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ABSTRACT 

The standards-based educational accountability and its corollary quality assurance 

practices have increasingly been integrated in education in recent years. This 

development has however been criticized as having unintended negative consequences on 

learning. Studies have indicated that its reliance on assessments that are primarily defined 

by testing seem to establish a system of rewards and sanctions in schools. As a 

consequence, the standards disadvantaged underserved learners, therefore, negating its 

own objective to improve the achievement of all learners. Yet there is a dearth of 

information on the extent of the effect of the standards on teaching and learning in less 

privileged schools. It is also not clear how the conditions of the less privileged schools 

are affected by the standards and vice-versa.     

This phenomenological study, therefore, investigated the lived experiences of 

educators in at-risk schools with the standards-based accountability with a view to 

examining the effects of performativity as espoused by accountability on effective 

teaching. The study also examined the effect of the conditions of production and 

existence of at-risk schools on teaching and learning with a view to exploring ways of 

maximizing the utility of the standards in such schools while strengthening effective 

teaching. Data were collected through interviews, classroom observations and documents 

and records.  

The results of the study show that the standards as construed and practiced were at 

cross-purpose with the teaching-learning realities in at-risk schools. As a result, educators 

in at-risk schools are struggling with the standards and are indifferent to its full 

domestication. The study findings further point to several mitigating factors within at-risk 

schools that are largely overlooked by the standards yet they were significant in 
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determining the performance of the learners. Particularly, the conditions of production 

and existence of at-risk schools have not been adequately addressed so as to ascribe 

performance entirely to teaching. Where effort to help the schools has been initiated, it 

has not been necessarily geared towards improving learning but performance of the 

schools to either gain or retain ―recognized status‖ in the accountability ratings. The 

study concludes that for educational accountability to meet its broader objective of 

enhancing the learning and achievement of all learners there is need to reconceptualize 

the standards so as to reflect all overarching factors that affect teaching and learning. 

 



1 
 

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Preamble 

Accountability, a concept that traces its existence to the business model of 

responsibility and transparency, has in the recent years been fully integrated into 

education. As school reforms continue to move towards School-Based Management 

(SBM) model, schools are increasingly held accountable for the learning and success of 

students. Sponsored by what Peters (1992) refers to as the ‗New Rights‘ ideological 

perspectives, greater accountability is assumed to have two consequences: (a) better 

alignment between public aspirations and the purposes schools strive to achieve and (b) 

improved performance on the part of schools, typified by traditional achievement criteria 

(Leithwood & Earl, 2000). As a result, the educational definition of accountability seems 

to focus primarily on large-scale assessment frameworks that are defined by testing (Earl 

& Torrance, 2000).  

While there is expansive literature on the effects of accountability on education, 

there is a little information on how it affects teaching and learning especially in at-risk 

schools (schools that serve minority learners, have high teacher turnover and quite often 

employ many novice teachers). As observed by Phillips & Flashman (2007), opinion is 

split on the exact nature of the impact of accountability reforms on at-risk schools. While 

its proponents (e.g., Bishop, 1998) argue that accountability has a positive influence on 

such schools, its critics (e.g., Apple, 2004; Darling-Hammond, 2004; Lipman, 2004) view 

it as having a negative effect.  
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An in-depth analysis of how the concept of accountability is understood and 

applied in at-risk schools is necessary in order to render an account of how this affects 

practice, if at all. In so doing, it is prudent to understand how the various challenges 

associated with the at-risk schools including the learners‘ conditions of production and 

existence and inadequate facilities and teachers, are addressed to boost learning, so as to 

ascribe responsibility for the learners‘ performance entirely to the teachers. This study, 

therefore, examines the effect of educational accountability on at-risk schools with the 

view to exploring strategies that could aid teachers in such schools to liberate their 

performance and teach for social justice.   

 

Background to the study 

Educational accountability has been defined by Rothman (1995) as ―the 

process(es) by which school districts and states attempt to ensure that schools and school 

systems meet their goals‖ (p. 189). In this regard, educational accountability can be 

looked at as a process as well as a goal. Leithwood and Earl (2000) explain that as a 

process, educational accountability is a monitoring mechanism through which school 

districts keep tabs on schools to ensure that they are meeting the required standards. As a 

goal, the intention of accountability processes is to influence schools and districts toward 

the accomplishment of their goals, and that their success in doing that is the most 

important criterion on which to judge their value (p. 1). As a result, standards-based 

accountability has morphed into a major tool used to gauge and hold schools accountable 

for the learning and success and of learners.  
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In the United States, accountability and its corollary quality assurance, the main 

worker and program regulatory tools of the neoliberal educational reforms have become 

central to practices and management of schools since the inception of the No Child Left 

Behind policy - here after referred to as NCLB (Darling-Hammond, 2004; Lipman, 2004; 

Phillips & Flashman, 2007). The underlying assumption for these practices is that 

learners cannot be held accountable for their performance minus the school personnel‘s 

account of their input. This assumption is backed by the argument that all schools have 

the capability to enhance learner achievement (Lipman, 2004; Darling-Hammond, 2004; 

Sheets, 2005; Burnard & White, 2008). On the contrary, arguments abound to the effect 

that, whereas in terms of access to equitable opportunities to learning, teachers among 

other classroom factors are at best, the greatest resource and at worse the most 

consequential liability (Sheets, 2005; Kyriakides, Creemers & Antoniou, 2009), there is 

no homogeny in the makeup of schools (Peterson & West, 2003; Darling-Hammond, 

2004; Lipman, 2004; Phillips & Flashman, 2007). Differences in teacher and student 

demographics, socio-economic statuses of students as well as family and students‘ 

ideologies have all been found to have an effect on achievement (Becker & Luther, 

2002). 

Massey (2006) indicates that schools that serve minority learners (mainly children 

of color and those from poor families), in most part report low scores on achievement 

tests. Labeled as at-risk, such schools apart from serving minority learners, have higher 

teacher turnover, mainly employ novice teachers and are constrained on physical 

facilities and other resources (American Federation of Teachers – AFT, 2007). This is in 

contrast with schools that serve children from privileged families with adequate facilities, 
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sufficient board certified teachers and generally report good performance. Questions 

therefore arise as to how accountability and its related measures of performance can be 

effectively and uniformly applied to schools with such glaring disparities. In addition, if 

accountability is meant to detect incompetency in teaching, it is not sufficiently clear how 

it can be applied in the contexts of at-risk schools without compromising effective 

teaching strategies and exposing those learners to more vulnerability.   

Attempts have been made to address such concerns. For instance, Bishop (1998) 

and Grissmer, Flanagan, Kawata and Williamson (2000) have argued that accountability 

raises the achievement of students across the board. Undeniably, several studies (e.g., 

Carnoy & Loeb, 2002; Hanushek & Raymond, 2005; Jacob, 2005) show a remarkable 

improvement in scores in Math and Reading in states with stronger accountability 

measures than those with loose or no such measures. These observations imply that 

accountability has an effect on the achievement outcomes of learners. However, it still 

remains unclear as to whether the improvement in scores meant an improvement in 

instructional techniques. Some studies have reported that teachers adjust strategically to 

accountability pressures by tailoring their instructions to the tested material (Hamilton, 

Stretcher & Klein, 2002; Koretz, 2002; Darling-Hammond, 2004; Lipman, 2004). 

Moreover Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor & Diaz (2004) found that the introduction of 

accountability system in North Carolina increased teacher turnover especially in low 

performing schools. In addition, Boyd, Lankford, Loeb & Wyckoff (2008) also observed 

that due to student assessment-based standards, teachers are less likely to choose teaching 

stations with higher levels of pressure, scrutiny and sanctions. Teacher disaffection with 

the delivery of high student test scores has been reported with some teachers feeling that 



Texas Tech University, John C. Indiatsi, May 2011 

5 
 

it is an invasion in their classrooms, an imposition on their professional autonomy and an 

indicator that they are viewed by government agencies as incompetent (Lunar & Turner, 

2001; Hoffman, Assaf & Paris, 2001; Boyd, et al 2008).  

In her study of Chicago schools, Lipman (2004) established that accountability 

had redefined what being ―a good school‖ meant in technical and narrowly instrumental 

terms. Lipman argues that the practices brought about by accountability constricted the 

school‘s long term objectives of improving teaching and learning with short term liability 

objectives. In her observation, teachers who do not agree with these practices simply quit 

while those who remain are upgraded to standardized teaching with others appearing to 

lose their autonomy and professionalism to intensification (pp. 172-173). 

One can therefore conclude that, although literature indicates mixed results of the 

outcomes of accountability, overall, there appears to be a departure from its original goal 

of professionalization that pays attention to the moral aspects of the teaching profession 

and the democratic features of education or ―welfarism‖ (Gewirtz & Ball, 2000; Biesta, 

2004). This supposed shift has been attributed to the entrenchment of a managerialist 

approach to education defined by performance auditing, efficiency monitoring, 

marketization and competition (Gewirtz & Ball, 2000; Simkins, 2000; O‘Brien & Down, 

2002; Biesta, 2004). As a consequence, school practices and relations are no longer 

viewed as mutual and evolutionary, but as formal, measurable and quantifiable. 

Accountability practice appears to have metamorphosed into an external demand as 

opposed to a professional responsibility. Observations have been made that 

accountability as practiced, compromises the school curriculum and work values 

(Gewirtz and Ball, 2000; O‘Brien & Down, 2002; Apple, 2004). Apple (2004) describes 
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this scenario as ―a return of traditionalism‖ - a delegitimization of the critical models of 

teaching by introducing stratification of schools hence increasing the possibilities of a 

reintroduction of tracking. 

This study, while building on these observations and findings, appreciates that 

there is a lack of information on the extent to which the outcomes of accountability 

practices affect teaching and learning particularly in at-risk schools. The study addresses 

itself to this issue by seeking to establish the experiences of teachers in at-risk schools 

with accountability measures, if and how these experiences affect their practice and if 

there are any established practices to aid teachers to integrate accountability practices 

with effective pedagogical techniques. 

 

Problem statement 

Literature partly suggests that the introduction of accountability practices in 

education was to improve teaching and learning by fostering professionalism and a 

culture of mutual responsibility for learning for both teachers and learners (Gewirtz & 

Ball, 2000; Biesta, 2004). Its implementation however seems to have introduced 

competition and nurtured a system of rewards and sanctions in schools. This appears to 

not only affect teachers‘ choice of schools with more qualified teachers opting for better 

performing schools, but also their ideologies about the process of teaching and learning 

(Boyd et al., 2008).  

The tying of accountability to performance in standardized tests is seen as a 

precursor for grade retention of students, high dropout rates and high teacher turnover 

(Apple, 2004; Darling-Hammond, 2004; Lipman, 2004). The seeming shift from welfaral 
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accountability to managerial accountability is said to diminish teacher autonomy, 

creativity and professionalism (McLaren, 1999; Apple, 1999, 2004; Lunar & Turner, 

2001; Hoffman, Assaf & Paris, 2001; Boyd, et al 2008) and instead maximizes measured 

performance – possibly at the expense of learning of other socially valuable goals 

(Darling-Hammond, 2004; Halpin, 2004).  

These concerns portend far-reaching implications for the at-risk schools and their 

population of underserved learners. Yet there is such a dearth of information on the 

pervasiveness of these concerns in such schools. It is not expressly clear how teachers in 

at-risk schools conceptualize accountability and its application and whether it 

compromises effective teaching. This study proposes to examine the effect of the 

standards-based educational accountability practices on at-risk schools and explore 

practices for enhancement of social justice teaching.  

 

Purpose of the study 

This study proposed to examine and explain how accountability practices are 

conceptualized in at-risk schools and how it affects teaching and learning practices in 

such schools. The study further explored at-risk schools‘ conditions of production and 

existence and how they affect and/or are affected by the standards-based educational 

accountability. To achieve this object, the study was guided by the following research 

questions: 

 

 

 



Texas Tech University, John C. Indiatsi, May 2011 

8 
 

Research questions  

i. How do teachers in at-risk schools view educational accountability as 

practiced at the K-12 level of education? 

 

ii. What challenges do at-risk schools experience with educational accountability 

and how do these challenges affect teaching and learning?  

  

iii. How are the challenges associated with at-risk schools‘ conditions of 

production and existence being addressed so as to aid teachers to balance the 

separateness and interconnectedness of accountability and effective pedagogy 

and engender social justice teaching?  

 

Significance of the study 

The significance of this study is threefold: one, to create awareness among policy 

makers, practitioners and other stakeholders of the specific challenges that teachers in at-

risk schools face in the aftermath of the enforcement of accountability practices. Two, it 

is expected that the findings and suggestions of the study may be crucial in designing 

teacher preparation and professional development programs. In this sense, it is expected 

that the findings will help to address teachers‘ needs in the implementation of the 

standards-based curriculum. Lastly, the study will be important in adding to the body of 

knowledge on some of the accountability related teacher-push-out factors and their effect 

on instruction.  
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Study limitation 

 Several limitations affecting this study as a result of unintentional subjectivity of 

the researcher as well as institutional limitations outside the researcher‘s control can be 

identified. The first limitation arises from the nature of the study design. Small qualitative 

studies such as this one provided limited information thus constrict the conclusions 

reached to very specific contexts. Second, this study focused on a specific group of 

teachers from specific strata of schools. It was therefore assumed that the views of the 

teachers in the study would cut across those of teachers in schools with similar 

characteristics. In addition, the use of purposeful sampling may bind the study to specific 

groups of teachers, thus limiting the information obtained. 

 

Assumptions 

 Several assumptions contributed to the framing and development of this study. 

First, based on the impression created from my own experience and reading, I assumed 

that standards-based accountability negatively affects teaching and learning. Second, 

going by my own perspectives that were informed by my early school life, I assumed that 

poor schools were defined by specific characteristics that contributed to their low 

performances and if not addressed, such attributes compromise standards. Third, I also 

assumed that working in poor schools was more challenging than working in wealthier 

schools, and that, teachers and principals in poor schools were under constant pressure to 

prove their worth.  
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The study‘s reflective lens 

Overview  

A reflective lens is important in research as it serves as an ‗eye‘ through which 

phenomena as they relate to the problem are interpreted and understood. It is through the 

reflective lens that one makes sense of the relationships among several factors that have 

been identified as having a bearing on the problem (Sekaran, 2000). This study thus 

adopts the critical perspective as its reflective lens. In particular, the study will be guided 

by the Hermeneutics orientation and the Freirean theory of education.  

The growth of the critical perspective is associated with the work and ideas of the 

Frankfurt School as founded in 1924 (Kellner, 2003; Bohman, 2005; Kincheloe, 2008). 

According to Kellner (2003), the Frankfurt School described critical perspective as 

critiquing the existing social reality in terms of the potential for human freedom and 

happiness that exists in the same reality.  Horkheimer (1982), one of the proponents of 

the Frankfurt School, asserts that the critical perspective examines and explains what is 

wrong with the current social reality, identifies actors to change it and provides clear 

norms for criticism and achievable practical goals for social transformation (Bohman, 

2005). The critical perspective has as its main focus as being the exploration of ideas and 

practices that seek to emancipate and liberate people from circumstances and practices 

that incapacitate them. The critical perspective therefore portends a process through 

which individuals attain significant consciousness to seek ways and means to free 

themselves from practices that limit their potential (Horkheimer 1982; Kellner, 2003; 

Bohman, 2005; Kincheloe, 2008).   
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When applied in research the critical perspective distinguishes aims, methods, 

theories, and forms of explanation from standard understandings in both the natural and 

the social sciences (Bohman, 2005). In this sense, it endeavors to combine rather than 

separate the poles of philosophy and the social sciences through explanation and 

understanding, structure and agency, regularity and normativity. That is to say that it 

integrates philosophy and social sciences in order to interpret, explain and aid the 

understanding of phenomena from both philosophical as well as sociological 

perspectives. It plows into practices for their informed critique based on how they 

promote or hinder healthy human participation. The critical perspective thus provides the 

descriptive and normative bases for social inquiry aimed at decreasing domination and 

increasing freedom in all their forms. Such an approach, its proponents argue, permits 

their enterprise to be practical in a distinctively moral (rather than instrumental) sense 

(Bohman, 2005).  

From an educational perspective, Eisner (2002) defines critical perspective as ―an 

approach to the study of schools and society that has as its main function the revelation of 

the tacit values that underlie the enterprise‖ (p. 73). The critical perspective concerns 

itself with the explanation of sociopolitical issues such as relations, ideologies and power, 

and they manifest themselves in schools. Eisner intones that the critical perspective is 

concerned with how the hidden curriculum affects schooling and seeks for ways of 

emancipating and raising the consciousness of those affected by the schools‘ debilitating 

practices. This according to Eisner is achieved through the use the hermeneutics 

orientation to reveal the covert assumptions and values in social contexts such as schools 

(Eisner, 2002).  
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The hermeneutics paradigm 

Berthon, Pitt, Ewing & Carr (2002) define hermeneutics as an interpretive 

paradigm where meaning is inter-subjectively created in contrast to the empirical 

universe of assumed scientific realism. As an interpretive orientation, hermeneutics 

presupposes that texts and text-analogues that are distant in time and culture, or that are 

blanketed by ideology and false consciousness, would necessarily appear chaotic, 

incomplete, contradictory and distorted. To unveil their underlying coherence or sense, 

they need to be systematically interpreted (Demiterio, 2001). Hermeneutics goes beyond 

description of essences by looking for the meanings embedded in the common life 

practices. Solomon (1987) opines that the focus of hermeneutic inquiry is on what 

humans experience rather than what they consciously know. Hermeneutics therefore is 

central to the critical perspective as a way of organizing and structuring as well as 

sequencing and standardizing phenomena for understanding and explanation. According 

to Demiterio (2001) hermeneutics has three different layers of meanings and concerns 

that enable interpretation: 1) theory, which is concerned with the epistemological validity 

and possibility of interpretation; 2) methodology, which is concerned about the 

formulation of reliable systems of interpretation; and 3) praxis, which is concerned about 

the actual process of interpreting specific texts (p. 1). As observed by Demiterio, 

although praxis is the most important layer of meaning to hermeneutics and the ultimate 

aim and reason for its existence, theory and methodology are necessary for its systematic, 

reflective and scientific nature.  
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Demiterio (2001) categorizes hermeneutics into five systems based on the 

variation of the structural components of the interpretation (the interpreter - subject, the 

thing being interpreted - object and the goal of the interpretive act - truth or meaning). 

The five systems can be identified as: romanticist hermeneutics, phenomenological 

hermeneutics, dialectical hermeneutics, critical hermeneutics and post-structural 

hermeneutics (p.2). For purposes of this study, only the phenomenological, dialectical 

and critical hermeneutics will be necessary.  

 

Phenomenological hermeneutics 

Phenomenological hermeneutics is credited to Edmund Husserl. Husserl‘s 

phenomenology operates on two assumptions. First, arriving at certainty requires that the 

external world be reduced to the content of personal consciousness (Groenewald, 2004, p. 

43). Second, its approach to human consciousness has it that there are features (eidetic 

structures) to any lived experience that are common to all individuals who have the same 

experience (Spielberg, 1982; Cohen & Omery, 1994; Lopez & Willis, 2004).  

 

Dialectical hermeneutics  

Attributed to Martin Heidegger, a student of Husserl, dialectical hermeneutics 

questions the possibility of the subject to prevent their presuppositions and biases to color 

their interpretation and understanding (Heidegger, 1962). Dialectical hermeneutics 

emphasizes constitutionality, i.e. the meanings that the researcher arrives at are a blend of 

the meanings articulated by both the participants and the researcher (Cohen, 1987; Lopez 

& Willis, 2004). Heideggerian hermeneutics, view the subject‘s prior information as a 
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basis for building understanding and meaning of phenomena. The interpretation process 

in this regard takes into consideration both the biases of the object as well as those of the 

subject.   

 

Critical hermeneutics  

While building on Heideggerian hermeneutics, Jurgen Habermas (proponent of 

critical hermeneutics) argued that knowledge is a product of the society which is often 

mystified and reified, and that it is through critical reflection that such mystifications and 

reifications can be overcome (Habermas, 1968; Demiterio, 2001). As an interpretative 

approach critical hermeneutics has it that textuality can be infiltrated with power and 

forces that are formerly considered extraneous to it and practically innocuous (Demiterio, 

2001). As a method of inquiry, critical hermeneutics is founded on the assumption that 

any act of interpretation is invariably influenced by socially accepted ways of viewing 

reality (Thompson, 1990; Lopez & Willis, 2004).  

 

The Freirean theory of education 

As one of the many theories under the critical perspective, the Freirean theory is 

built on the humanistic aspects of critical enlightenment, emancipation, ethics, love and 

hope as pillars of teaching and learning (Freire, 1994; Holt, 1998; Kincheloe, 2008). The 

theory pays attention to the practical features of pedagogy for social transformation and 

organizing to achieve a just education system (Ross & Gibson, 2007; Kincheloe, 2008). 

In this sense the Freirean theory proposes more decisive and emancipatory strategies that 

oppose the dominant conceptions of education. It advocates for schools that operate as 
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units of change - for restructuring of culture and the organization of the society so that 

students from all backgrounds can experience educational equality and empowerment 

with teachers being transformed to agents of change (Kincheloe, 2008). The Freirean 

theory therefore can be understood from different stand points.  

 

The Freirean theory and knowledge and teaching 

 The Freirean theory as an emancipatory approach to education views and frames 

education as the necessary ingredient for raising awareness of learners so that they 

become subjects and not objects within the society (Freire, 2003). While appreciating that 

knowledge is a social construct, the Freirean theory emphasizes the individual dimension 

of learning as having a value (Freire, 2005). Teaching and learning are construed as 

democratic and critical processes within which the continuous construction of knowledge 

is the driving principle. The theory distinguishes between unconscious (sometimes 

practical) and critical (reflective or theory) knowledge. In Freire‘s perspective, the two 

types of knowledge play a complementary role to each other, i.e., knowledge is not 

limited to content and logic but also seeks the connection between understanding and 

feelings (Freire, 2005).  

The Freirean theory therefore espouses teaching as taking into consideration the 

entry behavior of learners and remaining aware of their learning environment and 

cultures. It rejects a ―banking‖ model of education in which teachers are viewed as the 

owners of knowledge (Freire, 2003). Instead, it encourages teachers to adopt a problem-

posing approach founded on dialogical practices in which teachers and students become 

corporate learners through dialogue (Freire, 2003; Bartlett, 2005). This way educators 
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and learners work together in developing radical pedagogical structures that provide 

students with the opportunity to use their own reality as a basis of literacy (Freire, 2003; 

Bartlett, 2005; Kincheloe, 2008). Freirean critical theory of education is therefore not 

mechanist but seeks to contextualize curriculum by making maximum of the learners‘ 

circumstances and backgrounds (Freire, 2003; 2005).  

 

The Freirean theory, education and the society 

 The Freirean theory of education is founded on the premise that education as a 

human act is deeply embedded in socio-cultural and political ideologies of the society. 

From this understanding the theory challenges the assumption that there are equal 

opportunities in a society. In his view schools are traditionally tools used to impose 

ideologies and beliefs of the dominant groups thus oppressing the less privileged (Freire, 

2001; 2003; 2005). In this regard the theory appreciates the existence of conflict as 

inherently human and advocates for educational actors who proactively confront this 

reality with a view to addressing it (Glass, 2001).  

Freire‘s theory offers an alternative to discourses and practices that promote 

intolerance and other societal biases (McLaren, 1999). In Freire‘s perspective, education 

as a process is a practice of freedom defined by an inherent desire of humans to be free. 

Towards this end education is viewed as a humanizing agent that enables cultural re-

creation for fullest possible expression of human existence (Glass, 2001). In sum, the 

Freirean theory of education envisages a deconstruction of practice to leverage justice in 

teaching and learning while enhancing opportunities for success. 
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Since this study purposed to interrogate the effect of accountability to teachers‘ 

perspective and practices of teaching, the critical perspective was essential in several 

ways. One, the critical perspective‘s premise of emancipation and liberation is the center-

piece of this study. This study partly purposed to interrogate the conditions of production 

and existence in at-risk schools and how this is affected by or affects standards with a 

view suggesting best ways that educators in at-risk schools can be aid to liberate their 

practice. Therefore the critical perspective was important in seeking to isolate those 

practices and ideas advanced by accountability that either promote or subdue such 

endeavors in the classrooms.  

Two, the hermeneutics paradigm as discussed above indicate variation not only in 

their conception of the subject/interpreter/researcher but also in the way of generating 

meanings and understanding of objects/texts/respondents. The critical perspective‘s usage 

of hermeneutics was necessary in the interpretation and description of different 

phenomena. For instance, the romanticist hermeneutics aided the researcher in 

understanding the historical and contextual factors that facilitated the embracement of 

accountability in education. Husserlian hermeneutics‘ idea of universal essences/eidetic 

structures was important as a way of identifying a pattern of thought by teachers as 

regards how they are affected by accountability practices. Heideggerian hermeneutics 

was critical in the comparisons of the respondents‘ lived experiences of accountability 

and its goals/objects of existence in order to tease out the parallels and intercepts. Critical 

hermeneutics was used in understanding the genesis of the said parallels and intercepts if 

any. More specifically, it was used in the interrogation of how the goals of accountability 

have been infiltrated by ideology, power and other sociological factors both within and 
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outside the schools. It also informed the research on whether this has a bearing on the 

teachers‘ perspectives and lived experiences with accountability. The use of hermeneutics 

was further necessary in juxtaposing accountability objectives of existence with the 

characteristics of makeup of at-risk schools. It especially aided the researcher in 

understanding how the characteristics of students in such schools are taken care of so as 

to ascribe achievement or lack thereof to teachers.  

Three, critical perspective‘s systematic approach to criticism of existing social 

realities by identifying the problems associated with the current social realities was 

central to the identification of the inherent weaknesses of accountability in the context of 

at-risk schools. Four, its approach to the process of social transformation (identification 

of real change actors and the setting of realistic goals) was necessary in the exploration of 

best practices for the integration of standards-based curriculum with effective teaching-

learning approaches. The Freirean critical theory of education was also used to observe 

and understand the relations in the school, teachers‘ support models, levels of autonomy 

and their general views regarding the subject under study. 

In conclusion, the critical perspective was selected for this study for its being 

grounded on a social and educational vision of justice and equality (Kellner, 2003; 

Kincheloe, 2008) which is the main thrust of this study. Critical theory envisions justice 

as revolving around remodeling schools and classrooms to work in the service of their 

students with school personnel honoring their craft, being conscientious and seeking to be 

effective (Freire, 2003; 2005). It is also about the deconstruction of the literacy power to 

create conditions that allow all children to learn in the most effective ways (Cummins, 

2003; Kincheloe, 2008). This implies the construction of a democratic education devoid 
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of traditional practices that impede learning while embracing alternative pedagogical 

practices befitting the present age. The critical theory fit within the confines of this study 

in that it explains possible ways that policy, schools and personnel can be refashioned to 

provide a just and equitable education.  

 

Definition of terms 

 The following key terms were used in the study. 

Accountability rating: a system used to define how schools are performing academically 

Accepted/Recognized Status/schools – Attaining the set academic passing rate in state 

tests. 

Assessment: to evaluate skill and knowledge of an individual in order to determine the 

degree of conformance or deviation from the standard. 

At-risk schools – schools that mainly serve minority learners, record poor performances 

and report high teacher turnover and higher less experienced teachers. 

Conscientization – the process of developing critical awareness of one‘s social reality 

through reflection and action.  

Critical consciousness – a significant level of awareness of the moral and social aspects 

of education that dehumanize learners necessary for the exploration of emancipating 

practices.  

Educators – specialists in teaching and learning and learning as well as administrators of 

schools and educational institutions.  

Educational Accountability - a system that requires educators to ensure that students 

progress and meet certain set standards within a specified period of time as measured by 

performance of students in standardized assessments. 
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Effective pedagogy – teaching and learning practices that promote democracy, freedom, 

equity, cultural responsiveness and success in schools. 

Effective practice – application of right procedures and befitting curriculum to enhance 

teaching and learning. 

Humanization – to portray or endow with human characteristics and attributes for ease of 

adoption and usage.   

Imposition – a burdensome or an unfair demand. 

