are few states that are equally concerned with minimizing the occurrence of Type II errors. 
Marion also discussed the importance of understanding the classification error rates for schools that 
met AYP due to the application of confidence intervals. 

Fast and Hebbler (2004) acknowledged that one of the challenges of documenting Type I and 
Type II error rates is finding external measures to serve as validation criteria. In West Virginia several 
multifaceted measures currently exist which are used to gauge school progress. For example, the state 
currently possesses two quantitative indices that encompass a broad variety of school progress 
indicators such as academic performance, attendance rates (i.e., for elementary schools), graduation 

                                                           
2
 OAAR will conduct this analysis annually as part of the aforementioned 5-year plan. 

 
3
 ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜέ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άŦŀƭǎŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜέ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ-based judgment of the 

outcome, but rather the finding of an effect (i.e., failure to meet AYP) when in fact there is no real effect 
accordiƴƎ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ƛǎ ǘǊǳŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŦŀƭǎŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜΣέ ǿƘŜǊŜ άƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀōǎŜƴŎŜ 
of an effect (i.e., failure to meet AYP) when there is a real effect according to other criteria. 
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rates (i.e., for high schools), percentage of students taking AP courses and the percentage of students 
scoring at each level of proficiency (i.e., novice, partial mastery, mastery, above mastery and 
distinguished). Furthermore, the state has access to additional information such as reading/language 
arts (RLA) and mathematics scale scores for each student. While there is certainly some colinearity 
between some of these measures and those used to determine AYP, each measure is still reasonably 
distinct from AYP. The current study utilized these various measures as alternate indicators of academic 
progress to be weighed against AYP status and provide information regarding the validity of the school 
identification process. 

Intended and Unintended Consequences of the Assessment and 
Accountability System  

Messick (1989) first introduced the consequential aspect of validity and advocated for its 
inclusion in the broader concept of validity. Furthermore, federal education laws have prompted states 
to begin considering the consequential basis of validity in the context of their statewide accountability 
systems. Certainly, many of the potentially positive outcomes and consequences of accountability 
systems are intentional. For example, accountability systems are often intended to lead to the adoption 
of statewide curricula that are aligned to rigorous standards and objectives. Furthermore, the school 
identification process associated with accountability systems is intended to yield accurate information 
upon which professional development decisions and funding allocations are made. However, it is 
equally certain that unintended positive and negative consequences are also likely to occur as a result 
of adopting a statewide accountability system. For example, the adopted curricula can become rigid 
and narrowly focused only on the content standards and objectives assessed by the accountability 
assessment. Researchers have also linked the accountability assessment with decreased teacher 
motivation, increased turnover and stress, and have also noted negative impacts on student motivation 
and self-concept (Guskey, 2007; Mehrens, 1998; Stecher & Barron, 2001; Stone & Lane, 2003; 
Ysseldyke et al., 2004). Conversely, it is possible that the accountability system may motivate teachers 
and students to perform at a higher level or result in other positive, yet unintended outcomes. 

WVDE acknowledges that such consequences are only able to be understood if they are 
measured and, as such, OAAR believes action should be taken to ensure that the unintended uses and 
consequences of the assessment and accountability system be documented. Fast and Hebbler (2004) 
included several key questions that should be considered as states design research efforts to measure 
these consequences. They include the following: 

1. What are the goals the accountability system is meant to achieve? 
2. Who is to be held accountable for these goals in this system? 
3. What indicators are used to represent performance in relation to these goals? 
4. How and when are decisions made regarding performance toward the goals? 
5. What consequences are associated with different levels of performance? 
6. What changes are these consequences meant to effect? 
7. How are the intended changes thought to be related to the overall goals? 
 

WVDE realizes the importance of examining these questions and believes that key stakeholder 
groups across the state need to be involved in this discussion. During 2009, OAAR sought input from 
key county-level stakeholders (i.e., members of the West Virginia Assessment Advisory Committee) 
regarding their perceptions of the intended and unintended uses, outcomes and consequences of 
assessment results and the broader statewide accountability system. Their perceptions, which are 
summarized in this report, are intended to guide OAAR in the development of additional data collection 
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instruments (i.e., a battery of statewide surveys) to be administered during the 2009-2010 academic 
year4.  

Methodology  
 The methodology used to address RQ1 and RQ2 is presented below in two parts.  

I. Addressing RQ1: Accuracy and Consistency of School Classifications  
The purpose of RQ1 was to determine the extent to which schools were appropriately classified 

in terms of AYP status during the 2008-2009 school year. This information provides the WVDE with 
some evidence regarding the extent to which the appropriate and intended consequences of the 
accountability system were applied to schools during the 2008-2009 school year. Furthermore, this 
work is an essential step in the process of identifying a set of schools that will serve as case studies to 
address RQ3. 

Building a Comprehensive Database  
First, a data set of all schools that were included in the statewide accountability system during 

the 2008-2009 school year was created (N =662ύΦ 5ŀǘŀ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ŜŀŎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ (2009) AYP 
status and total student enrollment was collected. Researchers then compiled information regarding 
the number of subgroups tested and reported for accountability at each school during the 2008-2009 
academic year. OAAR then gathered the average reading/language arts (RLA) and mathematics scale 
scores for each school5 from the West Virginia Education Information System (WVEIS) and collected 
two additional measures of school progressτthe ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ OEPA index and weighted index scores. 
Additional data were collected for each school including accreditation status and historic AYP status for 
the past four years (i.e., 2005, 2006, 2007 and 2008). Data were also collected to determine if a school 
had made AYP in 2008-2009 due to the application of a confidence interval6. 

The next step was to develop an alternate classification system upon which the schools in the 
dataset could be ranked. This alternate classification would be used as a point of comparison to AYP. 

Developing an Alternate Classification System  
The alternate classification system developed for this study was based upon ratings from four 

alternate indicators of school progress. These indicators were: 

1. ¢ƘŜ {ŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ h9t! LƴŘŜȄ {ŎƻǊŜ ς The OEPA index score is a system of points on 
an index that is used to assess and weigh annual performance measures for 
state accreditation of schools and approval of school systems. The OEPA index 
includes several factors identified by the WVDE Office of Education 
Performance Audits. Indicators are compiled as appropriate to the type of 
school and some data are subject to availability. Factors include: (1) student 
proficiencies as indicated by student performance and progress on the uniform 
statewide assessment program, (2) writing assessment proficiency in grades 

                                                           
4
 See the aforementioned 5-year plan in Appendix D 

 
5
 The average 4

th
 grade, 8

th
 grade and 10

th
 grade scores were used for elementary, middle and high schools, 

respectively. 
 
6
WV applies a 99% confidence interval to AYP status calculations to account for potential measurement error.  
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tested, (3) school attendance rates, (4) technology proficiency, (5) percentage 
of courses taught by high qualified teachers, (6) percentage of students scoring 
at benchmarks on the currently tested ACT EXPLORE and ACT PLAN 
assessments or other comparable assessments, (7) graduation rates, (8) job 
placement rates for vocational programs (9) percent of students passing end-
of-course career/technical tests, (10) ACT or SAT college entrance examination 
scores, (11) percent of students not requiring college remediation classes 
(effective when data become available), and (12) bonus points or credits for 
subgroup improvement, advanced placement percentages, dual credit 
completers and international baccalaureate completers.  

2. ¢ƘŜ {ŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ²ŜƛƎƘǘŜŘ LƴŘŜȄ {ŎƻǊŜ ς Each year, the WVDE Office of 
Information Systems ranks all students in each school on a student 
achievement index in each subject of reading/language arts, math, science, and 
social students on the WESTEST 2 with progressive weighting for scores at each 
performance level (i.e., Φнр ŦƻǊ ά.Ŝƭƻǿ aŀǎǘŜǊȅΣέ Φр ŦƻǊ άaŀǎǘŜǊȅΣέ Φтр ŦƻǊ 
ά!ōƻǾŜ aŀǎǘŜǊȅΣέ ŀƴŘ мΦл ŦƻǊ ά5ƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘŜŘέύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ 
arrive at a total ranking for each school. 

3. ¢ƘŜ {ŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ !ǾŜǊŀƎŜ wŜŀŘƛƴƎκ[ŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ !Ǌǘǎ {ŎŀƭŜ {ŎƻǊŜ ς The 4th grade, 8th 
grade and 10th grade average WESTEST 2 scale scores were used to represent 
elementary, middle and high schools, respectively7. 

4. ¢ƘŜ {ŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ !ǾŜǊŀƎŜ aŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎǎ {ŎŀƭŜ {ŎƻǊŜ ς The 4th grade, 8th grade and 
10th grade average WESTEST 2 scale scores were used to represent elementary, 
middle and high schools, respectively. 

For the current study, all schools were rank ordered into quartiles on each of the indicators 
listed above and subsequently classified ŀǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ά9ȄŜƳǇƭŀǊȅΣέ άIƛƎƘΣέ άIƛƎƘ-aƻŘŜǊŀǘŜΣέ ά[ƻǿ-
MoŘŜǊŀǘŜέ ƻǊ ά[ƻǿΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ 5-category system was adopted because it is analogous to the system that is 
currently used to determine AYP status in West Virginia. Currently, students are categorized at one of 
five performance levels based on their accountability assessment scoresτάnovice,έ άpartial mastery,έ 
άmastery,έ άabove masteryέ and άdistinguished.έ The percentage of students at the top three 
ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ όƛΦŜΦΣ άmastery,έ άabove masteryέ and άdistinguishedέύ are aggregated and 
contribute to their schoƻƭΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ǊŀǘŜ. Meanwhile the percentage students at the lowest 
ǘǿƻ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ όƛΦŜΦΣ άnoviceέ and άpartial masteryέύ are considered below proficiency and are 
ŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ǊŀǘŜ. The proficiency rate is then compared to the 
annual performance objective set by the state. If the school meets or exceeds the target, it is classified 
as having made AYP. The five alternate classification categories developed for this study were 
operationally defined as follows: 

1. Exemplary ς The school falls within the top 25th percentile on all four alternate 
indicators. 

2. High ς (1) The school does not meet the criteria for exemplary status, but (2) 
falls within the top 25th percentile on one to three alternate indicators and (3) 
does not fall within the lower 50th percentile on any alternate indicator. 

                                                           
7
 Lƴ ²Ŝǎǘ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƎǊŀŘŜǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜǎ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅΣ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘ 

school. 
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3. High-Moderate ς The school does not meet the criteria for exemplary or high 
status and does not fall within the bottom 25th percentile on more than one 
alternate indicator. 

4. Low-Moderate ς The school does not meet the criteria for exemplary, high or 
high-moderate performance and falls within the bottom 25th percentile on two 
or three alternate indicators. Low-moderate performing schools cannot fall in 
the upper 25th percentile on any alternate indicator. 

5. Low ς The school falls within the bottom 25th percentile on all four alternate 
indicators. 

Almost all schools for which complete data were available were classifiable using the above 
criteria (n =613)8. However, a small subset of schools (n =33) exhibited large discrepancies in their 
ratings across the four alternate indicators. As such, a team of researchers independently categorized 
these remaining schools using the following criteria: 

¶ None of the 33 schools were to be categorized as exemplary performing 
because none fell within the top 25th percentile on all four alternate indicators. 

¶ None of the 33 schools were to be categorized as low performing because 
none fell within the bottom 25th percentile on all four alternate indicators. 

¶ A school was categorized as high performing if the school (1) fell within the top 
25th percentile in both reading/language arts and mathematics (i.e., according 
to average scale scores) or (2) fell within the top 25th percentile in one content 
area and within the top 50th percentile in the other (i.e., top 25th in math, top 
50th in reading/language arts or vice versa) 

¶ A school was categorized as high-moderate performing if the school (1) fell 
within the top 25th percentile in any one content area, but not within the top 
50th percentile in the other content area. A school could also be categorized as 
high-moderate if it (2) fell within the third quartile in one content area but 
within the bottom 50th percentile in other. 

¶ A school was categorized as low-moderate if it fell within the bottom 50th 
percentile for both reading/language arts and mathematics. 

Defining School Identification Errors  
One goal of this study was to provide preliminary evidence regarding the school identification 

error rates for elementary, middle and high schools in West Virginia during the 2008-2009 academic 
year. To do so, WVDE utilized the alternate classification system detailed above and determined the 
percentage of schools that were correctly and incorrectly identified in terms of AYP status. There were 
ǘǿƻ ǿŀȅǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άincorrectly ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘΦέ They are as follows: 

Type I Error (False Positive): A school did not meet AYP, but belonged to either 
the άhigh-moderate,έ άhigh,έ or άexemplaryέ category according to alternate 
criteria. 

Type II Error (False Negative): A school met AYP, but belonged to either the 
άlow-moderateέ or άlowέ category according to alternate criteria. 

                                                           
8
 Some essential study data were unavailable for 16 schools. Therefore, these schools were removed from 

analyses resulting in a final sample of 646 schools (i.e., 377 elementary, 155 middle schools and 114 high schools). 
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Conversely, there were two ways that a school ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘΦέ They 
are as follows: 

Avoiding Type I Error: A school met AYP and belonged to either the άhigh-
moderate,έ άhighέ or άexemplaryέ group according to alternate criteria. 

Avoiding Type II Error: A school did not meet AYP and also belonged to either 
the άlow-moderateέ or άlowέ group according to alternate criteria. 

II.  Addressing RQ2: Intended and Unintended Consequences of the Assessment 
and Accountability System  

The purpose of RQ2 was threefold. First, researchers sought to identify the extent to which 
stakeholders perceived that the results of the statewide assessment and accountability system were 
being used as intended. Second, researchers gathered evidence from stakeholders regarding the types 
of school-, county- and state-level decisions that are being made based upon assessment data. Third, 
respondents were asked to discuss any additional unintended consequences of the assessment and of 
the broader accountability system of which the assessment is a part. This evidence was necessary in 
order to develop an informed instrument to help answer RQ4.  

A Standardized Protocol for  Data Collection  
A series of three voluntary focus group interviews were conducted on December 10, 2009. 

Each interview was moderated by an OAAR researcher using a standardized protocol. The interviews 
were scheduled to follow a meeting of the West Virginia Assessment Advisory Committee. The West 
Virginia Assessment Advisory Committee is comprised of county test coordinators and serves to 
provide guidance and recommendations to the WVDE for implementing, administering and meeting 
federal requirements for statewide accountability assessment programs.  Many of the committee 
members have other responsibilities such as special education, Title I, Title III, technology, curriculum, 
and counseling. Some members also fulfill additional roles such as assistant county superintendent.  
Advisors are selected to serve on the committee because they demonstrate expertise in statewide 
assessment, inclusion of students with disabilities and limited English proficiency, communication and 
interpretation of assessment results, and knowledge of West Virginia Board of Education policies.  The 
Assessment Advisory committee provides input regarding item development, field tests, reporting, 
sampling, standard setting, accommodations, universal design and No Child Left Behind requirements. 
The Assessment Advisory Committee was chosen to participate in these initial focus group interviews 
because of their intimate knowledge of and experience with assessment and accountability issues in 
their counties.  

Eleven of the 16 Advisory Committee members (69%) agreed to participate in focus group 
interviews. After dispersing into small groups of three to five participants each, committee members 
were told that OAAR was interested in their perceptions of the intended and unintended uses and 
consequences of the statewide assessment and of the broader accountability system. Participants were 
informed that OAAR would use their comments in the generation of this report and to help guide the 
WVDE in the development of a series of surveys to be administered to teachers, administrators, 
students and parents across the state of West Virginia in the coming academic year.  

Participants were first presented with a list of the intended uses of WESTEST 2 as published in 
the WESTEST 2 technical report (see pgs. 9 ς 11). This report is available at the following Web-site: 

http://wvde.state.wv.us/oaa/pdf/WestVirginia_TechnicalReport_2009.pdf 

http://wvde.state.wv.us/oaa/pdf/WestVirginia_TechnicalReport_2009.pdf
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Participants were informed that the information provided in the technical report was not an exhaustive 
list of all the intended uses of the assessment and that OAAR was interested in having the committee 
members openly discuss any evidence they had seen to substantiate the items on the list and discuss 
any additional uses they believed were intentional, but were not included in the technical report. Next, 
respondents were asked to discuss the types of state-, county- and school-level decisions they believe 
are made based upon the results of the accountability assessment. Finally, participants were asked to 
respond to two prompts designed to spur discussion about the unintended positive and negative 
consequences of the broader accountability system (See Appendix B for a reproduction of the complete 
focus group protocol). 

A Systematic Method for Analyzing Data 
Each focus group interview was digitally recorded and then transcribed by OAAR staff following 

the meeting. The audio recordings were destroyed following transcription. Researchers used an 
inductive methodology (i.e., thematic analysis) to identify emergent parent themes for each prompt. 
First, two researchers independently reviewed the three focus group transcripts and identified what 
they believed to be the most salient themes under each prompt. Researchers then met to discuss their 
initial codes. An overall percentage of agreement was calculated to estimate the level of initial 
interrater reliability. Researchers then discussed the overarching themes and revised the coding 
scheme until reaching 100% agreement. Researchers then discussed the coded passages for each of the 
agreed upon themes and summarized the findings as objectively as possible, including the most 
illustrative passages verbatim. All coded passages can be found in Appendix C. 

Results 
 The results of this research are presented in two sections. The first addresses RQ1, which was 
concerned with the accuracy and consistency of school classifications during the 2008-2009 school 
year. The second section presents the findings related to RQ2, which sought to identify stakeholderǎΩ 
perceptions of the intended and unintended uses and consequences of the statewide assessment and 
the broader accountability system. 

I. RQ1: Accuracy and Consistency of School Classifications 

Relationships among Key Variables  
Researchers first conducted a series of point-biserial correlations to determine the significance 

and magnitude of the relationships between key variables in the dataset. Analyses indicated that all of 
the included variables were significantly associated with AYP status with varying magnitudes and 
directions. Tables 1 - 4 present the results for all schools, and then for each programmatic level (i.e., 
elementary, middle, and high).  

Table 1 demonstrates that, for all schools, factors such as school size and the number of 
subgroups reported for accountability purposes are significantly and negatively correlated with AYP 
status. The values found in this sample represent moderate, approaching large9 negative associations. 
The most highly correlated variable for all schools is historic AYP status (r =.630). This variable 
accounted for approximately 39% of the variance in current AYP status. Furthermore, all four of the 
indicators used in this study as alternate criteria exhibited small correlations with AYP status. The 

                                                           
9
  According to Cohen (1988) the interpretation of the correlation coefficient (r) is as follows: Small (.10); 

Moderate (.30); Large (.50). 
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alternate classification variable, which is a function of the four indicators, also exhibited a small, but 
significant positive correlation with AYP (r =.250). These findings provide evidence that, while related, 
the alternate classification and AYP are distinct from each other. Given the design of the current study, 
which seeks to compare the outcomes of two systems that measure school-wide progress, this 
relationship is desirable.  