Reproduction – the process by which schools become systems for perpetuating social 

inequalities as opposed to institutions of equal opportunity.  

Teacher emancipation/liberation/empowerment – encouraging teachers to contextualize 

the teaching-learning process by intelligently considering other alternative ways and 

approaches to teaching that are in the interest of the learner.  

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS): The state of Texas‘ assessment and 

accountability tool (tests) used to measure state curriculum standards.  

Texas Essential Skills and Knowledge (TEKS): Refers to a set of curriculum standards 

developed by the state of Texas for grades and subject areas used as guidelines for 

teachers on what students need to learn.  
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CHAPTER II 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Introduction 

 

In this chapter, pertinent literature as it relates to the question under investigation 

is reviewed. The chapter begins by examining educational reforms, its overall objective 

and implications in education. The section links reforms to the need to improve standards 

and traces the emergence of at-risk schools in relation to reforms. The chapter further 

offers an account of the concept of accountability, its development and subsequent 

implementation in education. It excavates the application of accountability in education 

and explains its meaning in the context of the neoliberal reforms. In addition, the chapter 

examines how the concept of educational accountability has affected the way school 

personnel and other stakeholders think and conceive education and schooling and its 

impact on general school practices.  

The chapter explores the effect of reform on teacher identity formation. Since 

teacher identity epitomizes how teachers view themselves, understand and practice 

teaching (Lasky, 2005), it is central to this study in the sense that it gives perspectives to 

how teachers‘ self-view evolves and changes over time while taking into consideration 

the factors that cause such shifts. The chapter concludes by juxtaposing educational 

accountability with underserved populations and identifies gaps in the literature as 

regards the effectiveness of reforms on education and achievement of minority learners.  
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Education reform and at-risk schools 

Education Reform is a plan or movement that attempts to bring about a systematic 

change in educational theory or practice (Fullan, 1991; Eisner, 2006). Several reasons are 

advanced as precursors for the desire to bring about systemic changes in education. 

Simkins (2000) implies that societal dynamics that bring about conceptual shifts 

regarding the role and functions of education are central to determining and shaping 

education reform. The desires and needs of the society remain central to shaping the kind 

of changes that are eventually propagated by various educational systems. As a result of 

the dynamics of the society, and with the need to respond to the changing societal needs, 

education reform has evolved over the years. Historically, it is believed that education 

reform began as a move against the neo-classical humanistic education to an answer to 

the desire to universalize education; then from human privilege to a basic human right 

(UNESCO, 2005).  

In the American context, although reforms had been ongoing, major radical shifts 

in educational goals and practices were witnessed in the sixties following the launching 

invention of the Sputnik by the Russians (DeBoer, 1991). Since that time, the role of 

education and educators in general has continued to occupy public discourse. Whereas 

Sputnik dictated reforms in the curriculum and particularly in the sciences, math and 

technology (see DeBoer, 1991 for details) the civil rights movement has been credited 

with reforms in terms of education for societal integration. Ever since the era of the 

desegregation of schools movement that culminated in the determination of Brown vs. 

The Board of Education of Topeka (1954), equalization became the mantra of public 

education. The outcome of this movement inspired the establishment of a society based 
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on justice and equality with education being the building block for this eventuality. As a 

consequence, policy makers, political leaders and educators have shifted attention to the 

search of practices that can pass as being as all inclusive as possible even as we improve 

the academic curriculum. Although the early reforms in education in the civil rights era 

were focused mainly on elimination of segregation based on race and ethnicity, more 

recent reforms have transcended this to include other inhibiting factors such as socio-

economic factors, cultural and linguistic as wells as school factors.  

As Simkins (2000) implies, we cannot divorce reforms from the socio-political 

and economic environments within which they are conceived and implemented. While 

the civil rights reforms were driven by the need to enhance freedoms and civil liberties, 

the new reforms are dictated by neo-liberal ideals of globalization (Darling-Hammond, 

1999, 2004; Apple, 2004; Creemers, 2006; Christen, 2009) which is hinged on societal 

ideals that are founded on competition and market driven principals (Hayekianism). 

Within the new realm of thinking, education and institutions of learning are viewed as 

vanguards of knowledge and skill critical for economic growth and retention of the 

nations‘ competitive advantage. As such, schools have in the course of the education 

reforms emerged as complex adaptive systems that must undergo self-reorganization for 

a meaningful educational change to occur (Fullan, 2001, 2006; Sui, 2008).  

Despite all the efforts and reforms so far embraced, the basic question remains as 

to whether the matter of inequality in education in terms of the twin issues of quality and 

opportunities for learning or access have been fully addressed. Literature cites challenges 

such as gender, economic situations, and cultural backgrounds as emergent inhibitors of 

full success of universalization of quality education (Leroy & Symes, 2001). Other recent 
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literature has also outlined teacher quality as responsible for attainment of quality 

education or lack thereof (see for example, Rockoff, 2004). Stemming from the Nation at 

Risk report, recent reforms beginning in the early 80s have focused on school factors that 

are likely to hold back student success. With this approach, more schools are emerging as 

needing greater attention than others as students with given characteristics are indentified 

as falling through the cracks. As Berliner (2009) observes: 

Because America‘s schools are so highly segregated by income, race, and 

ethnicity, problems related to poverty occur simultaneously, with greater 

frequency, and act cumulatively in schools serving disadvantaged communities. 

These schools therefore face significantly greater challenges than schools serving 

wealthier children and their limited resources are often overwhelmed. (p. 1)  

 

This implies that, as the reform focus shifts to schools, there is emerging a 

realization that not all schools are ready for the challenges that come with the new 

education. Given that reforms have over the years set specific benchmarks, either 

structurally or curriculum-wise, a number of schools have been identified as not well 

equipped to meet those standards. Schools that serve minority learners and established in 

poor neighborhoods are increasingly being singled out as focus areas (Rowland & Coble, 

2005; Berliner, 2009). As a result these schools have been christened as being at-risk. In 

the following brief section I offer a short description of at-risk schools and what literature 

identifies as characterizing these schools. 

 

At-risk schools 

As highlighted above, the segregation of schools based on economic as well as 

social factors has led to the emergence of school categories with high risk factors leading 

to failure, thus at-risk. The majority of learners in such schools are faced with higher 
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possibilities of low achievement. The enhancement of achievement of learners in such 

schools has become a rallying call for modern-day education reforms. Yet there still exist 

variations in the definition of at-risk schools, their identification and best ways for 

mitigating their challenges. Although there exist many definitions of at-risk schools, most 

are delineated by the characteristics of their students. Rowland and Coble (2005) explain 

that: 

 at-risk schools are generally accepted to be schools that serve a high proportion 

of low-income students, significant number of them representative of minority 

groups and have poor student achievement. (p. 2)  

 

These schools, according to Rowland and Coble, generally have difficulties attracting 

qualified teachers especially in core teaching subjects, and have a problem keeping 

teachers for more than few a years. The American Federation of Teachers - AFT (2007) 

describes at-risk schools as characterized with high teacher turn-over and serves high 

poverty stricken students who almost entirely depend on public schools for their 

education. It is believed that teacher either avoid the schools deliberately or simply quit 

due to the stress-factors associated with them (Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, & Diaz, 2004; 

AFT, 2007). The schools are also identified to be typically found in core urban areas and 

isolated rural areas (Rowland & Coble, 2005) and are likely to be in areas where crime 

rate is higher (AFT, 2007).  

Several studies have addressed the conditions of at-risk schools and explored 

possibilities of meeting the schools‘ needs. In my analysis of literature in this area, I 

classified research on at-risk schools into two categories. The first category is research on 

preparing, attracting and retaining teachers in at-risk schools. The second category is 

research on effect of environmental factors on learning in at-risk schools. While the first 
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body of knowledge concentrates entirely on teacher factors, the second body concerns 

itself with other factors other than teachers.  

Literature in the first research category has been driven by arguments that 

teachers are at best an asset to the achievement of learners and at worst a liability to the 

learning of students (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2006; Sheets, 2005). For at-risk schools, 

the need for preparation of teachers with skill to effectively teach their population has 

been found to be dire. Although there is much debate about what makes one teacher more 

effective than another, research findings point overwhelmingly to the importance of a 

teacher‘s mastery of his or her subject matter. Yet there have been reported significant 

disparities in the level of content knowledge of teachers in poor schools compared to 

those in richer schools (Ingersoll, 2001). According to Ingersoll, in mathematics, 43 

percent of teachers in high-poverty schools lacked a major or minor in their field, 

compared with 27 percent in more affluent schools. 

Not only are teachers in poor schools likely to be not well trained, but are also 

likely to be less experienced. Mayer, Mullens & Moore (2000) reported that whereas 

higher poverty schools had
 

20 percent of teachers having three or fewer years of teaching 

experience, low-poverty schools had only 11 percent. Recent reports by The National 

Partnership for Teaching in at-risk Schools (2005) indicates that the less support a teacher 

receives in the toughest schools the more the likelihood that the teacher would leave the 

school. So far, efforts to improve the quality of teachers in high-poverty, low-performing 

schools have been largely uneven and unfocused. Research studies show that teacher 

movement in at-risk schools is higher compared to richer schools (Ingersoll, 2001; 

Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor & Diaz, 2004). Retention of teachers in at-risk schools is 
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therefore another challenge that those schools face in as far as teacher factors are 

concerned. Indeed according to AFT (2007): 

 The staffing turnover at hard-to-staff schools is significantly higher than at other 

less challenging sites, which makes it a chronic problem. Average teacher 

attrition hovers at 46 percent for teachers in their first five years of teaching; 

turnover in hard-to-staff schools occurs at a higher rate. High-poverty urban 

schools, for instance, lose 22 percent of their teachers each year, compared with 

only 12.8 percent in low-poverty schools. (p. 5) 

 

Johnson, Kardos, Kauffman, Liu and Donaldson (2004) attribute the high teacher 

turnover in poor schools to lack of general support such as mentoring and induction 

programs in such schools. From their study, they concluded that when the lack of support 

combines with inefficient hiring practices, the schools that deserve quality teachers are 

the least likely to hire and retain them. In trying to mitigate this problem, Rowland and 

Coble (2005) found that whereas states were developing policy with a primary object of 

raising teacher retention in at-risk schools, the policies lacked the right language to 

address the problem. 

The introduction of NCLB policy has put more pressure on meeting teacher 

quality expectations especially for the low-performing schools. Under the act, states are 

required to demonstrate how they ensure that less qualified and uncertified teachers do 

not disproportionately teach minority learners. The states also have the discretion to 

identify policies that promote teacher learning and professionalism. 

The second category of research in at-risk schools on environmental factors 

looked at various things that affect learning in at-risk schools. Several studies in this 

category have examined the effect of incentives such as funding on at-risk schools. 

Shapiro and Laine (2005) established that while financial incentives were critical, they 

were not enough. In her analysis of literature on the effect of financial incentives in at-
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risk schools, Imazeki (2008) postulates that salary incentives are not the most cost-

effective way of attracting quality personnel in at-risk schools. Other studies have also 

inquired into the effect of resources and facilities on at-risk schools potential. In this 

category, early studies (e.g. Coleman, 1966) established that other factors such family 

and peer were more critical for at-risk students than resources. His views have been 

vigorously supported by Hanushek (1996) who asserts that additional resources have no 

any significant impact on achievement levels of learners.  

More recent studies have pointed to the fact that resources are equally important 

in alleviating poor performance. A study by Ferguson (1991) on 2.4 million students in 

900 districts in the state of Texas, observed that school input predicts students‘ scores on 

standardized math and reading tests. Hedges and Greenwald (1996), with the use of meta-

analysis strategies on bulk data found that additional school resources impacted 

positively on learner performance. Likewise, Krueger (2003) established a positive a 

relationship between resource allocation and learner achievement.  

Other studies have focused on parenting and family factors such as socio-

economic status and their effect on learning achievement in poor schools. Coleman‘s 

(1966) study while dismissing resource as a factor, nonetheless established that parental 

background such as level of education and income played a role in learner achievement. 

More recently, Houtenville and Conway (2008) with the use of data from the National 

Education Longitudinal Study (NELS) established that parental effort has a strong 

positive effect on achievement that is largely relative to the effect of school resources and 

is not captured by family background variables. At-risk schools suffer a lack of resources 
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and sufficient funds to meet their needs. The schools continue to serve poor children with 

parents of low literacy levels.  

With some studies (e.g. Kyriakides, Creemers, & Antoniou, 2009; RAND, 2009) 

showing that classroom factor were more important in learner achievement than any other 

factor, education reform seems to focus on teachers and schools as the better option in 

dealing with learner achievement. The singling out of teachers as bearing the greatest 

responsibility for the success of learners or lack thereof (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2006) 

have acted as impetus in pushing for reforms targeting teaching. Coupled with the new 

educational values that are driven by market-oriented principles, more responsibility has 

been placed on the teacher and the school (Apple, 2004; Darling-Hammond, 2004; 

Lipman, 2004). As a result, teacher regulatory options have been opened in form of 

accountability and quality assurance. In the next section, I discuss the concept of 

accountability within the education context and examine what we already know of its 

effect on education in general and on minority learners in particular.   

 

Educational accountability: Historical background 

The concept of educational accountability 

Literature across disciplines is replete with varied definitions of accountability. 

There lacks a single conceptual or operational meaning of accountability; only various 

typologies of meanings of accountability do exist. This has been attributed to the dynamic 

nature of accountability that is informed by the wide-ranging social structures in which 

accountability is embedded (Koppel, 2005; Whitty, 2008). Given that societal aspirations 

have never been static, it is in order to expect shifts in meanings and applications of 
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various concepts that directly stem from and have a direct bearing on the society‘s 

practices and ways of life. According to Whitty (2008) shifts in political power gives rise 

to contested areas where accountability gaps are created and negotiated. Continued shifts 

in political power, have necessitated the wide-ranging application of accountability. 

Whitty (2008) observes that, traditionally the term accountability was used to refer to an 

agent offering to his/her principal an account of activities carried out on behalf of the 

principal. The relationship in this sense denotes a mutual agreement for exercise of power 

and avenues for recourse. In recent past, Whitty continues to argue, accountability has 

assumed both a legal as well as moral perspective. It is perceived to include a wide range 

of stakeholders over a wider spectrum.  

According to Biesta (2004), accountability traces its origin in business accounting 

and auditing practices in which perspective, it constituted a review of accounts in line 

with the laid down modus of expenditure and resource utilization. Like Whitty, Biesta 

acknowledges that there have been shifts and changes in the conceptualization and 

meaning of accountability. He identifies two meanings of accountability; a technical 

managerial meaning and a loose, more general meaning. The general meaning of 

accountability according to Biesta, carries some meaning of responsibility and creates a 

sense of ‗being answerable to‘ some other entity or level. Conversely, the technical 

meaning of accountability has to do with financial practices of presenting auditable 

accounts (p. 234).The two perspectives as presented by Whitty and Biesta suggest a 

concept that is deeply rooted in a business model. One World Trust (2005) defines 

accountability with a heavy slant towards business orientation as:  
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The processes through which an organization makes a commitment to respond to 

and balance the needs of stakeholders in its decision-making processes and 

activities and delivers against these commitments. (p. 20) 

 

Going by these definitions, it is demonstrable that accountability is a formalized 

idea whose main concern is setting benchmarks of operation and procedures for 

measuring how those benchmarks are conformed with. To achieve this, accountability 

operates from several principals. Whitty (2008) identifies four such principles that 

include: participation, evaluation, transparency and feedback. According to Whitty, 

participation as a principle of accountability entails the involvement of stakeholders in 

the decision making processes and activities. It connotes the giving of a voice to the 

stakeholders thus creating ownership of the results which brings about a greater 

likelihood of uptake in the legitimacy of the process (p. 8). Participation through a critical 

principle of accountability takes many forms. As observed by Brett (2003) neo-liberals 

associate participation with the Hayekian principle of open markets and the elimination 

of monopolies. Management theorists on the other hand associate participation with the 

need for democratic decision making and flattered hierarchies within firms. Radicals on 

their part view participation from an autonomous perspective informed by the need for 

the growth of quasi self-employment as a result of controlled specialized knowledge (p. 

3). As a principle of accountability, participation regardless of the form that it takes is 

meant to improve productivity albeit with emphasis on different domains.  

Evaluation as a principle of accountability according to Whitty (2008) is a process 

or bundle of processes through which an organization reflects on its activities. In this 

regard evaluation permits an organization to gather and assess evidence regarding its 

performance and results, with a view to learning (p. 8). As a process, accountability is 
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informational and targets both those inside as well as outside the organization for critical 

decision making. Evaluation serves the purpose of creating information upon which 

judgments as regards the organization‘s achievement of set goals is concerned. 

Transparency as a principle of accountability is linked to evaluation. It is a characteristic 

of processes defining the ways in which an organization makes available information 

about their activities and aims. Feedback relates closest to the redress mechanisms 

inherent in the traditional principal-agent forms of accountability. It includes processes 

which allow stakeholders to share information with organization‘s leadership with a view 

to seeking for redress (Whitty, 2008, p. 8).   

 

Accountability and education   

Following the premise of the foregoing information, accountability has its roots 

deeply embedded in business. How then did it find its way into education? Leithwood & 

Earl (2000) observe that a significant majority of educational reform initiatives over the 

past dozen years have aimed to hold schools more accountable. The calls for greater 

accountability, in schools Leithwood and Earl argue, can be traced to the wider 

economic, political, and social contexts of which schools are a part (p. 1). Within this 

context, schools are viewed as micro-systems that represent the wider aspirations of the 

society. The shifts within the larger economic, political and social contexts of the society 

ought to be reflected within the work and operations of schools. With the society being 

engulfed with calls for more prudential management of resources and value for money, 

accountability became a rallying call in the education sector. 
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Peters (1992) attributes the calls for more school accountability to what he terms 

as the ‗New Right‘ ideological perspectives. According to Peters, the new right ideology 

which is associated with conservatism brings together two different schools of thought. 

The first is the libertarianism which favors free market in every sphere of activity. The 

second is authoritarianism, which as far as social issues are concerned leans towards the 

establishment of social order and obedience above the rights of individuals. This suggests 

a combination of market values as well as well moral obligations within the societal 

practices.  It can be argued that the combination of the two perspectives brought to the 

fore marketization framed as a moral obligation. Imported into education, the new right 

ideological perspectives hoped to achieve a more responsible educational system within a 

competitive environment. Educational accountability therefore hoped to achieve the 

streamlining of public aspirations in terms of what schools ought to achieve as well as 

improvement in performance on the part of the schools (Leithwood & Earl, 2000). Such 

objectives have been thought to be better achieved through a change in education by 

making it more directional and quantifiable.  

Ever since the turn of the century, more focus has shifted to the education sector. 

With the emergence of the belief that investing in education has the potential to turn the 

fortunes of nations in an ever increasingly competitive world, the stakes have even been 

raised higher. Never before has education been so central to the development of the 

society than in the current era of globalization (Apple, 2004; Darling-Hammond, 2004). 

Undeniably though, it is evident that education is one critical way through which the 

society is transformed and lives improved. As nations strive to maintain their market 

advantage, institutions of learning are increasingly viewed as the vanguards for the 
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critical skills and knowledge necessary for sustainable development. While the quest for 

knowledge-based economies has increased, so has the desire for education reform and 

regulation.  

According to Biesta (2004), educational accountability developed in late 70s and 

early 80s out of the need to enhance teacher professionalism and mutual responsibility in 

learning. Gewirtz & Ball (2000) add that the inception of educational accountability was 

meant to promote the public ethos of education of welfarism defined by democratic 

approaches to teaching, responsibility and professionalism as markers of performance. In 

other words, care ethics and love for the profession were to be the motivators for 

teachers. According to Gewirtz and Ball (2000) this has since changed with major 

indications to a shift towards a managerialist approach to accountability. It is not clear 

what necessitated the shift from welfarism to managerialism. As already demonstrated, 

literature partly points to the changing view of schooling and education, and also at the 

general meaning of accountability as a practice (Gewirtz & Ball, 2000; Earl & 

Leithwood, 2001; O‘Brien & Ball, 2002; Biesta, 2004).  

If these two definitions were to help gain understanding of the different meanings 

of technical and general accountability, then the difference is not very clear. This 

suggests a possible overlap in the technical as well as general understanding of 

accountability and its application. Charlton (1999) attempts to argue the difference by 

indicating that the way to demonstrate an overlap in meaning of the two is by legitimately 

assuming that provision of auditable accounts is synonymous with responsible behavior. 

Whereas the two are not synonymous, the presentation of auditable accounts is meant to 

demonstrate efficiency and responsibility on part of the fiscal managers.  
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Indeed much of the rhetoric on accountability practices not just in schools but in 

other public sector reforms, portray a very blurred line between ‗auditing‘ practices and 

responsibility. In effect, I agree with Biesta‘s (2004) account that the origin of 

accountability, in the managerial sense, is mainly to detect dishonesty and incompetency. 

It can easily be deduced therefore that the employment of accountability as a tool for 

management in schools as we know it today is meant to make the schools‘ practices 

including teaching auditable.  

Moreover, several forms of accountability that have been identified so far whether 

from a business perspective or educational perspective have not made a major distinction 

between them. Whitty (2008), for instance, from a business perspective identifies three 

forms of accountability that include legal accountability, internal accountability and 

contractual accountability. Legal accountability according to Whitty is founded on the 

rule of law. It entails what state, provincial and central/federal governments identify as 

procedures and rules governing organization practices. Internal accountability on the 

other hand Whitty suggests has to do with internal organizational procedures and rules. 

Contractual accountability as Whitty opines is the traditional way of dealing with 

accountability relationship. It entails mutual agreements on the operations and 

performances of subjects. Its hallmark is the importance of respect for contract and 

promises (p. 11).  

On the other hand, Darling-Hammond (2004) from an educational perspective 

identifies up to five forms of accountability; these include political accountability, legal 

accountability, bureaucratic accountability, professional accountability and market 

accountability. According to Darling-Hammond political accountability has to do with 
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elective officials being responsible to the electorate. Legal accountability on its part, 

Darling-Hammond like Whitty observes that it has to do with legal structures that govern 

organizations such as schools. In this form of accountability, the affected parties have 

legal redress through the court of law. Bureaucratic accountability is defined by rules and 

procedures that govern organizations‘ ways of reporting and communication. 

Professional accountability on the other hand deals with requirements for personnel to 

acquire a certain specialized knowledge, meet standards for entry and conform to certain 

standards of performance at work. Lastly, market accountability according to Darling-

Hammond has to do with freedom of choice (p. 1050). As can be told from the two 

perspectives, the form and structure of accountability remains the same whether from a 

business perspective or an educational perspective. The only difference however, is the 

players involved.  

 In fact Lowe (2007) argues that accountability reforms in education have been 

sponsored by the feeling that the teaching profession contained far too many teachers 

who were uncommitted, incompetent and obstructive to learner achievement. Therefore, 

effective education could only be restored through the introduction of a firm leadership 

and a change in the management of education that makes schools more answerable to the 

public (p. 124). This assumption is premised on the belief that by making schools more 

answerable to the public, many learners especially minorities will be catered for.  

It is safe to therefore argue that much of the education reform movement has been 

pushed by the belief that reforms bring about systemic changes that reframe ideology and 

practice. Such changes, it is assumed will always be for the betterment of the society. As 

a result, recent reforms in education have been tailored towards making schools conform 
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to the requirements of globalization. Given that globalization is driven by Hayekianism (a 

neo-liberal idea typified by marketization and corporatization), sharp tensions have been 

created between the neo-liberal economics and democracy. According to Hartley (2003), 

due to these tensions, work environments have continued to change from Fordist to post-

Fordist work patterns. In this regard, not only are workers regulated in a new way, but 

also their labor is directed more towards the manipulation of symbols and people away 

from the manipulation of material (p. 82). As a consequence, reforms in education have 

tended to revolve around managerialist ideals (O‘Brien & Ball, 2002). Thus 

accountability, the most identifiable regulatory and monitoring tool of managerialism, has 

become part and parcel of education.  

Rothman (1995) has thus defined educational accountability as ‗the process[es] by 

which school districts and states attempt to ensure that schools and school systems meet 

their goals‘ (p. 189). Going by this definition, educational accountability can be 

conceived as both a process as well as a goal. As a process, accountability portends a 

procedure through which goals and outcomes are identified and strategies through which 

such ends can be met are mapped. As a goal, educational accountability suggests a 

method used to influence schools and districts toward the accomplishment of their goals, 

and that their success in doing that is the most important criterion on which to judge their 

value. For purposes of this study therefore, Rotham‘s (1995) definition of accountability 

will be adopted. 
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Educational accountability and standards 

Going by the various forms of accountability so far identified (see Whitty, 2008 

and Darling-Hammond, 2004), it is evident that whereas each strand of accountability has 

its own modus operandi, they are all governed by specific principles. In effect the 

principles of accountability outline the areas that the accountability regime focuses on, 

identify the main players and pinpoint the responsibilities of each player. The principals 

therefore set the threshold to be upheld with the adopted regime of accountability. In 

other words, the principals outline the standards of accountability. Therefore principles 

form a core aspect of accountability as the groundwork for the establishment of 

mechanisms for its operationalization. This connotes a very close relationship between 

standards and accountability. Hanushek and Raymond (2001) offer credence to this 

argument by observing that the basic skeleton of accountability involves goals, standards 

for performance, measurement and consequences for varying levels of performance. Thus 

standards-based accountability is the fusion of the ideas of academic standards, 

standardized assessments and accountability for student outcomes. These concepts are 

now a common feature in recent policies, the most notable being the No Child Left 

Behind policy. 

   

The No Child Left Behind (NCBL) policy 

As has already demonstrated, education reform movement in the neoliberal era 

has increasingly leaned towards the improvement of standards. The establishment of 

learning standards has been in existence in the United States‘ school system for decades. 

However, the enactment of NCLB in 2001 has been seen as a radical move towards 
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having standards epitomize teaching and learning in USA (Apple, 2004; Darling-

Hammond, 2004; Lipman, 2004). As the most significant follow-up to the 

recommendations of Nation at Risk report of 1983, NCLB aimed at strengthening 

accountability, local control, parental involvement and allocating funds to only viable 

programs. Thus, the enactment of the NCLB policy in 2001 saw the introduction of the 

standards-based accountability in American system of education. Suffice to note, its 

precursor, the Nation at Risk report, had placed more emphasis on up to four areas that 

include, content, expectations time and teaching.   

This led states and the federal government to mull over the establishment of strict 

accountability systems that would enhance performance in these areas. According to 

Sunderman and Orfield (2005), after several attempts, NCLB became the perfect tool to 

expand the federal government‘s powers over public schools. Thus the NCBL was largely 

built on assumptions on ways to change teacher behavior and practice and at the same 

reform curriculum. Thus its principles of application were based on basic ideas of 

establishing benchmarks not just for content and achievement but for teacher 

performance too (Darling-Hammond, 2004; Lipman, 2004; Hamilton, 2007). According 

to Hamilton, Stecher, Marsh, McCombs, Robyn, Russell, Naftel and Barney (2005), the 

NCLB requires states to adopt content and achievement standards to measure students‘ 

progress towards those standards. At the same time, it requires states to implement 

intervention and sanction measures in schools and schools that fail to meet the set targets 

(Hamilton et al, 2007). Since its inception, NCBL has been identified as having 

unintended consequences to teaching and learning with far reaching effect. Following is a 

discussion of some of the effects of educational accountability in American schools. 



Texas Tech University, John C. Indiatsi, May 2011 

40 
 

 

Effect of educational accountability 

According to Hanushek and Raymond (2004), the adoption of statewide 

accountability systems for schools has marked a dramatic shift in educational orientation 

with focus moving away from inputs and processes to outcomes. This change, like any 

other education policy change has been necessitated by the desire to help educators and 

schools help learners reach their potential. However, its focus on specific measurable 

terms have been singled out as having unintended consequences that have far reaching 

effects on education quality and success albeit from different perspectives (Darling-

Hammond, 1999, 2004, 2006; Lipman, 2004; Hamilton, Stecher, Marsh, McCombs, 

Robyn, Russell, Naftel and Barney, 2007). Some of these effects are discussed as 

follows: 

 

Effect on teacher identity 

The fact that teachers play a central role in determining the levels of learner 

achievement cannot be contested. Indeed, teachers among other classroom and school 

factors have been identified as ranking high in determining learner success (Kyriakides, 

Creemers & Antoniou 2009; Freire, 2003; Fullan, 1993, 2001; Ingersoll, 1999). Suffice to 

note though, is the fact that, much of how well this role is conceived and performed 

largely depends on how teachers understand themselves and view their responsibilities. 

The assumptions that teachers bring with them to the classroom by and large affect the 

way they construct their relationships with the learners and how they interpret the 

curriculum. These assumptions however are not acquired in a vacuum. In this sense, 
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teacher professional identity has captured the attention of researchers in teacher 

development as critical to understanding how teachers‘ conceptualization of teaching 

develops. Described by Lasky (2005) as ―how teachers define themselves to themselves 

and to others‖, teacher identity typifies the way teachers understand and practice 

teaching. Effectively, emergent from the teacher identity literature is the view that, how 

teachers understand and practice teaching is shaped and affected by external and internal 

factors that include emotions, school environments, reform and political contexts among 

others (Findlay, 2006; Lasky, 2005; Britzman, 2003; Holland, Lachicotte, Skinner, & 

Cain, 1998). In essence, teacher identity development portends a fluid process that takes 

different directions depending on the makeup of factors influencing its development. 

Several studies have inquired into various factors affecting teacher identity formation 

(e.g. Beijaard, Meijer & Verloop, 2004; Lasky, 2005; Reio, 2005; Smit & Fritz, 2008). 

Whereas most of the factors identified as influencing teacher identity development e.g. 

emotions, interaction and teacher education either stand alone or work in concert, they 

are largely affected by the teachers‘ work environment. The kind of support teachers 

receive, the types of schools that teachers work in and the expectations placed on 

teachers, influence identity development (Lasky, 2005; Loughran & Berry, 2005).  

By and large therefore, rules and regulations in form of policies that shape teacher 

relations with their immediate environments influence how teachers view themselves and 

interpret their roles and responsibilities. In effect recent studies have indicated that 

reform and/or change is one external factor that is largely contributing to how teachers 

are socialized and learn to teach (Achinstein, Ogawa & Speiglman, 2004). Change in 

policies that are accompanied with new tools such as curricula or accountability mandates 
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and expectations for teachers affects how teachers negotiate their actions and influences 

how they frame their roles and responsibilities (Lasky, 2005; Reio, 2005; Achinstein, 

Ogawa & Speiglman, 2004). For instance, Coburn‘s (2001) examination of how changes 

in reading policies affected teachers‘ beliefs and practices established that beginning 

teachers are especially prone to adopting instructional ‗logics‘ that are imbedded in state 

instructional policies.  

Thus far, the linkage between reform and teacher identity is the aspect of emotion. 

As observed by Nias (1996), teaching as a human act that involves interaction, has an 

emotional aspect attached to it. Classroom interactions happen at various levels and with 

varied outcomes and influences on both the learner and the teacher. If the teacher and the 

pupils were to be viewed through the lens of corporate learners, then their actions and 

reactions ought to influence their thinking in respect to one another. Thus taking 

emotions into account provides a more complex way of understanding how teachers think 

and view teaching in respect to their learners. According to Hagreaves (2001), emotions 

are not only a product of the nature of teaching or personal dispositions and commitment, 

but also of how particular ways of organizing teaching shapes teachers‘ emotions (van 

Veen & Lasky, 2005). Taking Hargreaves perspective into consideration indicates a 

double edged process; on the one hand, emotions determine the type of teaching while on 

the other, the way teaching is organized influences emotions. When put into context, 

Hargreaves‘ perspective very well explains how change and reform influences teachers‘ 

conceptualization of teaching. By restructuring and reorganizing teaching objectives, 

methods and outcomes teachers have a reorientation of teaching. Policies that enable 

teachers to contextualize their instruction and take learners‘ needs into account are likely 
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to positively influence their conceptualization of teaching. Likewise policies that specify 

instructional practice and are tied to assessment of outcomes can especially have a potent 

impact on teacher practice (Achinstein, Ogawa & Speiglman, 2004).  

Further, an analysis of professional vulnerability in the context of teaching 

indicates that change or reform acts as a catalyst to the emotional state of teachers. 

Professional vulnerability, is affected and influenced by the way people interpret their 

present situations against their past experiences, beliefs, values and sense of competence 

(Lasky, 2005). As Reio (2005) observes, when confronted with the ambiguities and the 

uncertainties of change, teachers‘ emotional reactions influence their decision making, 

learning and development.  

According to Lasky, professional vulnerability can be understood from a 

multitude of perspectives: as developing from trust, openness and willingness of 

individuals with an understanding that either they or another individual stands to benefit. 

On the other hand, professional vulnerability can develop due to feelings of 

powerlessness, defenselessness and betrayal in situations of high anxiety or fear (p. 901). 

In other words, the way professionals (teachers included) interpret change i.e. open to the 

change or resistant to it, determines their actions. If individuals feel that they have no 

direct role in their compelling situations or they are being forced by circumstances to 

perform in one way or another, they may withdraw and resort to unorthodox ways for 

survival. In the context of the school, such actions inhibit new learning, collaboration and 

teacher efficacy.  

As already observed teacher identity develops over time. Its early stages are 

marked by professional education with teacher candidates gaining mastery in content and 
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pedagogy. The way candidates are taught to teach, shapes their understanding of their 

subject area, their beliefs about the best ways to teach and about the best ways to assess 

and measure outcomes. These beliefs are however shaped and reshaped by the work 

environments teachers find themselves in. Affirmation to their existing knowledge about 

teaching encourages them to learn more and perform to the benefit of the learners. 

However, contradictions to their knowledge constrain their agility in teaching. Studies 

have thus shown that changes in policy and teacher mandates affect core aspects of 

teacher identity.  

For instance, Samuel (2008) argues that due to control and regulation, teachers‘ 

views of teaching was changing. As a result, would be good teachers are shunning the 

profession while those who take it, their accountability is seldom to quality teaching and 

learning. In addition, in his case study of three elementary school teachers in the state of 

Texas on how teachers read and respond to accountability-related curriculum policies, 

Sloan (2006) makes several conclusions that indicate a strong relationship between 

teacher identity and accountability. He observes that, one, individual teachers actively 

read and respond to locally conceived accountability-explicit curriculum policies in 

varied, perhaps even unique, ways; two, teacher identities are powerful means through 

which to understand these varied experiences with and responses to accountability-

explicit curriculum policies; and three, current understandings of teacher agency vis-à-vis 

is accountability-explicit curriculum policies as merely a capacity to resist - as does much 

of the literature that is critical of accountability - obfuscates important issues of teacher 

quality and equity. Moreover, Woods and Carlyl (2002) demonstrate the difficulties that 
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teachers experience in maintaining a positive self-image at times of intense restructuring 

that is a common feature of educational accountability.  

 

Effect on teacher movement 

Teacher attrition and movement have also emerged as having a direct relation 

with policy modification and change. Literature on teacher attrition (e.g. Ingersoll, 2001; 

Kaufman, 2006; Imazeki, 2008) shows that teacher movement and attrition among other 

things enhanced by environmental factors. Changes in roles and responsibilities of 

teachers are some of the environmental factors that have been cited as contributing to 

teacher movement. Particularly, Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, and Diaz (2004) established 

that changes in policy that shifted responsibility to teachers affected the retention and 

attraction of teachers in low performing schools. In addition, Imazeki (2008) links the 

conditions of existence and production in low performing and poor schools and the 

increase in teacher responsibility to high teacher movement in such schools.  

More recently, studies have delved directly on the effect of accountability to 

teacher factors, more so teacher movement. Majority of the studies in this category 

indicate that teachers are more comfortable in situations that guarantee their job security. 

There is a pointer in these studies to the fact that increased teacher scrutiny as envisaged 

in accountability measures persuades teachers away from poor performing schools. For 

instance, in their study ―School accountability and teacher mobility‖, Feng, Figlio and 

Sass (2010) established that teachers are more likely to leave schools facing increased  

accountability pressure—and even more likely to leave schools that face the highest 

accountability pressure. They attribute this scenario to the teachers‘ experiences with 
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what they labeled as ‗accountability shock‘ that is defined by changes in the school 

grading system. The study concentrated on exploiting policy variation within the same 

state (Florida) to examine the effects of school accountability on teacher job changes. It 

also revealed that while the quality differential between stayers and leavers does not 

change as a result of increased accountability pressure, schools facing increased pressure 

experience an increase in the quality of teachers who leave or stay and schools with no 

accountability shock experience no significant change to the quality of teachers that leave 

or stay.  

They summarized their findings as follows: teachers are 6.5 percent less likely to 

leave their schools when accountability grades unexpectedly move upward. Teachers in 

schools that experienced an unexpected drop into the failing category were 42 percent 

more likely to leave their school, and were 67 percent more likely to move to another 

school in the same district than teachers in schools whose grades were unaffected by the 

accountability grading change. 

When the authors restrict their sample to math teachers, and to measured teacher quality 

in terms of a teacher's estimated contribution to student math test scores, they find that 

the accountability shock changed the distribution of teacher quality both within and 

across schools (Feng, Figlio, & Sass, 2010).  

On the same subject, Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, and Diaz (2004) reported that the 

increased accountability at school level, led to higher teacher turnover in North Carolina. 

More importantly, the study indicated that many qualified teachers were shunning low 

performing schools due to their inability to meet the set standards and therefore shifting 

the pressure on teachers. In effect, the study confirmed that the accountability system 
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increased the probability of new hires in the low-performing schools, especially those 

schools specifically labeled as low-performing. In this regard, the study revealed that 

accountability system adversely affected low-performing schools by reducing their ability 

to retain teachers without at the same time increasing the probability that they would fill a 

vacancy with an experienced teacher.  

Another study with almost similar findings is that by Boyd, Lankford, Loeb & 

Wyckoff (2008). The study examined the possibility that the introduction of testing in 

fourth grade has affected fourth grade teacher turnover in the state of New York. Their 

findings show that due to student assessment-based standards, teachers are less likely to 

choose teaching in schools with higher levels of pressure, scrutiny and sanctions 

associated with accountability. They also established that, the probability of leaving was 

higher for first year teachers, for teachers from more competitive colleges, and for 

teachers in urban schools and in schools with higher proportions of black, Hispanic and 

low-performing students. The study also found that entering fourth grade teachers are less 

likely to be inexperienced teachers than those moving into other elementary school 

grades.    

A take home from these study findings is the fact that teacher movement was 

hurting poor schools especially when viewed from the context of educational 

accountability. Indeed, Feng, Figlio and Sass (2010) concluded that, if struggling schools 

could keep their best teachers, chances are that they could increase their net effect on 

accountability ratings. 
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Effect on minority learners and poor schools 

Even though there is a dearth of information on the effect of accountability on 

minority learners‘ achievement, there are mixed results on its effect on achievement of all 

learners. While some studies indicate that accountability has the potential to alleviate the 

achievement levels of minority learners, other results reveal the contrary. Some evidence 

(e.g. Figlio and Rouse 2006; Jacob 2005; West and Peterson 2006; Chakrabarti 2007; 

Rouse, Hannaway, Goldhaber and Figlio, 2007; Chiang 2009) does exist indicating that 

the adoption of accountability systems and their application improves the outcomes of 

low performing students.  

While examining the effects of the threat of vouchers and stigma on the 

performance of low-performing schools in Florida, Figlio and Rouse (2006) found that, 

improvements in reading and math were attributable to the changing student 

demographics as well as the high-stakes testing. They also found that the improvements 

were more due to the stigma of receiving low grades as opposed to the threat associated 

with vouchers (p. 254). In his study of the impact of accountability policies in Chicago 

public schools in 1996-97, Jacob (2005) established that math and reading achievement 

increased sharply following the introduction of the accountability policy, in comparison 

to both prior achievement trends in the district and to changes experienced by other large, 

urban districts in the mid-west. He attributed the gain in achievement in increases in test-

specific skill as well as student effort. Similarly, West and Peterson (2006) in their 

examination of efficacy threats within school accountability systems established that the 

embedding of choice threats within accountability regimes moderate educational 

inequalities by boosting achievement at the lowest-performing schools. In addition, 
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Hanushek & Raymond (2004) found that students gained more in math and reading 

between fourth and eighth grade when they lived in states that adopted accountability 

systems. Similarly, Carnoy & Loeb (2002) found that fourth and eighth graders in states 

with strong accountability measures did well in math as compared to those in states with 

less or no accountability measures. Moreover, Chiang (2009) in his study, ―how 

accountability pressure on failing schools affects student achievement‖, concurred with 

the other studies above that, accountability pressure raised achievement scores. Chiang 

argues that accountability sanctions aimed at poor-performing schools increased 

expenditure on technology, teacher training and curricular development, practices that 

had a direct bearing on achievement.  

However, Krieg (2008), Neal and Schanzenbach (2010) and Reback (2008) argue 

that the benefits of accountability pressures are concentrated in the more marginal 

students rather than the students whose performance would be far above or far below the 

performance thresholds set for the purposes of school accountability. Indeed, worthy 

noting is the fact that most of the studies in support of accountability‘s ability to raise 

achievement do not attribute the improvement to any specific factor but a range of them. 

In addition, some have shown mixed findings in which achievement has been attributed 

to other facts that are not directly linked with accountability. The findings of Hanushek 

and Raymond (2005) for instance, are interesting in the sense that, whereas their earlier 

findings (Hanushek & Raymond, 2004) showed that accountability enhanced 

achievement, these particular findings indicate there was no change in achievement 

among learners with special learning needs despite the introduction of accountability.  
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Rouse, Hannaway, Goldhaber and Figlio (2007) on the other hand, linked the 

enhanced performance of students under accountability to meaningful adjustments by 

teachers as well as various changes to school policies and practices. They observed, that 

teachers in schools that were under accountability-related sanctions modified their 

instructions to align with the requirements of the standards. In a similar observation, 

Phillips and Flashman (2007) attribute the changes in learner performance to the fact that 

teachers adjust to the pressures of accountability accordingly.  

Hanushek and Raymond (2004) explain the differences in the perceived gains in 

achievement for minorities following the introduction of accountability. They observed 

that accountability significantly increases the state achievement gain, particularly for 

Hispanics. However, because both blacks and Hispanics show lower gains on each of the 

tests, accountability cannot close the gap in learning. Moreover, because white gain more 

than blacks after accountability is introduced, the racial achievement gap actually widens 

with the introduction of accountability (p. 414). 

Apart from achievement, accountability has been found to have other effects on 

minority learners and their school systems. As has already been observed for instance, 

one major effect of accountability on the education of minority learners is the fact that 

some categories of teachers are less likely to move to or continue teaching in poor 

performing schools and schools that largely serve minorities (Boyd, Lankford, Loeb & 

Wyckoff, 2008). Crucially movement patterns among teachers indicate that low 

performing schools are constantly recruiting teachers, majority of whom are beginning 

teachers, less qualified and/or those who are unable to keep up with the anxiety of higher 

expectations in well performing schools (Imazeki, 2008; Goldhaber & Hannaway, 2004). 
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This means therefore that, minority learners are increasingly taught by less qualified and 

inexperienced teachers. 

Although it has been generally accepted that higher need schools attract less 

qualified teachers, it has not been clearly established what the cause of this eventuality is. 

According to Imazeki (2008) an analysis of early literature indicates that relative to 

teachers who stay, teachers who move to different schools within the same districts are 

more likely to have started in schools with higher levels of poor, minority and/or low-

performing students. While relying on the findings of studies such as Boyd, Lankford, 

Loeb & Wyckoff (2008), Feng (2005) and Ingersoll (2001) Imazeki argues that, so far, it 

is demonstrated by these studies that, teachers in higher-poverty schools are more likely 

to transfer than teachers in lower-poverty schools. More interesting is the relationship 

between those who move and characteristics such as experience and level of education, 

factors established by The National Council on Teacher Quality (2006) as a measure of 

teacher quality.  

As can be deduced from the aforementioned studies, teachers who move are likely 

to have gained considerable experience and education levels that raise their efficacy. 

Indeed as Lankford, Loeb and Wykoff (2002) and Clotfelter, Ladd and Vigdor (2005) 

have shown, schools with higher proportions of low-income, minority and/or low-

performing students are also more likely to have higher proportions of less-qualified 

teachers (Imazeki, 2008, p. 4).  

The effect of teacher quality on learner performance and enhancement of 

achievement has been dealt with considerably. In this regard, literature (e.g. Rockoff, 

2004) continues to link teacher quality to enhanced learner performance. Therefore, given 
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that poor schools continue to hire more inexperienced and non-board certified teachers 

(Ingersoll, 2001), their students‘ performances are likely to be affected. As such, the 

schools are less likely to effectively serve their learners. Yet the entry of teacher 

regulation through policies such as accountability has been linked with the distribution of 

teacher quality. Poor performance of low-income schools coupled by enhanced sanctions 

associated with accountability means that minority learners are taught by less qualified 

teachers. As Darling-Hammond (2004) indicates, accountability practices, by regulating 

teachers does not only comprise teachers‘ quality but affect the quality of teaching 

especially in schools that serve minority learners. She argues thus: 

In some cases, policies that reward or punish schools for average test scores have 

created a distorted view of accountability, one in which beating the numbers by 

manipulating student placements overwhelms efforts to serve students' 

educational needs well. These policies may also further exacerbate existing 

incentives for talented staff to opt for school placements where students are easy 

to teach, and school stability is high. Capable staff are less likely to risk losing 

rewards or incurring sanctions by volunteering to teach where many students have 

special needs and performance standards will be more difficult to attain. (p. 1058) 

  

Valenzuela (2005) adds that policies that support high stakes testing are harmful 

to all children and more particularly to children of poor, minority or non-English 

speaking families. Valenzuela observes that since, high stakes-tests attach consequences 

to children‘s scores, they are inherently invalid, undemocratic and unjust and have 

therefore distorted the process of schooling (p.2).  

Secondly, resource allocation that has been pegged to school performance, is 

increasingly denying poor schools the critical support needed to improve their 

performance by investing in good teachers. Although research shows that more school 

districts have attempted to adopt salary increases as incentives to attracting and retaining 

teachers in poor schools, the effects have been minimal (Imazeki, 2008). Whereas 



Texas Tech University, John C. Indiatsi, May 2011 

53 
 

attracting quality teachers remains primary concern for poor schools, it is also important 

to note that poor schools lack enough facilities to aid teaching and learning. In order to 

perform, teachers need the tools to help them accomplish their work. Yet, as Johnson 

(2006) observes many classrooms lack basic materials such as current textbooks and 

general teaching supplies, a common feature among poor schools. In addition, the there is 

a discrepancy between the availability of resources to teachers in low- and high-need 

classrooms. Achtinstein, Ogawa, and Speiglman (2004) have argued that such 

discrepancies help in the creation of a type of teacher tracking, fostering teacher 

performance in low-need schools while hindering that performance and development in 

high-need areas.4 

 

Effect on teaching and general classroom practice 

A burgeoning body literature demonstrates that change in policy affects teaching 

and learning and general classroom practice. Particularly, there is a considerable body of 

knowledge pointing to the fact that accountability and its corollary quality assurance 

affects teaching practices and decision making. Studies (e.g. Abrams, 2004; Sunderman 

& Orfield, 2005 and Watanabe, 2007) have revealed that since the inception of NCLB, 

teachers have increasingly found it difficult to engage in sound educational practice. This 

seems to strengthen earlier observations by Hamilton, Stretcher & Klein (2002) that, 

under the accountability circumstances, teachers are likely to adjust strategically in order 

to fit into the new requirements. The strategic adjustments can be in many ways ranging 

from teaching strategies to avoidance of circumstances that cause them stress. The main 

thrust of these studies is that in the aftermath of the accountability, many teaching and 
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learning decisions are not being made in the interest of the learner (Darling-Hammond, 

2004).  

Since the accountability framework uses tests to measure students‘ performance 

towards the set standards, its effect on classroom practice has so far been far reaching and 

varied. Effects have been reported in areas such as time allocation, pedagogical 

approaches/selection of learning activities, student-teacher relations as wells as general 

curriculum practices (Hamilton, Stecher, Marsh, McCombs, Robyn, Russell, Naftel & 

Burney, 2007; Stecher & Hun, 2001). In their study of the effects of accountability on 

school and classroom practice in Washington, Stecher and Hun (2001) established that 

the time teachers spend on specific subjects varied according to how they contribute to 

the assessment results. They established that fourth grade teachers who teach all the 

subjects spend up to two-thirds of their instruction time on the four tested subjects 

(reading, math and writing. They reported thus:  

The median teacher spends five hours per week on reading, five hours per week 

on mathematics and four hours per week on writing. In the other subjects, the 

median teacher spends only one to two hours per week per subject. Even here, 

there is a considerable variation among teachers, with two thirds of teachers 

falling in the range of two to eight hours per week on reading, three to seven 

hours per week on mathematics and two to six hours per week on writing. (p. 15) 

 

The teacher who responded to the survey further indicated that the State‘s accountability 

requirements influenced changes in their teaching of mathematics and writing.  Close to 

two thirds of fourth grade teachers and close to one half of seventh grade mathematics 

teachers reported that their mathematics instructions were largely influenced by the 

state‘s accountability extended-response-type items.        

 In their study to examine the difficulties that low achievers face when working 

with reform-based mathematics curricula, Baxter, Woodard & Olson (2001) established 
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that generally, low achievers were only minimally involved in the lesson. They observe 

that, experienced teachers strove to use ad hoc strategies to involve low achievers in 

classroom activities. However, majority of the teachers were found to mainly focus on 

development of communities of learners through use of small discussion groups. These 

strategies whereas encouraged problem solving through discussions between students-

students and their teacher, they have also been found to diminish the participation and 

subsequent learning of low achievers.  

Lipman‘s (2004) study of Chicago inner schools offers in-depth explanation of 

scenarios in poor performing schools. Lipman found out that accountability to varying 

degrees, had redefined what it means to be ‗a good school‘ in technical and narrowly 

instrumental terms. She observed that the practices brought about by accountability 

contracted the schools long term objectives of improving teaching and learning with short 

term liability objectives. Teachers who could not measure or did not agree with these 

practices simply quit while those who remained were upgraded to standardized teaching 

and others seemed to lose their autonomy and professionalism to intensification (p. 172-

173). In nearly the same pattern, Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, & Diaz (2004) observed that 

the introduction of accountability in North Carolina had affected poorly performing 

schools by increasing teacher turn-over thus affecting teaching and learning. Clotfelter et 

al established that the embracement of accountability had led to the labeling of schools as  

―low-performing‖ thus having a negative effect on teacher retention and recruitment for 

such schools and compromising teaching standards. 

According to Valenzuela (2005) teachers‘ practice and professionalism have been 

negatively affected by the new reforms. Similarly, Valli and Buese (2007) obtained that 
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due to the introduction of accountability system, teachers‘ role expectations had 

intensified in four areas of instructional, institutional, collaborative and learning. 

Moreover, these changes had accompanying consequences that affected teachers‘ 

relations with students, pedagogy and sense of professional wellbeing. They observed for 

instance that those NCLB proficiency requirements for English Language Learners (ELL) 

affected the way that teachers carried their instructional and collaborative roles as they 

worked to align instruction with state tests (p. 530).  

Moore (2006) classifies job factors that adversely impact on teachers‘ practice 

into three major categories: facilities, equipment, and supplies; curriculum, standards, 

standardized tests, and accountability; and teaching assignments. According to her lack of 

adequate facilities, equipment and supplies limit the quality of instruction in general. 

Teachers are often forced to buy curricula and supplies with their own money. Resource 

limitations make them feel ineffective in their practice, demoralized, and dissatisfied with 

their jobs. Further, teachers do not object to scripted curricula as much; however they do 

resent not having the academic freedom to use their judgment to decide how to use those 

curricula.  

Interestingly, according to Moore (2006), researchers repeatedly find that teachers 

are not against standards-based instruction; on the contrary, they welcome standards as 

guidelines to improve their students‘ academic performance. Compared to teachers in 

higher-performing schools, teachers in low-income schools wish they were trusted as 

professionals. They say they are more concerned about being monitored for ―how they 

teach rather than what they teach‖ (Kauffman, 2004). Finally, when teachers are placed in 
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assignments that fall outside their areas of expertise, they tend to feel less effective as 

well, which can also lead to low job satisfaction and therefore an increase in attrition.  

To this effect, Hursh (2007) notes that, much of the negatives associated with 

educational accountability are as a result of its market orientation. The marketetized 

education has increased school choices among parents and students. Since funding 

procedures are formula-based, and depend on the number of students per school, 

competition for students has been heightened. Resultantly, schools that perform better 

attract more students than those that perform poorly. In this regard, minority learners due 

to their myriad problems including English language needs, poverty and low 

performance, lose out to the White middle class counterparts. Hursh further indicates 

that, this competition does not end at school level but extends to the student level. 

Because schools are judged based on how they perform on standardized tests, they tend 

to pay more attention to students who perform better compared to those who are likely to 

fail (Hursh, 2007, p. 17). Apple (2004) too observes that the results of a marketized 

education are contrary to the assumption that competition enhances efficiency and 

responsiveness of schools and gives minority learners opportunities that they seem to 

lack. 

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, literature indicates that whereas educational reforms have 

historically aimed at improving education and enhancing learnability and success, several 

factors, human as well as structural and environmental, work against such goals. 

Particularly, the contextualization and domestication of the reforms at the micro levels 
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remain a challenge due to lack of uniform understanding of the policies or inability by 

those concerned to see through the reforms. In the same way, the more recent approach of 

shifting reforms and responsibility to schools by way of regulation and accountability has 

resulted to unforeseen consequences especially in schools that serve underserved 

learners.  

Faced with various challenges that range from the demographics of their learners, 

shortage of teachers, poor and/or low quality teachers, lack of parental involvement and 

support as well as few resources against a backdrop of poor performances, the poor 

schools have to grapple with standards and competition from wealthier schools. In 

addition, the literature indicates the reliance on test scores as the primary measure of 

accountability has led to strategic adjustment by teachers. Moreover, the reward and 

sanctions system that defines the accountability policy seem to disadvantage some 

schools more than others. However, there still lacks much information on the experiences 

of teachers in poor schools with the new policy reforms and how those experiences are 

defining their teaching.     

 

Summary  

This chapter reviewed literature as it relates to educational reforms with specific 

focus on educational accountability. The chapter further examined studies and 

perspectives on the effect of accountability on teaching and learner and more specifically 

on at-risk schools. An analysis of the literature‘s perspectives of some of the 

accountability practices of competition, control and regulation, sharply contrasts with the 

requirements for effective teaching.  
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In this sense, it appears that accountability does not only serve to reproduce 

traditional hierarchies such as class, but also act to negate the positives of collective 

action to improve quality of education (Apple, 1999; Gewirtz 2000). Teachers do not 

seem to be experiencing increased autonomy and professionalism, but intensification 

(Apple, 1999). However, questions continue to persist on how much accountability 

practices have improved the learning of minorities. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

This chapter defines and explains the method and procedures selected for the 

study. It also highlights the measures for population sampling, data collection and 

analysis and steps taken to ensure rigor and ethical issues. The chapter further explains 

the role of the participants including that of the researcher. 

 Performing research entails an engagement in a logical, objective and systematic 

inquiry into a phenomenon with a view to finding solutions and answers to the scientific 

and social problems and questions therein (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Glesne, 1999; 

Merriam, 2009). Given its systemic and objective nature, research portends a procedural 

undertaking involving concise methods, measures and steps carefully selected and that 

guarantee its success and effectiveness. Methodology therefore directs and leads the 

researcher in the identification of strategies best suited to address their questions and 

intentions.  

 

Rationale for the study design 

Lincoln and Guba (1985) define design as planning for certain broad 

contingencies. According to Bogdan & Biklen (2007), design in the traditional sense 

implies the product of a planning stage in research. In other words, a study design is a 

work plan that elucidates the strategies and approaches of choice that under the 

circumstances enable the researcher to better answer the questions under investigation or 

find solutions to his/her problem. This implies that, a research design relies mainly on the 
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intentions of the researcher in terms of the desirable study outcomes as well as the 

realities of the study as it evolves.  