Table 1: Correlation between AYP and Key Variables for ALL SCHOOLS 

 Variable 

 Level Hist. 
AYP 

# of 
Subgroups 

Enroll. OEPA 
Index 

Wt. 
Index 

SSM09 SSR09 Alt. Class 

Corr. w/ AYP -.288** 
N =646 

.630** 
N =628 

-.490** 
N =643 

-.446** 
N =643 

.245** 
N =643 

.326** 
N =643 

-.108** 
N =643 

-.212** 
N =643 

.250** 
N =642 

r² .08 .39 .24 .19 .06 .10 .01 .04 .06 

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed) 

Researchers also disaggregated the dataset by programmatic level and computed point-biserial 
correlations once more to determine whether the presence, magnitude or direction of any associations 
between key variables changed. Table 2 presents the findings for elementary schools. Once again, all 
variables in the dataset were significantly correlated with AYP status. The highest correlation was 
between historic AYP status and AYP (r =.446), a moderate positive association. This variable accounted 
for approximately 19% of the variance in current AYP status. The OEPA index, weighted index, and 
alternative classification variables all exhibited small to moderate positive associations with AYP as 
well. 

Table 2: Correlation between AYP and Key Variables for ALL ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

 Variable 

 Hist. AYP # of 
Subgroups 

Enroll. OEPA 
Index 

Wt. Index SSM09 SSR09 Alt. Class 

Corr. w/ AYP .446**  
N =369 

-.293** 
N =376 

-.294** 
N =376 

.381** 
N =376 

.317** 
N = 376 

.253** 
N =376 

.273** 
N =376 

.309** 
N =376 

r² .19 .08 .05 .14 .10 .06 .07 .09 

 

 Table 3 presents the results for middle schools. Notably, the average reading/language arts 
scale score was not significantly associated with AYP status for middle schools. However, student 
enrollment exhibited a large negative association with AYP (r =-.510) and the number of subgroups 
tested exhibited a moderate, approaching large negative relationship with AYP (r =-.470). These two 
variables accounted for approximately 26% and 22% of the variance in current AYP status, respectively. 
In addition to these associations, historic AYP status remained the most strongly associated with AYP (r 
=.639), accounting for approximately 40% of the variance in current AYP status. The alternate 
classification variable exhibited a small, but positive association with AYP (r =.240). 

Table 3: Correlation between AYP and Key Variables for ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS 

 Variable 

 Hist. AYP # of 
Subgroups 

Enroll. OEPA 
Index 

Wt. Index SSM09 SSR09 Alt. Class 

Corr. w/ AYP .639** 
N =146 

-.470** 
N =154 

-.510** 
N =154 

.275** 
N =154 

.249** 
N =154 

.356** 
N =154 

N.S. 
.240** 
N =154 

r² .40 .22 .26 .07 .06 .12 N/A .05 

N.S. - Correlation is not statistically significant 
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Table 4 presents the results for high schools. The correlation between mathematics and 
reading/language arts scale scores and AYP became nonsignificant for high schools. Instead, the 
strongest associations are between AYP and historic AYP status (r =.415) and between AYP and the 
number of subgroups tested (r =-.454), both moderate in strength. These variables accounted for 
approximately 17% and 20% of the variance in current AYP status, respectively. The correlation 
between AYP and the alternate classification variable was again small, approaching moderate (r =.283). 

Table 4: Correlation between AYP and Key Variables for ALL HIGH SCHOOLS 

 Variable 

 Hist. AYP # of 
Subgroups 

Enroll. OEPA 
Index 

Wt. Index SSM09 SSR09 Alt. Class 

Corr. w/ AYP .415** 
N =113 

-.454** 
N =113 

-.197* 
N =113 

.215* 
N =113 

.313** 
N =113 

N.S. N.S. 
.283** 
N =112 

r² .17 .20 .03 .04 .09 N/A N/A .08 

*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed) 

Crosstabulations  
A series of crosstabulations were conducted to determine the Type I and Type II classification 

error rates for West Virginia schools. The analyses were completed for all schools and then for 
disaggregated subsets of schools based on programmatic level (i.e., elementary, middle, high). For all 
crosstabulations, AYP was entered as the column variable and the alternate classification was entered 
as the row variable. The following section reports the findings for all schools. The disaggregated 
findings are included in Appendix A. 

Correctly Identified Schools  

It is important to note that Type I and Type II error rates can only be calculated using a smaller 
subset of West Virginia schools. This is because Type I error can only occur when a school does not 
make AYP while Type II error can only occur when a school makes AYP. However, it is useful from a 
policy perspective to first examine the extent to which all schools were correctly identified (see green 
text in Table 5). To do so, researchers first determined where AYP and the alternate classification 
criteria were in agreement. There were two ways this could occur: (a) a school made AYP and was 
ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άƘƛƎƘ-ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜΣέ άƘƛƎƘέ ƻǊ άexemplaryέ (n =378) or; (b) a school did not make AYP 
and was classified as either άƭƻǿ-ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜέ ƻǊ άƭƻǿέ όn =65). A total of 443 of the 642 total schools fit 
either of these criteria. This indicates that approximately 69% of all West Virginia schools were 
protected from either Type I or Type II error in 2008-2009. The remaining 31% were subject to either 
a Type I or Type II classification error according to the alternate criteria designed for this study. 
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Table 5: Number of Correctly Identified Schools 

Alternate Classification Number of Schools that did not 
Make AYP 

Number of Schools that Made AYP 

Low 29 30 

Low-Moderate 36 85 

High-Moderate 68 214 

High 8 96 

Exemplary 8 68 

 149 493 
N =642 

Type I Error Rate 

Next, researchers examined the Type I error rate. As previously noted, those schools that did 
not make !¸tΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άƘƛƎƘ-moderate,έ άƘƛƎƘέ ƻǊ άŜȄŜƳǇƭŀǊȅέ according to the 
alternate classification criteria were considered incorrectly identified (see red text in Table 6). These 
schools are subject to a Type I identification error. The Type I error rate is calculated by dividing the 
number of schools incorrectly identified (n =84) by the total number of schools that did not make AYP 
(n =149). Therefore, based on the alternate classification criteria developed for this study, the Type I 
error rate in 2008-2009 was 56% (i.e., 84/149). In other words, of all the schools that did not make AYP 
(n =149), 56% would have passed according to the alternate classification criteria. 

Table 6: Type I Error 

Alternate Classification Number of Schools that did not Make AYP 

Low 29 

Low-Moderate 36 

High-Moderate 68 

High 8 

Exemplary 8 

 149 
N =642 
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Type II Error Rate 

Finally, researchers examined the Type II error rate. As previously noted, those schools that 
ƳŀŘŜ !¸tΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άƭƻǿ-ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜέ ƻǊ άƭƻǿέ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ 
criteria were considered incorrectly identified (see red text in Table 7). These schools are considered 
subject to a Type II identification error. The Type II error rate is calculated by dividing the number of 
schools incorrectly identified (n =115) by the total number of schools that made AYP (n = 493). 
Therefore, based on the alternate classification criteria developed for this study, the Type II error rate 
for in 2008-2009 was 23% (i.e., 115/493). In other words, of all the schools that made AYP (n =493), 
23% would not have passed according to the alternate classification criteria. 

Table 7: Type II Error 

Alternate Classification Number of Schools that Made AYP 

Low 30 

Low-Moderate 85 

High-Moderate 214 

High 96 

Exemplary 68 

 493 
N =642  
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Confidence Intervals 

 Additional crosstabulations were computed to determine the extent to which confidence 
intervals were applied to correctly identify schools that should have met AYP. Data for all schools 
appears in this report. Data disaggregated by programmatic level can be found in Appendix A. 

 373 schools (56% of all schools) had a confidence interval applied to their academic 
achievement data during the 2008-2009 school year. Of those schools, 241 (65%) made AYP. 
Researchers disaggregated these schools and sought to determine the percentage of correct 
identifications and the Type II classification error rate.  

Again, schools that made AYP aƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άƘƛƎƘ-ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜΣέ άƘƛƎƘέ ƻǊ 
άŜȄŜƳǇƭŀǊȅέ according to alternate classification criteria ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘΦέ ¢ƘŜǎŜ 
cases appear in green text in Table 8. Data indicate that 146 of the 241 schools that made AYP due to 
the application of a confidence interval (60%) were correctly identified. The remaining 95 schools 
(39%) that made AYP due to confidence interval  were incorrectly identified according to alternate 
classification criteria (i.e., subject to Type II error). These cases appear in red text in Table 8. In 
summary, of the schools that made AYP due to the application of a confidence interval (n =241), 39% 
would not have been considered passing according to the alternate classification criteria developed for 
this study. 

Table 8: Alternate Classifications for Schools that Made AYP due to Confidence Interval 

Alternate Classification Number of Schools that Made AYP due to CI 

Low 29 

Low Moderate 66 

High Moderate 109 

High 32 

Exemplary 5 

TOTAL 241 
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II.  RQ2: Intended and Unintended Consequences of the Assessment and 
Accountability System  

As noted previously, two OAAR researchers conducted independent thematic analyses of the 

transcribed data from each of the focus group interviews. During initial coding sessions each researcher 

identified what they believed to be the parent themes for each of the five prompts using an inductive 

methodology. After the initial coding was complete, researchers convened to compare code books and 

determine the level of agreement for each of the five prompts and overall. Table 9 illustrates that, after 

the initial coding session, there was an initial agreement of approximately 62% across all prompts. The 

highest levels of agreement were evidenced for Prompts 2, 4 and 5. The lowest level of agreement was 

found for Prompt 3. 

 Table 9: Agreement Statistics for Initial Coding of Focus Group Data 

 Prompt 1 
Intended 

Uses 
Listed  

Prompt 2 
Intended 
Uses Not 

Listed 

Prompt 3 
Decisions 

Prompt 4 
Unintended 

Positive 
Consequences 

Prompt 5 
Unintended 

Negative 
Consequences 

ALL 
PROMPTS 

Total # of Passages 37 12 24 22 51 146 

Matched 24 9 4 16 37 90 

Unmatched 13 3 20 6 14 56 

% Agreement 65% 75% 17% 73% 72% 62% 
 

 Researchers discussed the unmatched passages over several sessions and came to 100% 

agreement on the parent themes to be included under each prompt. A narrative summary of these 

themes appears below, organized by prompt. When appropriate, passages are presented verbatim to 

provide evidence supporting each parent theme. A table containing all coded passages organized by 

prompt can be found in Appendix C. 

Prompt  1 - Evidence of the Intended Uses of Assessment Results 

Prompt 1 presented the intended uses of WESTEST 2 results as published in the WESTEST 2 

Technical Report and asked focus group participants to discuss the extent to which they had seen 

evidence of each of the intended uses in their county. Evidence supporting each intended use as 

published in the Technical Report is presented below.  

IdentÉÆÙÉÎÇ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÓÔÒÅÎÇÔÈÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÅÁËÎÅÓÓÅÓ ÏÎ 7ÅÓÔ 6ÉÒÇÉÎÉÁȭÓ φυst Century 

Content Standards and Objectives (CSOs). 

A majority of interview participants presented evidence that the results of WESTEST 2 are 

consistently used to identify areas of strength and weakness for West Virginia students, as well as 

schools, teachers, and the overall county. One respondent noted that faculty and staff use this 

ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ άǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŦŜƭƭ ǎƘƻǊǘέ ƛƴ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ /{hǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ 

have the potential to make it to higher performance levels on WESTEST 2. One comment was that: 
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One of the things we did this year is [that] the principal did an overview on the 

WESTEST 2 report format then placed the data in the hands of the teachers in their PLCs 

. . . Therefore, they were able to look at individual student results, identify students at 

risk in the grade level [and] pre-plan some interventions . . . [that] had worked in the 

past with students who had the same kind of weaknesses . . . So, that really kind of 

worked and then they ǎŀǘΣ ōȅ ƎǊŀŘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ōȅ t[/Σ ŀƴŘ Ǉǳǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ 

management of academic performance plan of how they were going to improve 

WESTEST results, not only for those children, but by content area for that year. 

Another commented: 

The teachers wanted to look at the scale score to see how far those children were from 

ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅΦ LŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅΣ Ƙƻǿ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ 

to above mastery? If they were above mastery, how close were they to the next score? 

What little push could give them a higher WESTEST 2 score? Was it a plus or minus from 

mastery and how far was that? And after they determined that, it was how far above 

mastery could they be? 

Respondents also delineated that, in addition to identifying strengths and weaknesses at the 

student- and the school-levels, assessment data are also used at the county-level. One respondent 

indicated as much by noting that the county-level curriculum and instruction staff pay attention to 

strengths and weaknesses as evidenced by WESTEST 2 and present reports to the local education board 

ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ άŀōƻǳǘ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ- and school-ƭŜǾŜƭ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎΦέ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ 

ǘƘŀǘ άōŜŦƻǊŜ L ŜǾŜƴ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜ the results, we were able to 

celebrate strengths and weaknesses, relatively speaking, in terms of math and reading/language arts 

ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ŦƻǊǘƘΦέ Additional evidence appears in Appendix C. 

Communicating expectations for all students.  

Several comments indicated that the assessment and accountability system communicates 

²Ŝǎǘ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀΩǎ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ǘƻ ǎŜǘ high expectations for all students, regardless of subgroup membership. 

Respondents discussed how the assessment and accountability system has led teachers and school 

faculty to have discussions about higher order thinking skills with all children, not just those who are 

high achievers. In discussing this, one participant said that before the assessment and accountability 

movement, educators άƻƴƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘhinking skills with the higher functioning and gifted 

ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΦέ  

Another common theme was that the assessment and accountability system has helped 

ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ŀ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ άƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ώǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎϐ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΣέ ŀƴŘ άƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǘŀƪŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ 

for ƳŀǎǘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻΦέ During this discussion one respondent commented that 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ άƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ƭŜǾŜƭΣέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜȅ ŦŜŜƭ Φ Φ Φ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

ƻǿƴ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇƻƛƎƴŀƴǘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ŘŜŀƭǘ ǿƛǘƘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ assessment and accountability 

system has raised expectations for students with disabilities: 
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This is probably intended as well . . . the same kind of way. Probably very intended [sic], 

but the upgrading of the expectations and the curriculum for special education 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΣ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƪƛŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ Řƻ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ 

upgrade in what we expect from them, what we deliver to them, how we assess them 

[and] how we perceive them. 

 Another participant echoed this sentiment, noting that assessment and accountability has been 

one of the driving factors that have led to the adoption of a stronger education system for all students. 

She saidΣ ά²Ŝ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ƛƴ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ώƴƻǿϐΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǳƴƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ 

buǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘƻƴŜǎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ȅƻǳΣ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ǿƻǊƪŜŘΦέ 

Evaluating school -, county- and/or state -level programs.  

Respondents were clear that the results of WESTEST 2 are currently used as an indicator of the 

extent to which interventions and programs aimed at impacting students are successful. One 

participant relayed the following anecdote: 

A while back we had gone to the curriculum people, and the central office people . . . 

had decided to hire additional math teachers so grades 6, 7, and 8 were doing a double 

period of math, so we have 90 minutes of math instead of what we had before. [With] 

the WESTEST 1 data, . . . [iǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘϐ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƪƛƴŘǎ ƻŦ Ǝŀƛƴǎ 

and progress that we had hoped for. [But], it looked like, from the WESTEST 2 data that 

the time period [during which] we had that double period seemed to be paying off. 

bƻǿΣ ǿŜΩƭƭ ǎŜŜ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ Ǉŀƴ ƻǳǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜǊŜΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ-

ƭŜǾŜƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǿŜ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘΣ ǘƘŜ ²9{¢9{¢ ŘŀǘŀΦέ 

Others commented more generally and indicated that the results of the accountability 

assessment are, without a doubt, one of the outcomes most commonly used to evaluate the success of 

interventions. The results are integrated into evaluations of ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ άǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎέ and in 

determining ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ άƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ Ŏŀƴ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜΦέ One 

participant stated succinctly, ά²hen we write grants, we always are looking at the percent proficient or 

a desire to increase above mastery.έ {ƘŜ continued, άWe force that into the way we look at anything 

ǿŜΩǊŜ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƻǊ ƴƻǘ ǿŜΩǾŜ ŀŎŎƻƳǇƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΦέ Another discussed how 

assessment results are also indicators of teacher effectiveness. She said: 

In my county we do actually break it down to the teacher level . . . We sit down and . . . 

ώǿŜΩǊŜϐ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅ Φ Φ Φ ΨǿƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ƻǊ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ 

ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΚΩ !ƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ 

now being incorporated as part of their . . . goal-setting process. 

Informing stakeholders (teachers, school administrators, county administrators, 

WVDE staff, parents, and the public) on the status of the progress toward meeting academic 

performance standards of the state.  

Respondents noted that communicating the results to the public is primarily a function of the 

state department and that it is commonly ŀŎŎƻƳǇƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǎǘŀǘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ 
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cardsΦέ ¢ƘŜȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƭŜǘǘŜǊǎ ǎŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ 

that the test results are released publicly and disseminated via local media. One respondent noted, 

ά¢ƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊ ǇǊƛƴǘǎ ƛǘ ŀƭƭΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ōƛƎ ǎǇƭŀǎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ Ǌespondent discussed several 

ways in which the community at large is provided with information regarding progress. She said: 

As far as informing stakeholders . . . we do all that because we have to. . . We are 

required to do it, you know? We simply do. We do PTO meetings. We do, you know, all 

kinds of other things. I can tell you that I do board presentations . . . They get put in the 

paper. I know the superintendent takes that same presentation and takes it over to the 

Chamber of Commerce meetings and stuff like that. 

 A final comment illustrated that, during the 2008-2009 school year, some county staff were 

able to present and discuss the accountability assessment results with school administrators in a very 

meaningful way prior to the release of AYP data. She said she, άΦ Φ Φ was able to do a whole day with the 

principals with the data before AYP results came in,έ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ άΦ Φ Φ made for a much more 

functional day because they were looking inside the data ǘƻ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƛǘΦέ Additional evidence 

appears in Appendix C. 

Meeting the requirements to measure adequate yearly progress by NCLB. 

During focus group interviews, respondents briefly acknowledged that data from the 

accountability assessment are used by the state to meet the requirements to measure adequate yearly 

ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ό!¸tύΦ Lƴ ǇŀǎǎƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ !¸t Řŀǘŀ άŀǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ Φ Φ Φ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƻ ǳǎΣέ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŀǘ 

ǘƘŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ !¸t ƛǎ άƧǳǎǘ ŘƻƴŜΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘŀōƭŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ !¸t ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

are a function of the state department, and not county-level staff. Additionally, it should be noted that 

other evidence related to the relationship between the statewide assessment and the calculation of 

AYP was coded more appropriately under different parent themes (e.g., unintended positive 

consequences or unintended negative consequences). The reader is directed to those sections for a 

review of participant responses. 

-ÅÅÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÐÌÁÎȢ 

Again, focus group respondents acknowledged that data from the accountability assessment 

are certainly ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǇƭŀƴΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ they stated, 

this was not one of their responsibilities as county-level staff and, as a result, they were not 

comfortable providing examples to researchers. Later, respondents did discuss the consequences of the 

ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ coded under different parent themes 

(e.g., unintended positive consequences or unintended negative consequences). The reader is directed 

to those sections for a review of participant responses. 

County and school administrators can use test -level scores to plan curriculum.  

Several comments were made regarding the utility of assessment results in the curriculum 

planning process. Most of these comments dealt with how educators and administrators use the test 

results to determine which curriculum will be a primary focus for specific students. According to 

respondents, the results of the accountability assessment are also used to determine which students 
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will participate in remedial programs and in making decisions about which courses will be offered in a 

given county or school.  

In terms of how teachers use the assessment data to plan curriculum, one respondent 

commented thŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ƳŀǇǎ ŀǊŜ άǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦέ ²9{¢9{¢ н ŘŀǘŀΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ŎƭŀǊƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ 

ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎ άǎǘŀǊǘ ƻǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǎǘŜǊ ƳŀǇΣ ǘƘŜƴ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ώǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎϐ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ 

ǊŜǾƛǎƛƻƴǎΦ !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎ άΦ Φ Φ ŘŜfinitely use it [assessment data] to plan 

ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳΣέ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ άŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƻƛƴƎΣέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΣ άΦ Φ Φ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘŜƭȅ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀ 

look at [assessment results] to plan curriculum and decide what types of materials and support teams 

to [usŜϐΦέ Additional evidence appears in Appendix C. 

The state can use aggregate test-level scores to meet the accountability requirements 

of NCLB and other school improvement programs. 

Only limited evidence emerged during focus group interviews regarding this intended use of 

assessment results. Passages supporting this intended use overlapped with and were more 

appropriately coded under the parent themes of (1) evaluating school-, county- and/or state-level 

programs, (2) unintended positive consequences of the assessment and accountability system and (3) 

unintended negative consequences of the assessment and accountability system. The reader is directed 

to those sections for a review of ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΦ 

Teachers can use CSO sub scores as indicators of academic strengths and weaknesses 

when corroborated with other sources of evidence such as homework, classroom 

participation, etc.  

Only two passages were coded under this theme and agreed upon by both researchers. These 

passages indicated that the intersection between WESTEST 2 data and data from other academic 

measures is something that is considered by educators ǿƘŜƴ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎ ŀƴŘ 

weaknesses. Furthermore, there was concern on the part of one focus group participant ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

scores on additional academic measures are not always predictive of performance on WESTEST 2. This 

respondent estimated that, for approximately 6% of students at one middle school, άǘƘŜǊe was 

ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘŜƭȅ ƴƻǘ ŀ ŎƻǊǊƻōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ WESTEST 2 scores and other measures. The respondent 

indicated that that this situation can be something that is difficult to reconcile with parents. She asked 

ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΣ άIƻǿ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƻ ŀ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǿƘŜƴ ƘŜΩs got all failing grades and he passes the WESTEST 

н ǿƛǘƘ aŀǎǘŜǊȅΚ Iƻǿ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘŀǘΚέ She was quick to acknowledge that this situation was not 

necessarily typical in the majority of cases, but that it was something that deserved consideration. 

Additional discussion of this issue can be found in the section on Unintended Negative Consequences. 

County and school administrators can use CSO sub scores to compare their aggregate 

results with the state average to better understand their strengths and weakne sses within a 

content area. 

Only one passage was ultimately coded under this theme and agreed upon by both 

researchers. The passage described how in one district, county-level staff have taken data from the 

WESTEST 2 Online Writing Assessment and compared scoring information across various schools to 

determine which schools had performed well and which had not. The goal of this process was to 
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identify promising strategies that could potentially address systematic deficiencies county-wide. The 

respondent said, 

We looked at the mean score on each analytic [trait] . . . per school and really tried to 

identify when we had particularly high performance in a trait, what they had done at 

that school in relation to that trait at that grade level to . . . score so much higher than 

other schools at the same level. 

 The respondent also noted that similar discussions utilizing data from the WESTEST 2 

assessment take place in her district and that such discussions were encouraged at the school-level as 

well. She said: 

We also have a process in place for test analysis, we have forms and we run a workshop 

where every school comes in . . . we put all their WESTEST stuff in a data notebook . . . 

and they come into a workshop and go through a process of filling out the forms that 

end up in [a list of] strengths and weaknesses. They talk about things that surprised 

them. They talk about things they hoped to see that they saw, or things that they were 

disappointed to see . . . The idea is that, that conversation, the people at the table for 

that school then go back and run a similar strengths and weaknesses discussion with 

their staff. 

Prompt 2 ɀ Other Intended Uses of the Statewide Accountability Assessment Results  

Prompt 2 asked focus group respondents to discuss what they believed were some of the 

additional intended uses of the results of the accountability assessment that were not listed in the 

WESTEST 2 Technical Report. Two parent themes emerged for this prompt. Each is presented below 

along with selected evidence. 

Performanc e monitoring through benchmarking  

Focus group respondents noted that data from the assessment and accountability system are 

commonly used to monitor and track student performance over time. Specifically, respondents were 

referring to ²Ŝǎǘ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀΩǎ ōŜƴŎƘƳark assessment system, Acuity. Monitoring student progress toward 

proficiency on the WV CSOs is the intended use of Acuity. However, because Acuity is a separate 

assessment from WESTEST 2, the use of these data to track student progress over time was not 

included on the list of intended uses that was provided to participants.  

 One respondent indicated that educators in her county routinely ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ²9{¢9{¢ н 

scores to determine which Acuity benchmark items/assessments should be administered. Another 

made a more general comment that teachers use Acuity to measure student progress toward specific 

goals. Yet another commented that she believed the assessment and accountability system has 

contributed to the momentum behind the implementation of Weǎǘ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀΩǎ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΦ 

She said:  
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L ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ L ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǿŜΩǾŜ ƎƻƴŜ ǘƻ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ²9{¢9{¢ 

and all of that . . . the whole assessment cycle rather than just the end of the year test. 

²ŜΩǊŜ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǎǘǊƛŘŜǎ ƛƴ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƻǳr teachers talk with each other about how kids are 

doing on assessments. 

Using data to show student growth  

 Focus group participants also commented that they believed one of the intended uses of 

WESTEST 2 that was not listed in the Technical Report was to monitor student growth over time. For 

ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƻƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ƴƻǘŜŘΣ ά¢ƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻƴŜ ǘƘƛƴƎ ȅƻǳ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ŦƻǊ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎƘƻǿ 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ά/ƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

assessment to a mastery assessment [lŜŘ ǘƻϐ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǿ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ 

ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǘƻ ŀ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎΦέ 

Prompt 3 - Decision -Making Based on Assessment Results 

 Prompt 3 asked focus group respondents to discuss the state-, county- and school-level 

decisions they believe are made based upon the results of the accountability assessment. Four broad 

parent themes were identified and are presented below. 

Decisions surrounding areas for targeted intervention  

Numerous comments were made by focus group participants that indicated educators are 

using the results of the assessment system to make decisions regarding areas for targeted intervention 

both at the school- and student-level. The most common use appears to be in identifying specific 

students who have consistently fell behind on the assessment, for whom additional instructional 

services may be most beneficial. One respondent noted that examining the ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ άǎŜŜƳǎ 

to help group [these] students for additional either re-teach opportunities or enrichment 

ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ in greater depth how one school in her county had used assessment 

data to identify such a group of students who were then provided with additional test preparation 

services. She stated:  

²Ƙŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƛǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ 

ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ Φ Φ Φ ƻŦ ǘŜǎǘ ǘŀƪƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǘŜǎǘ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΣ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ 

whole six weeks where they meet with the school couƴǎŜƭƻǊΦ !ƴŘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ 

ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΦ LǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀȅΣ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΣ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ 

ŀŘǳƭǘΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ 

the test. 

Respondents also discussed the role of assessment data in the student assessment team 

process in the implementation of Response to Intervention (RtI) and as a major contributor ǘƘŀǘ άƘŜƭǇǎ 

ŘǊƛǾŜέ the individualized education plan (IEP) decision-making process. Respondents noted that all of 

these are key processes that drive student-level decision-making. One respondent summarized this 

process concisely by stating: 
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Lƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘŜŀƳǎΣ ǿŜ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩƭƭ ǘŀƪŜ ŀ ƭƻƻƪ 

and see if a student is being referred [for special education services]. And [if] somebody 

ƛǎƴΩǘ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǎǳǊŜ ώŀōƻǳǘϐ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ Φ Φ Φ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƘƛƎƘ 

ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ώ²Ŝ ŀǎƪϐ ά²Ƙŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ²9{¢9{¢ ǎŎƻǊŜǎΚέ !ƴŘ ά²ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƭŜǾŜƭǎΚέ !ƴŘ ƛŦΣ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ǘƘŜȅ have [met] proficiency, then chances are we 

ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ōŜ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ώōŜŜƴ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŦƻǊϐ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ 

education. In contrast, [if] you have a pattern of no proficiency . . . that adds to the case 

that maybe we should be examining this thing and see[ing] if there are special needs 

ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎΦ 

It was also indicated that assessment data are used to identify specific areas of deficiency at 

the school-level and to plan interventions to address such deficiencies. One respondent recounted the 

following: 

We had a dropout prevention [program] and we had a sheet where we started even in 

Kindergarten, listing those kids [that were at risk] . . . I think that [the assessment] data 

ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ώǇǊƻŎŜǎǎϐΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ǳǎ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅΥ άhƪŀȅΣ 

this school needs an interventionist more than this school. This school needs this person 

Φ Φ Φ ²Ŝ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǘƘƛƴƪ Φ Φ Φ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ƻǳǊ {ǇŜŎƛŀƭ 9Ř ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŀǎ ƻǳǊ 

ŀƛŘŜǎΦέ 

Another discussant said that she had seen evidence that school staff in her county had used school-

ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀ ǘƻ άǇǳǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǇƭŀƴΣέ 

which programmatically addresses how the school ǿƛƭƭ άimprove WESTEST results . . . by content area 

ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ how schools use assessment data to help them determine 

the potential root causes of school-wide deficiencies. She noted that schools use these data to 

determine if the results ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ άǘƛƳŜ ƻƴ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴέ ƻǊ άǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜέ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ 

concurred with this approach indicating that: 

We had the time and the luxury of having the results back early [to help us identify the] new 

kids [that] had not performed [well] . . . [and we used the data to help ŘŜŎƛŘŜϐ ƛŦ ƛǘΩǎ ŀƴ 

instructional issue that dealt with [a] particular teacher. . . Plus, if you saw it across the board, 

multi-school, then it was probably [a problem rooted in] our approach to our instruction, so 

[teachers] wanted to make sure there was . . . more than one question addressing that content, 

to make sure kids were getting it this time. And we made a concerted effort to go back and add 

questions on certain topics on each of the benchmarks so that there will be multiple revisits to 

that content. 

Professional development planning and needs sensing 

Some focus group respondents noted that the results of the accountability assessment are 

commonly used in the needs sensing process to help counties and schools determine their professional 

development needs. Comments were mostly general and included: ά¸ƻǳ ǎŜƭŜŎǘ ȅƻǳǊ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΣέ ŀƴŘ ά²Ŝ ƳŀƪŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴs on professional 
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ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ώōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŘŀǘŀϐΦέ hƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀ ŀǊŜ 

the starting point upon which professional development ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘΦ {ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ ά²e kind of start 

with [the assessment results] and base everything off of that . . . it shows you . . . where you were 

ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ώŀƴŘϐ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ōŜǘǘŜǊΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ agreed 

ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ά²Ŝ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ƻǳǊ ǘŜǎǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ Φ Φ Φ ώǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎϐ ǿƘŀǘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ 

to train teachers, [to] better prepare them for, maybe, capitalizing [on] areas where they need to 

ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ Ŏŀƴ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜΦέ ! Ŧinal comment worth noting was related to the general 

quality of professional development that is selected based on the results of the assessment and 

accountability system. A respondent stated the following: 

I think another positive of the entire accountability [movement], not just the 

assessment piece of it, [but] of NCLB, is [the quality of] professional development, the 

research base . . . I think that people are more focused and professional development is 

much more meaningful. 

Allocation of staff and resources 

It was clear that assessment data are also used in making decisions regarding personnel 

ǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘΦ hƴŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ǎŀƛŘ άL ǘƘƛƴƪ Φ Φ Φ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ Řŀǘŀ ŦŜŜŘǎ ƛƴǘƻ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜ 

ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻǳǊ ώǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦϐ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ άƳŀƪŜ 

ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ Φ Φ Φ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭέ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άL ǘƘƛƴƪ 

ǿŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŘŀǘŀΦ Φ Φ ¢Ƙŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƴƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ 

about data driving, bǳǘ ƛǘ ŘƛŘ ŘǊƛǾŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΦέ ¢ƘǊŜŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ 

about how data are used for these purposes. An excerpt is presented below: 

P1: With personnel, you get funds that follow personnel. So . . . if the school needs 

personnel, indirectly I think that . . .  

tнΥ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦΣ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ 

teacher needs to go and you have a school that is impaired by that [i.e., shows 

deficiencies in terms of assessment data], chances are that the school will get that 

teacher. 

P3: Oh, and if you have a school struggling, we had a school last year that was 

struggling and we focused a lot of attention on them. You know, just through the board 

office and a lot of different programs and things go to that school . . . 

 One respondent went beyond a discussion of human resources and noted that decisions are 

also made regarding the selection of materials such as textbooks based upon the results of the 

ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǳƴŜǉǳƛǾƻŎŀƭƭȅ ά²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǘƻ 

ƳŀƪŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘōƻƻƪǎΦέ 

Decisions surrounding classroom instructional strategies  

One of the most commonly discussed uses of assessment data was to drive instructional 

decision-making. This theme emerged throughout all three focus group interviews and during 
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discussions spanning all five discussion prompts. Respondents clearly indicated that educators are using 

assessment results as a measure of their own instructional strengths and weaknesses (i.e., an intended 

use listed in the Technical Report), but that they are going beyond this approach and making specific 

changes in their instruction based on these data. One focus group respondent summarized this 

approach: 

What we asked them to tell us [was] not only what they are suggesting as a strategy to address 

what the kids were weak in but, [for the] areas that they were really good on, to tell us what 

they had used last year. Then we created charts and shared those with all the schools. . . It 

ǿŀǎƴΩǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ώŀǎƪƛƴƎϐ ά²Ƙŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǿŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ƴƻǿΚέ .ǳǘΣ ǿŜ 

[also] asked them to focus on what they had done well on and [to] share . . . those resources, 

those strategies, how they approached it, how to get that . . . fluency with the kids . . . 

Another focus group participant likened the use of student data to make these types of 

ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ άIEPs basically, ŦƻǊ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΦέ Lƴ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ focus group, a 

respondent concisely stated that assessment data are generally used to drive important changes in 

instruction. She noted ά²hat we did was we sat down and looked at the data and made a bulleted list 

of what things we could change instructionally within the building in order to impact how the students 

ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘΦέ 

Other respondents noted how the assessment and accountability system has been one factor 

that promotes positive changes in the quality of instructional decision-making. One respondent 

discussed the άŘǊŀƳŀǘƛŎ ǎƘƛŦǘέ that has occurred especially among veteran teachers regarding 

instructional decisions. She discussed ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀŘǳŀƭ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǎǘŀƴŘ-and-ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊέ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ 

instruction with what she perceived to be, άƳƻǊŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ-ōŀǎŜŘ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎΣέ ŀƴŘ άƳƻǊŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ 

activities.έ Another interesting comment was that teachers are becoming more selective about which 

strategies to use with students as a result of the increased rigor and expectations that have 

ŀŎŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ²Ŝǎǘ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ. A respondent said: 

bƻǿ ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǇƛŎƪ ǳǇ ŀƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ōƻƻƪǎΣ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ 

a new series, and there are like 6 or 7 different actƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ Řƻ Φ Φ Φ ¢ƘŜȅΩƭƭ look 

ŀǘ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛƴƪΣ άhƪŀȅΣ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ Řƻ с ƻǊ тΦ L ƎŜǘ ǘƻ Řƻ нΦ bƻǿ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻƴŜǎ 

ŀǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΚ ²ƘƛŎƘ ƻƴŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǊƛƎƻǊΚέ 

¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ talking about all of this.  

Prompt 4 - Unintended Positive Consequences of the Assessment and Accountability System  

Prompt 4 addressed the unintended positive consequences and outcomes of the assessment 

and accountability system.  Seven parent themes emerged from the focus group data and are discussed 

below. 

Increased teacher collaboration  

Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ Ƙŀǎ 

helped to promote a culture shift that has resulted in teachers engaging in meaningful collaboration, 

especially with regard to student data. For example, one respondent recounted an anecdote about 
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how, after an early release day, the teachers in one small school were able to spend a great deal of 

time discussing student progress relative to benchmarks and assessment data. She said: 

All we did for four hours was look at daǘŀ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƻŦ мпм ώǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎϐ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ 

only 60 kids that took the test. We talked four hours over 60 children, and still we could 

have probably been there still today, still looking at that data. And teachers were really 

excited . . .  

She admitted that this was not the most typical approach in her county, chiefly because of time 

ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǊŜǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ Řŀǘŀ άƛƴ ƛǎƻƭŀǘƛƻƴέ 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜΣ άΦ Φ Φ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ǎƛǘ ŀǎ ŀ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŀƴd talk about . . .  how we need to change 

ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΦέ  

Other respondents also commented about a sense of increased teacher collaboration 

ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŘŀǘŀΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƻƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ άƘŀǎ 

promoted conversatiƻƴǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣέ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŜƴƎŀƎƛƴƎ ƛƴ 

ƳƻǊŜ άŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŘŀǘŀΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ άǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

what instructional activities took place that caused the results to look tƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻΦέ ! Ŧƛƴŀƭ 

comment was that the assessment system was at least partially responsible for building the capacity of 

ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀ ƛƴ ǿŀȅǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƘŀŘ ƴƻǘΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘΣ άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ 

sometimes, teachers have nevŜǊ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŀǘ Řŀǘŀ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ƛǘ ƴƻǿΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦέ 

The provision of increased technology resources 

Focus group respondents acknowledged that the statewide assessment and accountability 

system, which integrates several online tools such as Acuity, Writing Roadmap 2.0 and the WESTEST 2 

Online Writing Assessment, has carried with it a variety of additional technological needs. Respondents 

stated that one unintentional positive outcome of this technological integration is that schools have 

received additional resources to allow them to use these tools. One respondent stated very succinctly, 

ά.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿŜ ƴƻǿ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿŜ ƴƻǿ ƘŀǾŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪƛƴƎΣ ŀƴ 

unintended result is that we now have more focus on getting more computers, more hardware, [and] 

ƳƻǊŜ ƪƛŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀōΦέ hǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŎƻƴŎǳǊǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀǊŜ άǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ƪƛŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

ƭŀō ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊΣέ ƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǘƘŜǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ǇŀǊŀŘƛƎƳ ǎƘƛŦǘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǿ άǎŜŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ 

tŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΦέ ! Ŧƛƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ Ƙŀǎ ŀ άƘǳƎŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘέ 

ƻƴ άƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ƭŀōǎ ƛƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣέ άƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊǎΣέ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

technological resources. 