The qualitative design was adopted as the best fit for the study. As observed by 

Strauss and Coburn (1998) qualitative approach is a research about a person‘s lived 

experiences, behaviors, emotions and feelings as well as organizational functioning, 

social movements and cultural phenomenon. It entails a naturalistic approach that 

interprets a phenomenon in terms of the meanings that people bring to them and allows 

the creation of a working relationship with the participants with a view of elucidating in-

depth information and narratives regarding the issues under investigation (Merriam, 

1988; 2009; van Manen, 1990; Patton, 2002; Denzin & Lincoln, 2003; 2005; Schram, 

2006; Corbin & Strauss, 2007).  This study sought to investigate and describe how the 

application of the standards-based educational accountability has affected teaching and 

learning in at-risk schools. These issues bode on attitudes, ideologies, experiences and 

personal opinions and required a thorough investigation and understanding. The voices of 

the educators were thought to be the best way to capture their experiences and views on 

the manifestation of accountability in the educational system. It was also essential to 

observe the educators in their socio-cultural contexts (their natural settings) in order to 

account for how they interpret their experiences and construct their world-view (Patton, 

2002; Denzin & Lincoln, 2007; Merriam, 2009).  

Given that qualitative research has been characterized as an umbrella term 

covering an array of interpretative techniques (van Maanen, 1979), phenomenology was 

adopted as the research design for this study. As a qualitative research design, 

phenomenology in most part inquires into lived experiences of the object (Van Manen, 
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1990). According to Husserl (1970), the aim of a phenomenological researcher is to 

describe as keenly and as accurately as possible the phenomenon by being faithful to the 

facts and without prejudgments. As such, the study was guided by the understanding that 

qualitative research is better served by going back to the phenomena within its context 

(Spiegelberg, 1965; Husserl, 1970; Groenewald, 2004; Glendinning, 2007), thus 

furthering the paradigm‘s principle of not manipulating elements of the study. The 

driving principle for this study as is with any other phenomenological study was to try to 

gain access to the participants‘ life-worlds, which is their world of experience; where 

consciousness exists (Groenewald, 2004).  

This approach further agreed with Van Manen‘s (1990; 1997) exposition, that 

human beings unlike subjects, live in a world of experience, replete with both cultural 

and social influence. In this case, the experiences of teachers, their work environments, 

attitudes and beliefs were considered by the study. For effectiveness, emphasis was laid 

on the essences (meanings) of shared experiences and the structure of the experiences 

(Van Manen, 1990; Welman & Kruger, 1999; Patton, 2002; Schram, 2003; Merriam, 

2009). More importantly, the Husserlian and Heideggerian (descriptive and 

interpretative) concepts of phenomenology were useful in describing and making 

meanings of the experiences of teachers as they related to the broader question of the 

study.  

Context of the study  

The study locale  

The study targeted public schools that fit the definition of at-risk schools. As 

outlined by the study, four schools located in Octagon Independent School District 
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(pseudo name) in southwest were involved in the study. At the time of study, Octagon 

ISD had a total population of 28, 680 (kindergarten through high school) with 2, 024 

instructional staff and 242 specialized professional staff.  

Issues of proximity and convenience to the researcher informed the selection of 

schools in Octagon ISD. Having lived in the school district for more than four years, 

coupled with my involvement in some of the schools‘ activities as a parent for two years, 

enabled me some beforehand information such as the nature and structure of the schools, 

the experiences of teachers as well as students‘ demographics that was vital to the study. 

Such beforehand information has been explained by (Straus & Coburn, 1998) as critical 

in framing tentative working theories that inform a study. For elimination of biases, a 

separate journal of the researcher‘s views and feelings was kept.   

 

Selecting participants 

Selection of participants for a study is dependent on the methodology adopted 

(Hycner, 1999; Creswell, 2007). Whereas large random, stratified samples are used in 

quantitative methods, the qualitative paradigm involves small non-probability sampling 

procedures. Non-probability sampling is favored in qualitative studies because of its 

higher affinity to enable the researcher target specific populations within which the 

information being sort is likely to be found (Honigmann, 1982; Patton, 2002; Merriam 

2009). For this study purposeful maximum variation sampling, a non-probability 

sampling technique was used. Purposeful maximum variation sampling technique enables 

researchers to deliberately choose participants of certain characteristics and with varying 

degree of differences (Patton, 2002). The selection of participants is reliant on the 
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personal judgment of the researcher that they are representative. In line with the 

phenomenological character that the phenomenon not only determines the method but the 

participants too (Hycner, 1999; Groenewald, 2004), the study questions guided the 

selection of the population and subsequent sample for the study.   

To determine the cases for the study, the researcher followed LeCompte‘s & 

Preissle‘s (1993) criterion-based selection method by creating a list of the attributes 

thought to be essential in choosing the teachers and schools for the study. The criteria 

were defined by both the goal of the study and the need for identification of information 

rich cases (Merriam, 2009).  The schools to be selected therefore had to be public, cut 

across all levels of education and meet the minimum requirements for at-risk status. With 

the help of the Octagon ISD central office, four schools were purposively selected (one 

elementary school, one middle school and two high schools) as designated by the US 

Department of Education as having a high concentration of low-income students as listed 

in the Annual Directory of Designated Low-Income Schools for the year 2010-2011. For 

a typical representative sample of respondents, both beginning and experienced teachers 

were included in the study. Teachers in each of these schools were placed into two 

categories (experienced teachers - those who had taught for more than five years; and 

less-experienced teachers - those who had taught for less than three years). One teacher 

from each of the categories from each school was purposively selected bringing the total 

number of teachers involved in the study to eight. All the four schools‘ principals were 

also included in the study to make a sample of twelve participants. In view of the fact that 

the schools were selected for the researcher, in an endeavor to guard the information 
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obtained from the schools and keep them confidential, the schools were never referred to 

in the study by any name whether real or pseudo.  

To recruit the eight teachers for the study, elements of snowball technique were 

incorporated. Snowball involves locating one or more participants who easily meet the 

criteria for selection and become the researcher‘s contact persons in recruiting other 

members of the study (Merriam, 2009). In this case, the principals were used as the key 

contact persons in recruiting teachers from their respective schools. In cases where the 

principal could only recruit one teacher, the recruited teacher became the new contact 

person in recruiting the second teacher. Regardless of the recruitment channel, 

participation was strictly voluntary and information collected from each participant kept 

confidential.  

Although Lincoln & Guba (1985) recommend sampling until a level of saturation 

or redundancy is reached, this study settled on only eight teachers and four principles as 

the selected sample size. This followed Patton‘s (2002) advice of using a specific sample 

size based on the expected reasonable coverage of the phenomenon given the purpose of 

the study (p. 246). The decision was also backed by Merriam‘s (2009) view that in 

qualitative studies, the number of participants or sites to visit depends on questions being 

asked, the data being gathered, the resource available and the analysis in progress (p. 80). 

In my judgment the sample was sufficient to generate the kinds of essences required to 

draw conclusions. 
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Role of the researcher 

One of the essential characteristics of qualitative studies is the researcher‘s 

recognition of self as an essential study instrument especially in making sense of the 

situation (Eisner, 1991). The way researchers‘ roles are understood differs based on the 

design and model of study selected. Since I adopted a phenomenological design, I went 

with Hammersley‘s (2000) advice that in phenomenology the researcher cannot be 

detached from his/her own presuppositions. I also borrowed Lester‘s (1999) assertion that 

adding an interpretative perspective to phenomenological research enables it to be useful 

in laying the basis for the development of theory and allows it to inform, support or 

challenge policy. I only allowed my presuppositions in the initial framing of the study, 

development of the tools of the study as well as in the interpretation. Otherwise, all 

meanings emanated from the thick descriptions of the verbatim recordings in line with 

Husserlian phenomenology.  

 

Method of data collection 

Since this study adopted a qualitative paradigm, its data gathering procedures 

were qualitative in nature. According to Patton (2002), qualitative data consists of direct 

quotations from people about their experiences, opinions, feelings and knowledge 

obtained through detailed descriptions of people‘s activities, behaviors and actions as 

well as excerpt quotations or entire passages (p. 4). How such details are arrived at 

according to Wolcott (1992) is through asking, watching and reviewing. Interviews, 

observations and document analysis have been described as the most viable instruments 

of data collection in qualitative studies (Patton, 2002; Creswell, 2007; Merriam, 2009).  
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Merriam (2009, p. 86) advises that the favorability of one instrument over the other(s) is 

dependent on the researcher‘s theoretical orientation, the problem under study, the 

purpose of the study and by the sample selected. 

I determined what instrument(s) to use in collecting data based on the nature of 

my study (qualitative) and its philosophical leaning (phenomenology). In view of the fact 

that phenomenological studies search for invariant structures of individuals‘ experiences 

(the essences of their experiences) and commonalities across individuals (Van Manen, 

1990; Hycner, 1999: Groenewald, 2004), there was need for collection of in-depth data. 

In-depth data allows the researcher to easily discern essences of experiences (Patton, 

2002). Interviews, considered as the best tool for collection of in-depth data (Van Manen, 

1990; Patton, 2002; Groenewald, 2004; Creswell, 2007; Merriam, 2009) were used as the 

primary tool for collecting data in the study. For purposes of data triangulation (which I 

discuss later in this chapter) observations and document analysis as well as records were 

also used to collect data.  

 

Interviews 

The flexibility of the interview as an instrument of data collection was favored as 

it fit well with the evolutionary nature of qualitative studies (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). 

Phenomenological studies favor interviews as they enable researchers to collect thick 

information as a way of gaining entry into the conceptual world of the participants (Van 

Manen, 1990; Groenewald, 2004). Although there is no limit to the number of interviews 

that one can conduct in a study, Seidman (1998) suggests that qualitative researchers 

perform up to three interviews with the researched. Since this study consisted of two sets 
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of participants (principals and teachers), two separate sets of interviews were developed 

and used. The principals were interviewed only once while each teacher was interviewed 

twice. The first interview with the teachers was used to collect the teachers‘ background 

information (their teaching journeys) as well as their initial perspectives of and 

experiences with educational accountability. Most of the interview items were developed 

from the literature in line with the research questions. The second teacher interviews were 

treated as follow up and were developed based on the information collected from the first 

interview as well as the observations and my own reflection. 

To eliminate interview biases I constructed questions in line with my research 

questions and allowed the participants to conclusively discuss the meaning of their 

experiences (Weiss & Fine, 2000; Creswell, 2007). I also made use of semi-structured 

interviews with open-ended questions which allowed me to treat each case as an 

independent entry (Kendall & Kendall, 2007; Merriam, 2009). In this case the general 

questions were the same but the follow-up questions evolved based on the trajectory of 

our conversation. I also conduct face-to-face interviews, which guarded the participants‘ 

freedom and guaranteed them confidentiality. All the information was audio-recorded 

and after listening to it and reading the transcripts, I developed another set of questions 

that formed my second interview protocol for the teachers. The second interview 

followed the same procedure as the first (semi-structured and open-ended) with no 

limitations as to how much could be discussed but were more focused on specific issues 

that emerged from the data that had been previously gathered. Since the interviews were 

phenomenological in nature, the questions focused on the deep lived meanings of at-risk 

school teachers‘ experiences with accountability.   



Texas Tech University, John C. Indiatsi, May 2011 

69 
 

 

Observations  

Besides the interviews, extensive classroom observations were also used as one of 

the triangulation strategies. Observations were systematically used as Merriam (2009) 

suggests, in helping the researcher to collect information that might have been routine in 

the eye of the participant but to the researcher, was helpful in understanding the context. 

In this case the observations were used after the first interview as a way of confirming 

information collected in the first interview as well as indentifying specific incidents, 

behaviors etc that became reference points in developing further questions for the follow-

up interview. Suffice to note however, just like interviews, observations have their own 

biases. Biases in observations arise as a result of their subjectivity especially in the 

interpretation of events due to the inherent difference in human perception (Wolcott, 

1992; Patton, 2002; Merriam, 2009).   

In keeping with Wolcott‘s (1992) arguments that the difference between a mere 

mortal and a qualitative researcher is that a qualitative researcher pays special attention to 

a few things which others ordinarily give a passing attention, I developed the observation 

based on information already collected from the first interview. The observations were 

therefore premeditated as opposed to being spontaneous (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007) and 

relied solely on the objective of the study (Merriam, 2009). I only started developing my 

observation schedule after interviewing all principals and midway through my first 

interviews with teachers. This enabled me to focus the observations as much as possible 

to the issues that were emerging from the interviews. For persistence there were four 

back-to-back classroom observations with each of the eight teachers. The observations 
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were mainly used to collect data relating to classroom relations and interaction, teaching 

methods and strategies for instruction, time spent on activities, symmetry and congruency 

between the lesson plans and actual activities, students‘ responses to the lessons and 

school and classroom structures. The data was collected by way of field notes.  

 

Document analysis  

Document analysis was used as the second triangulating strategy. Collection of 

data by way of documents went hand-in-hand with the observation. Merriam (2009) 

identifies documents that are admissible as research materials as including public, 

personal, popular culture and visual documents (p. 140). Whereas public documents are 

the official ongoing records of the society‘s activities such as births, deaths and marriages 

among others, personal documents refer to any first person narrative that describes an 

individual‘s actions, experiences and beliefs (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Merriam, 2009).  

In relation to the relevance of this study, documents of interest were both personal 

as well as official. The personal documents used included teacher journals (where 

applicable) while official documents comprised of lesson plans. Where used the teacher 

journals were relevant in identifying teachers‘ perspectives of their lessons, student 

progress, strategies and general overview of their work and relations with colleagues and 

learners. Lesson plans were important in helping the research establish planned 

expectations for the lessons, classroom activities and the actual events in the classroom. I 

also kept my own journal in which I recorded my own reflections as well as other 

information collected outside the main instruments of data collection. 
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Data collection plan 

The process of data collection for this study started with preparations in the late 

spring semester of 2010 through the summer with data collection proper starting in early 

Fall and continuing on through the entire semester. Data was collected in all the four 

schools selected for the study. I started with interviewing the principals the first week of 

September followed by the first interviews with teachers. Each interview was transcribed 

the evening of the day of the interview. Based on the information obtained from the 

transcripts, I developed an observation protocol and performed my observations 

beginning early October to about the last week of November. This was followed by 

second interviews between early December and Christmas holidays.  

 

Data analysis 

Data analysis is the process of making sense of data (Merriam, 209), working 

with the data, organizing, breaking them into manageable units, coding, synthesizing and 

searching for patterns (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p. 159) as well as transforming data into 

results (LeCompte, 2000). Qualitative data analysis can be done in different ways. 

According to Bogdan and Biklen (2007) qualitative data analysis can either be done 

concurrently with data collection or after the data is collected. I adopted the former 

strategy because I not only found it easier and less overwhelming (Rossman & Rallis, 

2003), but each data set played as building-block to the next.  

In framing the process of the analysis, I followed Van Manen‘s (1990; 1997) 

direction that by their nature, phenomenological studies precisely rely on the questions to 

be answered as the drivers of the analysis. In this case he Interpretative 
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Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) as developed by Smith, Flowers and Larkin (2009) 

was the main approach for data analysis. Due to the evolutionary nature of the study 

some elements of grounded theory approach were relevant in teasing out information that 

could be comprehensively used to address the questions under investigation.  

I selected to use the Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) as it allows 

the use of multiple methods of analysis and more particularly because of its emphasis on 

analytic focus. Focus was thought to be important as it, directs the analytic attention 

towards the participants‘ attempts to make sense of their lived experiences (Smith, 

Flowers and Larkin, (2009, p. 79).  According to Smith et al (2009) IPA can be 

characterized as a set of common processes (such as moving from the particular to the 

shared and from the descriptive to the interpretative) and principles (such as commitment 

to an understanding of the participants‘ view and focus on personal meaning-making in 

particular contexts) (p. 79). Analysis that follows IPA can therefore be described as 

iterative and inductive cycle that draws upon several strategies (Smith, 2007). These 

principles were important for my study as they enabled the incorporation of other 

strategies in the data analysis that made it richer and allowed the study to evolve. I 

selected to use Colaizzi‘s (1978) method of analysis as outlined by (Moustakas, 1994) 

and modified in line with IPA strategies and the requirements for this study.  

I preferred Colaizzi‘s method for as a phenomenological approach it has 

Husserlian descriptive principles underpinning its method of analysis (Cohen & Omery, 

1994; Moustakas, 1994). It also allows room for multiple applications of analytic 

perspectives in line with the IPA approach. I therefore modified Colaizzi‘s method by 

adding two steps (the last two steps) that were borrowed from the IPA model suggested 
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by Smith, Flowers and Larkin (2009). The following are the steps followed in the 

analysis: 

i. After transcribing, each informant‘s verbatim transcript and all observation, 

document analysis as well as field notes were read to acquire a sense of the 

whole. 

ii. Significant statements and phrases pertaining to the phenomenon being 

studied were extracted from each write-up. 

iii. Meanings were formulated from the significant statements. 

iv. Meanings were organized into themes, then into theme clusters and eventually 

into theme categories. 

v. The results were integrated into a rich and exhaustive description of the lived 

experiences. 

vi. The essential structures of the phenomenon were formulated. 

vii. Validation was sought from the research informants to compare the 

researcher‘s descriptive results with their lived experiences. Where necessary, 

adjustments were made to achieve congruence with the lived experiences of 

the respondents (Colaizzi, 1978; Cohen & Omery, 1994; Moustakas, 1994).  

viii. The development of a dialogue between myself, the data and my 

psychological knowledge about what it meant for the participants to have 

these views in this context (Smith, Flowers & Larkin, 2009). 

ix. A reflection upon my own perceptions, conceptions and processes as captured 

in my journal while relating them to the findings (Smith, Flowers & Larkin, 

2009). 
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The outlined steps made it easy to apply the Husserlian, Heideggerian and critical 

hermeneutics together with the Freirean perspective in description, development of 

themes, meaning-making and reflection of personal conceptions. 

 

Data reduction  

 The first step of data analysis following the modified Colaizzi structure above was 

to engage in data reduction. According to Miles and Huberman (1994), data reduction 

refers to the process of selecting, focusing, simplifying, abstracting and transforming data 

that appears in written up field notes or transcriptions. As a first step in data analysis 

Merriam (2009) describes data reduction as the identification of segments in the data that 

are responsive to the research questions. Lincoln and Guba (1985) opine that data 

reduction is the setting out of units of data which is a potential answer or part of an 

answer to the study questions. As a phenomenological approach, reduction was used in 

this study to enable the researcher to develop the units of analysis from the 

phenomenon‘s basic elements as informed by the participants‘ perspectives and in 

relation to the study questions.  

In this case the Husserlian hermeneutics was used in transcribing each 

informant‘s perspective (thick descriptions) in the extraction of significant statements 

from the transcripts and in the development of theme clusters. The development of theme 

clusters borrowed from Corbin‘s and Strauss‘s (1990; 2007) grounded theory system of 

coding and theme development (i.e. axial and selective coding – where core categories 

were identified following the research questions and sub-categories that relate to the core 

categories identified to build up the case. The process ended with an exhaustive 
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integrated description of the participants‘ lived experiences as they were in the data itself 

within definite essential structures (essences of the experiences).   

The next step was that of making meanings out of the already developed essential 

structures. Towards this end I utilized the interpretative characteristics of IPA. IPA works 

from the premise that the more an analysis takes into consideration ‗the part‘ in relation 

to ‗the whole‘, the more illuminating the analysis becomes and the more informative and 

meaningful of the findings becomes (Smith, Flowers & Larkin, 2009). The Heideggerian 

hermeneutics was used at this stage in making meanings out of close interrogation of the 

respondents‘ accounts and other activities within the recorded data. Critical hermeneutics 

was used in placing the responses into context by considering other extraneous factors 

that according to literature may have an effect on the teachers‘ experiences. Freirean 

perspective was used to identify and explain classroom relational experiences, the role of 

the teacher, teachers‘ freedom and autonomy issues as well as the general schooling 

conditions. It also aided in the exploration of best practices for the integration of 

accountability and effective pedagogy. 

 

Ethical considerations and rigor 

For effectiveness, research needs to produce information that readers and 

practitioners in the field of the study can relate to. Although qualitative inquiry 

acknowledges multiple realities and the role of social construction in establishing 

meaning, it is still important to establish high level of confidence that qualitative research 

represents the meanings of its participants (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Creswell, 2007). The 

study took into account the need for ‗producing valid and reliable knowledge in an ethical 
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manner‘ (Merriam, 2009, p. 209). Thus rigor and ethical issues established by Lincoln 

and Guba (1985), Paton (2002) and Creswell (2007) as central to the legitimacy of 

qualitative studies were considered by this study. Several steps and measures were taken 

to ensure that the study met this threshold.  

 

Gaining access  

 Seeking permission and consent to perform research is one of the main 

considerations for researchers (McPherson, 1972; Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). This allows 

the researcher to make his/her interest known, seek cooperation of those involved in the 

research and allows the researcher the freedom of engagement that eradicates guilt 

conscious. With this in mind I adopted a developmental and procedural approach to 

gaining access.  I began by presenting my proposed study to my doctoral committee 

followed by seeking permission from the institutional research board of my university. 

Since my study involved public schools, I had to seek permission from the school 

district‘s central office. The central office communicated with the relevant schools by 

way of an email informing them of my intention to carry out a study in their schools (see 

appendix for consent).  

The principals became the main entry points to the schools. I followed up the 

emails by contacting the principals of the schools selected for the study and explaining to 

them the nature and purpose of my study and booked appointments for interviews with 

them. The principals were instrumental in the recruitment of teachers following my 

prescribed conditions of inclusion and exclusion of participants. A clear explanation of 

my study, its goal and the role of the participants was given to each participant. 

Explanations of how the study would affect them as well as confidentiality issues were 
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explained to them. Since the interviews were to be recorded, I sought the participants‘ 

permission to record our conversations with them. All this information was captured in 

the recruitment script that was supplied and read to all the participants. The same 

information was also included in the consent form which every participant was required 

to sign and return to me. Permission was also sought from teachers to allow the 

researcher to sit through their lessons and also to look through their lesson plans and 

journals (for those who had them).  

 

Credibility/trustworthiness of the study 

Credibility is a criterion for establishing the believability or genuineness of the 

findings of qualitative research (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). It addresses itself how research 

findings match the reality (Merriam, 2009). Establishing credibility or trustworthiness 

means ensuring that the study measures what it intends to measure. Given that qualitative 

research starts from the premise of multiple realities and dynamic contexts makes it 

inappropriate to assess compare the data findings and the reality from which they were 

derived (Merriam, 2009). Thus the best way of establishing credibility in qualitative 

research is triangulation (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). I consequently used triangulation to 

establish trustworthiness in this study. Triangulation is described by Denzin (1978) as the 

use of multiple methods, multiple sources of data, multiple investigators or multiple 

theories as a way of confirming emerging findings. Triangulation is a process of cross 

checking information through multiple procedures to obtain corroboration, and one sure 

way of obtaining trustworthiness in qualitative research (Johnson, 1997).  
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For this study, both multiple methods as well as multiple sources of data were 

used as triangulation strategies. As regards multiple methods, interviews constituted the 

primary method of data collection with observations and document analysis being used to 

validate the information obtained. According to LeCompte and Preissle (1993) both 

interviews and observations are regarded highly as instruments of data collection in 

qualitative studies. Whereas the interviews are phrased in the empirical categories of 

participants (less abstract than other instruments of data collection) the observations are 

conducted in natural settings thus capturing the life experiences of participants more 

accurately (p.342). The combination of these strategies guaranteed authenticity for the 

findings. In regard to multiple data sources as a triangulation strategy, several sources of 

data were used. Principals, teachers and documents were used as different sources of data 

as illustrated below. 

 

Fig. 3.1 Triangulation  

                                                     Documents 

                                                          

                       Principals                                                                     Teachers 

 

 

 

                    Interviews                                                            Observations 

                                                          

                                                    
                                                     Documents 
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Apart from triangulation credibility was also enhanced through long spells of data 

collection that ensured persistent engagement with the participants. Persistent 

engagement with participants which could be likened to LeCompte‘s and Preissle‘s 

(1993) construct of ‗living among participants‘ provides a means for refinement of 

constructs and helps in matching researcher categories and participants realities 

(LeCompte & Preissle, 1993; Patton, 2002; Merriam, 2009). This threshold was met by 

use of two interviews and four classroom observations for each of the teachers involved 

in the study. There was also a constant engagement with the participants for one whole 

semester.   

 

Transferability/generalizability   

Transferability or generalizability refers to the extent to which research findings 

can be applied or generalized to other contexts (Erlandson, Harris, Skipper & Allen, 

1993; Byrne, 2001; Merriam, 2009). Since qualitative research hinges on the premise of 

multiplicity of realities, Lincoln and Guba (1985) while suggesting the notion of 

transferability argue that the responsibility of proving the transferability of findings ought 

to lie more with the person seeking to apply the findings elsewhere than with the original 

investigator; thus the emergence of the notions of applicability and fittingness (Byrne, 

2001).  

Although transferability and generalizability are not the ultimate goal of 

qualitative research, several attempts have been made in identifying ways through which 

this criterion can be met. For instance, Cronbach (1975) suggests the use of a working 

hypothesis in which specific situation or context conditions are outlined. Patton (2002) 
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suggests the use of extrapolation. According to Patton, extrapolations are modest 

speculations on the likely applicability of findings to other situations under similar but 

not identical conditions (p. 584). Thick descriptions and purposive sampling have also 

been identified as viable strategies for enhancing the transferability of research findings 

(Erlandson, Harris, Skipper & Allen, 1993; Byrne, 2001; Merriam, 2009). Thick 

descriptions are richly described data that enable the research consumer with enough 

information to judge the themes, labels, categories or constructs of the study and their 

applicability to other settings (Erlandson et al, 1993). Purposive sampling allows for 

variation or diversity in the sample selection to allow for greater range of application of 

the findings by consumers of the research (Merriam, 2009, p. 229).  

Purposive sampling and thick description offered the best way for enhancing 

transferability for this study. Purposeful sampling allowed what Merriam (2009) refers to 

as maximum variation in two major ways that could be important in generalizing the 

findings. First, the study was conducted in all three levels of schooling (elementary, 

middle and high schools) and with schools of similar characteristics. Second, teachers 

with immense as well as those with limited experience were included in the study thus 

representing a typical teaching population. Thick description (Husserlian 

phenomenology) was used in detailing an adulterated account of the participants‘ views 

as regards the subject under investigation. Excerpts from the interviews were used to 

substantiate the responses of the interviewees. In addition, observation notes, field notes 

and document analysis were used as backup information. The purpose of the description 

was to establish what Lincoln and Guba (1985) describe as a sending context that may 
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allow someone in a similar context to assess the similarity between them and the study (p. 

125).  

 

Dependability/Consistency  

 Dependability refers to the extent to which research findings can be replicated or 

the possibility of one obtaining similar results the study is repeated (Merriam, 2009). This 

is a long shot for qualitative studies given that human behavior (which is the main 

pedestal for qualitative research) is never static. This makes it hard to regulate conditions 

for repeated measures that can guarantee the replication of findings as is the case with 

experimental research designs (Merriam, 2009). The main focus of dependability in 

qualitative studies is the consistent nature of the findings as they relate to the data 

collected (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Byrne, 2001; Merriam, 2009).  

Several strategies have been identified as necessary in establishing consistency in 

qualitative research. Apart from triangulation (Merriam, 2009), audit trail is another way 

of establishing consistency (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Byrne, 2001). Audit trail refers to a 

clear demonstration of how one arrives at their study results. Lincoln and Guba content 

that audit trail is a means through which the researcher demonstrates neutrality of the 

research interpretations. It includes a presentation of raw data and a recording of events 

in form of journals or memos, reflections on the entire process and preliminary 

development of information (p. 320-321).  

The two strategies i.e. triangulation and audit trail were used in this study. Formal 

approval for the study will be obtained from the Institutional Review Board of the 
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sponsoring institution. The purpose of the study will be explained to the participants and 

they will be encouraged to ask questions and/or seek clarifications.  