A unified focus and goals for the education system 

Respondents believed another unintentional positive outcome of the statewide assessment 

and accountability system was that it has resulted in a set of uniform educational goals, objectives and 

expectations across the state of West Virginia. Respondents were clear in their opinion that this has 

been especially important for large districts where it is difficult to ensure all schools stay on the same 

curricular path and schedule. It was stated: 
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When I think of an unintended use of this for a large county like [ours] is that finally, for 

the most part, everybody is on the same page. Everybody is teaching the same thing we 

have in our prioritized curriculum. Everybody is kind of teaching everything at this same 

time through the year going towards the benchmarks and the summative assessment. 

That, in a large county, is huge, absolutely huge. 

Respondents also felt that this unified system of goals, objectives and expectations was also 

especially important with respect to new teachers, for whom the statewide curriculum provides a 

άǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƴŜǘέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŀŎŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴΦ One respondent noted: 

There are so many new teachers that are coming into the system. A lot of the older 

ones are leavingΦ !ŦǘŜǊ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ǘŀǳƎƘǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ȅƻǳ ǎƻǊǘ of have this 

internal clock that [helps you] know how to approach [the curriculum], and you know 

ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ȅƻǳƴƎ ƻƴŜǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŎƭƻŎƪ 

[yet], and it takes, what? A good 7 to 10 years to develop that? This [unified curriculum] 

provides some structure for them. . . And it helps. 

hǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ άŎƘŜŎƪǎ ŀƴŘ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣέ ƻǊ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ 

ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ άǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜέ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ άŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘΦέ IƻǿŜver, one 

respondent cautioned that such a benefit can quickly become a pitfall if certain boundaries are not 

ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘΦ {ƘŜ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ άƘŀǎ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ 

ōƛƎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘέ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǘŜŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƎƴƛȊŀƴǘ ƻŦ άƘƻǿ 

ŦŀǊ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻŎǳǎέ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ƛǘ ǎŜǊǾŜǎ ǘƻ ǳƴƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ƴŀǊǊƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ 

(e.g., see the section on focus group findings regarding Prompt 5 - Unintentional Negative 

Consequences).  

Early intervention to prepare young learners for success 

Respondents also indicated that the adoption of the statewide assessment and accountability 

system has helped proliferate the belief that early intervention is critical to ensure students are able to 

reach proficiency. One respondent said, άLǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŀǘ ²9{¢9{¢ ŎŀǳǎŜd ƛǘΣ ōǳǘ Φ Φ Φ ǿŜΩǾŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ 

ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴŜ ƛƴ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƳŀƴƴŜǊ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊΦέ Other discussants commented that early interventions 

such as DIBELS and άbenchmarking kids at a verȅ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŀƎŜέ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƭ practices that are rooted in a desire 

to prepare young students to become active participants in the statewide assessment and 

accountability system. A final and more general comment that arose during this discussion served to 

summarize the impact the system has had on instruction and intervention. A respondent said, άI do 

believe that the desire to impact the WESTEST data has motivated many changes to the way we deliver 

instruction, whether it be in a WESTEST grade-ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻǊ ƴƻǘΦέ 

Promot ing  positive competition among schools and districts  

A small number of comments were also made by focus group participants that indicated the 

assessment system fosters some degree of positive competition among districts and schools. It was 

apparent that paǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ άƎƻƻŘ ƻƭŘ ŦŀǎƘƛƻƴŜŘ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴέ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƻǊ 

for schools to continuously improve.  
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Selective teacher attrition that is beneficial to the education system 

During focus group interviews, respondents discussed both the positive and negative 

consequences that the assessment and accountability system has had on teacher attrition. On the 

positive end, respondents appeared to believe that the increased demands and pressure associated 

with the system has functioned as a way to weed out under-ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǳǇ 

to the task of teaching in a more rigorous education environment. One respondent recounted how 

ǿƘŜƴ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƭŜŦǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƘŜǊ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ƛǘ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ άƘŜƭǇŜŘ ǘƘŜ 

sȅǎǘŜƳΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ƘŜǊ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ƘŀŘ ǎŜŜƴ ŀ ŦŜǿ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƭŜŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ǇǊŜǎǳƳŀōƭȅ ƛƴ 

response to the increased demands of the assessment and accountability system. She also appeared to 

view this as a positive and necessary, but certainly uninteƴǘƛƻƴŀƭΣ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜΦ {ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜŘΣ ά²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ 

had a couple of teachers that just decided to go ahead and retire, you know? I can honestly say that we 

ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ǘƻ Řƻ ƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀȅΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎŀƳŜ ŀōƻǳǘΦέ 

Increased parental involvement  

It was the opinion of some of the focus group participants that the assessment and 

accountability system has contributed to increased parent involvement in their counties. Three specific 

comments were made. One was as follows: 

I have to honestly say that . . . parents are actually asking questions now and being a little bit 

more involved . . . because we are doing test talks with the kids, where the kids have to set their 

goals and work from that . . . and the parents sign off on that.  

This respondent later commented more generally that, as a result of the assessment and accountability 

system, άCertainly everybody knows more about testing ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ мл ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƎƻ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘΦέ 

 The remaining two comments were more generally stated. For example, when asked about the 

potential positive consequences of the assessment and accountability system one respondent stated 

conciselyΣ άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƴƻǿΦέ ! Ŧƛƴŀƭ 

comment was that parents were aǎƪƛƴƎ άƳƻǊŜ ǘŜǎǘ ǎŎƻǊŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎέ ŀƴŘ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ 

involved as a result of the assessment and accountability system. 

Prompt 5 - Unintended Negative Consequences of the Assessment and Accountability 

System 

Prompt 5 was designed to promote discussion among the assessment advisory committee 

regarding the unintended negative consequences and outcomes of the assessment and accountability 

system. Seven parent themes emerged from the discussion. Each is detailed below and specific 

examples are cited. 

Test results are not valuable or u nderstandable to some segments of the public  

It was the opinion of some respondents that the WESTEST 2 scoring reports possess only 

limited utility for some segments of the West Virginia population. For example, it was stated that the 

scoring report is not very useful to families with a history of college attendance who are most 

interested in how their child compares with children in other states. It was generally believed that, for 
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these families, a normative report, such as those provided by ACT would be more valuable. It was 

stated: 

hǳǊ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ 

ƛǘΦ ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘƛƭŜ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻǊ άƘƻǿ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘ Ǌŀƴƪǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

children in the natioƴΣέ ƴƻǘ άƘƻǿ ŘƛŘ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƭƻƻƪ ƛƴ ²Ŝǎǘ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀΚέ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŜǾŜǊȅ 

ǇŀǊŜƴǘΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ώŦƛƴŘ the WESTEST 2 

scoring report useful]. 

This same participant later clarified that, while this type of family may not be the average family in 

West Virginia, the state still has άŀ ǇƻŎƪŜǘ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƻƴƭȅ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ !/¢ ŀƴŘ {!¢ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ 

they can compare theƛǊ ƪƛŘ ǘƻ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΣ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ άƭƛƪŜ ƛǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊΦέ She also noted 

unequivocally that ά. . . the very academically-oriented family understands and gets more information 

ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǳǎŜŀōƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ώƛΦŜΦΣ !/¢ϐ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ ŦǊƻƳ ²9{¢9{¢ нΦέ 

During this same conversation another respondent discussed a different, yet similar situation. 

She stated that, for other segments of the population, specifically those parents who live in rural 

communities and who possess a limited college history, the WESTEST 2 scoring report may be too 

complex and not yield understandable information. It was discussed that the majority of parents in 

these types of communities are primarily concerned with whether or not their child is making the 

grade, so to speak. The respondent stated, άLƴ Ƴȅ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ƭƻǿ {ES community, they just 

ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ΨLǎ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜΚΩέ {ƘŜ ƭŀǘŜǊ clarified her position: 

tŀǊŜƴǘǎ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŀǊŜ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎΦ aƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ 

ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎƘŜŎƪ ƳŀǊƪǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ΨŦƛŦǘƘ ƎǊŀŘŜΣ ǎƛȄǘƘ ƳƻƴǘƘΣΩ ΨǎƛȄǘƘ ƎǊŀŘŜΣ ǎŜǾŜƴǘƘ 

ƳƻƴǘƘΤΩ ŜǉǳŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǎŎƻǊŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀŘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƛǎ ǿƘŀǘ ώǘƘŜȅ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘϐΦ Φ Φ ¢ƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ 

understand scale scores. A lot of our parents in a rural community have never been to 

ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƛǎΦ 

A final comment that emerged during this discussion, and one that deserves mention as an 

unintended negative consequence, is that the results of the assessment and accountability system may 

not be properly consumed and interpreted by the public in a very meaningful way. For example, one 

respondent stated:  

You know, our realtors use them [i.e., AYP/assessment results] a lot when they are 

ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŜƭƭ ƘƻǳǎŜǎΦ .ǳǘΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 

schools? No. The information is out there and it is accessible, but the timeliness of it . . . 

ƛǘΩǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜ ŎǊƻǎǎƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƻŦŦ ȅƻǳǊ ƭƛǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ Řƻ Φ Φ Φ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ 

ƻǳǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎΦ ²ŜΩǾŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǘƘŜƳΦ 

Later comments indicated that public (i.e., media) misinterpretation of assessment and accountability 

information may also contribute to other unintended negative consequences such as increased teacher 

pressure, stress, burnout and occupational turnover (e.g., see the next parent theme). 
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Increased teacher pressure, stress, burnout and turnover  

During all three focus group interview several comments were made about the negative impact 

that the assessment and accountability system can have on teacher morale. Discussants indicated that 

the demands of the system can lead to several unintended outcomes such as increased teacher stress, 

professional pressure and ultimately, teacher attrition. Some of the focus group participants made only 

general comments about this issue such as, άhƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ƴŜƎŀǘive consequences is just the 

ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƴƻǿΣέ ŀƴŘ ά¢ƘŜ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǘƘƛƴƎΦέ  

Others commented on the tremendous pressure associated with preparing for test day, 

upholding standardization during test administration and the consequences associated with even 

minor mistakes. hƴŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŦŜŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǎƛƎƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǾŜǎ ŀǿŀȅ άŦƻǊ нр 

ōƻƻƪƭŜǘǎέ ƻƴ ǘŜǎǘ Řŀȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜΣ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ƳƛǎǘŀƪŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƳŀŘŜΦ 

Respondents indicated that all teacheǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ άǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ ǿŜ ǎŎǊŜǿ ǳǇΣ L ŎƻǳƭŘ ƭƻǎŜ Ƴȅ 

ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜΦέ 

It was also noted that the stress and pressure that comes with the job is not limited to the 

school setting, but that it can follow teachers home as well. A respondent said: 

[It affects how they are] Φ Φ Φ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƪƛŘǎΣ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ 

their spouse when they come home, their general job satisfaction, and it contributes to 

a lot of different things . . . They might be thinking that we ask too much, or even 

ǿƻǊǎŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿŜΩǊŜ 

not happy. 

 Another discussant talked about how the added stress of assessment and accountability can 

ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ άŀ ǎŀŘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ŀǊƻǳƴŘέ for teachers ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǎƻƳŜ άŎƘƻƻǎŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƎǊƻǿ 

ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳέ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ άōƭŀƳŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŜȅ 

ǎƘƻǳƭŘΦέ She noted that this is a generally negative consequence for both teachers and students.  

Several additional comments focused on the fact that teachers are subject to increased 

pressure because the public and local media tend to blame them when students do not do well on the 

accountability assessment and when schools do not make AYP. A respondent summarized the situation 

as follows:  

When they smear them [i.e., schools] in the paper and you have, say, a small school 

ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ нл ƪƛŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƎǊŀŘŜΣ ŀƴŘ Φ Φ Φ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƻǿ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ 

ƳŀƪŜ !¸tΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǇƻƛƴǘƛƴƎ ŀ ŦƛƴƎŜǊ ŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜr and the whole world knows who that 

ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƛǎΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƴƻǘ ŦŀƛǊΦ Φ Φ Φ ¢ƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƴŀƳŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅ ƪƴƻǿǎ 

ǿƘƻ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƎǊŀŘŜǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΦέ 

Respondents then discussed how this unintentional consequence of accountability can lead to 

increased teacher mobility out of certain grade levels (i.e., those where accountability testing is 

conducted). As one participant stated, for the non-accountability grades, άIǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ Ǉǳǘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊ 

ŦƻǊ DƻŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ǘƻ ǎŜŜΦέ Additional comments substantiated this issue. One was that teachers, 
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άǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ώǘŜǎǘŜŘϐ ƎǊŀŘŜǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƴƻ ŦƛƴƎŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ŀǘ ώǘƘŜƳϐΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ was 

that, ά¢ƘŜ ŜƴǾƛŜŘ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ²9{¢9{¢ ŀǘǘŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ same 

respondent later stated: 

Our teachers feel a tremendous amount of pressure and I see this as moving away from 

the pressure. Certainly we all know that what happens in Pre-K and K and 1 and 2 

contributes to 3, 4 and 5, but that [accountability] is a huge pressure. It is definitely a 

pressure that our teachers in tested grade levels feel. 

 Another issue related to teacher stress that emerged during focus groups is early attrition. 

wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ƻŦ ŀ άǊŀŎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘέ occurring among teachers 

due at least partially to the increased demands of accountability. One respondent discussed this issue 

thusly: 

²Ŝ ƘŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ΨǊŀŎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘΦΩ ¸ƻǳ ƘŜŀǊŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻŘŀȅΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ 

who are retiring because of all the increased accountability. I came from Virginia and 

one of the things I loved about it when I came here was that there was less emphasis on 

that test and more emphasis on what was good for kids. And I see usτand this is part 

of the negative effect [of accountability]τmoving more and more to emphasis on this 

ǘŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ ΨǿŜƭƭΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ whether 

ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƛǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭΣΩ ōǳǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜǎΣ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƭƻǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻŎǳǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ 

ƘŜƭŘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳǊ ƪƛŘǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǘŜǎǘΦ !ƴŘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ 

ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ǊŜŀƭ ƭƻǎǎΦ  

Another respondent made a similar comment about teacher attrition and added that attrition is driven 

by the fact that the education system has continued to raise expectations for teachers, but has not 

provided adequate incentives for them to stay the course. She stated: 

We keep increasing [tƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦϐ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ Ǉŀȅ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƴȅ 

more. So are you getting the very best people to be teachers? Because before, you could 

ǎŀȅΥ Ψ¸ƻǳΩǊŜ ƛŘŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜ 

ǿƻǊƭŘΦΩ Φ Φ Φ Ψ¸ƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ƪƛŘǎΣ ƻƴŜ ƪƛŘ ŀǘ ŀ ǘƛƳŜΦΩ ΨL ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

ǿƻǊƭŘΦΩ bƻǿ ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƪƛŘǎ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭƛƴƎ 

and your kids are not doing really well on the test, and do you want to stay in this and 

get paid this little bit of money? Or do you want to go out and find a different job where 

you can actually get career advancement? I mean, I think that might be a reach, but I 

ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎΦ L ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎΦ 

Narrowing of curric ulum and instruction  

One of the commonly identified potential unintended consequences of assessment and 

accountability is a general narrowing of curriculum and instruction to focus on tested content areas or 

subject matter. To a limited extent, evidence of this consequence also emerged during the three focus 

groups conducted in West Virginia. For example, it was acknowledged by most participants that the 

ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ άƘŀǎ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ōƛƎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘέ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǘŜŀŎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ŏƭŀǎsrooms. Respondents agreed 
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that this is not necessarily negative and that some degree of standardization and alignment to the 

assessment is necessary to ensure a strong education system. However, respondents cautioned that 

ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭƭƻǿ that [i.e., the assessment] to have a very narrow definition of what 

ǘƘŜȅ ǘŜŀŎƘΦέ They expressed the concern that some teachers tend to focus narrowly on specific content 

άōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƪƴƻǿ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǿŜ ǘŜǎǘ ǿŀȅ ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘέ ƛƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ōŜcause of 

accountability.   

Furthermore, there was concern that the assessment and accountability system has resulted in 

a differentially strong focus on the content areas of mathematics and reading/language arts because 

these are the subjects assessed for state and federal accountability purposes. One respondent stated 

simply that she was concerned άŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜ-ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƳǳǎƛŎΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ 

the state, along with the entire nation Ƙŀǎ άƧǳƳǇŜŘ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǘƘ ώōŀƴŘǿŀƎon]Φέ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

respondent indicated that, while, West Virginia and the nation have done well and made strides in 

building the mathematics and reading/language arts achievement of students, they have done so by 

άǎŀŎǊƛŦƛŎƛƴƎέ ƻǘƘŜǊ important content areas. She explained her concern as follows: 

²ŜΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ŀ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻŎǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǘƘΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ 

ŘŜǎǘǊƻȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƴǊƛŎƘŜǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƪƛŘǎΩ ƭƛǾŜǎ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘΣ ŀƴŘ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ 

ǎƻ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ Řƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ώƛƴ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ and may if they had more exposure 

ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘǎϐΦ aŀȅōŜ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘȅ ǿŜ ǎŜŜ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ǘƻ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜƭƭ ƻǳǊ ƪƛŘǎ ŘƻΦ aŀȅōŜ 

ǿŜΩǾŜ ƎƻƴŜ ǎƻ ŦŀǊ ƛƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǿŜΩǾŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ 

method of incorporating [other subjects as well]. 

 Differential difficulty for schools with significant subgroup populations and more 

tested grade levels (i.e., middle schools) 

One complaint that is commonly leveled against the current NCLB accountability system is that 

it is differentially difficult for schools with large subgroup populations to meet AYP. In fact, in the 

current study it was discovered that the number subgroups tested for accountability at West Virginia 

schools was significantly and negatively correlated with AYP status for all three programmatic levels 

(i.e., Elementary, Middle, High). This correlation was strongest for middle schools (r =-.470). 

Notably, during focus groups respondents indicated that middle schools, especially, have borne 

the brunt of the assessment and accountability system. Respondents seemed to agree that such 

schools are at a disadvantage because they possess high enrollment, have larger subgroup populations 

and all included grades are tested and reported for accountability purposes. One comment was that 

middle schools haǾŜ άōŜŜƴ ǇǳƴƛǎƘŜŘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘŜǎǘǎΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ 

Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ άƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ƳŀŘŜ !¸t ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ŦƛǾŜ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǳōƎǊƻǳǇΦέ  

CǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ άŎŀǊǊȅ ŀ ōƛƎ ƭƻŀŘέ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ Ƴƻǎt have cell sizes 

that require they report the achievement of those students for accountability purposes. One 

respondent indicated that there is some resentment among middle school staff about this issue. She 

stated:  
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bƻǿ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ōŀǘǘƭŜǎ ƻǾŜǊ ΨǿƘȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ȅƻǳ ǎŜƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƪƛŘǎ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŜǊŜ ŜƭǎŜΚΩ 

ŀƴŘ ΨLǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŦŀƛǊΣ ȅƻǳ ƳŀƪŜ !¸t ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŎŜƭƭ ǎƛȊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŀōƭŜŘ 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΦΩ 

 Researchers also asked participants if the same could be said about elementary and high 

schools. One respondent ǊŜǇƭƛŜŘ ǳƴŜǉǳƛǾƻŎŀƭƭȅΣ άƛǘΩǎ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ŦƻǊ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǘƻ 

ƳŀƪŜ !¸tΦ ¢ƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǘƘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƴƻǘŜŘΣ ŀōƻǳǘ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ άǿƛǘƘ 

ώƻƴƭȅϐ ƎǊŀŘŜ мм ƛǘΩǎ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ŜŀǎȅΦέ hƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ŎƻƴŎǳǊǊŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀ deeper explanation of this 

viewpoint. She stated: 

First of all they [i.e., middle schools] are larger than the elementary schools. They have 

three tested grades, but 100% of their school is tested and managing that is huge. But 

because there are fewer of them, the disabled population is concentrated in fewer 

schools and more of those schools have cell size. 

Decreased focus on students who are at or beyond proficiency  

Respondents were clear that the culture of assessment and accountability has led, in some 

cases, to a decreased focus on meeting the needs of students who are at or above proficiency. Instead, 

more effort is placed on those students who require more intensive intervention to meet the 

accountability target. One respondent stated: 

An unintended nŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭƛƴƎ ǎƻ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ 

ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅ ǘƻ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǇǇŜǊ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ 

ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎǘǊǳƳ ŀƴŘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜΦ 

The same respondent discussed how focusing on these children with the highest level of need 

is symptomatic of the fact that there are only limited resources in schools. It was said: 

¸ƻǳΩǾŜ ƻƴƭȅ Ǝƻǘ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƛƳŜΣ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ ŘŜŎƛŘŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ 

to focus that and sometimes you ǎŀȅ άhƘΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƪƛŘǎ ŀǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ƻƪŀȅΦ ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŀǘ 

ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅΦέ ²Ŝƭƭ ǿƘŀǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀōƻǾŜ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅΚ ²Ƙŀǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘŜŘΚ 

LǘΩǎ ŀƴ ǳƴƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘΦ 

 It was discussed that this approach is perpetuated by policies within the accountability system. 

That is, more resources are provided to schools that have more students below proficiency. One 

discussant remarked of this situation, ά²ƘŜǊŜ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ Ǝƻ ǿƛth personnel? It 

ƎƻŜǎ Řƻǿƴ ƘŜǊŜΣ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Ǝƻ ǳǇ ǘƘŜǊŜΦέ 

Other classroom level assessments and WESTEST 2 are not aligned to each other 

A few particƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ indicated that, for a small, but meaningful group of students, WESTEST 2 is 

not necessarily predictive of success on ƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΦ [ƛƪŜǿƛǎŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ ²9{¢9{¢ нΦ Participants clearly felt that 

there is some level of disconnect between multiple measures for these students. For example, one 

ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƪƛŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ²9{¢9{¢ Φ Φ Φ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ǘŀƪŜ ŀ 
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ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƛǘΩǎ ǘǿƻ ƎǊŀŘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƎǊŀŘŜ ǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘΦ Φ Φ ǊŜŎƻƴŎƛƭŜ ǘƘŀǘΤέ ŀƴŘ 

ά¢ƘŜȅ ōƻƳō ƻǳǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ²9{¢9{¢ Φ Φ Φ ȅŜǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŀŘŜ !Ωǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳΣ ƻǊ ƛǘΩǎ ǊŜǾŜǊǎŜŘΦ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ƪƛŘǎ 

ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘΦέ 

Decreased student morale and increased pressure 

As noted above, participants felt that the assessment and accountability system can have a 

negative impact on teacher morale by creating increased professional pressure leading to stress. A 

small number of respondents also commented that students experience similar stress which can lead 

ǘƻ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƳƻǊŀƭŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ 

the cycle of failure on standardized tests for some special education students. The individual stated, 

ά¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴŘǎŜǘ ƛƴ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ΨǿƘȅ ώǎƘƻǳƭŘ Lϐ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎΚ LΩƳ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ 

ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭΦΩέ !ƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǎƻƳŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ 

ŀǎ ŎǊȅƛƴƎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǎƻ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƻǳǘΦέ 
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Conclusions 
¶ The correlation between school enrollment and AYP was statistically significant and negative. 

The negative relationship was evidenced for all programmatic levels at varying magnitudes. 
This provides some evidence that it may be differentially difficult for larger schools to achieve 
AYP. 
 

¶ The correlation between the number of subgroups tested and AYP was significant and negative. 
The negative relationship was present in all three programmatic levels. This provides some 
evidence that it may be differentially difficult for schools with significant subgroup populations 
to achieve AYP. 
 

¶ Of the variables compiled for each school, historic AYP status was the most highly and 
positively correlated with AYP for all programmatic levels. This finding is intuitive in that a 
ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ǇǊƛƻǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŜ strongest predictor of its current or future 
academic performance. 
 

¶ During the 2008-2009 school year, approximately 69% of schools for which necessary data 
were available were άcorrectly identifiedΦέ Essentially, for 7 out of every 10 schools included in 
this study, the alternate classification criteria and AYP status decision were in agreement. The 
remaining approximately 31% of schools were either subject to a Type I or Type II classification 
error according to alternate classification criteria. This amounts to approximately 3 out of every 
10 schools included in the study. 
 

¶ The Type I error rate for the 2008-2009 academic year was 56%. However, it is important to 
note that this rate is calculated including only those schools that did not make AYP in 2009 (n 
=149). The percentage of schools that were subject to a Type I classification error in 2009 
amounts to approximately 13% of WV schools for which the necessary data were available (n 
=642). 
 

¶ The Type II error rate for the 2008-2009 academic year was 23%. However, it is important to 
note that this rate is calculated including only those schools that made AYP in 2009 (n =493). 
The percentage of schools that were subject to a Type II classification error in 2009 amounts to 
approximately 18%  all WV schools for which the necessary data were available (n =642). 
 

¶ Approximately 241 schools made AYP due to the application of a 99% confidence interval in 
2009. Approximately 60% of these schools (n =146) were ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άcorrectly identifiedέ 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άƘƛƎƘ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜΣέ άƘƛƎƘέ ƻǊ άŜȄŜƳǇƭŀǊȅέ ŀccording to 
alternate classification criteria. The remaining 95 schools (approximately 39%) that made AYP 
due to the application of a confidence interval were ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άincorrectly identifiedέ because 
ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άƭƻǿ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜέ ƻǊ άƭƻǿέ according to alternate classification criteria. 
This represents a Type II classification error rate of approximately 39% for those schools that 
met AYP due to a confidence interval. In other words, of those schools that made AYP in 2009 
due to the application of a confidence interval, 39% would not have passed according to the 
alternative criteria designed for this study. 
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¶ Researchers acknowledge that the school classification error rates reported herein can only be 
as valid as the alternate criteria that were used as a point of comparison. As such, some 
limitations must be noted. Specifically, for the current study all four contributing indicators 
were weighted equally and there were no growth metrics calculated into the OEPA index score. 
This is because 2008-2009 was first administration of the new accountability assessment, 
WESTEST 2. Furthermore, some of the criteria used to develop an alternate classification 
system possess some colinearity with AYP. Researchers conducted correlation analyses to test 
this assumption which indicated this is likely only a minor concern. Additionally, the error rates 
reported in this document were calculated based upon the total number of schools for which 
data were available for all four indicators. Some schools were excluded due to a variety of 
circumstances. Therefore, the final sample did not include all West Virginia schools. 
Identification error rates should also be interpreted with a degree of caution given that the 
2008-2009 school year serves as the baseline year for WESTEST 2. Future analyses will 
determine if the error rates remain consistent over time. 
 

¶ Focus group data revealed evidence that supported each of the intended uses of WESTEST 2 as 
presented in the WESTEST 2 Technical Report. Furthermore, evidence emerged that indicated 
assessment results are used to document student progress over time and more general student 
growth. There were also a variety of county-, state- and school-level decisions that focus group 
participants indicated were made based on assessment results. 
 

¶ Focus group data are limited because they are representative of the perceptions of a single 
group of stakeholders. Nevertheless, the insights of the Assessment Advisory Committee are 
particularly valuable given their unique expertise in dealing with the assessment and 
accountability system in their counties. Their comments revealed a variety of unintended 
positive and negative consequences, many of which closely mirror those discussed in the 
broader literature.  
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Recommendations  
¶ There is undoubtedly a dialectic that exists between the practice of applying confidence 

intervals to save schools from failing to meet AYP due to measurement error and a desire to 
decrease the occurrence of classification errors. As the confidence interval widens, more 
schools are able to be saved. However, this causes the identification error rate to increase. 
Conversely, if the confidence interval becomes more conservative, the identification error rate 
will likely decrease. However, more schools will fail to meet AYPτand are subjected to 
increased measurement error. West Virginia should continue its efforts to find a balance 
between these two forces. Researchers recommend that the width of the confidence interval 
applied for AYP status should be informed by the extent to which there is believed to be error 
in the measurement of academic progress (i.e., WESTEST 2).  
 

¶ Focus group data revealed several unintended consequences of the assessment and 
accountability system. Many of those that were uncovered are also evidenced in the available 
literature. However, the evidence specific to West Virginia that has been gathered by research 
staff so far comes from only one stakeholder group at the county-level. Researchers strongly 
recommend conducting additional focus groups with school-level stakeholders such as 
administrators and teachers to determine additional unintended consequences. The results 
from these focus groups should inform the development of statewide surveys to measure the 
scope of these perceived consequences as currently planned. 
 

¶ Additional documentation regarding the intended uses and consequences of WESTEST 2 and 
the broader accountability system of which the assessment is a part should be examined, and a 
concise model of the intended uses and consequences should be generated. Such an approach 
is advocated in the CCSSO-sponsored publication, A Framework for Evaluating the Validity of 
Statewide Accountability Systems (Fast & Hebbler, 2004). Once such a model is produced, 
researchers can continue to systematically document the extent to which each component of 
the system is functioning as intended. 
 

¶ A continued examination of classification error rates should be conducted annually by the 
WVDE to determine whether a discernable trend exists. A systematic review of the results of 
each annual report is recommended to inform policy.  
 

¶ Further research needs to be conducted to identify the specific consequences associated with 
classification errors, both Type I and Type II. Researchers plan to conduct a series of case 
studies in schools that were subject to classification error.  
 

¶ Additional research should be conducted to examine the intended and unintended 
ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ²Ŝǎǘ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀΩǎ !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜ 
Performance Task Assessment (i.e., APTA). 
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Appendix A ɀ School Classifications by 

Programmatic Level  



Correctly Identified Schools by Programmatic Level  
Researchers also examined the percentage of West Virginia elementary, middle and high schools 

that were correctly identified according to the alternate classification criteria developed for this study. 
To do so, researchers determined where AYP and the alternate classification criteria were in agreement 
for each disaggregated group of schools. As noted in the body of this report, there were two ways a 
ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘέΥ  

a) ! ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƳŀŘŜ !¸t ŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άƘƛƎƘ-moŘŜǊŀǘŜΣέ άƘƛƎƘέ ƻǊ άŜȄŜƳǇƭŀǊȅέ  ƻǊΤ  
b) ! ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƳŀƪŜ !¸t ŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άƭƻǿ-ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜέ ƻǊ άƭƻǿΦέ  

For elementary schools (see Table A1), 283 of the 376 schools for which data were available fit 
ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘΦέ This indicates that approximately 75% of West 
Virginia elementary schools were protected from either Type I or Type II error in 2008-2009. The 
remaining 25% were subject to either a Type I or Type II classification error according to the alternate 
criteria designed for this study. 

Table A1: Number of Correctly Identified Elementary Schools  

Alternate Classification Number of Elemenatary  
Schools that did not Make AYP 

Number of Elementary  
Schools that Made AYP 

Low 11 23 

Low-Moderate 14 62 

High-Moderate 7 144 

High 1 71 

Exemplary 0 43 

  376 
 

For middle schools (see Table A2), 84 of the 154 schools for which data were available fit the 
ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘΦέ This indicates that approximately 54% of West Virginia 
middle schools were protected from either Type I or Type II error in 2008-2009. The remaining 46% 
were subject to either a Type I or Type II classification error according to the alternate criteria 
designed for this study. 

Table A2: Number of Correctly Identified Middle Schools 

Alternate Classification Number of Middle  
Schools that did not Make AYP 

Number of Middle  
Schools that Made AYP 

Low 13 3 

Low-Moderate 16 11 

High-Moderate 44 32 

High 4 10 

Exemplary 8 13 

  154 
 

For high schools (see Table A3), 76 of the 112 schools for which data were available fit the 
ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘΦέ This indicates that approximately 68% of West Virginia 
high schools were protected from either Type I or Type II error in 2008-2009. The remaining 32% were 
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subject to either a Type I or Type II classification error according to the alternate criteria designed for 
this study. 

Table A3: Number of Correctly Identified High Schools 

Alternate Classification Number of High  
Schools that did not Make AYP 

Number of High  
Schools that Made AYP 

Low 5 4 

Low-Moderate 6 12 

High-Moderate 17 38 

High 3 15 

Exemplary 0 12 

  112 
 

Type I Error Rate  by Programmatic Level  
Next, researchers examined the Type I error rate for schools within each programmatic level. As 

ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƴƻǘŜŘΣ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƳŀƪŜ !¸tΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άƘƛƎƘ-moderate,έ άƘƛƎƘέ 
or άexemplaryέ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘΦέ 
These schools are considered subject to a Type I identification error. The Type I error rate is calculated 
by dividing the number of schools incorrectly identified by the total number of schools that did not 
make AYP for each programmatic level. Tables A4 ς A6 present the number of schools that were subject 
to a Type I classification error in 2008-2009 according to the alternate classification criteria developed 
for this study.  

For elementary schools, (see Table A4) the Type I error rate in 2008-2009 was 24% (i.e., 8/33). 
In other words, of all the elementary schools that did not make AYP (n =33), 24% would have passed 
according to the alternate classification criteria. 

Table A4: Type I Error for Elementary Schools 

Alternate Classification Number of  
Elementary Schools that did not Make AYP 

Low 11 

Low-Moderate 14 

High-Moderate 7 

High 1 

Exemplary 0 

 33 
N =376 
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For middle schools, (see Table A5) the Type I error rate in 2008-2009 was 66% (i.e., 56/85). In 
other words, of all the elementary schools that did not make AYP (n =85), 66% would have passed 
according to the alternate classification criteria. 

Table A5: Type I Error for Middle Schools 

Alternate Classification Number of  
Middle Schools that did not Make AYP 

Low 13 

Low-Moderate 16 

High-Moderate 44 

High 4 

Exemplary 8 

 85 
N =154 

For high schools, (see Table A6) the Type I error rate in 2008-2009 was 64% (i.e., 20/31). In 
other words, of all the elementary schools that did not make AYP (n =31), 64% would have passed 
according to the alternate classification criteria. 

Table A6: Type I Error for High Schools 

Alternate Classification Number of  
High Schools that did not Make AYP 

Low 5 

Low-Moderate 6 

High-Moderate 17 

High 3 

Exemplary 0 

 31 
N =112 

Type II Error Rate by Programmatic Level  
Finally, researchers examined the Type II error rates for each programmatic level. As previously 

ƴƻǘŜŘΣ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀŘŜ !¸tΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άƭƻǿ-ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜέ ƻǊ άƭƻǿέ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
alternaǘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘΦέ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ 
subject to a Type II identification error. The Type II error rate is calculated by dividing the number of 
schools incorrectly identified by the total number of schools that made AYP for each programmatic level. 
Tables A7 ς A9 present the number of schools that were subject to a Type II classification error in 2008-
2009 according to the alternate classification criteria developed for this study. 

For elementary schools (see Table A7), based on the alternate classification criteria developed 
for this study, the Type II error rate for 2008-2009 was 25% (i.e., 85/343). In other words, of all the 
elementary schools that made AYP (n =343), 25% would not have passed according to the alternate 
classification criteria. 
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Table 7: Type II Error for Elementary Schools 

Alternate Classification Number of Elementary 
Schools that Made AYP 

Low 23 

Low-Moderate 62 

High-Moderate 144 

High 71 

Exemplary 43 

 343 
N =376 

For middle schools (see Table A8), based on the alternate classification criteria developed for 
this study, the Type II error rate for 2008-2009 was 20% (i.e., 14/69). In other words, of all the middle 
schools that made AYP (n =69), 20% would not have passed according to the alternate classification 
criteria. 

Table A8: Type II Error for Middle Schools 

Alternate Classification Number of Middle  
Schools that Made AYP 

Low 3 

Low-Moderate 11 

High-Moderate 32 

High 10 

Exemplary 13 

 69 
N =154 

For high schools (see Table A9), based on the alternate classification criteria developed for this 
study, the Type II error rate for 2008-2009 was 20% (i.e., 16/81). In other words, of all the high schools 
that made AYP (n =81), 20% would not have passed according to the alternate classification criteria. 

Table A9: Type II Error for High Schools 

Alternate Classification Number of High  
Schools that Made AYP 

Low 4 

Low-Moderate 12 

High-Moderate 38 

High 15 

Exemplary 12 

 81 
N =112 
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Confidence Intervals  by Programmatic Level  
 Researchers also sought to identify the percentage of schools that were correctly identified due 
to the application of a confidence interval (CI) for each programmatic level. Again, schools that made 
AYP and were also identified as ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άƘƛƎƘ-ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜΣέ άƘƛƎƘέ ƻǊ άŜȄŜƳǇƭŀǊȅέ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜ 
ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘΦέ ¢ŀōƭŜǎ !мл - A12 present the number of 
schools that met AYP due to CI that were correctly and incorrectly identified according to alternate 
classification criteria.  

For elementary schools, (see Table A10) data indicate that 85 of the 155 schools that made AYP 
due to the application of a confidence interval (55%) were άcorrectly identifiedΦέ The remaining 70  
elementary schools (45%) that made AYP due to confidence interval  were άƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘέ 
according to the alternate classification criteria developed for this study (i.e., subject to Type II error). 
In other words, of the elementary schools that made AYP due to confidence intervals (n =155), 45% 
would not have been considered passing according to the alternate classification criteria developed for 
this study. 

Table A10: Alternate Classifications for Elementary Schools that Made AYP due to Confidence Interval 

Alternate Classification Number of 
Elementary Schools that Made AYP due to CI 

Low 23 

Low Moderate 47 

High Moderate 65 

High 19 

Exemplary 1 

TOTAL 155 

N =185 

For middle schools, (see Table A11) data indicate that 28 of the 41 schools that made AYP due 
to the application of a confidence interval (68%) were άcorrectly identifiedΦέ The remaining 14 middle 
schools (34%) that made AYP due to confidence interval  were άƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘέ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
alternate classification criteria developed for this study (i.e., subject to Type II error). In other words, 
of the middle schools that made AYP due to confidence intervals (n =41), 34% would not have been 
considered passing according to the alternate classification criteria developed for this study. 

Table A11: Alternate Classifications for Middle Schools that Made AYP due to Confidence Interval 

Alternate Classification Number of 
Middle Schools that Made AYP due to CI 

Low 3 

Low Moderate 10 

High Moderate 22 

High 5 

Exemplary 1 

TOTAL 41 

N =110 
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For high schools, (see Table A12) data indicate that 33 of the 45 schools that made AYP due to 
the application of a confidence interval (73%) were άcorrectly identifiedΦέ The remaining 12 high 
schools (27%) that made AYP due to confidence interval  were άƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘέ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
alternate classification criteria developed for this study (i.e., subject to Type II error). In other words, 
of the high schools that made AYP due to confidence intervals (n =45), 27% would not have been 
considered passing according to the alternate classification criteria developed for this study. 