 

The audit trail 

 Consistent with the perceived importance of confirmability, I developed an audit 

trail for purposes of recording and coding of data and for ease of reference (see appendix 

E). I developed the audit trail based on the established categories and themes as revealed 

by the findings. As the findings were presented, supporting evidence from the data was 

entered into the trail by the corresponding number as it appears in the presentation. Each 

corresponding number is followed by a description of the source of the information (i.e. 

teacher or principal, interview, observation or document). Information from a personal 

journal includes the date of the journal entry while information from documents indicates 

which document it was taken from.    

 

Biographical background of the researcher 

 Attaining a position that can enable me to positively impact on school 

transformation and on the teaching profession has always been my objective. In my early 

schooling, it never occurred to me that schools were different and that such differences 

impacted the lives of learners in one way or another. Having been born and brought up in 

a rural village in Africa, the population of my elementary school and all other 

neighboring schools was homogenous in all aspects of life. I therefore did not view the 

makeup of schools as having an effect on the life of the learner. However, upon 

graduating from elementary school and joining high school, it began to dawn on me that 
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indeed schools were different. Being at a boarding school that served a larger land area 

than the elementary school, I met students from diverse backgrounds and from different 

forms of elementary schools (urban and rural, private and public, rich and poor). The 

entry points of each of these groups were very different academically, socially, etc.  

Through interaction and by sharing information with fellow students, I started to 

comprehend that we all brought different personalities into the school mainly due to 

differences in our elementary education. These observations became even subtler when I 

joined college. Since all public universities were funded by the government and were 

very few, the competition for the few places was cutthroat. Only the top eight percent of 

the qualifying students could access higher education, a majority of whom came from the 

well-off schools in terms of teachers, facilities, funding and student demographics. Being 

at the university knowing very well that very many of my village mates (some of whom 

were better academically than I were) did not make it there due to the kinds of high 

schools they joined, I started to reflect on the education system. Slowly, it started to settle 

in my mind that the schools matter. This thinking was further strengthened by some of 

the courses I took at the university. Given that I enrolled at the university as an education 

major, courses such as comparative education, sociology of education coupled with 

various theories of learning that I interacted with, in a way confirmed my thinking.  

As I sunk deeper into reflecting on this issue, one day, while going through one of 

our class assigned readings, I came across a quote from one educator that ―good schools 

do not just happen; it instead takes a combined effort of all concerned individuals, 

teachers, parents and students to develop successful schools‖. That was my ‗aha‘ 

moment, it sounded easy to do and got me all excited. But when I graduated and started 
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teaching, I realized that there were so many other outside factors that had to be 

considered in transforming schools. I learned that as a classroom teacher, although I had a 

role play in changing the lives of learners, my success was dependent on several other 

factors and people. I also realized that I was short in skill of searching for more and 

relevant information upon which I could build my interventions and also of deciding the 

right procedures.  

That is how I got into the graduate school. The graduate school refined my 

thinking even further into concentrating on inquiry-driven solutions. Therefore, the 

thinking that frames my present study can be traced back to my early school life. It is a 

perspective born of the desire to learn more in regard to school environments with a view 

of generating a discussion that is helpful in building schools that guarantee success to all 

learners.  

 

Introducing participants    

 The purpose of this section is to give a short description of the biographical, 

educational and experiential backgrounds of each of the individuals who participated in 

my study. As already explained in this chapter, the study included a total of twelve 

participants who were selected mainly based on the types of schools in which they were 

working. All the twelve participants selected at the beginning of the study remained in 

the study to the end. The titles used to denote the identities of the participants were 

developed by the researcher as a way of concealing the real identities of the participants 

as well as aiding the researcher reference the information obtained from the participants. 

The titles therefore became an important component of coding the data and audit trail. 
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For ease of reference and recording, I decided to identify all the principals by the letter P 

and all the teachers by the letter T. Each of the principals as well as the teachers was also 

assigned a number following the sequence in which I made the first contact with them. 

Thus the first principal that I talked to is identified by code P1, the second P2, the third 

P3 and the fourth P4. The teachers on their part were identified as T1, T2, T3, T4, T5, T6, 

T7 and T8. 

 

P1 

 P1, a Caucasian male has served as a school administrator for a total of thirteen 

years. He served as an assistant principal for seven years before he was elevated to the 

position of principal. Since his promotion to the position of principal more than six years 

ago, he as only served in one school, the present school [1].  

P2 

 P2 is a White female with a total of six years. She started as a classroom teacher 

before she became an assistant principal, a position she held for one year in a privileged 

(richer) school. She later became a principal in the same school and remained there for 

four years. She was later transferred to the central office where she served for six years. 

At the time of the study, she had been a principal in the current station for three weeks 

[2].  

P3 

 Originally a fifth and six grade teacher for six years, P3 a White male has an 

experience of more than twenty years in school administration. He started his teaching 

career in 1975 before he became an assistant principal in an elementary school in 1981 



Texas Tech University, John C. Indiatsi, May 2011 

86 
 

where he served for four years. He was moved to another elementary school where he 

remained as an assistant principal for six years. He was later promoted to the position of 

principal and moved to a new station which he served for sixteen years. He was later to 

be asked to help start a new elementary school where he served as its first principal for 

three years before moving to his present stations. He had been at the current posting for 

four months at the time of the study [3].  

P4  

 Prior to his current posting, P4 a White male had served a counselor as well as an 

administrator for nine years in a different school district. At the time of the study, P4 had 

been at the current school as a principal for three years [4].   

T1 

 A grade seven science teacher, T1 is a White female with nineteen years of 

teaching experience. She started as a high school English teacher for grades 7 and 8 on 

and off. The rest of the time, she had been teaching middle school science. She also 

doubled as a coach. After the first eight years of teaching, T1 took a six years‘ break to 

raise her children. Since her return to teaching, she had taught grade 8 Science in a 

different (wealthier) school for one year before she was transferred to the present school. 

She also holds a master of education degree in counseling [5].  

T2 

 T2 is a White female seventh grade teacher certified in social studies. She 

developed the desire to teach while in college. After graduating with her bachelor‘s 

degree, she reenrolled for teacher certification. The current school is her first posting and 

she had been at the school for a period of three years prior to the study [6].  
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T3 

 Certified as an elementary school teacher (pre-school – fourth grade), T3 had 

taught first for two and a half years by the time of the study. She had however student 

taught in kindergarten and third grade. Her student teaching was done in wealthier school 

compared to her current station. She was born of teachers which influenced her passion 

for teaching very early in her life [7].   

T4 

 A White female, T4 has fifteen years of experience as a teacher. The allure of 

becoming a teacher had been with her ever since she was in school. However, after 

graduating with her first degree, she opted for a career in business before she went back 

to college for a post graduate certificate in education and then got her master‘s degree in 

business administration. She has been a grade one teacher and in the same school for the 

whole time she has been teaching [8].  

T5 

 T5 is a female high school teacher. She teaches high school geometry in 9
th

 and 

10
th

 grades. She had taught for eight years at the time of the study. With both her mom 

and dad being math teachers, she believes that she took her liking for math from her 

parents. Upon graduating, she toyed with the idea of taking up a career in business and 

even enrolled for an MBA. But at the same time decided to student teach just in case, her 

plans did work well. While student teaching, a position became available in her school 

and she decided to take it up [9].  
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T6 

 A White female, T6 had only started full time teaching the same semester of the 

study. She is certified in Latin and English [10]. Her student teaching had been outside 

the current school district and in a wealthier school compared to her present station [11].  

T7 

 T7 is a White female teacher with two years of teaching experience. She taught 

journalism in her first year of teaching before switching to pre-AP English. She holds a 

masters degree in journalism [12]. 

  

T8 

 A White male and the only male in the study, T8 has five years of teaching 

experience two of which were at a private school. He teaches both regular and AP 

English classes. He holds a masters degree in English [13].  

 

Summary  

 Phenomenological design was adopted for this study. Data were collected through 

three extensive interviews (two interviews with each of the participating teachers and one 

interview with each school principal). I also conducted four back-to-back observations 

with each of the teachers and also analyzed documents and records. All the data collected 

was transcribed verbatim. Data analysis was ongoing, interpretative as well as recursive. I 

read all the transcripts and utilized both selective and axial coding to identify categories 

and themes. I ensured trustworthiness throughout the study by remaining faithful to the 

data and use of triangulation procedures among other measures. 
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CHAPTER IV 

 

STUDY FINDINGS 

 

Introduction 

 In this chapter, data as collected from the field is presented. To put the findings 

into perspective, the chapter starts by restating the purpose of the study and the specific 

questions that guided the study. Immediately following is the presentation of the data 

itself in which I start by highlighting the categories and themes as they emerged from the 

study guided by the study‘s research questions. After which the data is presented in its 

entirety.  

 

Restatement of study purpose 

This study examined the effect of performance measurement as epitomized by 

standards-based accountability on effective teaching and learning in at-risk schools. The 

purpose of the study, therefore, was to investigate and explain the challenges that at-risk 

schools experience with the requirements of educational accountability and how these 

challenges sit with effective teaching/learning strategies as well as teacher support. In so 

doing, the study explored ways that teachers in at-risk schools could be empowered to 

enhance their critical consciousness so as to engender teaching for social justice.  

Restatement of research questions 

The following research questions guided the study. 

i. How do teachers in at-risk schools view educational accountability as 

practiced at the K-12 level of education? 
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ii. What challenges do at-risk schools experience with educational 

accountability and how do these challenges affect teaching and learning?  

iii. How are the challenges associated with at-risk schools‘ conditions of 

production and existence being addressed so as to aid teachers to balance 

the separateness and interconnectedness of accountability and effective 

pedagogy and engender social justice teaching? 

Data presentation 

Overview  

 The findings presented in this chapter are as a result of data collected from four 

principals and eight teachers drawn from four schools located in the southwest. The four 

schools were among those listed in the Annual Directory of Designated Low-Income 

Schools for the year 2010-2011 by the U.S. Department for Education, thus at-risk. The 

four schools included in the study were spread across a single school district. All the four 

principals of the selected schools were included in the study. In addition, two teachers 

from each school (one experienced and one less experienced) were included in the study 

forming a total of twelve participants. Data was collected by way three extensive 

interviews, two with the teachers and one with the principals. Four back-to-back 

classroom observations with each of teachers and document analysis were also used to 

corroborate the information collected by the interviews. After transcribing the collected 

information, the transcripts were read over several times for a thorough understanding of 

the responses. With the three questions of the study acting as the guiding principle, major 

categories were identified by use of selective coding. Axial coding was used to identify 
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several themes that supported the categories identified and placed under each 

corresponding category.  

The emergent categories and their corresponding themes were as follows: 

 

 

Table 4.1: Summary of categories and supporting themes   

Research 

Question. 

Category Theme(s) 

 

 

1. 

 

 

Domestication and acceptability of 

educational accountability 

 The outsider perspective and 

the unrealistic nature of 

educational accountability. 

 Emphasis on product at the 

expense of progress. 

 Leadership and goal 

orientation 

 

 

 

 

 

2. 

i) At-risk schools‘ circumstances vis-

à-vis educational accountability 
 Students‘ home situations 

(SES and parental 

involvement). 

 Student mobility. 

 Special Educational Needs 

(SEN). 

ii) Curriculum constraints  Instructional challenges. 

 Curriculum coherence, scope 

and balance. 

 Curriculum freedom and 

teacher regulation. 

 

 

3. 

 

 

Interventions and coping strategies 

 Teacher professional 

development, partnerships 

and collaboration. 

 Curriculum innovation and 

instructional adjustment. 

 

 

The following section discusses in detail each category and the various themes 

that were found to support the categories.  
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Domestication and acceptability of educational accountability  

This category emerged as a result of the information gathered in regard to the first 

research question. Here, the study inquired into the feelings and views of teachers and 

principals in at-risk schools in relation to the application and usage of educational 

accountability. It emerged from the data that educators in at-risk schools were 

experiencing difficulties in accepting and domesticating educational accountability. Both 

teachers and principals alike raised several issues regarding the effectiveness of 

educational accountability or lack thereof especially as it appertains to their schools. 

Primarily, several comments and observations by teachers and principals during the 

interviews pointed to several aspects of standards-based educational accountability that 

they thought did not sit well with their work and their schools. A number of recurring 

themes within the data that framed this view included the following: the outside 

perspective and the unrealistic nature of standards-based accountability, overemphasis on 

product at the expense of progress, role of leadership and goal orientation. 

 

The „outsider‟ perspective and the unrealistic nature of accountability  

This theme manifested itself in the data in two different ways; one, in terms of 

school principals and teachers feeling left out in the determination of the trajectory of the 

standards, and two, in as far as how the acceptability of their schools is concerned. The 

genesis of this theme seemed to be the requirement by educational accountability that 

states and school districts establish standards and develop ways of measuring those 

standards with a view to prescribing school acceptability levels, interventions and 

sanctions for those schools that fail to meet the set threshold. The participants seemed not 
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to favor the fact that these requirements are conceived and developed outside the schools. 

Suffice to note however, the principals sounded a bit more positive towards 

accountability than teachers. Indeed all the principals interviewed, observed that 

accountability was not necessarily a bad idea because in any case, it helped them in 

rethinking their work and responsibilities and by extension setting goals for themselves 

and the rest of the personnel. They felt that it was lacking in inclusion of ideas and that 

they needed more say in the way the accountability measures are framed, implemented 

and used. This is how the principals explained themselves: 

P1: You have to have accountability, but it has to be realistic. Accountability such 

as the No Child Left Behind is not realistic. It does not take into consideration 

the various issues that schools deal with. But there are no alternatives and we 

have to do what they say [14].  

 

P2: I think accountability in education just like in any other job raises the bar for 

all of us. You know, the level of expectation is considerably high not only as 

educators but as parents as well. In my opinion, I think it makes us work 

together, even though we know that when things do not go right, the educators 

are the ones that get the blame, then when things go right everyone wants to 

take credit you know. … the different requirements we have in terms of parent 

notifications, parents meetings, the committees, that type of thing is putting 

some official guidelines and task in place, if you will, it is forcing us to work 

together more and try to create a more cohesive and team oriented atmosphere 

in educating our children. But I wish there was, I do not want to say a 

different level of expectation for different campuses, but I do wish that there 

was some way to factor in some of the other variables that the schools are 

working with and working with the children on, and that have nothing to do 

with test taking. If you asked me the same question while in the other school 

that I was before, I would have probably given a different answer [15].  

 

P3: There are things that you feel could have been done better or looked at 

differently, but in my opinion it gives us something to focus on; it gives us a 

reason for what we are doing every day. Whether that is what we actually 

need, that is a different thing all together. If they asked me for my views, I am 

sure I would have a totally different take on that [16].  

 

P4: I very much believe in accountability. I however believe that accountability 

must be accurate in the sense that it captures the realities that exist in schools. 

My only concern with accountability today is that there is very little input 
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from the schools themselves. This makes it hard, very hard for me as a 

principal to articulate its requirements while knowing very well that the 

situation we are in as a school is quite different from the direction that the 

standards are taking. So it is like you feel this is what we should be doing, but 

then you are somehow prodded into looking the other way [17]. 

 

 Teachers on their part, while concurring with their principals on the lack of 

participation, they were a little bit more forthright with their concerns. Their main 

problem with the standards was the unrealistic nature of accountability in as far as 

teaching and learning is concerned. Four of the eight teachers interviewed pointed to the 

unrealistic-nature of educational accountability in terms of competency setting. They 

argued that a blanket application of the standards isolated the low achieving schools as 

the schools have to play catch up with the rich and good performing schools. This was 

viewed as an unfair application of the standards as the at-risk schools had to deal with a 

lot more outside classroom issues that still have a bearing on the performance of students. 

This is what the teachers had to say: 

T2: You know when the law-makers in Washington and Austin come up with 

these things they think that they are doing the right thing. They think that they 

are helping us. But at the school level, the local level, it is really rough for us. 

It‘s hard because it puts standards on us, to expect to know and help some kids 

that really, you can only do so much as a teacher and its hard [18].  

 

T3: As a teacher, I do not think that I have a problem with accountability per se. 

But it makes it very hard for us when someone sits on a computer somewhere 

and decides what should happen in classrooms. Yes some things can be 

controlled, but others are better left to the teachers. We are dealing with 

human beings and the worst part is that most of the students we teach are very 

much below the kinds of standards required [19].  

 

T4: I feel that as a teacher I want do the best I can to pull these kids from where 

they are and take them as far as I can take them, and I feel that that is the 

responsibility of every single teacher. And I feel like if you just come to 

school and think that it is an 8-5 job, then it doesn‘t work, you do not belong 

here. And I guess what I find upsetting is when they pull in this accountability 

thing, I am thinking well, I am trying to be as accountable as I can to these 

kids and their education. And ah when they are saying you need to go above, 
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you know, I just cannot, because I feel that I am already doing what I need to 

do, and I do not have a guilty conscious of saying am sorry I cannot help you 

[20]. 

 

T6: Accountability turns the student-teacher relationship upside down. I know 

that we should be accountable to our students and help them. That is why we 

got into teaching anyway. But there are just so many things that we have to be 

accountable for like no one can fail, no one can have zeros like we are so 

accountable to the kids that do not want be here. They do not get more, they 

get less of the education because we are so concentrated on no one should be 

left behind. I mean I need to be accountable but to the point where it is 

hindering the education of the kids, it is not good at all [21]. 

 

To the principals, concerns were raised in regard to setting standards across board with 

little regard to the varying conditions of learners. One principal in particular took the 

view that: 

P1: People are born what they are and to say that everybody, every child should 

be reading at such and such grade level by such a time is ridiculous. Unless 

you come up with a mathematical function that takes in all the elements and 

says, well we got this fact, this fact and this fact in our mathematical function, 

so now the kids are now reading on a grade level. That is the only way they 

are going to make it happen [22].  

 

  

Another area that the participants expressed concerns in relation to the unrealistic 

nature of educational accountability was with the policy‘s lack of consideration for 

learners with special needs. Although I coded this as a theme of itself under a different 

category, the issue also came up consistently under this theme. In this case the 

participants viewed the policy as being impractical as it overlooked the simple fact that 

schools did not have control over the kinds of students they served. Specifically, two 

principals (P2 and P4) and four teachers argued that most of the competencies desired by 

the standards were in most part beyond the abilities of the students with special learning 

needs. Another principal (P1) added that this had pushed them into making some 

unfavorable decisions in one way or another. The participants felt in general that, the 
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standards could serve such learners better if they were designed on a case-by-case basis 

both at school level as well as at learners‘ levels.  

P1: Accountability makes you play the numbers game. It makes you want to be 

sure that the students you accept come from your area. You always want to 

welcome all the kids, but when you are in a school where one kid makes the 

difference in whether you are going to be acceptable or unacceptable, then 

you got to look, you got to micro-manage your data to the point, and it is not 

always to the best interest of the kids. For instance we have many learners 

with special needs and accountability does not take care of their needs as you 

would expect [23].  

 

P2: I think there needs to be a different way of looking at these schools and the 

children too. When we say a certain campus scored this or that on 

accountability, it would be fair if we looked into what the educators in those 

campuses are working with. And here am not just talking about resources but 

the kids too. Personally, I find it awkward that children with special learning 

needs could be held at the same standard as regular learners. That is not just 

being real [24].  

 

P4: I think we need to pay attention to subgroups. I don‘t think there is any doubt 

about that. But placing the position or the rating of the school on the shoulders 

of one subgroup is wrong. And again it gives a false reading of what the 

school is doing. I mean there is some inconsistency in the reporting because 

we have the federal then the state and you can make the state and fail to make 

the federal. We actually made the state this year and we did not make the 

federal because of 50 special education students. That is it. So are we 

concerned about that? Obviously for those kids we are concerned and we are 

working for them but it gives a false,  you know when you have 30 indicators, 

you meet all the indicators but you do not meet one and you are a low 

performing school, that‘s confusing to the public out there [25]. 

 

T2: I find it unfair to ask our special education kids to perform at the level that the 

general education kids can perform. General education kids are different than 

special education kids. It is really hard for them especially when you consider 

the fact that in these types of schools even the general learners are just really 

struggling [26]. 

 

T3: The main weakness with accountability with learners according to me is that 

it does not take care of special learners. It is obviously not fair to judge kids of 

special needs at the same level as the normal kids [27]. 

 

T4: … and now they are saying that everyone is the same so you should pull these 

kids all up. And I am saying that there is no way, they are from different 

backgrounds and some have learning difficulties. And when they say we are 
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going to get stipends to teachers that are doing so much better, I am like, oh 

my gosh you are going to burn them in two years, they all will be gone [28].   

 

T6: It is (the standards) a very big problem for the kids especially those with 

special learning needs. They don‘t seem to be doing well in many classes. 

And it is not that I am against inclusion and mainstreaming, but I think we 

may have gone a little too far with it. It is more about pleasing everyone else 

than concentrating on helping the kids who need more help [29] – emphasis 

mine.  

   

As a result of this feeling, at-risk schools seem to have resigned themselves to the 

fact that they have a minimal role to play in shaping their own destiny and that of their 

students. This was well captured in two principals‘ observations.  

P1: The problem with accountability is that it is almost all punishment and 

nothing or very little of it is positive. So you do great you get a pat on the 

back, you fail to do well, there are all kinds of things that are going to occur 

and very little of it is positive [30].  

 

P2: I think accountability is one of those things that you have no choice. You 

know you either be happy or be sad, but you know you got to do it; you have 

to keep up with what is being asked anyway. And I think that as educators we 

all want to have high expectations for our students, but I think what is hard is 

to set expectations for ourselves, that‘s the hard part [31]. 

 

This observation was supported by three other teachers (T2, T7 & T8) who in different 

words indicated that at-risk schools were at a crossroad; with very little resources against 

very high expectations, they could only do so much. Whereas the educators focused on 

meeting the set standards, they seemed to acknowledge that the learners were not being 

done many favors. Their concern was thus particularly centered on how the learners 

would cope with life after school if all they only concentrated on was how to read and 

pass the exams.   

T2: Because of accountability, we are not helping our kids as much, yes we teach 

them and they pass those exams and they are passed on and on till they leave 

school, but that is just about all [32].  
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T7: There needs to be more accountability but I do not think that No Child Left 

Behind is the right way to it. It does not help learners at all. It is all about 

testing, as long as the students can pass, you are fine [33] 

 

T8: I do not have that problem here, but where I did my student teaching, it was 

out of state, so the conditions there could have been different. But what I have 

heard and seen, I mean the kids are not being helped that much with these 

tests [34] 

 

Overemphasis on product at the expense of progress  

Another theme that came to the fore as affecting the acceptability of 

accountability in at-risk schools is that of progress vis-à-vis product. According to the 

educators standards-based accountability placed more emphasis on product (test scores) 

than on the progress of learners (real learning). Therefore, the feeling among personnel in 

at-risk schools was that accountability mandates would be more acceptable if it 

considered the cumulative progress of students rather than basing decisions on 

performance on tests. Indeed, the participants opined that at-risk student populations 

came to school a lot more unprepared than other populations. And therefore it took the 

educators a lot more time to prepare such kids to read and or perform at the expected 

levels. Most of the participants interviewed opined that some learners in at-risk schools 

were first generation. According to the teachers, many of such students came to school 

unable to satisfactorily read and comprehend, communicate in English and perform or 

solve simple arithmetic problems. This coupled with the factor that the schools did not 

have enough critical resources such as finances, personnel and time, meant that the 

students would almost always barely make to the acceptable standards. 

As a result, educators felt that their work was least appreciated due to the fact that 

students‘ growth never counted towards their schools being accepted or sanctioned. Three 

teachers (T1, T3 and T5) strongly felt that the parameters of measurement as laid out by 
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the standards were unfavorable to teachers in poor schools as it heavily relied on 

assessments. Two principals (P2 and P3) concurred that there was need to look at the 

whole record of the student for the entire period that is being tested rather than the single 

day that they sit for the tests. All the participants were however happy that changes were 

being introduced to make classroom work count towards the schools‘ ratings and 

acceptability.  

P2: Working in a low income school goes beyond just being a teacher. We are 

parents, counselors and many other things besides just service as teachers. 

And I wish there was a way to keep that in mind. It is important to look at the 

kid‘s background, where they have come from and where the school has them. 

I mean, we want them to achieve up here too, but this is as far as the 

accountability system goes, they do not look at many things including the 

learner‘s development in school [35]. 

 

P3: Some of the requirements they have asked of us, and I think we are beginning 

to turn the corner where in the past we have only looked at the achievement 

scores. I think we are now starting to look at progress, which is a very good 

thing. We have kids who fail the tests but they have made very significant 

improvement in their classes be it reading, math or whatever, whereas we 

have some who may pass but have not made any progress. So those scores can 

be very misleading [36]. 

 

T1: To be honest with you, I don‘t like this accountability system. It is so test 

driven, it is very much data driven. There is no, and this is beginning to 

change, in the past there has never been a way of looking at what we are doing 

in class to compare with the test results. Many children are struggling with 

what matters in those tests and we do everything to get them ready but it is 

never looked at. But now they are beginning to look at that, which could be 

helpful with the standards [37]. 

 

T3: I taught in another school before and I can tell you, it is harder here. Come to 

think of it, many of my kids this year are transitional readers. In the other 

place it would be one or two. And it is all got to do with their backgrounds 

and support at home. Some of the things the kids in the other school came 

already knowing, I have to teach and reteach them here. It is therefore only 

fair if we looked at what we are doing in these classrooms too, and that is 

beginning to change [38]. 

 

T5: There is just too much emphasis on tests than what we are doing in class. I 

teach geometry and we are only in the middle of the semester and yet the 
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students have already taken eleven assessments. Obviously you can see we 

have more time for assessments than we have for teaching [39].  

 

The only Advanced Placement (AP) teacher in the study (T7) observed that 

whereas the standards did not affect her as such, given the courses she teaches, it was 

necessary to factor in from where the kids had come. She observed that obviously some 

teachers had to work harder than others for their students to reach the achievement level 

of learners in other schools [40].  

 

Leadership and goal articulation  

 The acceptability of educational accountability was also found to be closely tied 

to the way the school leaders performed their roles. The way the principals articulated the 

goals and how they engaged the teachers (especially the beginning teachers), was found 

to be vital to the way the teachers eventually performed. The teachers indicated that the 

principals and their assistants had helped in shaping their work in a variety of ways; more 

so in as far as the educational standards and accountability was concerned.  

The less experienced teachers in particular observed that the principals and their 

assistants had been helpful in aiding them adjust to the schools and understand the 

standards‘ requirements. They cited induction programs such as teacher mentoring and 

collaboration as some of the ways the school administration had assisted them settle in 

their work. All the beginning teachers in the study observed that they had benefited from 

such arrangements in one way or another.  

T2: Yes, I love this school, yes, I like working here I like the kids. I particularly 

like the administration. They have been very helpful to me. I think we‘ve all 

gotten better through the years. They have really helped me settle and learn 

what to expect with all these requirements. I mean there are some things now 
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that the administration has no control over like CSCOPE and different things 

that I hate and everybody else hates them anyway [41].  

 

T3: Accountability starts with the principal. If she takes it and helps teachers with 

it, the teachers will have fewer problems. It becomes problematic if the 

principal does not care about it. We are lucky our principal is very much on 

top of things. She has been very helpful in making us realize that we are all 

here for the kids and accountability is just that, accountability [42]. 

   

T6: I have noticed a huge difference between this school and the one I student 

taught in. The administration here is more involved than the other place; 

probably because the kids at the other place were doing better than here. There 

are more guidelines here than there, which is very helpful especially for 

someone like me who is still trying to understand the system. I have since 

realized that I took so many things for granted while in the other school [43]. 

 

On the flip side, the engagement of school administration in the articulation of the 

standards had a somewhat negative effect on the perception of the teachers in regards to 

the standards. The involvement of administrators in some instances was thought to be 

pushing teachers into changing their view and perspective of teaching so as to fit into the 

schools‘ preferred ways of doing things.  

T2: I am having a nice time here but obviously there have been some struggles 

just getting used to the administration and just some different changes that 

have been implemented that have been a little bit hard that came down from 

the administration. Their way of doing things, when I started it was hard; it 

never made sense to me how they wanted us to work. I felt that they 

[administration] were a little bit too much on top of me not letting me do my 

thing in the classroom. But I came to realize that, all this was not in the 

principal‘s liking but we had to it [44] – emphasis mine.  