Table A12: Alternate Classifications for High Schools that Made AYP due to Confidence Interval 

Alternate Classification Number of 
High Schools that Made AYP due to CI 

Low 3 

Low Moderate 9 

High Moderate 22 

High 8 

Exemplary 3 

TOTAL 45 

N =71 

  



Appendix B ɀ Focus Group Protocol



 

Focus Group Protocol 

Intended and Unintended Uses of the Statewide Assessment 

Results 

The intended uses of WESTEST 2 results, as cited in the 2009 WESTEST 2 technical report10 (p. 9) are 

as follows: 

a) LŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎ ƻƴ ²Ŝǎǘ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀΩǎ нмst Century Content 

Standards and Objectives. 

b) Communicating expectations for all students. 

c) Evaluating school-, county-, and/or state-level programs. 

d) Informing stakeholders (teachers, school administrators, county administrators, WVDE staff, 

parents, and the public) on the status of the progress toward meeting academic performance 

standards of the state. 

e) Meeting the requirements to measure adequate yearly progress by NCLB. 

f) aŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ 

 

Additional intended uses of WESTEST 2 results include the following (see Technical Report pgs. 10 -

11): 

g) County and school administrators can use test-level scores to plan curriculum. 

h) The state can use aggregate test-level scores to meet the accountability requirements of NCLB 

and other school improvement programs. 

i) Teachers can use Content Standards and Objectives sub scores as indicators of academic 

strengths and weaknesses when corroborated with other sources of evidence such as 

homework, classroom participation, etc.  

j) County and school administrators can use Content Standards and Objectives sub scores to 

compare their aggregate results with the state average to better understand their strengths and 

weaknesses within a content area. 

 

  

                                                           
10 The WESTEST 2 Technical Report is available at: 

http://wvde.state.wv.us/oaa/pdf/WestVirginia_TechnicalReport_2009.pdf 
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Questions for Focus Group Discussion 

1. Which of the intended uses listed above have you seen evidence of in your county or statewide? 

Can you share some examples? 

 

2. What additional intended uses of assessment results can you think of that are not on this list? 

 

3. What types of county-, school-, and state-level decisions are made based on assessment results?  

 

4. What have been some of the unintended positive consequences of the accountability 

assessment? 

 

5. What have been some of the unintended negative consequences of the accountability 

assessment? 
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Appendix C ɀ Focus Group Data by Prompt (All Coded Passages) 
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Prompt 1 ɀ Intended Uses as Listed in Technical Report  
Parent Theme Coded Passages 

1. LŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎ ŀƴŘ 
ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎ ƻƴ ²Ŝǎǘ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀΩǎ нмǎǘ 
Century Content Standards and 
Objectives (CSOs). 

¶ I know that the C and I people look at strengths and weaknesses not only at the county-level but [they] 
look at the school and give reports to the board members about overall county- and school-level scoring. 

 

¶ . . . it even goes on down to specific schools. They look at the strengths and the weaknesses of the 
students. They look at what they did poorly on with the right/wrong responses and grade-levels and see 
where they fell short of measuring those CSOs. 

 

¶ The teachers wanted to look at the scale score to see how far those children were from mastery if they 
ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅΦ LŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅΣ Ƙƻǿ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǘƻ ŀōƻǾŜ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅΚ LŦ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ 
above mastery, how close were they to the next score? What little push could give them a higher 
WESTEST 2 score? Was it a plus or minus from mastery and how far was that. And after they determined 
that, it was how far above mastery could they be? 

 

¶ The kids have gone through with highlighters . . . marking content and concepts that they did well on, and 
. . . ones tƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǉǳƛǘŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ȅŜǘ ώƻƴϐ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ Φ Φ Φ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
the new content for the current year. 

 

¶ Before I even helped the county administrators to disaggregate the results, we were able to celebrate 
strengths and weaknesses relatively speaking, in terms of math and reading/LA and so forth. 

 

¶ One of the things we did this year is the principal did an overview on the WESTEST 2 report format then 
placed the data in the hands of the teachers in their PLCs. . . Therefore they were able to look at 
individual student results, identify students at risk in the grade level, pre-plan some interventionsτ
research-based strategies they know had worked in the past with students who had the same kind of 
weaknesses, so that by the time the students arrive in September, they had some kind of tiered 
interventions already to embed in what they were doing and some support ready to go if they saw, as the 
child progressed, that we need support right now. So, that really kind of worked and then they sat, by 
ƎǊŀŘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ōȅ t[/Σ ŀƴŘ Ǉǳǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ 
they were going to improve WESTEST results, not only for those children, but by content area for that 
year. 
 

2. Communicating expectations for all 
students 

¶ LΩƳ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǎŜƭƻǊǎ ƳŜŜǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ Φ Φ Φ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ Řƻ Ǝƻŀƭ-setting and so on about their 
expectations. 
 

¶ This is probably intended as well . . . the same kind of way. Probably very intended, but the upgrading of 
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Parent Theme Coded Passages 

the expectations and the curriculum for special education students, for those kids in the subgroups that 
ŘƻƴΩǘ Řƻ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ǳǇƎǊŀŘŜ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƳΣ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ǘƻ 
them, how we assess them, how we perceive them. 
 

¶ . . . in my part of the world, [we] only used to talk about thinking skills with the higher functioning and 
gifted teachers. 
 

¶ . . . [We are] giving those kids those notebooks so they know how they did or they know what they need 
to do to get to the next level and giving them a kind of ǇƻǿŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŦŜŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǇƻǿŜǊ 
over their own performance.  
 

¶ . . . involving them [students] in their own learning and having them take responsibility for mastering the 
things that they need to. 
 

¶ . . . test talks make those kids feel ǊŜŀƭ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ Φ Φ Φ ƪƛŘǎ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭƛƴƎ Φ Φ Φ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǎƛǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ 
ƛǘΩǎ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǊŜǾŜƭƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƴƻ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƛŦ ƛǘΩǎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƻǊ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜΦ Wǳǎǘ ƎƛǾŜ ƳŜ 
attention. 
 

¶ I think the other part . . . is that we really have strength iƴ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ώƴƻǿϐΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ 
unintended you know, but to be honest with you, it has worked. 
 

¶ One of our schools had been most interested in trying to have the kids invest themselves in doing well on 
the test. Part of their effort had been to really look and find . . .  something specific to celebrate for each 
student. They have a celebration of something that happened . . . a real positive for a particular student . . 
. They believe that there is not a lot of ability on the part of kids and sometimes parents to see the value 
of improving on. . . a test. So they want to make a particular effort to recognize something positive that 
the student has achieved as evidenced by this test so that they understand that people are really looking 
at this aƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳΦ 
 

¶ I think there have been some good things that have happened, I think that there is more of this owning of 
how our kids do 

3. Evaluating school-, county-, and/or 
state-level programs 

¶ ²ƘŜƴ ǿŜ ǿǊƛǘŜ ƎǊŀƴǘǎ ǿŜ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƻǊ ŀ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ άŀōƻǾŜ 
ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅΦέ ²Ŝ ŦƻǊŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǿŜ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǿŜΩǊŜ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ 
ƻǊ ƴƻǘ ǿŜΩǾŜ ŀŎŎƻƳǇƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΦ  
 

¶ We look at our test ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ǳǎƛƴƎΣ ƻǳǊ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩǊŜ 
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using, and what professional development we need to train teachers, better prepare them for, maybe, 
capitalizing [on] areas where they need to improve so that the students can improve.  
 

¶ A while back we had gone to the curriculum people and the central office peopleτnot meτhad decided 
to hire additional math teachers so grades 6, 7, and 8 were doing a double period of math so we have 90 
minutes of math instead of what we ƘŀŘ ōŜŦƻǊŜΦ ώ²ƛǘƘϐ ǘƘŜ ²9{¢9{¢ м ŘŀǘŀΣ Φ Φ Φ ώƛǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘϐ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŎƭŜŀǊ 
that we were making the kinds of gains and progress that we had hoped for. It looked like, from the 
WESTEST 2 data that the time period that we had that double period seemed to be payinƎ ƻŦŦΦ bƻǿΣ ǿŜΩƭƭ 
see how things pan out from there, but in terms of evaluating the county-ƭŜǾŜƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ 
something that we look at, the WESTEST data. 
 

¶ In my county we do actually break it down to the teacher level and we can tell you that every. . . you 
ƪƴƻǿ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ Φ Φ Φ  ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǿŜΩǊŜ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ Y-8 . . .  We sit down and we 
say that Mrs. B. you know had so many kids ς you know what I mean? That Mrs. B. had so many, you 
know? Mrs. S. had so many and Mrs. J. had sƻ ƳŀƴȅΦ !ƴŘ ώ²ŜΩǊŜϐ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 
ǎŀȅ Φ Φ Φ ΨǿƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ƻǊ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΚΩ !ƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ Φ Φ Φ Ǝƻŀƭ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎs. 
 

4. Informing stakeholders (teachers, school 
administrators, county administrators, 
WVDE staff, parents, and the public) on 
the status of the progress toward 
meeting academic performance 
standards of the state. 

¶ The state really does that with the state report cards and the letters that we send home and the 
release of the test results. Those grids that go out whether a school made mastery or not. We don't 
do a whole bunch more it seems to be done for us.  
 

¶ We do that in September when we send home the results 
 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊ ǇǊƛƴǘǎ ƛǘ ŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ōƛƎ ǎǇƭŀǎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊΦ  
 

¶ As far as informing stakeholders . . .  we all do that because we have to . . . We are required to do it, 
you know? We simply do. We do PTO meetings. We do, you know, all kinds of other things. I can tell 
you that I do board presentations . . . They get put in the paper. I know that the superintendent takes 
that same presentation and takes it over to the . . . Chamber of Commerce meetings and stuff like 
that. . . 
 

¶ I think, help me to understand what happened this past fall, but my sense was that it took them a 
while longer than they thought for the AYP data to become available. Because we had things set up 
such that I was able to do a whole day with the principals with the data before AYP results came in, 
which made for a much more functional day because they were looking inside the data to really study 
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it, they then turned to their individual schools whereas if AYP results have already been back they 
would have looked at the AYP results and some of them, no matter how much time I would have 
ǎǇŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳΣ ƛǘ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ 
ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴΣ L ƳŀŘŜ ƛǘΣ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƳŀƪŜΣ ǿƘȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ L ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘΣ ǿƘŀǘ Řƻ L ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ ƴŜȄǘ year. 

 

5. Meeting the requirements to measure 
adequate yearly progress by NCLB. 

¶ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ L ŎŀƴΩǘ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Řƻ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŀƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƛǎ 
doing. 
 

¶ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ !¸t ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
figure out . . .  how they did . . . it makes you look at the data more closely.  
 

¶ ώ!¸t Řŀǘŀϐ ŀǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ƭƛƪŜ ȅƻǳ ǎŀƛŘΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƻ ǳǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ŘƻƴŜΦ 
 

6. aŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
accountability program 

¶ ώ!¸t Řŀǘŀϐ ŀǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ƭƛƪŜ ȅƻǳ ǎŀƛŘΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƻ ǳǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ŘƻƴŜΦ 
 

7. County and school administrators can 
use test-level scores to plan curriculum 

¶ We look at them [test scores] to do remedial programs within the school too. You look at a child that 
has [attained] partial mastery. We use them in the SAT process. We use all of these scores for lots of 
ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΦ ²Ŝ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ use just that one measure. We look at other things 
ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ 5L.9[{ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǘƻƻƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǘ ƻǳǊ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ 
the key things that we look at is how did they do on this [WESTEST 2].  
 

¶ Our curriculum maps . . . use the information and the [test] data . . . and the teachers copy those and 
ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƎƭŜŀƴ ŦƻǊ ƳŀǘƘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ²9{¢9{¢ н Φ Φ Φ ¢ƘŜƴ 
ǘƘŜȅ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ώŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳϐ ƳŀǇǎΣ ŜŀŎƘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ ƳŀǇΦ .ǳǘ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ǎǘŀǊǘ ŀŘŀǇting and 
ǊŜǾƛǎƛƴƎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƪƛŘǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ Φ Φ Φ ²Ŝ ǎǘŀǊǘ ƻǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǎǘŜǊ ƳŀǇΣ ǘƘŜƴ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ǎƻƳŜ 
of this [testing] information. 
 

¶ We definitely use it [test data] to plan curriculum and to help change what we are going to be doing 
you know? AƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘŜƭȅ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎŜǘ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊ ǿƘŜƴ ǿŜ ǘŀƪŜ ŀ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ƳŀǘƘ ŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¸ƻǳ 
know what I mean? Absolutely. I mean the depth of the item analysis I got for math, we are taking a 
look at that part, you know? We are definitely taking a look at that to plan curriculum and decide 
what types of materials and support teams to [use]. 
 

¶ We fashioned a booklet for them [teachers] for their initial review and then once they got through 
and determined strengths and weakness [they] looked at the maps and reflected on the amount of 
time that [they] taught, and restructured the curriculum maps . . .  based on the [assessment] data . . 
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¶ As far as [what] decisions are made . . . at the county-level, the school-level you make decisions on 
student classes [based on assessment data]. 
 

¶ LǘΩǎ ώŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀϐ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘŜƭȅ ŀƭǎƻ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ ώƛƴ ǘƘŜϐ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀȅōŜ ώǘƘŜȅϐ 
need to go back and next year, you know last year you know only two percent of my kids got 
regrouping or something . . . and then that teacher can go back themselves and look at what their 
lesson plans were. 
 

8. The state can use aggregate test-level 
scores to meet the accountability 
requirements of NCLB and other school 
improvement programs 

¶ No evidence emerged for this intended use. 

9. Teachers can use CSO sub scores as 
indicators of academic strengths and 
weaknesses when corroborated with 
other sources of evidence such as 
homework, classroom participation, etc 

¶ We take at look at where they also come out on other assessment scores. Like we give everybody . . . 
ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ Φ Φ Φ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƛǘ ƻǳǘ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΚ ²ƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƛǘΩǎ wƛƎōȅΣ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƛǘǎ {¢!w{ Φ Φ Φ  
We give them running records [for] K-8. We do running records to give them a rating placement. But 
when you take a look at [the] running record here, when you take a WESTEST score here, ok. Finding 
those things out . . . 
 

¶ So there is to some extent looking at whether or not things are converging or cooperative . . . with 
other [assessment] pieces. And at our middle school we had almost 6% [of students for whom] there 
was definitely not a corroboration [between data sources]Φ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƘǳƎŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ 
L ƳŜŀƴΚ .ǳǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜ Ƙƻǿ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƻ ŀ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǿƘŜƴ ƘŜΩǎ Ǝƻǘ ŀƭƭ ŦŀƛƭƛƴƎ ƎǊŀŘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŜ 
passes the WESTEST 2 with Mastery? How do you answer that?   
 

10. County and school administrators can 
use CSO sub scores to compare their 
aggregate results with the state mean to 
better understand their strengths and 
weaknesses within a content area 

¶ We looked at the mean score on each analytic [trait] within the writing . . . per school and really tried 
to identify when we had particularly high performance in a trait, what had they done at that school in 
relation to that trait at that grade level to make such a large . . . to score so much higher than other 
schools at the same level. We also have a process in place for test analysis, we have forms and we 
run a workshop where every school comes in with we put all their WESTEST stuff in a data notebook 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ ōŀŎƪ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻƳŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ŀƴŘ Ǝƻ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŦƛƭƛƴƎ 
out the forms that end up with strengths and weaknesses. They talk about things that surprised them 
they talk about things they hoped to see that they saw or things they were disappointed to see that 
ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǎƘƻǿ ǳǇΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ that school then go 
back and run a similar strengths and weaknesses discussion with their staff. 
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1. Performance Monitoring through 
Benchmarking 

 

¶ ώ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘŜǎǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴϐ ŘŜŎƛŘƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǳǎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ 
like that.  We are using, them all . . .  
 

¶ ²Ŝ ƘŀŘ ŀƴ ŜŀǊƭȅ ƻǳǘ ƻƴ bƻǾΦ муǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ ǿŜ ŘƛŘ ŦƻǊ ŦƻǳǊ ƘƻǳǊǎ ǿŀǎ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ Řŀǘŀ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƻŦ 
141 [studentǎϐ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ сл ƪƛŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻƻƪ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘΦ ²Ŝ ǘŀƭƪŜŘ ŦƻǳǊ ƘƻǳǊǎ ƻǾŜǊ сл 
children, and still we could have probably been there still today still looking at that data. And 
teachers were really excited, but they never have time to sit as a group and talk about, this is what 
ǿŜ ǎŜŜ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΦ !ƴŘ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƛǘƘ !ŎǳƛǘȅΣ ƛǘΩǎ ŘƻƴŜ ƛƴ 
ƛǎƻƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ LǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴȅƻƴŜ ŜƭǎŜ ǿƘƻ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƳŀȅōŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ƛŘŜŀ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŀǘΦ  
 

¶ I would say that I believe ǿŜΩǾŜ ƎƻƴŜ ǘƻ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ²9{¢9{¢ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ Φ Φ 
Φ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŎȅŎƭŜΣ ²9{¢9{¢Σ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛŦ ƛǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ²9{¢9{¢ н ōǳǘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ 
ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŎȅŎƭŜ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ȅŜŀǊ ǘŜǎǘΦ ²ŜΩǊŜ making strides in 
having our Teachers talk with each other about how kids are doing on assessments. 
 

¶ Especially acuity. How did they do and what was the process . . .  How do you figure this stuff out? 
Why do you think your kids did so well on that? Or . . . Jeez your kids did really well on that and mine 
ŘƛŘƴΩǘΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ŘƛŘ ȅƻǳ ŘƻΚ ²ŜΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǿŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ 
 

¶ We had spent a lot of time with Acuity and benchmarking and how the students had done compared 
to what their acuity and benchmark results had been like. So they were making comparisons and for 
the most part celebrating the fact that the students in fact had done better than what they had 
anticipated.  
 

¶ LǘΩǎ ŀƳŀȊƛƴƎΣ ƻǳǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ ƻǳǊ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ ǘǊŀck the kids on Acuity . . . last year . . . every 
time they did a benchmark, because we had kids that take the ACT 3 and 4 times, their ACT scores 
ǿŜƴǘ ǳǇ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǘƛƳŜΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ !Ŏǳƛǘȅ ǘŜǎǘΦ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ώƻŦϐ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ 
and they modeled it off of the 11th grade CSOs, so they were making . . . their own . . .  mock 11th 
grade assessments and the kids were taking them and practicing for the ACT and the kids kept getting 
higher and higher [scores] every time. 

 

¶ We use the benchmarks as they were provided, but then we developed what we called common 
assessments, that matched the scope and sequence of curriculum, and there was a great deal of 
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value for the teachers to develop those common assessments and share that with all of the fourth 
grade teachers. 