 

T8: Having been here for the last almost three years, I realize that we just got to 

do what we can. I like the kids. I like the school and even the administration. 

It was not that way when I started. But with help from the principal whom we 

used to cross a lot then, everything is fine. We support him [45].  

   

The teachers were of the view that the more the principals remain accountable, the better 

for the teachers‘ own accountability. In other words, they viewed the whole thing as 

involving the school as a team and therefore required a hands-on leadership. The 
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principals agreed with the teachers; that for them, it was about responsibility that comes 

with their position. As principals, their views were that one has to remain accountable at 

all times in terms of guiding staff and directing things in the school. To the principals, the 

comfortability of the teachers with some of the requirements depended more on how the 

teachers were assisted in understanding the issues [46]. 

Although the principals cited the plight of the learners as informing their actions, 

they felt that the pressure exerted on them and the school by the accountability policy 

played a major role. In effect, one of the principals interviewed (P3) observed that the 

main reason he was posted to his current station was to improve the performance of the 

school. In addition school leaders who had introduced extra coaching in form of after-

school programs observed that students were improving on their performance and 

teachers were happy with their work. 

P1: The teachers are comfortable. As a principal I have to make them feel 

comfortable. I got to make them understand that being in a low socio-

economic status school is not easy but they can learn. The kids here don‘t 

come to school with the same badge; they don‘t get that extra help at home. 

They don‘t all have access to computers. Things are better but all of those 

things mean that we have to help the teachers to understand [47].  

 

P3: The system is such that, I have to do what I am doing. Now, do the teachers 

like it? Obviously some do not. They feel that I am being too much on their 

case. But we are encouraging them and helping them where we can. They are 

under pressure, the kids have to pass. We all are under pressure. I can lose my 

job. If we don‘t pass the test, I go first. And therefore I have to put a little 

pressure on them (teachers) [48] – emphasis mine. 

 

P4: As a school we have tried to establish a culture partly sponsored by the 

standards but overall targeting the learners. The assessments are problematic, 

but there are no two ways to it. And so that is frustrating but I think that 

teachers do believe overall we need this and we will have to make the 

adjustments because we have to be there for students [49]. 
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In view of the foregoing, perspectives of educators in at-risk schools as regards 

the application of accountability seem unfavorable. Although it is hard to fathom that 

school personnel could be indifferent to teacher accountability, their view seemed to be 

only in as far as the standards failed to include them and all other aspects of their schools.  

 

At-Risk schools‘ circumstances vis-à-vis educational accountability 

This category was defined by themes that described the circumstances of at-risk 

schools and how these circumstances impact and/or are impacted on by educational 

accountability. The themes identify at-risk schools as being diverse in the make-up of 

their student population and communities that they served. Suffice to note and important 

to the study is how these challenges relate to educational accountability. The following 

section discusses the themes in this category and illustrates their relationship to 

educational accountability.  

 

Students‟ home situations (low socio-economic status and parental involvement) 

Students‘ home situations emerged as one of the main challenges associated with 

at-risk schools and one that has far reaching implications on educational accountability. 

A large number of students in the schools involved in the study were said to come from 

backgrounds with varied hardships which followed them into their school lives. These 

conditions were cited as some of the challenges that the at-risk schools faced in their 

effort to meet the requirements of accountability. Particularly, low socio-economic status 

and less parental involvement were quoted as the main challenges faced by the schools in 

their effort to improve the learners‘ achievement. 
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The fact that a majority of students in the schools came from poor families made 

it harder for the students in the classroom. All principals and teachers included in the 

study in one way or another pointed to poverty as one of the main challenges they faced 

in an effort to enhance the learners‘ achievement. Yet, the number of learners from poor 

backgrounds were said to be on the increase. Although those interviewed acknowledged 

that this makes their classrooms more diverse, they were quick to observe that the flip 

side of it is that, it makes teaching and learning more challenging especially given that 

educational accountability does not take into consideration how much a learner has 

improved, but how well they performed in the state tests. The participants particularly 

pointed out at low socio-economic learners had very little support in the home and came 

to school less prepared academically. 

P1: We serve mainly low socio-economic status students. My population is about 

86% low socio-economic; most of them are on free lunch. And that is a 

challenge. The biggest challenge of having to deal with low socio-economic 

students is that you are all on your own with them and you have to look for a 

way of pulling them up somehow [50].  

 

P2: The difference between this school and where I was before is mainly the SES. 

At the other place, we had a lot of non working moms more than here; here 

most parents are working just like I am. I think that is probably the main 

thing. You know, there we have a lot of moms who had time in the day and 

volunteered to help, and they did a lot more than we needed. But here of 

course we have parents who would like to do that but we know, jobs, yeah 

jobs always are above that [51]. 

 

P4: Some of our students have no support in the home at all. And we know that 

for those kinds of students what must happen for them academically must 

happen at school. When they are here from 8.15 to 4, we have to be as 

innovative as we can within the classroom itself. They can go to a tutorial 

before or after school. Perhaps for some during the lunch time, they have to be 

in class for a tutorial [52]. 

 

T3: Overall, we have a tougher job because of the low socio-economic status. I 

think that it is much harder to get recognized status compared to the other side 

of town where the socio-economic status is high. Those kids are going to 
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come to school and they will do well. So I think that in as far as that is 

concerned, it is never recognized that we work harder here to make a certain 

achievement level with all these things we have to do compared to other 

places [53].    

 

T5: There are a lot of kids here who just don‘t want to learn, because they don‘t 

want to be here. I am lucky that this year I do not teach many of those. You 

will see many in the halls; that is the main difficulty. And you know the 

school is too big so you cannot really keep eyes on each and every one of 

them [54]. 

 

Discernible from the data is the view that poverty works against the schools in a 

number of ways. First, the facilities and resources available in the schools did not match 

the needs and number of learners. P1 indicated that, although school leaders received 

Title I money, most of it was spend in paying teachers for extra coaching. Moreover, 

given that majority of the students do not perform very well, it had been harder in the past 

to hire teachers with more experience.  This left the schools with new inexperienced 

teachers who required a lot of mentoring and guidance as they have to learn the system 

before they become efficient.  

P1: Working in a low socio-economic status school, you have some problems. It 

is very hard. It is a hard job. It is harder than working in a high, a school with 

high socio-economic status students; you have a difficult time hiring 

experienced teachers. Fortunately, I say fortunately because I only want 

people who want to be here working here. I hire a lot of young teachers, train 

them right, give them support and hope that they stay here and they will do a 

good job [55]. 

 

Indeed, I noticed this and wrote in my journal notes as follows: 

 

      Of the four experienced teachers included in the study, two had come back 

into teaching in the last two years after a long period of absence. This can only 

mean that when they came back into teaching, the only available vacancies 

were in their current schools. Of interest too was the fact that both of them had 

been teaching in richer schools before the long break [56].  

 

Moreover, five of the teachers who participated in the study indicated that their being 

members of staff of those schools was more as a result of openings existing in those 
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schools than them choosing to teach there. This is how five of the teachers responded to 

the question of how they got to their current schools.   

T1: After coming back to teaching, I started in another school wealthier than this 

and I was comfortable there, but I was surplus, which means they just wanted 

to move me to another school, and so they moved me here [57].  

 

T2: They were the only school that called me and they interviewed me and 

offered me the job, and I took it [58]. 

 

T3: This is where I got a job. The school chose me [59]. 

 

T5: Actually with the school district, they choose you. They know where the 

openings are so they call you, and since I was in the system before when they 

asked me if I wanted to come here, I accepted [60]. 

 

T6: They actually pursued me when they realized that I had a Latin certification 

[61]. 

 

Secondly, due to their low income, majority of the parents in at-risk schools were 

said to be less involved with the education of their children. Many were thought to be 

very busy. The educators observed that many parents were rarely available for school 

functions, meetings or even volunteering activities such as accompanying their kids to 

learning trips and reading to the kids. Teachers in particular explained that these 

scenarios were exacerbated by the fact that many of the parents, due to their low income 

hold more than one job thus keeping them away from their kids for longer hours. 

Particularly, communicating with parents was cited to be the most difficult with both 

principals and teachers explaining the difficulties they encountered in reaching some 

parents. Mainly, the teachers indicated that it was hard for them to share information 

about the learners‘ performances with their parents or guardians as some did not even 

have working phones or email addresses.   

P2: I would say that the challenges we face here are very different you know from 

the challenges we faced in the other school. You know, there, the parental 
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involvement and the amount of input that parents want to have about 

everything that is happening at school is much greater than it is here. We have 

a lot of situations where we are trying to get a hold of a parent or a guardian 

and you cannot get a hold of anybody [62]. 

 

P4: Whereas parental involvement and communication is an added requirement in 

this policy as a result of increased parental choice, in these kinds of schools, it 

is very hard to involve parents as much as you would like [63].  

 

T4: Ah sometimes I get frustrated because we don‘t get the parental support that I 

want, but you just have to accept that [64]. 

 

T5: I have some students, who should probably not be in my pre-AP class, but I 

have not been able to get a hold of their parents; their phones are either 

disconnected, their voicemail is full or they don‘t have an email [65] 

 

T6: … after trying so many times to get a hold of parents, both for the low kids as 

well as the ‗A‘ kids without success, I felt a little bit frustrated and alone in 

this. I have since taken it in good stride and I do everything I can to encourage 

them. I teach and meet them individually after a test and discuss with them 

their areas of strength and weaknesses [66]. 

 

Parental expectations were also said to be low in at-risk schools which 

compounded teachers‘ work. The teachers while acknowledging that a number of their 

learners were in school contrary to their wishes, indicated that the parents too did not 

seem to have high expectations for their children. The educators argued that in some 

instances, some parents did not even show much concern in the education of their 

children and they did not view school as a means to success. According to the teachers, 

this made it harder for them to motivate the learners and make them prepare for the tests 

that unfortunately determined a lot in their lives. As a result, the teachers have to fill the 

void by learning to practice parental communication with their students. Particularly one 

experienced teacher (T1) said that she had to identify the children who were unlikely to 

get help with homework and look for ways of helping them. She indicated that she used 

the extra coaching sessions to walk the kids through the homework. Her opinion was 
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therefore that, she is already accountable to the learners and did not need any other 

prodding to do this. According to her, the worst part of educational accountability as 

practiced was the fact that all the things teachers did with such students was not recorded 

or recognized anywhere. This is how she and others responded to the issue of help and 

support by parents: 

T1: In other parts of town, teachers go home after the official school time, but 

their students will pass these tests anyway. But here, if we try that, we shall be 

courting disaster. But ask me, who wants to know all that? Of course no one; 

everyone is concerned with attainment of the standards; did you make it or 

not? That‘s what matters [67].   

 

T2: I feel there is just too much pressure on these kids at school and no one to 

encourage them at home. I mean most of the parents do not even care to know 

how their children perform. So it is like the standards are more on the teacher 

than the students and the parents [68] 

 

T3: I have a problem with discipline here. The other school I was for a semester, 

when I was doing my student teaching, they did not have a lot of baggage. 

Their parents would help with things such as discipline [69]. 

 

T4: I don‘t know, my personal opinion, and this has changed since I became a 

parent, I think is the way they have been brought up. A lot of them don‘t value 

education and so they are here because they have to [70]. 

   

 

Student mobility 

Another theme that emerged under the category of at-risk schools‘ circumstances 

and educational accountability is that of learner mobility. It appears that at-risk schools 

experience a higher mobility rate of students. According to the participants, the high 

family movement is mostly as result of family conditions. Even though teachers and 

principals who had taught in wealthier schools before indicated that student mobility was 

normal, a majority observed that the rates of movement were more pronounced in their 

schools. Several factors were quoted as contributing to the high learner mobility. The 



Texas Tech University, John C. Indiatsi, May 2011 

109 
 

most mentioned reason was that of change of residence, attributed to the fact that at-risk 

families did not have permanent residences. The participants further hypothesized that, 

given that a high number of the parents were in jobs that paid the minimum wage, their 

leases were short-term, a factor that increased their likelihood to change residences 

regularly.  

T1: Well students leave and come back a lot. For my case I have had that problem 

year in year out, but for some reason, this year I have not. I have to say this 

group of students I have this year seem to be, they seem to come from middle 

class. The parents I have noticed are educated and have stable jobs like 

teaching and nursing [71]  

 

T2: Yeah, the kids leave and come back a lot; we have a high movement rate of 

students in this school. And I think it is all because their parents don‘t have 

good job security or due to their low paying jobs they cannot afford to live in 

one house for a long time [72] 

 

T3: … it is very different from where I was before. I mean the other school was 

more privileged than this one, what they call ―rich schools‖. There is more 

stability in the student population. But here we have what I may call a 

revolving-door kind of situation. You can start a semester with 20 kids and 

after two months you have lost two, three or even five. Before you know it at 

the end of the year you have gained again maybe two or three more. In some 

cases, they may even be the same same kids you had before; they‘ve gone to 

other schools and now they are back [73].  

 

T5: We experience a lot of movement among students here every year every 

semester. But I am lucky I have not experienced much of that this semester. I 

only had one student come into my geometry class this semester [74]. 

 

Another factor that emerged as contributing to enhanced student mobility is that 

of increased parental options in the No Child Left Behind policy. According to the 

participants, under the new law parents had an enhanced right to choose where their kids 

attend school based on the performance of the school under the public school choice. As 

such, given that most of the at-risk schools barely make it to the ―accepted‖ level, some 

parents want to exploit this option and transfer their children to other schools. In 
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instances where such children joined the high performing schools, the children do not last 

long in them; mainly because the schools will be in most part far from their homes. The 

general view therefore was that, the students are somewhat ―trapped in the at-risk loop‖ 

[75]. Two principals particularly emphasized this. 

P3: The parents to some extent play a major role in the student movement. If the 

student is not performing well, they are likely to put it on the school and use 

that as an excuse to move [76]. 

  

P4: Parents have the choice under the new requirements to choose schools based 

on performance. So in some instances, this can be used to simply get away 

from say school A or B [77]. 

   

The downside to the student mobility was reportedly in their achievement and 

subsequent compliance with the educational accountability requirements. At least five 

teachers observed that regular attendance was a challenge especially in light of 

accountability; not just in terms of funding but in preparing the students for exams. They 

lamented that students who moved a lot always played catch up and more often than not, 

the teachers had to create extra time to help the students catch up with the rest of the 

class. They also indicated that it disrupted their planning. 

T2: With all these things from the central office, it is a very awkward situation we 

find ourselves in. You have these timelines to meet, you have kids that need a 

lot of help with reading, writing and comprehension, then you have one or two 

that are new and behind in everything. Obviously, the new one will be a 

bigger problem because they need to settle in class, find new friends, and get 

to understand the teacher and many other things as you know. At times the 

new kids will be worse-off in areas such as reading, writing and math than 

your usual kids [78]. 

 

T3: The movement is higher and it makes it even harder for the teacher. since I 

am responsible for making them get caught up, when they miss a whole week 

of daily lessons I have to look for ways of compensating for that [79]. 

 

T4: From what I have observed, those who move from one school to another, they 

eventually become a problem; many of them lag behind and we have to create 
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more time for them. Remember students are not supposed to fail regardless of 

the circumstances [80]. 

 

T6: I got two new students a week and a half ago, the end of the semester. So I am 

like ok, what do we do here? And I hear the other teachers say the same thing. 

Then I had one who left early in the semester and only came back yesterday, 

the last day of class. Tell, me how do I prepare such a learner for exams? But 

does the central office know that? Of course not; it is all up to me [81]. 

 

T7: I have not experienced that problem as a person and I think it is because of 

the level of students that I teach, and also being a high school, there are not so 

many high schools around so that helps too. I believe it is worse in lower 

grades [82] 

  

These sentiments were complemented by one principal (P4) who argued that 

increasing parental option was a brilliant idea in the sense that parents and students were 

not feeling compelled to stay in a school if they did not like it. However, the principal 

indicated that dynamics of the whole process coupled with requirements of the 

educational accountability were self-defeating. To paraphrase him, he observed that when 

new students arrive in the school, they may not be an immediate concern because the 

schools are there to serve all learners. But it eventually becomes a problem when the 

student takes too long to settle in the school and fails to catch up. His main concern was 

drawn from the fact that with educational accountability, a single learner could make the 

whole difference in ―whether the status of the school will change or not and in whether 

we keep our jobs or not‖ [83].  

 

Special Educational Needs (SEN) 

 Another theme that emerged under this category was that at-risk schools were 

grappling with the Special Educational Needs learners in the wake of educational 

accountability. The data indicates that these schools are quite uncomfortable with the 

blanket treatment of students as is the case with the standards-based accountability. The 
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participants in the study expressed strong views on the lack of accommodations for 

learners with special educational needs. They felt that educational accountability failed to 

recognize the various challenges associated with special education students. The teachers 

specifically felt that, whereas it was possible for all learners to achieve highly, there 

ought to be special accommodations to enable those with special conditions to bridge the 

gap between them and the normal learners. The teachers however, acknowledged that 

some changes had been effected with a view to enabling special education learners to fit 

into the new system of standardized curriculum. But even with the new changes, the 

teachers are of the view that a lot more consideration needs to be put in for such learners. 

The educators felt that it would do the learners a lot more good if there were options such 

as pictorial presentations rather than essays. 

The participants identified the lack of proper support and good facilities and 

resources in their schools geared towards assisting the special learners so as to perform to 

the level that the accountability mandates require. In particular teachers argued that the 

modification of goals for learners with special educational needs although critical, remain 

hard to achieve due to the differences in pace of learning for the special and normal 

learners. They outlined the individualized nature of Individual Education Plans (IEPs) as 

another source of challenge especially as regards to time and balancing between the 

special learners‘ needs and those of the normal learners. In conformation with the IEPs, 

every assignment has to be read and modified accordingly. The teachers observed that 

there are some situations where the modifications do not really match the students‘ needs. 

One teacher observed that in instances where learners have auditory and reading 

problems not much has been done because all the assessments are in text form and all the 



Texas Tech University, John C. Indiatsi, May 2011 

113 
 

teachers can do is to read the assessments to the learners and not make interpretations for 

them [84].  

The participants also argued that there were not enough resources provided for the 

learners. The teachers especially felt overwhelmed in that apart from the normal 

classroom chores, they were also required to develop tests that the special learners work 

on with their special education teachers. One of the newer teachers in the study indicated 

that she had trouble developing and modifying these kinds of tests as her experience with 

special education learners was very limited. Other teachers felt that the classrooms 

needed more personnel especially during test taking.  

T5: For our special education kids, this year they have changed some things 

where our special education scores are going to count for the school. But it is 

sometimes unfair to ask the special education kids to perform at the level that 

general education kids perform. But for a long time no one seemed to be 

mindful of these kinds of situations [85].  

 

T2: It all depends, for social studies special education is all included into our 

social studies class. They are with regular learners they are in with everybody 

else. But for English, depending on how they scored on last year‘s test they 

might be in a special English class to learn to read or learn to write or 

whatever it is. They can be in a special math class, ah and they can have a 

teacher‘s aide go with them to science classes. But in social studies, we are on 

our own it is just what you get; whoever you get in your classroom that is it 

[86].  

 

T6: I mean we have special education kids and you have to take care of every 

little IEP and that takes time to prepare. You have to go through every 

assignment and modify everything [87]. At times I think the special education 

kids may not need a mainstream class but a single class because I think we are 

just too first for them [88].  

      

My own observation was that it would have been better if the students with special needs 

were given a little more help maybe on their own [89]. In my journal I observed: 

There is too much of divided attention on the part of the teacher during test 

taking. Whereas the special learners need the teacher more, the regular 

students need supervision. Maybe it is not good to have both special and 
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normal learners take the test in the same room, or we need at least two people 

in the room [90]. 

 

Due to these challenges, the data indicates that at-risk schools are under increased 

pressure and could adjust to the demands of educational accountability by trying to limit 

the number of special education learners in their population. Some principals 

acknowledged the fact that since accountability demanded that each student counts, the 

schools have to look at every individual learner‘s details. This included their addresses 

and where they came from to ensure that their residences were within the school belt. 

When asked why this should be such an issue of concern, one principal explained as 

follows:  

P1: Well, if you have X number of special education students and you got Y 

number, who want to check in, and they do not live in your area and you know 

that you already cannot make the cap; you have to look at their address 

qualifications. You are going to check to make sure that they live in your area. 

You are going to check everything, and that‘s not right, you should be able to 

say bring them all [91]. 

 

Emergent from the data is the fact that new educational reforms have transformed 

schools into primary units of educational accountability. It appears that schools are only 

looked at as individual entities in as far as keeping with the standards is concerned and 

not as regards their individual circumstances. The emergent themes that supported this 

category indicate that there are a myriad of factors that place schools at risk. These 

factors feed into each other to form a vicious circle of difficult circumstances with 

compounding effect on the teaching learning processes as well as on the school 

personnel. 
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Curriculum constraints 

Like the previous category, this category emerged from the information on the 

various challenges experienced by at-risk schools as a result of the implementation of 

educational accountability. Emerging from the data was that, given the population of 

learners in at-risk schools, there were several curriculum-related challenges that the 

schools faced. These ranged from innovations in the curriculum, freedom and structure 

and scope of the curriculum in the context of the at-risk schools in which the study was 

conducted. The district in which the study was conducted had just introduced a new 

curriculum. The general objective of the curriculum apart from enhancing learner 

achievement was geared towards addressing some of the challenges faced by schools, 

such as student mobility. The main feature of the curriculum in terms of its 

implementation seemed to be the fact that all teachers are supposed to be teaching the 

same lessons within specified times [92]. The participants were of the view that 

curriculum reform in the context of the at-risk schools was headed in the right direction, 

however, they felt that there were critical areas that needed to be looked at especially in 

regard to schools such as their own. The areas of concern that were coded as themes for 

this category include instructional constraint, curriculum coherence, scope and balance 

and curriculum freedom. 

 

Instructional challenges 

One of the prominent themes as far as curriculum constraint is concerned is that of 

instructional challenges. Instruction emerged as a challenge due to the prescribed nature 

of the curriculum. The educators lamented that they were having a hard time sticking to 
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the prescribed curriculum while knowing very well that it did not address the immediate 

academic needs of their learners. Teachers particularly felt that the over emphasis placed 

on assessments meant that more time was spent on the tests than on real learning. Since 

most of the students did not do well in these assessments, much of the time went into 

reviewing the tests rather than teaching new concepts and allowing learners to interact 

with new knowledge. Two teachers (T3 and T6) while drawing from their experiences 

from the richer schools they had taught in before observed that they were finding it 

harder to teach under the accountability requirements in their present schools than it was 

with their former schools. These teachers indicated that they worked very hard and for 

longer periods of time in their current stations as compared to where they were before. 

Yet they were always insecure as compared to their earlier stations. One of the teachers 

(T3) observed that some of the tasks that took her almost an entire period to get some 

students to be proficient, would only take five or so minutes in her former school. 

Together with the other teachers they felt that the introduction of the new curriculum was 

hurriedly done and caught them unaware. They also indicated that they were finding it 

harder to prepare for the lessons as they had not internalized the expectations vis-à-vis the 

goals of their school in terms of improvement.  

T1: I am running into, I mean they want us to use CSCOPE; some of it is too long 

drawn-out and too difficult. I am trying to figure out what to do. Look at this, 

look at how much, I mean this is a lot to grade [93]. 

 

T2: The thing with the new setup is that, it takes all of the things about learning 

and about being in school and is pushing all those away. It is very test-driven 

and if it is not on the test then we don‘t want to teach, and that‘s not what 

these kids need [94]. 

 

T3: We have to work extra hard here. Much of the time is spend on reviewing 

tests because the kids don‘t know many of those things. I go to class and I am 

like, surely, if I were in the other school, (the one I told you I student taught 
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at), I would not be talking about this. I would be teaching at a higher level. So 

teaching here is very hard and now we have this new curriculum that makes it 

even harder [95]. 

 

T4: Many of the things that the new curriculum wants us to do in class are hands-

on, which is fine, but we do not have enough resources like paper and all other 

material that we need to use [96]. 

 

T6: … it has the units set out or the basics of what they should learn but, that 

would be fine but they try to give you lessons which we don‘t have to follow, 

I try to take some ideas from there like I said to remain on the same page but 

it‘s harder to do those lessons and plan for those and actually get to the way 

your kids can understand it than just to make up your own lessons. If I was 

teaching in the other school, that would probably not be an issue, because 

there we would just run with it, everybody [97]. 

 

T8: My situation is different from what I hear from the other teachers. The other 

teacher I will introduce you to might tell you more on this. I teach an AP class 

and there is a criterion for getting into those classes. So the kids I deal with 

are above a certain level and that makes it pretty easy for me compared to the 

other teachers who are teaching anyone and everyone. They are having 

problems with their classes [98].  

 

Another issue related to instruction that participants were concerned with was 

time. At least six of the teachers involved in the study cited time as one of the constraints 

related to the challenges of teaching with standards. The teachers felt that they lacked 

enough time to deal with individual students, more so with those students who needed 

extra help such as the special learners and the low achievers. The fact that the curriculum 

dictated that all teachers be on the same page throughout the district, created instructional 

concerns, as teachers had to rush through some concepts so as not to lag behind. As a 

result, teachers have developed means through which they get extra time with those 

learners that they feel are not performing well. In these strategies, students are pulled out 

of some of the subjects that are not tested so as to coach them in the subjects that are 

critical to the tests. Times set aside for subjects such as music and art and other activities 

including choir were said to be the best times to get students have extra coaching in the 
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‗critical subjects‘ [99]. In some instances, students who appeared to be struggling in 

classes were required to come to school earlier than others or remain behind as the others 

leave for homes. This is how four educators explained this: 

T2: Classes are 46 minutes and on the average I have 25 kids. When you do the 

calculation that is like less than a minute per learner. It is just not enough 

compared to what we are supposed to teach them and their level of 

understanding [100].  

 

P4: We try to get many kids come after school, before school for tutoring as 

possible, we pull kids out of classes like if they are like in choir, since that is a 

fun class if they are really behind in their regular classes, we pull them out so 

that we can get them caught up in social studies or science or whatever. So we 

use as much time in school as we can [101]. 

 

T5: Obviously we don‘t have enough time, so we just cram it all in there, I mean 

really, that‘s all we do, just cramming it in all. Every day we work from the 

time the first bell rings to the time the last bell rings, it‘s bell to bell. And it is 

with all the kids and they have to pass. So we do what we can to have them 

there you know [102]. 

 

T6: The new curriculum has very tight timelines, which is fine and I understand 

the advantage of everyone being on the same page and all that. But it does not 

work out that way, and then it is more of a hassle than it is. The only thing that 

really helps out is that it has the units set out or the basic of what they should 

learn but the information per unit is just too much in a lesson [103]. 

 

Another area of instructional difficulty emerged to be that whereas the teachers 

were expected to strictly follow the prescribed lessons, the lessons were thought to be 

beyond the level of their learners. Teachers observed that they were finding it harder to 

plan instruction using the lessons as organized in the curriculum. They posited that it was 

more challenging to organize the information to the level of their learners. As a result, a 

majority of the teachers reported that they simply resorted to borrowing the big ideas 

from the lessons then develop their own lessons in the best way they could. Whereas this 

was said to be working well for the purposes of contextualizing instructions, it had 

increased teacher workload and responsibility. In addition, due to the modifications, it 



Texas Tech University, John C. Indiatsi, May 2011 

119 
 

was observed by teachers that there were limitations in supplies and assistance in the 

development of materials to be used in the classrooms. They observed that the curriculum 

required a lot of hands-on activities but there was short supply of paper on which grades 

could be taken or recorded. This was particularly a problem with elementary school 

teachers who indicated that in most part, they had to create the tests themselves for 

purposes of remaining accountable to the parents. One teacher (T2 - social studies) 

revealed that she was having difficulty sticking with the prescribed lessons as some of the 

lessons were lacking in factual correctness. She argued that this made her uncomfortable 

and had to go out of her way to correct the information. Together with one science 

teacher they observed that some of the information included in the lessons was not 

necessary and/or was of less value to the knowledge of the learners. Two of the four 

principals agreed with the teachers by observing that there was more that needed to be 

done in regard to streamlining the curriculum and making it easier for teachers to teach. 