 
 

2. Using Data to show Student Growth 
 

¶ The number one thing you should be using them [assessment results] for is to show student growth 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻƴŜ Φ Φ Φ 

 

¶ I think this falls in the intended consequences . . . changing the assessment to a mastery assessment 
ώƭŜŘ ǘƻϐ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǿ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǘƻ ŀ 
national statistic.   

 

 

Prompt 3 ɀ State-, County- and School-Level Decision -Making  

Parent Theme Coded Passages 

1. Decisions surrounding areas for 
targeted intervention 

¶ Lƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘŜŀƳǎΣ ǿŜ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩƭƭ ǘŀƪŜ ŀ ƭƻƻƪ ŀƴŘ 
see if a student is being referred. And somebody ƛǎƴΩǘ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǎǳǊŜ ώŀōƻǳǘϐ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ 
progressτand this is beyond the progress monitor[ing], and the RtI and stuff like that, 
particularly at the middle and high school levelτwhat are their WESTEST scores? And where 
are their proficiency levels? And if in fact, they have [met] proficiency, then chances are we 
ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ώōŜŜƴ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŦƻǊϐ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ 
education. In contrast, [if] you have a pattern of no proficiency . . . that adds to the case that 
maybe we should be examining this thing and see[ing] if there are special needs that we 
ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎΦ 
 

¶ ²Ƙŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƛǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴ 
the importance . . .  of test taking but giving them test taking skills, ǎǘǳŘȅ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜ 
ǎƛȄ ǿŜŜƪǎ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŜŜǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŎƻǳƴǎŜƭƻǊΦ  !ƴŘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ǘƘŜ 
ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΦ LǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀȅΣ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΣ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŀŘǳƭǘΣ 
ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜy understand the importance of the test. 
 

¶ [Looking at assessment results] seems to help group students for additional either re-teach 
opportunities or enrichment opportunities.   
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¶ They [teachers] sat, by grade level, by PLC, and [using the data] put togethŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ 
management of academic performance plan of how they were going to improve WESTEST 
results, not only for those children, but by content area for that year. 
 

¶ We had a dropout prevention [program] and we had a sheet where we started even in 
kindergarten, listing those kids [that were at risk] . . .  I think that [the assessment] data was 
ǾŜǊȅ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ώǇǊƻŎŜǎǎϐΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ǳǎ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅΥ ΨhƪŀȅΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ 
needs an interventionist more than this school. This school needs this person . . .  We need to 
rethink our special education, how we've got our special education teachers working as our 
ŀƛŘŜǎΦΩ   
 

¶ Once you get the data backτand we do this even with our benchmarksτwhen we get our 
benchmarks back, then [we] sit down with our benchmark reports and with their 
[curriculum] maps and what the kids are not performing well on, then they go back to the 
ƳŀǇ ŀƴŘ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƻŦ ŀƭƭΣ Ψ²ŀǎ ƛǘ ŀ ǘƛƳŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΚΩ Ψ²ŀǎ ƛǘ ŀ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƛǎǎǳŜΚΩ 
Ψ²Ŝ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜƭȅ ǘŜŀŎƘ ƛǘΦΩ LŦ ƻƴŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƛǎ ŘƻƛƴƎ ŜȄŎŜŜŘƛƴƎƭȅ 
well on the benchmark or the WESTEST 2, on that concept, but others are not, then they 
ǎƘŀǊŜ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŀǇǎ ŀǊŜ ƻǇŜƴ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ Ǝƻ ƻŦŦ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ 
maps so they can see how they approach that content. 
 

¶ We had the time and the luxury of having the results back early [to identify the] new kids 
ώǘƘŀǘϐ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘ ώǿŜƭƭϐΦ Φ Φ ώŀƴŘ ŘŜŎƛŘŜϐ ƛŦ ƛǘΩǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜŀƭǘ ǿƛǘƘ 
that particular teacherτso he or she wanted to make sure that they were doing a better job 
of approaching what children had had problems with in the past. Plus, if you saw it across the 
board, multi-school, then it was probably [a problem rooted in] our approach to our 
instruction, so [teachers] wanted to make sure that maybe there was . . .  more than one 
question addressing that content, to make sure the kids were getting it this time. And we 
made a concerted effort to go back and add questions on certain topics on each of the 
benchmarks so that there will be multiple revisits to that content. 
 

¶ ¸ƻǳ ƳŀƪŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ L9tǎ ώōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŘŀǘŀϐΦ ¸ƻǳ ƳƻǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳ 
think . . . that every child needs an individualized education plan. Then data-driven decision 
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making . . .  makes sense.  
 

¶ [Assessment data are] used . . . for individual students . . . to help drive my IEP decisions . . . 
 

2. Professional development planning and 
needs sensing 

¶ WESTEST does give me funds that we can turn around and give to our schools to help with 
²9{¢9{¢ ǇǊŜǇΦ !ƴŘ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ ƛǘ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ōŜƛƴƎ Řŀǘŀ-driven. 
And they also gave us money to purchase the Terra Nova for first and second graders so that 
we would be able to get some data on the first and second graders. 
 

¶ ¢ƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳǎŜ ƛǘ ώŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀϐ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭ-ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪΣ ōǳǘ 
they do go over it with the teachers . . . to see what they need. . . And our coaches work with 
them a lot [based on the data]. 
 

¶ We look at our test results in . . . [planning] what professional development we need to train 
teachers, [to] better prepare them for, maybe, capitalizing [on] areas where they need to 
improve so that the students can improve. 
 

¶ You select your professional development with teachers based on these results.  
 

¶ We kind of start with [the test results] and base everything of off that . . . It shows you . . . 
ǿƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳ ǿŜǊŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ώŀƴŘϐ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ 
better. 
 

¶ We make decisions on professional development [based on test scores]. 
 

¶ I think another positive of the entire accountability [movement], not just the assessment 
piece of it, [but] of NCLB, is [the quality of] professional development, the research base . . . I 
think that people are more focused and professional development is much more meaningful.  

 

3. Allocation of Staff and Resources 
 

¶ I think . . .  that a lot of our data feeds into how we structure our [placement of] highly 
qualified teachers.  
 

¶ You make decisions about . . . personnel [based on data].  
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¶ We are using assessment results to make decisions on the selection of the textbooks.  
 

¶ P1: With personnel. You get funds that follow personnel. So the if the school needs 
personnel, indirectly, I ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΧ  
 
tнΥ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ 
needs to go and you have a school that is impaired by that [i.e., shows deficiencies in terms 
of assessment data], chances are that that school will get that teacher.  
 
P3: I guarantee you that through special education and Title I, their funds get focused [and 
dispersed] based on that data.  
 
P1: Oh and if you have a school struggling, we had a school last year that was struggling and 
we focused a lot of attention on them. You know, just through the board office and a lot of 
different programs and things go toward that school and then you see results with that 
almost immediately. 
 

¶ I think we made personnel decisions based on data.  So, I mean that was something that you 
normally don't think about data driving, but it did drive those things. 

 

4. Decisions Surrounding Classroom 
Instructional Strategies. 

 

¶ When we refer them for special education services, when they write IEPs they are required 
to put those test scores in the performance levels. 

 

¶ They then moved onto the instructional strategies and they turned in . . . reports. What we 
asked them to tell us [was] not only what they are suggesting as a strategy to address what 
the kids were weak in, but [for the] areas that they were really good on to tell us what they 
ƘŀŘ ǳǎŜŘ ƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΦ ¢ƘŜƴ ǿŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŎƘŀǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΦ Φ Φ Lǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ 
Ƨǳǎǘ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ώŀǎƪƛƴƎϐ Ψ²Ƙŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǿŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ƴƻǿΚΩ .ǳǘ ǿŜ ώŀƭǎƻϐ 
asked them to focus on what they had done well on and [to] share . . . and list those 
resources, those strategies, how they approached it, how to get that math fluency with the 
kids and then we passed them around. They liked that.  
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¶ What we did was we sat down and looked at the data and made a bulleted list of what things 
we could change instructionally within the building in order to impact how the students 
achieved on the test. 
 

¶ As a teacher in the classroom in looking at those right/wrong responses across the board, 
[they try to identify] which one of those content standards were lacking in your instruction? 
 

¶ [As a result of the assessment and accountability system] they are getting away from the 
stand-and-deliver model. They are getting more into standards-based lessons, more group 
activities rather tƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛǎ ǿƘŀǘ LΩǾŜ ǎŜŜƴΦ 
 

¶ The teachers have had to do a dramatic shift in the way they were taught to teach. Especially 
ƻƭŘŜǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ŘǊŀƳŀǘƛŎ ǎƘƛŦǘΦ LǘΩǎ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǎǘŀƴŘ-and-deliver.  
 

¶ We take all the data, we break it down using a very old book that the state actually gave to 
us and they said, years ago, where we look at the data, um, by school and we break it down 
to make Individualized Education Plans, IEPs basically, for every student. 
 

¶ Now ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǇƛŎƪ ǳǇ ŀƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ōƻƻƪǎΣ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ ŀ 
ƴŜǿ ǎŜǊƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƪŜ с ƻǊ т ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ Řƻ Φ Φ Φ ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ 
ǘƘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛƴƪΣ ΨhƪŀȅΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ с ƻǊ тΣ L ƎŜǘ ǘƻ Řƻ нΦ bƻǿ which ones are really 
ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΚ ²ƘƛŎƘ ƻƴŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǊƛƎƻǊΚΩ ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ 
ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎΦ 
 

¶ We talked about how [they could] have looked at those questions [where students 
performed poorly] a little bit better. One of the things was . . . [students] need to know what 
ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŀǎƪƛƴƎΦ ΨIŀǾŜ ǿŜ ǘŀǳƎƘǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ǎƪƛƭƭ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǳǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΚΩ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƻƴŜ 
ǿŀǎΥ Ψ5ƛŘ ȅƻǳ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǎƛǘ Řƻǿƴ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƭƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƘŜƛr scores and 
show them the right wrong responses? What did they have to say about it? How could they 
ƘŀǾŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŀƴ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƻǊŜǎΚΩ !ǎ ŀ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ƛƴ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ 
right/wrong responses across the board, which one of those content standards were lacking 
in your instruction?   
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Prompt 4 ɀ Unintended Positive Uses and Consequences 

Parent Theme Coded Passages 

1. The Provision of Increased 
Technology Resources 

 

¶ More and more schools are seeing the value of technology. I think it really, I mean two years ago, 
it really hit with third grade testing on writing. But with Acuity, with Writing Roadmap, [and] all 
ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ƘǳƎŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ƭŀōǎ ƛƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ 
more computers, multimedia, whiteboards, the clickers. 

 

¶ Because we now have an online assessment and because we now have online benchmarking, an 
unintended result is that we now have more focus on getting more computers, more hardware, 
[and] more kids in the lab. 

 

¶ [We are now] putting kids in the lab earlier. 
 

2. A Unified Focus and Goals for the 
Education System 

 

¶ [The assessment and accountability system] has a great big impact on what they teach in the 
ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ŀƴŘ L ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ Φ Φ Φ LǘΩǎ ŀ ŦƻŎǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ŀƭƭ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ focus, 
but [teachers need to be cognizant of] how far to take that focus . . . 

 

¶ When I think of an unintended use of this for a large county like [ours] is that finally, for the most 
part, everybody is on the same page. Everybody is teaching the same thing we have in our 
prioritized curriculum. Everybody is kind of teaching everything at this same time through the 
year going towards the benchmarks and the summative assessment. That, in a large county is 
huge, absolutely huge. 

 

¶ There has to be something . . Φ LǘΩǎ ƭƛƪŜ ƻǳǊ ŎƘŜŎƪǎ ŀƴŘ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƘŜǊŜΣ ōǳǘ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ 
ŎŀǊŜŦǳƭ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳǎŜ ƛǘ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘŀƪŜ 
ŀǿŀȅ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾƛǘȅΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƴŜǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƪƛŘǎΦ  

 

¶ [The assessment and accountability system] gives people that structure [they need] because 
everybody needs some kind of structure to make sure everything is covered. 

 

¶ There are so many new teachers that are coming into the system. A lot of the older ones are 
ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎΦ !ŦǘŜǊ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ǘŀǳƎƘǘ Ŧor a number of years, you sort of have this internal clock that [helps 
ȅƻǳϐ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ώǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳϐΣ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ 
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ȅƻǳƴƎ ƻƴŜǎ ώƛΦŜΦΣ ƴŜǿ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎϐΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŎƭƻŎƪΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ǘŀƪŜǎΣ ǿƘŀǘ ŀ good 7 to 
10 years to develop that? This [the unified curriculum aligned to the assessment] provides some 
structure for them, ok? And it helps. ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘȅ ƻǳǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅΣ ǿŜ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƎƘǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
curriculum maps at the beginning, but the ones that were so proactive and were so vocal that 
then the older teachers started listening to them. Those young teachers ate them up because 
ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ Ǝƻ ƻŦŦ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƳŀǇǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƎŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƘǊƻƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ 
that they knew they could approach to do this, now, all of them are very positive about it, but 
boy that took a long time. 

 

¶ The alignment of these materials and the things that the state helped us with, like the Acuity and 
the benchmarking and stuff, all that alignment has helped people realize if they work on their 
CSOs, that they will see some results in their improvement scores. 

 

3. Early Intervention to Prepare Young 
Learners for Success 

 

¶ LǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŀǘ ²9{¢9{¢ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ƛǘΣ ōǳǘ Φ Φ Φ ǿŜΩǾŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴŜ ƛƴ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƳŀƴƴŜǊ 
earlier . . . I do believe that the desire to impact the WESTEST data has motivated many changes 
in the way we deliver instruction whether it be in a WESTEST grade-level or not. 

 

¶ The instructional things that we are doing I mean DIBLES and the benchmarking kids at a very 
early age. The [programs like] Read 180 the Success Net and System 44, all that [is an unintended 
outcome of the assessment and accountability system]. 

 

¶ [We are] putting kids in the lab earlier. 
 

4. Promoting Positive Competition 
Among Schools and Districts 

 

¶ People always go in there and look [at the data] and compare. 
 

¶ Maybe good old-ŦŀǎƘƛƻƴŜŘ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴΣ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΦ 
 

¶ ²ƘŜƴ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŘƻƴŜ ŀ lot better than what you thought they were going to do or even than 
they thought they were going to do; the kids did better so they want to go back and look at what 
they did well, so they can keep doing it. 

 

5. Selective Teacher Attrition that is 
Beneficial to the Education System 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ώǎƛŘŜ ƛǎϐ ǘƘŀǘ ώǎƻƳŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎϐ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ώƛǘϐ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ƭŜŦǘ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ 
helped the system. You know what I mean?  
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¶ We have had a couple of teachers that just decided to go ahead and retire You know? I can 
honestly say that we did not set out in our county to do it that way, but that was something that 
came about.   

 

6. Increasing Teacher Collaboration ¶ I think that sometimes teachers have never looked at data the way that they are looking at it 
ƴƻǿΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻƻΦ  

 

¶ It [the assessment system] has promoted conversations among teachers. 
 

¶ [Teachers are engaging in more] collaboration with data. 
 

¶ [People are] talking about instruction and what instructional activities took place that caused the 
results to look like they do. 

 

7. Increased Parental Involvement 
 

¶ Some other unintended positive consequences, I would have to say, I think in our elementary 
level were having more parent participation now. 

 

¶ I have to honestly say that . . . parents are actually asking questions now and being a little bit 
more involved. Because we are doing test talks with the kids, where the kids have to set their 
goals and work from that . . . and the parents sign off on that. Certainly everybody knows about 
ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ώŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅϐ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ мл ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƎƻ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘΦ 

 

¶ I hear more test score questions [from parents] compared to actual [questions] about the 
assessment.   
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Prompt 5 ɀ Unintended Negative Uses and Consequences 

Parent Theme Coded Passages 

1. Test Results are not Valuable or 
Understandable to Some Segments of 
the Public 

 

¶ They believe that there is not a lot of ability on the part of kids and sometimes parents to see the 
value of improving on . . . a test. 
 

¶ You know our realtors use them a lot [i.e., test results] when they are trying to sell houses, but is that 
a meaningful part of our community's assessment of schools? No. The information is out there and it 
is accessible, but the timeliness of it . . . It's more like crossing something off your list that you have to 
do . . . We have to inform our public. We've informed them. 
 

¶ Parents want to see that their children are growing. Most of them don't understand those check 
ƳŀǊƪǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ΨŦƛŦǘƘ ƎǊŀŘŜΣ ǎƛȄǘƘ ƳƻƴǘƘΣΩ ΨǎƛȄǘƘ ƎǊŀŘŜΣ ǎŜǾŜƴǘƘ ƳƻƴǘƘΦΩ 9ǉǳŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǎŎƻǊŜ ǘƻ 
the grade level is what [they understand] . . .  They don't understand scale scores. A lot of our parents 
in a rural community have never been to college. They don't know what a scale score is. 
 

¶ LǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ώǳǎŜŦǳƭϐ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǳƴŜŘǳŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƭƛƪŜ ώǘƘŜ ƻƴŜϐ L ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴΦ 
 

¶ hǳǊ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ ώ²9{¢9{¢ нϐ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƛn it. 
¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘƛƭŜ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻǊ Ƙƻǿ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘ Ǌŀƴƪǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
bƻǘ ΨIƻǿ ŘƛŘ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƭƻƻƪ ƛƴ ²±ΚΩ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǇŀǊŜƴǘΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 
ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ώŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ²9{¢EST 2 report valuable].  
 

¶ We have a pocket of people that really only look at ACT and SAT scores because they can compare 
their kid to students nationally. They like it better. 
 

¶ I think that the very academically-oriented family understands and gets more information that they 
consider useable from those reports [i.e., ACT] than they do from WESTEST 2. 
 

¶ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Řƻ ŀǿŀȅ ǿƛǘƘ ²9{¢9{¢ нΣ LΩƳ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ ŀ 
significant group of people. 
 

¶ In my community which is ŀ ƭƻǿ {9{ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ώƛΦŜΦΣ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎϐ Ƨǳǎǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿΥ ΨLǎ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘ 
ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜΚΩ 

 

2. Increased Teacher Pressure, Stress, 
Burnout and Turnover 

¶ We have teachers who will, in elementary schools, choose not to be a third grade teacher or a fourth 
ƎǊŀŘŜ ƻǊ ŦƛŦǘƘ ƎǊŀŘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜƴǾƛŜŘ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ²9{¢9{¢ ŀǘǘŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƻ 
them. 



67 | P a g e  
 

Parent Theme Coded Passages 

  

¶ [For the untested grades] It's not put out in the paper for God and country to see. 
 

¶ Our teachers feel a tremendous amount of pressure and I see this as moving away from the pressure. 
Certainly we all know that what happens in Pre-K and K and 1 and 2 contributes to 3, 4, and 5, but that 
[accountability] is a huge pressure. It is definitely a pressure that our teachers in tested grade levels 
feel.  
 

¶ I see some excellent teachers exiting those [tested] grade levels. 
 