T2: I feel that the CSCOPE curriculum for social studies is not for this school and 

not for this level. It has a tone of group work and team activities and builds 

from this book to this and that. It is not for the level of learners that I have, I 

have a lot of special education kids and we can‘t do this. That is … if I 

worked maybe across town at a school where I could just go, here children let 

us do this. But it is not just for this level of learners. And I understand they 

want to have everyone brought to the next level but its killing our special 

education kids [104]. 

 

She also observed that: 

  

T2: The curriculum provides lessons to you and we were told that we have to 

actually teach all those lessons and that kind just felt like, it is totally scripted 

and it did not feel comfortable at all because it is not a lesson I would even 

teach. They are not, obviously they are not, I mean I teach Texas history and 

you can tell that they are not written by Texas natives. There are tones of 

errors and just, at times I am like, have these guys been to Texas, this is not 

just right. So it is not that accurate, if it was written by Texans then they just 

did not get it right. You know you feel uncomfortable teaching something 

you know for sure that is not accurate. Luckily, the district has backed off 
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that a little bit so we are now allowed to teach our own lessons as long as we 

test the CSCOPE test and we have to stay on their timeline [105]. 

 

Several other participants had this to say about the same subject: 

 

 T5: Well the basic idea of this new curriculum is an elevated level of rigor. And I 

think that‘s fine to a point but there is no algebra review and there are no 

repetition and I think for math concepts that is how a lot of kids get it. So I 

feel that it is lacking in that area. Luckily, I do not have a lot of special 

education kids this year like the other years, but I know this would have been 

a huge area of problems for such kids [106].  

 

 P3: The district this year has started a new curriculum, the CSCOPE. It has its own 

challenges. It is a little harder for teachers; it is asking them to start something 

new. Some of the experienced teachers feel like new teachers; because it is 

requiring them to get a new road map [107].  

 

 P4: We are this year embracing the CSCOPE curriculum - that is scope and 

sequence. It is very comprehensive, ah and that is offering many challenges but 

the teachers understand why we are doing this, where we are headed [108].  

 

Curriculum coherence, scope and balance 

 Lack of coherence and weaknesses in scope and balance in the curriculum also 

emerged as a theme under curriculum constraints. Educators lamented that the new 

curriculum did not seem to follow through ideas from objectives and content to 

assessment. According to the participants, the curriculum was too fragmented. Of 

particular concern was the fact that most assessments did not match the content. All the 

teachers I talked to in the study had taken note of this fact. At least two principals (P3 and 

P4) too acknowledged the fact that their teachers had brought this issue to their attention. 

Asked why this was the case, the principals argued that the curriculum was developed in 

bits and pieces and by different people and there was no reading through to match the 

pieces and synchronize them.  

Three teachers (T2, T5 and T6) said that they found the assessments to be testing 

very high level skills and knowledge far divorced from the level of the content proposed. 



Texas Tech University, John C. Indiatsi, May 2011 

121 
 

The teachers observed that they were finding it hard to follow the curriculum as 

prescribed given that some of the items on the tests were not in the content. Indeed one 

teacher described it as a typical situation where the right hand did not seem to know what 

the left hand was doing [109].  

T1: We have a new curriculum in the district this year and there are just a lot of 

things that are just inconsistent and I am not too sure that it serves kids. I am 

not too sure how it will work. I think the idea is good, but what we are dealing 

with is not very workable. We are dealing with lots of assessments that do not 

measure what we have covered in the class. And then there are questions in 

the assessment that we do not have materials for. To go round the problem, we 

have decided to be taking the assessment first before we teach because if we 

just follow the curriculum, we shall not be helping them because we end up 

teaching what they are not tested in. It is one of those things we did not realize 

before, it came in later. It is really taking much of our time because we have to 

worry about the tests and you see all the data goes to the central office [110]. 

 

T2: There are many things in this curriculum that are not working well. Maybe 

the administration will address them. I hope they will. Some of the things that 

we teach are fine, but when we do the assessments that they send us, they just 

don‘t match and a lot of people are complaining about it; like oh my God, we 

did not teach that, how can we assess that [111]. 

 

T5: I find the curriculum to assume a lot of prior knowledge, and the way I see it, 

the students I will have next year will have it a lot easier. The problem we 

have right now is that it is the first year of its implementation. Such that the 

students I have did not have this algebra last year as the basis for this year‘s 

geometry. But the things that algebra focuses on this year, we shall have them 

for geometry next year. To me, it looks like whoever developed the 

curriculum did not consider where we were in the old curriculum; they just 

started somewhere [112].  

 

T6: There are tests that the kids have to take which I find to be above their level, 

which is fine but the lessons that come with it are way below many kids. It is 

more of seniors to early college testing yet the lessons in the CSCOPE are 

fourth or fifth level stuff [113]. 

 

P3: Some teachers are very positive about the curriculum while others are not. If 

you talked to five teachers you will probably get five different answers, but 

the majority have concerns about it, more so on assessments. But we are 

taking it with the central office I know something will be done [114]. 
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P4: There are issues here and there, the most affected seem to be the older 

teachers; teachers who have been teaching for many are feeling like first year 

teachers, because everything is new, and some of it does not agree with what 

they know [115]. 

 

Ironically, according to T1 and T2, whereas the demands on achievement as 

demonstrated by the assessments were higher, the curriculum does not offer enough 

activities to match that. The teachers observed that some of the information provided as 

regards classroom activities was scanty and unsystematic. They further argued that the 

curriculum was vague in most part and heavy on research on the part of the teacher.  

T1: There are some flaws in the curriculum, it is really heavy on doing some 

research and things like, basically here is a topic do this. Here is a pamphlet 

get the information, read about a topic then answer questions. … As a 

curriculum in terms of scope and sequence and telling me what to cover, it is 

fine I have no problem with that. But just sticking with that curriculum alone 

it is not enough, there are no enough activities [116]. 

 

T2: There are omissions here and there and the general flow of information and 

activities is not good. Like these past weeks we have been talking about 

Texas history and it leaves out a huge chunk of Texas history. Then it asks 

them very obscure questions [117].    

 

Presumably, the teachers‘ concerns in this theme emanate from the fact that, 

assessments, the only tool used to communicate the level of accountability of individual 

teachers fails to measure what they are supposed to measure [118]. At the end of the day 

therefore, the feedback generated from the assessments does not capture what has been 

learned. Being low achieving schools, the educators‘ worries are informed by the fact 

that having assessments that are beyond what they perceive to be the learning levels of 

their students only helps in lowering further the learners‘ achievement [118b]. 
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Curriculum freedom and teacher regulation 

As a result of the standards-based accountability, teacher regulation was reported 

both at school and at district levels. Within the school, the participants indicated in 

different ways that they lacked enough freedom in the classroom in terms of selection and 

organization of content as well as learning activities. It was demonstrated that some 

school leaders insisted on certain ways of practice that were not necessarily the ways that 

teachers would have preferred. Notably, two of the less experienced teachers reported 

that they had experienced a lot of pressure from the principal to teach in certain ways. 

Three principals (P1, P3 and P4) somehow confirmed this position, but they argued that 

they had to do what it took to ensure that the schools either attained or maintained the 

―accepted‖ and/or ―recognized‖ status [119]. According to the principals, the 

expectations outside the schools were very high and they had to work hard to live up to 

the expectations.  

T2: I have settled in now better, but the principal came down very hard on me at 

the beginning. I felt like I did not have any freedom at all. But since I 

understood what they wanted us to do, I got into the system and now I am fine 

[120]. 

 

T6: It (administration) sometimes gets in the way of teaching. When I came here I 

was scared to death about failing kids, because where I student-taught, if you 

fail any kid, you get terminated, or you get threatened or get on probation or 

something [121] – emphasis mine. 

 

T8: Our principal is very hands-on kind of a person. Not that I mind that, it is 

good yes to ensure that everyone is working, but too much of it takes away the 

teacher in you. But again, that is me, others may see it differently [122]. 

 

P1: Well, you have to look at them (accountability measures) one way. The 

accountability is what it is, and this is a game you got to play, because it is 

deeply embedded in politics. So we can sit here and debate the whole day, but 

it is not going to change anything. And so we just take what they give us and 

we do the best we can to get there [123] – emphasis mine. 
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P3: My main interest is to have the kids pass whatever test that is there to be done, 

and we live in a competitive world. Therefore we have to focus. It is like 

learning how to drive, what reason do you have learning physics and math 

when your intention is to learn how to drive? So I tell my teachers that we 

have to play by the rules and do what everyone expects us to do [124]. 

 

P4: We all realize that we have work to do, and we try to integrate all teachers, 

especially new teachers into the culture of this school. Some may not like the 

way we do it but we have figured out that that is the only way to do it. So 

again, it is about the kids and about protecting the image of the school [125]. 

 

Five of the teachers were of the view that the curriculum did not allow them a lot 

of room to contextualize instructions. Teachers lamented that in some instances, most of 

their students needed a lot more or less than what the curriculum was offering. However, 

there was a high level of rigidity in terms of lessons and timelines as prescribed by the 

curriculum. Particularly geometry and Science teachers (T5 and T1) were of the opinion 

that having reviews only at the end of the year as a way of preparing for examinations 

was not good for the learners.  

T1: When we started, there was too much of, you have to stick with the 

curriculum, with the lessons and the activities. But I think there have been so 

many complains because some of the topics are just too broad for the 

durations they have to be taught [126] 

 

T4: Well, I am adjusting. It is getting better. We have learned ways how we can 

handle the big workload. I do see the value of it, because it is asking the kids 

high level questions and it is forcing us to think about high level questions, 

which is think is the way kids need to be thinking instead of just rote; repeat, 

repeat. So I do see some good to it. It is an adjustment but just a lot more work 

[127]. 

 

T5: A lot of the districts that have used CSCOPE successfully are in their 3
rd

 or 

4
th

 year and they know that this is our learning year but we not just sure that 

they will do well because a lot of the TAKS test which is the big test at this 

level is about algebra and we just don‘t have enough algebra review in this 

curriculum. I know that next year before the TAKS we shall have a few weeks 

for review and review and review the items on the test. So hopefully they will 

do well [128]. 
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T6: I think the main problem with this curriculum is that there is not too much 

room for re-teaching. If the kids do not get it, you have to move on. You can 

slow down but, it depends on the school, here I don‘t think that we are getting 

into too much trouble if we are getting a little bit behind, but I have to be 

teaching the same thing as the other teachers. But at other schools I have 

heard, teachers are getting written up and it‘s in their permanent folder, they 

have gotten sanctions for not keeping up but they are trying to keep up with 

their kids and not the curriculum and I think there they are losing focus, 

focusing so much on the curriculum and not focusing actually on whether the 

kids are learning [129].  

 

T7: Before I switched to the AP classes, I taught the regular classes and that was a 

problem. As a teacher you want to attend to those kids and have everyone on 

the same page but that is not always the case [130] 

 

Also emerging was that teachers were concerned with the curriculum‘s 

assumption of a uniform level of learning capabilities for all students. Some of the 

activities prescribed were reported to be above the learning levels of the students thus 

causing teachers distress with many resorting to lecturing and feeding the students 

information hence limiting the students‘ participation [131]. This was well demonstrated 

in one of the classes I observed. It was a grade seven science class on photosynthesis. The 

learners were required to demonstrate knowledge of the process of photosynthesis and 

how it affects life of both plants and animals. The teacher indicated that they had been 

learning about photosynthesis a couple of lessons before the one I observed. In this class 

therefore, the classroom activity was a form of an evaluation to gauge the students‘ level 

of understanding of photosynthesis. They were required to recite in some sentences and 

give explanations of the entire process. In other words, the students were required to 

summarize the process of photosynthesis by putting all the information they had learned 

together.  

The students were provided with key terms to use in composing the story. They 

were asked to check off each term as they used it in the story and to also use graphics 
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such as animals, plants, sun etcetera, to demonstrate how photosynthesis works. Going by 

what I observed, it did not seem to be a very easy activity for the learners. The 

photosynthesis activity seemed too elaborate and abstract to many learners. Maybe it 

would have been a lot easier if the task was broken small simple processes. In my view, 

there were too many concepts in the same task that required very high order thinking, 

maybe higher than this grade level [132].  My observation was reinforced by the 

teacher‘s view who when asked what she thought about the lesson and the activity, she 

responded as follows: 

T1: They want us to use everything in the CSCOPE and some of it is just too long 

drawn out and too difficult. I am trying to figure out how this can actually 

work and at their level and it is gradable. Because look at this, look at how 

much, I mean this is a lot. This little activity we have done today, is not 

working. I think this is quite high level for my regular students. I have 

probably one class that took this and ran with it, everyone else they just 

played. And it has taken two class periods to come up with this, and the one 

class I thought, oh this is over the head, we did it together and the result is the 

story on the board. So today, they are going, they have already copied down, 

but we are going to replace some of the words with pictures. And I am going 

to basically do it for them with their input because it is the behavior with that 

class that it wouldn‘t just work [133]. 

 

 

Interventions and coping strategies 

 A major requirement of the standards-based educational accountability is for 

states and school district to develop intervention measures that assist schools to meet the 

set standards. The form of interventions and their implementation formed a major part of 

this study. Consequently, this category emerged from the information gathered as it 

relates to this issue as targeted by the third research question. In this question, 

information was sought pertaining to how the various conditions of production and 

existence of at-risk schools were being addressed. It also addresses the views of teachers 
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and principals in regard to the effectiveness of the interventions and the coping strategies 

so developed.  Two themes supporting this category were identified as: teacher 

professional development and collaboration, and instructional adjustment and 

remediation.  

 

Teacher professional development, partnership, collaboration and external cooperation 

 The participants observed that given the demand of educational accountability, at-

risk schools were under pressure due to low achievement levels associated with their 

students. All principals involved in the study expressed concern that their schools were 

always on the edge of the cutoff, and at times barely made it to the ‗recognized‘ category. 

Particularly, P4 revealed that whereas his school had been recognized statewide, it had 

failed to reach the threshold for the federal government in the year of the study. As a 

result, teachers and school principals with the help of the school districts were found to 

be developing in-house mechanisms meant to aid them meet the requirements of 

accountability [134]. One of the prominent intervention strategies emergent from the data 

is that of teacher professional development, partnerships and/or collaboration. Two 

approaches to teacher development (internal and external mechanisms) were identified. 

Internal approaches predominantly revolved around what the schools themselves 

had developed as strategies for improving their standing. The data indicates that both 

teachers and principals in all schools were working hard in identifying mechanisms that 

would boost their performance and by extension that of the learners. In this case, all the 

participants identified the building of Professional Learning Communities (PLC) and/or 

collaboration as the main intervention mechanism(s). I classified this as an internal 
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mechanism largely because although there was reported some external support in the 

development of PLCs, much of the work was done by the individual schools. Indeed, 

there were remarkable differences in the way individual schools approached PLCs and 

their development [135]. Different schools had their own forms of PLCs. Some PLCs 

involved as few as two teachers mainly a mentor and his/her mentee while others were as 

large as an entire department. The organization is also school-specific with some schools 

having formalized the functions of the PLCs while others were less structured.  

T1: Yeah, the school has several ways of helping teachers. If a teacher is really 

struggling, the administrators will normally write some form of improvement 

plan which includes the techniques that maybe required. We also work very 

closely as a science department and as grade level teachers. But I do not work 

closely with say English teachers or Reading teachers [136].   

 

T2: We have meetings we call them PLC every week. Every Thursday all social 

studies teachers in the school meet together and we talk about problems or 

questions or get ideas from each other and kind of try to catch up. The 

principal and his assistant have an open door policy so if you have a problem 

or a question you just go in and visit with them [137]. 

 

T3: We have a new principal, but she has already indicated she will be available 

whenever we need her assistance with teaching or anything that can improve 

our work. However, we already have teams of teachers working together; I 

have been paired with a very experienced teacher to help with the things that 

I may have difficulty with [138].  

 

T4: Oh yeah, in first grade we have a weekly planning session and so when we do 

that we also talk about any other concerns we have and you know we are 

very reliant on one another for any kind of information, yeah I find that very 

helpful. It happens every week (Tuesdays), though not very formal [139]. 

 

T6: Yeah, PLC I think that is what they are called. I have those we have met a 

couple of times. And I guess I like them more because in my case we are 

only two. She helps me a lot because it is the first year with CSCOPE and 

she has to modify her lessons a little bit and we are therefore meeting most of 

the times to discuss those [140]. 

 

T7: We have a very good and well organized department, we work together as a 

team and there is a lot of encouragement from the principal. I belong to the 

English department so our coordinator asks us to meet once every week and 
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just talk about our classes and share ideas. Yeah we have that team spirit 

[141] 

 

On inquiring why the schools had embraced this mechanism, teachers observed 

that the PLCs had become important as a means of approaching the challenges of 

teaching as a team. It also worked as a way of mentoring new teachers into the 

profession. Particularly, one science teacher (T1) posited that the conditions under which 

they worked demanded for such an approach. She explained that since the curriculum 

was too demanding and the schools had few resources, they worked together in what she 

described as ―dividing to conquer‖. In other words, the PLC members would meet not 

only to explore the best ways to teach, but to also share out responsibilities. Each team 

member would be assigned what materials and specimens to collect and bring to the lab 

based on the topics of the week [142]. In one of my observations, I got into my 

participant‘s office as they were concluding their PLC meeting. I noted that theirs was an 

entire department affair headed by the chair of the department. The principal of the 

school was involved albeit on an on-and-off basis. I inferred from the notes on the 

chalkboard that the main agenda for the meeting was to explore ways of dealing with the 

problem of the assessments in the new curriculum. The team had decided to individually 

try and talk to other teachers from other schools within the district to establish how they 

were handling the situation [143]. My participant (T8) observed that he was finding it 

easier working with his colleagues in finding solutions to the problem than had he to 

work it alone given that he has been in the profession for only one and a half years [144].  

The school administrators on their part felt that the PLCs were very critical 

especially for the new teachers. In particular three principals stated that the PLCs helped 

the new teachers to easily adjust to their new environments. They observed that given the 
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problems attached to the assessments and their schools‘ lack of strong results, teamwork 

was the only viable way for teachers to encourage each other and find solutions to their 

circumstances.  

P2: The school tries to help teachers, I think providing them with resources when 

they need, not only paper pencil, copy paper, but also if they need any training 

in a particular area, sometimes with one of our curriculum coordinators just to 

help arrange that for them. If they need time to visit a grade level class on 

another campus just to see what they are doing, we provide them with those 

kinds of opportunities. Personally I will not even remotely be on a level to go 

and show them what to do, but I can hook them with someone to help them 

[145]. 

 

P3: We do a lot of teaming. We use what we call professional learning 

communities which is, say you and I taught math and ten other people taught 

math, we meet, we talk, we visit and we discuss things that would help us. 

Maybe we are having some difficulty maybe we can help each with those 

kinds of things so you see a lot of those things are meant to help teachers so 

that they are not standing alone. And new teachers coming are part of that 

professional learning community. You see a lot of team teaching and 

collaboration coming in, you teach 12 I teach 9 we get together and talk about 

what we need to know. I get to know what the kids need before they get to 

your 12
the 

grade physics class. And so those kinds of things in my opinion are 

good, it helps with communication among teachers. So that‘s our mechanism 

[146]. 

 

P4: I have put more emphasis on paring teachers and developing teams to 

especially take care of the new teachers. Some of our students are here 

because they have to. If they had their way, they would probably not be here. 

We therefore lose teachers because when they come in, they have the 

understanding of their subject areas, but it is the classroom management that 

is the problem, the discipline. Many of them don‘t have that, so by paring 

them with some of the experienced teachers, we are able to develop a plan of 

some kind to help them fit in more comfortably [147]. 

 

As far as the external mechanisms are concerned, the central office played a major 

role and was involved in school improvement measures in several ways. These ranged 

from the organization and administration of the schools, teaching improvement to 

gathering and disseminating information on and to the schools. At the organizational and 

administrative levels, the central office was involved in the processes of identifying and 
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hiring teachers in collaboration with schools based on their needs. Indeed two of the 

principals (P2 and P3) were new in their stations having been posted to the schools in that 

particular academic year. As noted elsewhere in this chapter, both of them indicated that 

part of their instructions from the school district was to ―improve the performances of 

their new schools‖ [148].  

In relation to teaching improvement, the central office organized activities that 

brought teachers together for lectures and guidance on issues such as curriculum 

implementation and professional development. Teachers‘ calendars showed that there 

were some days in the semester where schools had early releases so that teachers could 

participate in professional development programs [149]. Given that a new curriculum had 

just been introduced at the time of this study, the participants stated that these meetings 

were mainly on how to implement the curriculum. In addition, all the principals and four 

teachers indicated that the central office personnel were mostly available to visit 

individual schools and individual teachers to assist them whenever needed. The central 

office was also said to be involved in the collection, collation and sharing of data on 

performances of each school. This information was meant to inform each school their 

areas of weaknesses and their position in relation to the set targets. Principals indicated 

that they used this information to develop strategies for school improvement [150]. This 

is how the participants weighed in on the question of whether they received any support 

outside the school: 

P1: We get support. They provide a data system where you can get information on 

your school. They also help with intervention materials but at the end of the 

day it is going to be you, you got to look at your data and you got to look at 

your intervention, and you got to correlate that with your needs to make it 

work [151]. 
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P2: Yes and that‘s one right thing about our district because we have a ton of 

people who are there to support to help and they will. I know coming from 

that central office our role our job was to support the campuses [152]. 

 

P3: The central office is increasingly becoming part of our team now. I mean 

initially it used to be central office-school, principal-teacher. We are now 

seeing a lot of that changing. We are seeing more communication, more 

people willing to say ok so you don‘t have a certain book, let me see what I 

can do to help you get it, or you need such and such information I will help 

you access it. There is a lot more collaboration, communication and working 

together [153]. 

 

P4: I have worked in situations before as a principal where I was told of change in 

the central office, given a three ring binder and a pat on the back and told to 

have a nice time in my job. Not now, it is very collaborative we are very 

transparent with the central office and we get lots of support. For instance we 

did not make it in a couple of areas in our math, so the central office has 

called us and identified us and a couple other high schools and elementary and 

middle schools as ‗priority schools‘; that means that I can pick the phone and 

call and they will help me with my needs [154].    

 

T2: With the PLCs I mentioned earlier, it is my understanding that the central 

office makes us do them, but how we do them, it is up to us. But they send 

information to all campuses especially on performance. We also have in social 

studies some two ladies who visit with us a lot just to help us with the 

curriculum [155]. 

 

T5: Yeah, the central office people are always here, they help with reading 

materials, guidance and little other things. For instance we now have a new 

curriculum which they have been trying to help. We also have professional 

learning communities that they are emphasizing on [156].  

 

T7: I only deal with the English department, and the people there are wonderful, 

absolutely wonderful. We have one who is the coordinator and a couple who 

are our AP English teachers that we deal with, they come in any time you 

need help [157].  

 

T8: The central office, when we need them they are available. But then it is more 

of when you need help you go look for them. We do have in our field we do 

have two people there and they do all they can. They go to the schools but 

again unfortunately it is only two people and they have so much to deal with 

in policy and other areas. But they are very helpful when they are here but 

they only get in each class only a couple of times in a year. It is therefore not 

as efficient as it could be but it is helpful [158]. 
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Although the general observation by the educators was that they had noted a 

steady and remarkable improvement in the involvement of the central office, they felt that 

the support they received was still not as much as they expected. For instance, T4 

observed that there were not too many opportunities for teachers to develop 

professionally with at least four teachers (T1, T2, T5 and T6) indicating that PLCs were 

the only opportunities available, yet they were not very well organized. These teachers 

indicated that although the central office organized teacher learning sessions, the sessions 

were not serving them well. They were therefore of the opinion that the sessions would 

be more fruitful if various subject experts organized school-based workshops. They also 

thought that it would also help those who did not have school-wide PLCs to connect with 

their colleagues from other grade levels. T2 and T4 were the view that there was a need 

for a needs assessment to establish what the teachers exactly needed help in other than 

‗the come thee all faithful approach‘ currently in use. They also felt that the there was a 

huge disconnect between the district administration and the schools especially the real 

classroom situation.  

T1: I think it has gotten better. It has grown better because I have been in really 

bad ones, but I think in the last five years or so it has grown better and I don‘t 

know maybe because there is a lot of focus on it and there is funding for it. 

But some of the training has just been really bad. But I think in the last five 

years it has grown better and it is useful because teachers want help and they 

want better ideas and they don‘t want their time wasted [159]. 

 

T2: I think some of them are helpful, I really do. I think that the way they do them 

at our school district is sometimes not very right. We do our professional 

development before the year starts. So we start a week and half before the kids 

are due and it is just a meeting after another and you are in a meeting with 

maybe 400 other teachers or 200 other teachers. And maybe four of these 

people are unclear about it but we all have to go for these meetings. I am like 

just get the four who don‘t get it, tell them. So a lot of them are really just like 

wasting time to me [160]. 
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T4: The opportunities for professional development are not many; it is mainly 

meetings with our colleagues organized by the central office. But to be honest, 

I think they take just take too much time and do not help that much. Like 

yesterday we had our CSCOPE lesson presented to us the whole afternoon to 

4 o‘clock, and what would help us more is if we could have stayed on our 

campuses and have meetings set aside like if, instead of going for the c-scope 

if we had stayed here and being able to collaborate with our other teachers and 

then like the next grade level up, the next level down. Just kind of say what is 

going on in your class, what are you doing to get your lessons done, your 

problems you know. Just time, just having enough time, not making it very 

formal like someone is going to tell us something new. We have a lot of 

information already we are in-fact experiencing information overload; we just 

need time to talk about and figure out what we need to do [161]. 

 

T5: The central office helps but I think there are lots of decisions they make 

without thinking about how it impacts the teacher. And I don‘t know if it is 

because many of those guys have been out of the classroom for a long time, 

especially communication is not very good [162].   

 

T6: The one think I don‘t like about the professional development thing is the 

meetings for the CSCOPE stuff, we don‘t get anything done. We go to another 

campus, yes we get to meet other teachers but we could stay on our own 

campus and meet as school teams. I think that will be more beneficial; 

because we go there and they present the stuff on PowerPoint and stuff. I 

mean I can read, I am an English teacher, if I need help, I think they should 

have someone there that we can call on that particular day if we need help or 

something. They would be better as campus-based. And interestingly, it is not 

even the professionals who do this it is just another teacher who read it ahead 

of time that is doing all the explaining. I can do that too [163]. 

 

 

Curriculum innovation and instructional adjustment  

 Change of curriculum was one of the interventions instituted in this school 

district. The introduction of the CSCOPE curriculum was in particular meant to address 

some of the challenges faced by schools especially student mobility. Although not 

specifically targeting at-risk schools, the teachers and principals observed that some 

features of the new curriculum were important to their situation. By ensuring that each 

school and teachers were teaching the same topics across the board within specific 

timelines, teachers mainly thought this was going to help with the challenges associated 
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with student mobility. This view emanated from the fact that since the curriculum 

regulated the pace of teaching and content covered, students who moved would still be at 

the same level as everybody else. Therefore teachers needed not to worry about extra 

time to help the newcomers catch up with the rest of the class [164].  

P3: I think CSCOPE is a good mechanism because we are always at the same 

level, teaching the same thing; we are working on the same concept. If kid ‗A‘ 

leaves school at certain place and comes here, they are likely not to lose 

anything because we are on the same page anyway [165]. 

 

T1: The new curriculum has tried to address the problem of movement of 

students. Everyone is teaching the same thing, well not necessarily on the 

same day but within a given time frame, so that helps with students who move 

[166]. 

 

T2: Some aspects of CSCOPE are really good. I personally like the idea of 

everyone teaching the same thing at any given time. At times it is not possible 

to achieve that the idea is really good. When we go to those professional 

development meetings we can share information on each other‘s experiences 

with a certain topic, activity and so on [167]. 

 

T4: Student leaving and coming in is kind of normal. You will have one come in 

and maybe two leave but with the new curriculum all should be well, because 

we are, I mean we have the same calendar, and this is the lesson you are on, so 

that will help [168].  