¶ Lǘ ƎƻŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ ǿŜ ǎŎǊŜǿ ǳǇ ώǿƛǘƘ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎϐ L ŎƻǳƭŘ ƭƻǎŜ 
my teaching license. 
 

¶ ²ƘŜƴ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎƛƎƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƭƛŦŜ ŀǿŀȅ ŦƻǊ нр ōƻƻƪƭŜǘǎ in and out each day, sometimes it is kind of 
easy to forget to cover up that poster. 
 

¶ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŦŜŀǊ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ώǘƘŀǘϐ ƛŦ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ Φ Φ Φ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ 
ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ ΨL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ƳƻǊŜ L Ŏŀƴ ŘƻΣ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ƳƻǊŜ L Ŏŀn do, but I know I should be 
ŘƻƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎΦΩ 
 

¶ [one consequence is] early retirement. 
 

¶ ώ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎϐ Ƙƻǿ ώǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜϐ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƪƛŘǎΣ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
spouse when they come home, their general job satisfaction, and it contributes to a lot of different 
ǘƘƛƴƎǎ Φ Φ Φ ¢ƘŜȅ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀǎƪ ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘΣ ƻǊ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƻǊǎŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ 
ǿŜΩǊŜ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǇǇȅΦ 
 

¶ We keep increasing [the] accountability of teachers, and wŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ Ǉŀȅ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƴȅƳƻǊŜΦ {ƻ ŀǊŜ ȅƻǳ 
ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ōŜǎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΚ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ōŜŦƻǊŜΣ ȅƻǳ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǎŀȅΥ Ψ¸ƻǳΩǊŜ ƛŘŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ 
ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΦέ ¸ƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ LΩƳ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΚ Ψ¸ƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ 
to help kids. One ƪƛŘ ŀǘ ǘƛƳŜΦΩ ΨL ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΦΩ bƻǿ ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ 
might be working with kids who are really struggling and your kids are not doing really well on the 
test, and do you want to stay in this and get paid this little bit of money? Or do you want to go out and 
find a different job where you can actually get career advancement? I mean, I think that might be a 
ǊŜŀŎƘΣ ōǳǘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎΣ L ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎΦ 
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¶ And for these teachers that have been in the system a while, and they choose not to try and grow with 
ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ƛǘΩǎ Ŝŀǎȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ōƭŀƳŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŜȅ 
ǎƘƻǳƭŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀŦŦΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀ ǎŀŘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƭl the way 
around. 
 

¶ ²Ŝ ƘŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ άǊŀŎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘΦέ ¸ƻǳ ƘŜŀǊŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻŘŀȅΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ 
retiring because of all the increased accountability. I came from Virginia and one of the things I loved 
about it when I came here was that there was less emphasis on that test and more emphasis on what 
was good for kids. And I see usτand this is a part of the negative effectτmoving more and more to 
emphasis on this test and I think that sometimes that take the emphasis off the child, and I know that 
ƛŘŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴΦ ¸ƻǳ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǿŜƭƭ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 
ŎƘƛƭŘ ƛǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭΣ ōǳǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜǎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƭƻǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻŎǳǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ƘŜƭŘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƭŜ 
for how your kids perform on this test. And I ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ǊŜŀƭ ƭƻǎǎΦ  
 

¶ hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƛǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƴƻǿΦ 
 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǘƘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘȅΦ 
 

¶ [Some teachers] see that they are not going to be able to roll with that [i.e., increased stress] and 
ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘŀǘ Φ Φ Φ  όtнΥ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƭƛǾŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ƛǘ ŀƭƭύ ¸ŜŀƘΣ ǳƳ ƘǳƘ 
you know. (P2: I remember my first year of teaching I cried on the way home every day and people 
ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΦ .ǳǘΣ LΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ ŜƴƧƻȅ ƛǘ ŀƴŘ LΩǾŜ ǎǘǳŎƪ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘ ƴƻǿ ŦƻǊ от ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ǎƻ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ 
ŀƴŘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ LΩǾŜ ƘŀŘ ǎƻƳŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎύΦ 
 

¶ When they smear them [i.e., schools] in the paper and you have, say a small school that has 20 kids in 
third grade, ŀƴŘ Φ Φ Φ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƻǿ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƳŀƪŜ !¸tΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǇƻƛƴǘƛƴƎ ŀ ŦƛƴƎŜǊ ŀǘ 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƪƴƻǿǎ ǿƘƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƛǎΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƴƻǘ ŦŀƛǊΦ ¸ƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ŀǎ 
well as I know that when kids go through the system sometimes you have the cream of the crop and 
sometimes you have the cream and mediocre and sometimes you have mediocre and the basement. 
.ǳǘ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊΧ ¢ƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƴŀƳŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅ ƪƴƻǿǎ ǿƘƻ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ 
grades because you have small schools. So they want to get out of those [tested] grades because no 
fingers are being pointed at [them]. 

 

3. Narrowing of Curriculum and 
Instruction 

 

¶ [The assessment and accountability system] has a great big impact on what they teach in the 
classroom and . . . I think there are people who will allow that to have a very narrow definition of what 
they teach.  
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¶ We talk about [the fact that] we want to do Project Based Learning. PBL takes a lot of time, and it 
incorporates many, many CSOs, in many, many ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǿŀȅǎΦ .ǳǘ ƛŦ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ Řƻ ŀ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ 
ǿƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ Φ Φ Φ ǘƘƛǎΣ ǘƘƛǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ /{hΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Ŧƛǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ t.[Σ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ 
ŀ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎǇŜƴŘ ƭƻǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻΣ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ 
to say target that test, but you essentially do have to do that. 
 

¶ LΩƳ ƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ǘŜƭƭ ȅƻǳ ǘƘŀǘ L ǿƻǳƭŘ Ǝƻ ŀƴŘ ƪƴƻŎƪ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ Ǝƻ ƛƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŀǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƘǳǘ ǘƘŜ 
ŘƻƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅΣ  L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘŜŀŎƘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻΦ hǊ ǿƘŀǘ L Ŧƻǳƴd out . . . the same animal unit 
was taught in Kindergarten, and first grade, and second grade, and third grade, and fourth grade, and 
really, by the time you get those kids at the beginning of fifth grade, the only thing those kids have 
ever experienced, was a magnet, what it can touch and attract, and they did it for five years or for six 
years. Their animal unit, their dinosaur unit, and basic biomes of plants. And that was it. Whether we 
like it or not, because they know it will be assessed, they will make sure that those kids [know it]. 
 

¶ I have a concern about the de-emphasis of creative arts and music [as a result of the assessment and 
accountability system].  
 

¶ 9ǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ƧǳƳǇŜŘ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǘƘ ώōŀƴŘǿŀƎƻƴϐΣ ŀƴŘ ǿŜΩǾŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƎǊŜŀǘΣ ƳŀŘŜ ƎǊŜat 
Ǝŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŜǊŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŀŎǊƛŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ώŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŀǊŜŀǎϐΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ŎŀǊŜΣ L ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘǊǳŜ ƛƴ 
[some counties], especially at the K - 4 level. 
 

¶ ²ŜΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ŀ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻŎǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǘƘ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ŘŜǎǘǊƻȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻther 
ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƴǊƛŎƘŜǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƪƛŘǎΩ ƭƛǾŜǎ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘΣ ŀƴŘ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ǎƻ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ Řƻ 
ōŜǘǘŜǊ ώƛƴ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǘƘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ǘƻ ƛǘϐΦ aŀȅōŜ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘȅ ǿŜ ǎŜŜ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ǘƻ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜƭƭ 
ƻǳǊ ƪƛŘǎ ŘƻΦ aŀȅōŜ ǿŜΩǾŜ ƎƻƴŜ ǎƻ ŦŀǊ ƛƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŀǘ structure [of focusing on reading and math] that 
ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǿŜΩǾŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƴƎ ώƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭϐΦ 
 

¶ The teachers think we test way too much with all of the benchmarking [that goes on]. 
 

4. Differential Difficulty for Schools with 
Significant Subgroup Populations and 
More Tested Grade Levels (i.e., Middle 
Schools) 

 

¶ The unintended uses too, especially in middle school are, they have such a large pocket of special 
education and they are the . . . ones that . . . never make it [i.e., AYP]. In my mind those are some of 
the more formative years [that set the stage for] how they are going to perform down the road. They 
ŀǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴŘǎŜǘ ƛƴ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΣ Ψ²Ƙȅ ώǎƘƻǳƭŘ Lϐ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎΚ LΩƳ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭΦΩ 
 

¶ Our middle schools do carry a big load. We have very few elementary schools that have cell sizes in 
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ŘƛǎŀōƭŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŦƻǳǊ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ƘŀǾŜ ŎŜƭƭ ǎƛȊŜ ōƛƎ ǘƛƳŜΦ bƻǿ ǿŜΩǊŜ 
ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ōŀǘǘƭŜǎ ƻǾŜǊΣ Ψ²Ƙȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ȅƻǳ ǎŜƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƪƛŘǎ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŜǊŜ ŜƭǎŜΚΩ ŀƴŘ ΨLǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŦŀƛǊΣ ȅƻǳ 
ƳŀƪŜ !¸t ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŎŜƭƭ ǎƛȊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŀōƭŜŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΦΩ 
 

¶ ²ƛǘƘ ώƻƴƭȅϐ ƎǊŀŘŜ мм ƛǘΩǎ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ Ŝŀǎȅ ώǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ !¸tϐΦ 
 

¶ LǘΩǎ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ŦƻǊ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ !¸tΦ ¢ƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǘƘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ the 
middle school. 
 

¶ First of all they [i.e., middle schools] are larger than the elementary schools. They have three tested 
grades, but 100% of their school is tested [for accountability] and managing that is huge. But because 
there are fewer of them [i.e., middle schools], the disabled population is concentrated in fewer 
schools and more of those schools have cell size.  
 

¶ In the high schools, three grades are tested, but only one is used for accountability. In the elementary 
schools, three grades are testŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀǊŜ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƭƭ ǎƛȊŜǎΦ 
 

¶ Middle schools [have] . . . been punished a lot with these tests in my mind. 
 

¶ hǳǊ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ Φ Φ Φ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ƳŀŘŜ ŀƴ !¸t ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ŦƛǾŜ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ 
Ed subgroup.  

 

5. Decreased Focus on Students who are 
at or Beyond Proficiency 

 

¶ I think another thing that kind of came up in our meeting, an unintended negative impact of testing is 
ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭƛƴƎ ǎƻ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅ ǘƻ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ǿŜΩǊŜ neglecting the 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǇǇŜǊ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎǘǊǳƳ ŀƴŘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜΦ 
 

¶ ¸ƻǳΩǾŜ ƻƴƭȅ Ǝƻǘ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƛƳŜΣ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ ŘŜŎƛŘŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ŦƻŎǳǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
and sometimes you say, oh, these kids are doing oƪŀȅΣ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŀǘ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅΦ ²ŜƭƭΣ ǿƘŀǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀōƻǾŜ 
ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅΚ ²Ƙŀǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘŜŘΚ LǘΩǎ ŀƴ ǳƴƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘΦ 
 

¶ .ǳǘ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭǎƻ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ώǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎϐ ŦǊƻƳ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǎƻ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ 
ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ΨaΩ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƻǎǘ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ōƛǘ ƻŦ ǘǊŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǳǇǇŜǊ ƪƛŘǎΦ !ƴŘ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪΣ ΨǿƘŀǘ 
would it have [taken] to move that kid from the mastery to the above, and the above to the 
ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘŜŘΚΩ 
 

¶ And where does . . . funding go? Where does the majority of your funding go with personnel? It goes 
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Parent Theme Coded Passages 

Řƻǿƴ ƘŜǊŜ ώǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎ ōŜƭƻǿ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅϐΣ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Ǝƻ ǳǇ ǘƘŜǊŜ ώǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ŀǘ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ 
above].  
 

¶ !ƴŘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǇƭǳǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƴǳǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ w¢L ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ Φ Φ Φ   L ƳŜŀƴΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ 
whole lot of stress on the system, personnelςwise. And [it involves] shifting the way you look at things 
and the way you do things and the way you utilize the people, but it is still [focused on] those kids who 
ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǉǳƛǘŜ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ Φ Φ Φ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƛƴŦƛƭǘǊŀǘŜ 
the middle and high school as well. 
 

¶ I think kids pick up on that, especially at the high school level . . . I see them, we catch them doing 
things on the computer because I have this accountability system now and I can catch them now. And 
ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƻŘ ƪƛŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǎƛǘǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜŘΦ 
¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƎƻƻŦƛƴƎ ƻŦŦΣ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ōŀŘ Φ Φ Φ  ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ 
because we doƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ǘƘŜƳΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƻǳǊ 
shortcoming. 

6. Other Classroom Level Assessments and 
WESTEST 2 are not Aligned to Each 
Other 

 

¶ You know the one thing that . . . [keeps] going through my mind with this is [that] we keep comparing 
and contrasting WESTEST 2 with every other test that children take, including NAEP. Sometime along 
ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ LΩŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ Ƙƻǿ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀƭƛƎƴ ƻǊ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘΣ ōǳǘ LΩŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ 
do.   
 

¶ There are kids that are making Mastery on the WESTEST that are failing on that [other] part and when 
ǘƘŜȅ ǘŀƪŜ ŀ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƛǘΩǎ ǘǿƻ ƎǊŀŘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƎǊŀŘŜ ǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ȅŜǘ ǘƘŜȅ 
made Mastery on the WESTEST, you know? Reconcile that.  
 

¶ They bomb out on the ²9{¢9{¢ Φ Φ Φ  ȅŜǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŀŘŜ !Ωǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳΣ ƻǊ ƛǘΩǎ ǊŜǾŜǊǎŜŘΣ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƪƛŘǎ 
that are doing that.  We are seeing probably . . .  almost 6% of our kids [for whom] there is a difference 
between grade level scores . . . and their placement scores in reading and math. 

7. Decreased Student Morale and 
Increased Pressure 

 

¶ We have some schools report children as crying because they are so stressed out.  
 

¶ ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƎƻƻŦƛƴƎ ƻŦŦΣ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ōŀŘ Φ Φ Φ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ǘƘŜƳΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƻǳǊ 
shortcoming.  
 

¶ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴŘǎŜǘ ƛƴ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΣ ΨǿƘȅ ώǎƘƻǳƭŘ Lϐ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎΚ LΩƳ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ 
ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭΦΩ 
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Appendix  D ɀ Proposed Research Agenda to Examine Intended 

and Unintended Consequences of the Statewide Assessment and 

Accountability System
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Relevant Peer Review 
Questions 

5-Year Research Agenda Overview 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
4.1(a)  

Has the State specified the 

purposes of the assessments, 

delineating the types of uses and 

decisions most appropriate to 

each? Has the State ascertained 

that the decisions based on the 

results of its assessments are 

consistent with the purposes for 

which the assessments were 

designed?  

4.1(b)  

Has the State ascertained whether 
the assessment system produces 
intended and unintended 
consequences? 

1. Study of the 
extent to which 
Type I and Type II 
classification 
errors occurred in 
2008-2009 is 
conducted 
 

2. Focus Group data 
collected from key 
county-level 
stakeholders to 
address RQ2 
regarding 
intended and 
unintended uses 
and consequences 
of the statewide 
assessment and 
accountability 
system 

 

1. 2008-09 error rates 
published in Part I 
report  
 

2. Focus group 
findings published 
in Part I report  

 
3. Second annual 

examination of 
Type I and Type II 
classification errors 
(09-10 school year) 
 

4. Case studies 
conducted in 
schools identified as 
either Type I or 
Type II error schools 
during 08-09 school 
year to identify 
nature of 
consequences 

 
5. Additional focus 

groups with school-
level stakeholders 
conducted to 
further address RQ2 

 

1. 2009-10 error rates 
published in Part II 
report 
 

2. Case study results 
published in Part II 
report. 
 

3. Focus group 
findings published 
in Part II report  
 

4. Third annual 
examination of Type 
I and Type II 
classification errors 
(09-10 school year) 
 

5. Battery of surveys 
are developed using 
input from focus 
groups and expert 
panel (i.e., WV 
Technical Assistance 
Committee) 
 

6. Surveys 
administered 
statewide to WV 
educators, school 
administrators, 
students and 
parents 

1. 2010-11 error 
rates published 
in Part III report  
 

2. Findings from 
surveys 
published in Part 
III report 

 
3. Fourth annual 

examination of 
Type I and Type 
II classification 
errors (10-11 
school year) 

 
4. Conduct 

additional 
research 
activities 
deemed 
necessary by 
prior research 
and expert 
review 

1. 2011-12 error 
rates published in 
Part IV report 

 
2. Fifth annual 

examination of 
Type I and Type II 
classification 
errors (11-12 
school year) 
 

3. 2012-13 Error 
rates published in 
Part V report 
 

4. Conduct 
additional 
research activities 
deemed necessary 
by prior research 
and expert review 

1. 2013-2014 error 
rates published in 
Part V report 
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Quarterly Milestones 

Quarter 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Quarter 1 
January thru 

March 

 ¶ Part I report disseminated via 
OAAR Web-site 
 

¶ Planning for Part II report 
begins 

 

¶ Part II report disseminated via 
OAAR Web-site 
 

¶ Planning for Part II report 
begins 

¶ Part III report 
disseminated via 
OAAR Web-site 

¶ Part IV report 
disseminated via 
OAAR Web-site 

¶ Part V report 
disseminated 
via OAAR 
Web-site 

Quarter 2 
April thru 

June 

¶ Meetings conducted 
with OAAR staff to 
discuss and plan 5-Year 
Research Agenda and 
Part I report 

¶ Select schools to take part in 
Part II case studies to 
determine nature of 
consequences of assessment 
system (selection based on 
data from Part I report) 

 

¶ Develop battery of surveys to 
be administered statewide 
based on focus group data 
collected in 2009 and 2010 

   

Quarter 3 
July thru 

September 

¶ Data compiled for 2008-
2009 Type I and Type II 
classification error rates 

¶ Data compiled for 2009 ς 
2010 Type I and Type II 
classification error rates 

 

¶ Data collected via surveys and 
interviews at case study sites 

¶ Data compiled for 2010 ς 
2011 Type I and Type II 
classification error rates 

 

¶ Administer statewide surveys 
to measure scope of 
intended/unintended 
outcomes and consequences 

¶ Data compiled for 
2011 ς 2012 Type 
I and Type II 
classification 
error rates 

¶ Data compiled for 
2012 ς 2013 Type 
I and Type II 
classification 
error rates 

 

Quarter 4 
October 

thru 
December 

¶ Outline of research plan 
presented to West 
Virginia Technical 
Assistance Committee 
(WV TAC) for comment 

 

¶ Comments from TAC 
integrated into research 
design 

 

¶ Focus groups conducted 
with West Virginia 
Assessment Advisory 
Committee  

¶ Conduct additional focus 
group interviews with school-
level stakeholders  

    

 