 

T5: If there is anything good about CSCOPE is the idea of everyone teaching the 

same topics at the same time. I have realized that it is helping us a lot in out 

PLCs [169]. 

 

 It also emerged within this theme that instructional modification has been adopted 

as an intervention mechanism. The modification was specifically to help the students in 

taking the exams. As a result, a majority of the participants indicated that they modified 

their instructions in accordance with what they expect to be tested. As per the responses, 

it emerged that teachers had developed a capacity to guess and speculate what items they 

thought would be tested and prepared their learners accordingly [170]. This was well 

captured in their responses on questions regarding how they prepared their learners for 
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exams. Teachers shared information on tests and discussed with colleagues what they 

thought the tests would cover [171]. 

With the new curriculum, majority of teachers were finding themselves confused 

due to a lack of symmetry in content and assessment. In effect teachers expressed 

disappointments with the new curriculum for the fact that it provided little room for them 

to speculate what would be included in the tests. But given that everyone was teaching 

the same lessons and doing similar assessments within given stipulated times, it was 

possible for them to exchange and share information on the tests. When asked about the 

preparedness of the students as regards the tests, teachers indicated that they had no 

choice but to prepare the students for the exams as that was the only way they could 

demonstrate that everyone was working.  

T1: Last week we did a unit test using the new curriculum they gave us and 

luckily an email went out from other science teachers that said that there are 

two questions on the test about the scientific methods and we hadn‘t taught it, 

it is not in the curriculum but it was going to be in the test. So I quickly said 

ok, let us talk about the scientific methods just to make sure that students are 

not surprised with the test [172]. 

 

T2: … and some of them unfortunately we are not helping them, we are not doing 

them any favors by babying them and I think at this school at times we baby 

them too much. They can‘t fail; they are not allowed to fail. I mean, and I 

don‘t want to come down on kids too much but we have to teach them and we 

are not doing them anything, we only make sure that they pass [173]. 

 

T5: Accountability wants everyone at the same level. But you and I know that 

there are just too many differences, there are schools that do less but due to 

where they are, their kids will do well. For us, we have to teach and re-teach 

and make sure that the students are ready for the tests [174]. 

 

T6: The curriculum is very sporadic; a little bit of this and that and they do not 

connect at all. The assessment will be one or two things in the curriculum and 

the rest will just be off. So we have to look for information here and there just 

to make sure that the students are prepared for the assessments [175]. 
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P1: Accountability forces us to look at every little micro-managed detail and just 

teach only your kids and what they only need to know. Now, if I were in a 

school on the other side of town that would probably not be the issue, but our 

students are low in everything, so teachers have to be aware of these 

differences and make those accommodations [176]. 

 

In several of my observations I noticed a pattern where teachers made references 

to the forthcoming tests and insisted on the learner knowing how to answer the questions. 

A certain set of vocabulary and phrases were written on the board for the learners to get 

familiar with [177]. The teachers were however unhappy with all these developments as 

they felt that the assessment regime had taken the real meaning of learning from the 

classrooms. One teacher particularly observed as follows: 

 T2: I don‘t agree at all with the way our TEKs are testing the kids. I think that it 

is taking all of the things about learning and about being in school and 

pushing all those away. We don‘t have time to, there is no fun left in school 

and that‘s sad because the kids are just, I mean it so test-driven and if it‘s not 

on the test then we don‘t want to teach and that‘s not what our life is like, 

you want to learn things that are not on the TEKs test alone [178] 

 

In sum, the curriculum innovations and changes introduced as a result of the 

standards although aimed at facilitating the enhancement of achievement, have 

introduced new challenges in the classrooms. The rigidity of prescribed lessons and 

impracticability of some of the proposed classroom activities are giving teachers a hard 

time in keeping with the standards.  

Summary 

 

 Eight teachers and four principals from four schools that qualified as at-risk 

schools participated in this study. Two extensive interviews were conducted (two with 

each teacher and one with each principal). In addition, four back-to-back observations 

with each of the eight teachers were conducted and documents were analyzed. The study 

examined the effect of the standards-based educational accountability on at-risk schools 
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and explored ways that teachers can be aided to balance the requirements of 

accountability and effective teaching practices.  

The standards-based accountability restricted teachers‘ freedoms to contextualize 

the curriculum to the needs of their learners. The teachers view the standards as an 

imposition and a regulatory tool that satisfies the goals of accountability, yet does not 

meet the goals of education especially for their minority learners. There is also a feeling 

of lack of participation in the development of the standards leading the educators to view 

themselves as outsiders in the process. In addition, it emerged that at-risk schools are 

struggling with the standards-based educational accountability. Given the population of 

learners that the schools served, personnel in these schools lived in perpetual fear of 

failure and labeling as poor performing. Several mitigating factors within these schools 

that are largely overlooked by the standards yet they were significant in determining the 

performance of the learners were identified. Particularly, the conditions of production and 

existence of at-risk schools have not been adequately addressed to fit into the objective of 

the standards-based accountability. As a result, the object of the standards seems to run 

counter to the prevailing situations in the at-risk schools. The various attempts made to 

address these situations have fallen short due to little financial support as well as 

weaknesses in the structure of the programs. Moreover, the main impetus behind the 

improvement programs seems to be more to do with the enhancement of individual 

school performances in the accountability ratings than learning.  

In the following chapter (chapter five), these findings are put into context by 

linking the emergent themes and ideas to the literature and the study‘s conceptual 
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framework. Conclusions are drawn and implications of the findings are also discussed. 

Finally recommendations for future studies are made. 
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CHAPTER V  

 

INTERPRETATION, DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

 

Introduction 

 

This chapter deals with the interpretation and analysis of the data. The chapter 

starts by offering a summary of the findings as presented in chapter four. Immediately 

following are the interpretation and conclusions drawn from the data. Third, a discussion 

of the implications of the findings as they pertain to the general purpose of the study is 

offered. Finally suggestions for further research are provided.  

Data interpretation and conclusions 

Interpretation refers to developing ideas about a study and relating those ideas to 

the literature and broader concerns and concepts. It involves explaining and framing ideas 

in relation to theory, other scholarship and action as well as showing why the findings are 

important and making them understandable (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p. 159). Since this 

study adopted the IPA technique, the interpretation involved construction of meaning, 

role expectations, individuals‘ perceptions and reality as determined by the participants 

(Bennet deMarrais & LeCompte, 1999). In so doing, I kept with Glesne‘s (2006) view 

that the interpretation of data occurs when the researcher transcends factual data and 

conscious analysis and begins to probe into what should be made of them (p. 164). In this 

regard, Husserlian, Heideggerian and Critical Hermeneutics were heavily relied on in the 

construction of meanings. The Freirean theory of education was used in the exploration 

of interventions. 
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Research question one 

How do teachers in at-risk schools view educational accountability as practiced 

at the K-12 level of education? This question intended to bring to the fore the views, 

feelings and opinions of teachers and principals in at-risk schools regarding the concept 

of educational accountability and, more importantly, if and how it affects their practice. 

Therefore, their perspectives, which are the subject of interpretation here, were informed 

by their lived experiences in these settings. 

 

Standards and educators‟ emotions 

The findings suggest that educational accountability is an emotive subject among 

teachers and school administrators. Its discussion brings to the fore very deep seated 

emotions among those involved. And as has been established, teacher emotion influences 

educators‘ cognition, motivation and behavior (Sutton, 2003). Teaching being a process 

that relies on relation building and engagement of those involved, emotions play an 

important role in its effectiveness or lack thereof. Although feelings are part of the 

experience of being a teacher, a distinction is made between positive emotions and 

negative emotions and their effect (Freire, 2005; van Veen & Lasky, 2005). For instance, 

Freire (2005; 2003; 1998a; 1998b) identifies love, affection, and care as some of the 

positive emotions that enhance effective teaching. The presence of such attributes, Freire 

(2005) argues that contribute to courage without which educators cannot engage in the 

construction of a critical praxis. Given that affectivity (feelings) is influenced by the 

cultural as well as the social-political forces which help to form and shape them (Nias, 

1996; Kelchtermans, 2005), the ways that teachers feel and view themselves within their 
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work environments determine how they take and perform their responsibilities. Indeed 

whereas teachers‘ positive emotions enhance motivation, self-regulation and teacher 

efficacy, negative feelings elicit resistance and non-commitment (van Veen & Lasky, 

2005).  

This relationship was manifest in the study. Since the accountability regime 

basically relies on standards that are primarily determined by test scores, the emotions 

expressed by teachers and principals were depended on the performance of their schools. 

Those educators whose schools were likely to meet the set standards were slightly more 

positive than those whose schools were likely to fall below the standard. Overall, 

however, teachers and principals of at-risk schools generally expressed frustrations with 

standards-based educational accountability. Particularly, the feeling of a lack of a chance 

to implement the changes necessary to influence the outcome of the standards was more 

evident. Moreover, given that the sanctions that accompanied failure were all deemed to 

be negative, they did not encourage the educators.  

Being in schools that largely record low scores or struggle with the standards, the 

at-risk schools‘ educators‘ frustrations are stimulated mainly by the fact that they have no 

direct control of their destiny. The educators feel that they are treated and judged unfairly 

by an outside force. The media attention and blame that schools and educators take when 

learners do not do well on the tests leads educators to feeling isolated in addition to losing 

their confidence. Thus far, much of the negative view of the standards stems from 

educators‘ state of powerlessness even within their own positions of authority. The 

feeling of powerlessness thus breeds hopelessness and lack of desire for embracing the 

reforms. As critical theorists have argued, balance of power in any given system plays a 
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critical role in the determination of how individuals view themselves and their positions 

within the system (Freire, 1998; 2003; Apple, 2004; Kincheloe, 2008). In the absence of 

power, hope becomes the foundation for a revolutionary practice. In instances where 

educators lack both power and hope, it becomes difficult to fathom meaningful change to 

practice (Freire, 1995).  

Indeed as discernible from the responses of those interviewed, educators take 

pride in their profession and would like to be respected and recognized as being able to 

self-regulate. Like other human beings, teachers feel slighted when their persona is 

infringed on. In this case, the standards are understood by the educators and school 

leaders as a measure of doubt in their abilities. They are also understood to be an external 

regulatory tool that unfortunately measures only a fraction of what entails learning. To 

the educators, therefore, it is professionally unacceptable for the standards to reduce the 

entire academic years‘ work to a single poor result recorded at the end of the school year.  

In effect outside the standards, the teachers view themselves as personifying 

confidence, courage and love for their job; attributes identified by Freire (2005) as critical 

to success in the teaching profession. Thus, educational accountability is suffering from 

educators‘ apathy in at-risk schools. Indeed, its acceptance level in these schools in its 

present form was judged to be low and therefore negatively affecting the educator‘s 

perception of it. As a result, there is a strong negativity towards the standards not because 

the standards do not serve any purpose, but because the educators do not view the 

purpose of the standard in the same way the initiators of the standards do.  
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Standards as an imposition on at-risk schools 

There was a feeling among the participants that they have been left out in the 

conceptualization, designing and framing of the education standards. Although this 

cannot be said to be a problem exclusively for at-risk schools, the teachers and principals 

in these schools are most aggrieved given the low performance of their students and the 

stringent consequences of consistently posting low scores. Resulting from the fact that 

standards directly impact their schools and their work by way of sanctions, the educators 

think that they need to have a say in the designing of the standards. The standards 

therefore seem to suffer a lack of ownership among educators in the at-risk schools. This 

seems to run contrary to the established perspective that involvement and participation of 

stakeholders in initiation of change is critical in the success of the reforms (Fullan, 1993; 

2001). This thinking stems from the view that involving stakeholders in the initiation and 

implementation of reforms leads to the development of a shared vision, which enhances 

their full participation. In this case, whereas the standards have a significant effect on the 

schools, there appears to be no involvement of educators in the framing and structuring of 

the standards. Therefore, the policy ends up failing to recognize and consider other 

overarching factors outside the classroom that affect students‘ performance and are very 

common in at-risk schools.    

In addition, the unrealistic nature of the accountability mandates emerges as an 

area of concern for teachers and principals of at-risk schools. For instance, the failure by 

the standards to genuinely recognize special populations and their educational needs did 

not auger well for teachers and principals in at-risk schools. The fact that special 

educational needs learners are treated more or less the same as other learners appeared to 
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be unpopular with the educators. Moreover, given the nature of learners in at-risk 

schools, teachers and principals in such schools might positively identify with the 

standards if the means were used to justify the end and not the other way round. In other 

words, the teachers and principals in at-risk schools fail to positively identify with 

accountability due to its insistence on product as opposed to progress.  

Although literature (e.g. Fullan, 1993; 2001; Leithwood, 2001; Freire, 2005) 

identify school leaders as instrumental in the acceptability and domestication of policy, 

the principals‘ role was found to be minimal in this study. Just like the teachers, the 

principals did not participate in the origination of the standards. Therefore their roles 

were more like conduits, through which information from the central office (data on 

performance) reached teachers. Those principals who remained more positive as far as 

the mandates are concerned had an easy time convincing teachers to embrace whatever 

interventions were suggested by the school. The principals who engaged their teachers 

more and assisted them in the interpretation and understanding of the standards were 

thought of positively by their teachers. Evidently the reception of the standards appears 

lukewarm in at-risk schools due to the minimal involvement of the school leaders.  

At-risk schools seem to be grappling with the requirements of the standards. 

Listening to the arguments of educators in these schools, it occurred to me that the 

genesis of the apathy lies in the standards‘ over-emphasis on some principles at the 

expense of other equally important principles. As established from the literature, although 

the various principles of accountability (participation, evaluation, transparency and 

feedback) are difficult to synergize, they ought to work in harmony for maximum results 

(Whitty, 2008). The standards seem to lay more emphasis on assessment than on the 
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other principles. For instance, participation of stakeholders is very minimal. Contrary to 

Whitty‘s (2008) take that stakeholder‘s views are necessary in ensuring ownership of 

accountability processes and full support of those targeted, schools and their personnel‘s 

views were found not be taken into consideration.  

Due to limited participation of the stakeholders, feedback, another important 

principle of accountability has been affected. Instead of the two-way nature of feedback 

anticipated by accountability, the standards-based accountability promotes one-way 

feedback. Whereas the central office gave schools feedback on test scores, the educators 

lacked a platform to offer their feedback on what they thought of the administration of 

standards. As a result, transparency as conceived by accountability has been narrowly 

interpreted to mean sharing of scores.  

These challenges can be understood from what the Freirean theory of education 

refers to as a conflict manifest in control and authority (Freire, 2005). According to Freire 

conflict shares in human life‘s conscience with positions of power within the society 

working counter to each other, thus sources of friction. Although, friction can either be 

detrimental or an impetus to reflection and growth, these virtues are lost when opinions 

and disagreements are suppressed by control and authority (Freire, 2005). Evidently, 

there is a feeling among educators in at-risk schools that the standards-based 

accountability takes very little cognizant of the real learning conditions and situations 

existent in those schools. The school personnel therefore think that they are implementing 

policies that are somewhat far detached from their own circumstances.  
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Research question two 

What challenges do at-risk schools experience with educational accountability 

and how do these challenges affect teaching and learning? This research question sought 

to establish how the conditions of production and existence of at-risk schools affect 

and/or is affected by educational accountability. Of interest to the researcher was 

establishing the points of convergence and/or of parallelism between the exact teaching 

and learning circumstances of the at-risk and the requirements of educational 

accountability.  

 

Standards-based accountability and social economic status 

It emerged from the study that at-risk schools are faced with a myriad of 

challenges that help create their conditions and thereby affecting learners‘ achievement. 

Low socio-economic status emerges as a factor that is largely overlooked by the 

standards. Yet it plays a significant role in the low achievement of students in such 

schools. According to the participants it was unfair to even imagine having a system that 

makes comparisons of schools based on variables that are influenced by non-constant 

factors. The argument is made that relevance of educational accountability to the schools 

depended on how it related to their circumstances. In effect, the participants recognize the 

fact that schools have become the smallest units of accountability. However, the problem 

seemed to be that schools were looked at as individual entities only as far as performance 

was concerned and not in relation to their conditions of existence. 

This observation, in part agrees with Lipman‘s (2004) findings that educators in 

inner city schools were uncomfortable with standards‘ lack of recognition of individual 
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school differences. Whereas studies show that classroom factors remain to be the major 

predictors of learner achievement (Kyriakides, Creemers & Antoniou, 2009), other 

outside factors have also been identified as influencing achievement. In particular, social-

economic status has been widely identified as one factor outside the classroom directly 

linked to learner achievement (Coleman, 1966; Darling-Hammond, 1999; Orfield, 2001; 

Plata & Trusty, 2005). Not surprising therefore SES emerged in this study as one of the 

main factors affecting teaching and learning in at-risk schools. Due to low SES, learners‘ 

home environments were said to be less supportive of their learning. Indeed learners were 

reported to have very few resources and facilities at their disposal to aid their learning. 

Moreover their parents were not expected to have attained a higher level of formal 

education and therefore could not offer a meaningful support in accomplishing important 

school tasks such as homework. The results therefore point to the need to reexamine the 

seeming assumption by the standards-based accountability that all schools have the 

capacity to boost their achievement regardless of structure. The results also strengthen the 

central view of critical theory of searching for the voices excluded by dominant practices 

with the view to involving them in determining their destinies (Freire, 2003; Kincheloe, 

2008). The findings also agree with Darling-Hammond‘s (2004) assertion that the new 

education reforms hurt the same vulnerable populations that the reforms were meant to 

empower.     

Secondly, it is demonstrable of the results that at-risk schools are grappling with 

the issue of involving parents more in the school lives of their children. Mostly, 

communication with parents was cited as an area of concern for the schools. Teacher-

parental communication has been established as very necessary for the academic 
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wellbeing of at-risk learners. Ziegler (1987) for instance observes that teacher-parental 

communication for the at-risk learners helps both the teacher and the parent to understand 

the other‘s settings and expectations. Low parental involvement in the learning of at-risk 

children has been attributed to several reasons. Graham-Clay (2005) for instance opines 

that low parental involvement of at-risk learners could be due to a feeling of inadequacy, 

failure, and poor self-worth, as well as negative experience with schools. Graham-Clay 

further observes that other cultures, as well as many low-income parents in general, see 

schools as institutionalized authority and, therefore, leave it to the teachers to educate 

their children. There are economic, emotional, and time constraints (some families are 

struggling just to survive) and logistical problems such as lack of child care, 

transportation, and scheduling conflicts (Liontos, 1991). The findings therefore fit into 

the already developed narrative on the importance of having communities and families 

collaborate with teachers and schools as argued by Hamilton-Lee (1988), Liontos (1991), 

Ramirez (2001) and Graham-Clay (2005).  

Lastly, children in at-risk schools were found to regularly move and change 

schools as a result of lack of permanent homes and job security for their parents. 

Although teachers and principals are not opposed to learner movement as such, they feel 

that it does not work so well with the timelines as laid out by the testing mandates. 

Nonetheless efforts by the school district to mitigate this challenge through curriculum 

reform appeared to have been received well by the schools. There are still concerns 

especially in recognizing that different schools have different learning practices and 

cultures that take students time to adjust to. All in all, the data indicates that the standards 
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as implemented fail to recognize these situations and fail to treat at-risk schools as 

different. 

 

 Standards-based educational accountability and special learning needs 

Lack of accommodation for learners with disabilities is another area of concern 

for educators in at-risk schools. This does not mean that the at-risk schools have the 

majority of learners with learning disabilities. But given that the performance of only one 

student can make the whole difference between being academically accepted and being 

sanctioned, schools feel that there is need for better accommodations for learners with 

special needs. Remember the standards-based reform movement is premised on the 

understanding that all learners can and should be assisted to increase their achievement 

(Townsend, 2000; Clotfelter, et al, 2004; Lipman, 2004). However, the results of this 

study point to an increased emphasis on the achievement itself rather than on the ways of 

enhancing that achievement.  

This emphasis is well demonstrated by the participants‘ strong view that the 

standards-based accountability pays lip service to learners with special learning needs. 

Apparently, special needs learners in at-risk schools lack the necessary support to achieve 

highly. Educators lamented that the ratio of special learners to teachers was higher. This 

constrained teachers in terms of individual attention. As a result, teachers are finding it 

challenging to juggle between the mandated standards with the students‘ real personal 

challenges. The schools too did not have enough facilities and resources to help teachers 

to effectively assist learners with disabilities. Yet, vulnerable learners have been 

identified by critical pedagogues as requiring more attention and assistance in order to 
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realize their potential. Duncan-Andrade and Morrell (2008) specifically argue against 

plugging all students in the current education system with expectations they would 

function. They posit that many schools are ill equipped to identify and cultivate a 

learner‘s organic intellectualism. Critical pedagogy tries to address this problem by 

suggesting the dismantlement of traditional ways of teaching while attempting to reach 

each learner individually (Duncan-Andrade & Morrell, 2008; Kincheloe, 2008). 

However, this study indicates that standards pose roadblocks to reaching those with 

learning difficulties. Overemphasis on test scores undermines efforts to improve the 

accommodation of learners with special needs.     

 

Standards and curriculum reform 

The introduction of standards-based educational accountability has triggered 

several curriculum reforms. To begin with, as a federal requirement, states are needed to 

develop educational standards based on what they identify as critical skills and 

knowledge that they require. The states are then obligated to ensure school districts 

develop mechanisms to enhance the achievement of those standards. They also develop 

ways of checking that everyone is complying with the set standards (Goertz, 2001). As a 

result, states and school districts have not only revised the focus of the curriculum, but 

also the ways and means of achieving the set standards. In other words, as opined by 

Goertz (2001), the standards-based accountability regime has redefined both 

accountability systems as well as educational outcomes. 

Since the main thrust of the standards-based education is to bridge the 

achievement gap, expectations are that whatever changes envisaged, including 
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curriculum reforms, would engender mechanisms that eliminate inequities in 

opportunities for learning. In effect, I established that there were changes affecting the 

curriculum in the district of the study. However, as is indicative of the data, the 

curriculum reform appears to be further complicating learning situations in at-risk 

schools. It is illustrative of the data that, in an attempt to ensure high standard instruction, 

the school district adopted a prescribed curriculum and acted contrary to existing 

evidence such as Woodard & Brown (2006) that heavily prescribed curriculum is 

ineffective when working with students who are behind academically. Prescribed 

curriculum made the work of educators easier in terms of lesson planning and delivery. It 

also ensures that everyone is teaching to the standards. However, such an approach takes 

for granted the diversity of learners in at-risk schools and the realities of the learning 

conditions therein.  

Educators feel that following prescribed lessons diligently disengages teachers 

from learners. As obtained in the data, lessons and classroom activities are increasingly 

being developed for teachers. This was thought to not only close the door to opportunities 

for teachers to experiment and test their creativity but also diminishes their abilities to 

diagnose the suitability of learning activities. It also denies teachers opportunities to 

engage with the students in more informative and constructive ways. As a result, teachers 

are feeling more regulated in the classroom than they are assisted with the reforms.  

That the curriculum reform has introduced new concerns of coherence, balance 

and scope was also evident. It emerged that there is a lack of alignment of what is taught 

and what is assessed. While the assessments were adjudged by educators as rigorous and 

targeting higher order skills and knowledge, the content as prescribed was rated as below 
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such standards. Given the significance attached to assessments, educators have had to 

adjust their instructional practice to enhance compliance with the standards. Significantly, 

content selection is less on a need to know basis but more on what is anticipated to be 

tested. This was found in some way to have shifted teacher-to-teacher communication to 

largely focus on efforts to improve performance. The participants indicated that email 

exchanges regarding what to expect on tests was a common feature in their 

communication with colleagues. Evidently the lack of symmetry in assessments and 

content poses a challenge to the effectiveness of instruction. As has been argued by 

Eisner (2002), teaching a standards-based curriculum requires that the content be 

congruent with the assessments. By so doing, it ensures that students are not only gauged 

against each other (norm-referenced) but also against a set standard (criterion-

referenced).  

Research question three 

How are the challenges associated with at-risk schools‟ conditions of production 

and existence being addressed so as to assist teachers to balance the separateness and 

interconnectedness of accountability and effective pedagogy without diminishing either? 

The third research question examined the strategies for intervening and addressing the 

plight of at-risk schools. It was the intention of the researcher to establish how teachers in 

at-risk schools could be assisted to remain faithful to social justice teaching in the wake 

of the standards-based accountability. Therefore the study interrogated both internal and 

external mechanisms in existence in at-risk schools that are geared towards mitigating the 

various challenges faced by the schools. These mechanisms were juxtaposed with the 

various challenges that were identified as affecting the at-risk schools.  
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Teacher growth and support 

It was established that there are attempts to address some of the challenges facing 

schools in an effort to help them comply with the standards. Towards this end, teacher 

support and development was identified as one area that attracts attention. As is 

explainable from the findings, the changes envisaged in the standards-based 

accountability have radically redefined the role of teachers and school leaders. As is 

discernible from the participants‘ explanations, educators recognize this change with 

majority reporting that that they felt more like learners than the learners themselves. This 

is because the educators have become just as responsible for the performances of the 

learners as the learners themselves. This observation concurs with the findings of Valli 

and Buese (2007) who established that teachers‘ responsibilities in the era of high-stakes 

accountability had increased, expanded and intensified in the following four areas: 

instructional, institutional, collaborative and learning. These changes, according to Valli 

and Buese (2007), were negatively affecting teachers‘ relations with students, their 

pedagogy and also their sense of professional well-being.  

In the same way teachers in this study reported experiencing challenges in fitting 

into the new roles as prescribed by the standards. For them the demands were even 

greater given the circumstances and condition of the learners they served. Issues related 

to parental support, limited learning facilities as well as poor environmental support feed 

into each other to create a vicious circle of challenges for the educators. The study points 

to a limitation in opportunities for the growth and professional development of teachers. 

Both individual schools as well as the school district have in one way or another 
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instituted mechanism to leverage teachers‘ performances. For instance, at the institutional 

level, some forms of Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) have been put in place. 

Teachers and principals reported close relationships within and without their own 

schools. At the school district level, support was said to be in form of helping teachers 

with the curriculum and availing of data on the performances of individual schools. 

School district personnel were said to be close to the schools and paid individual teachers 

visits whenever needed to assist in one way or another. 

The efforts seemed constricted and narrowly conceived. Teacher narratives 

revealed that the programs are fragmented and not well coordinated. In effect, the study 

did not find any school or district policy on how such programs should be developed and 

implemented. Although all principals talked highly about the programs, it appeared that 

none had taken a more proactive role in leading the development and implementation of 

the programs. Programs such as teacher mentoring and socialization that emerged from 

the principals‘ discourse as prominent institutional ways of ensuring teacher development 

did not have much of the principals‘ attention. Instead, they were left to individual 

mentors and mentees to figure out and develop. While it has been demonstrated that well 

conceived and developed PLCs have ability to improve teacher and school situations 

(Ladson-Billings, 1995; Little, 2003; Lieberman & Mace, 2008), in this case it is 

instructive that at-risk schools are lagging behind in the establishment of such initiatives. 

The school district‘s involvement in these initiatives was also very minimal with 

educators taking issue with the district‘s approach of assembling everyone in a central 

place for general lectures on teaching and curriculum issues. Apparently, the educators 

preferred a more individual school or grade approach to the more ―come-thee-all-
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faithful‖ approach currently in use. There appears to lack a collaborative approach to 

designing and implementing interventions between schools and the central office. As it is, 

much of the effort so far in place is guided by fear of failure rather than genuine effort to 

help teachers improve teaching and learning in at-risk schools 

Community involvement 

 Parental and community involvement has been established as one of the effective 

ways to improve learning in schools (Ziegler, 1987; Hamilton-Lee, 1988; Graham-Clay, 

2005). However one of the main problems affecting at-risk schools is the lack of 

involvement of parents in the education of their kids (Liontos, 1991; Graham-Clay, 

2005). Teachers and principals in this study indicated that they were facing a myriad of 

challenges in involving parents. Various factors were thus alluded to as incapacitating 

parents in at-risk schools from fully participating in school activities. Temporary 

residences of at-risk families, lack of job security for majority of the parents and low 

income were pointed out as some of the reasons limiting parental participation. The 

standards‘ enhancement of parental choice in as far as school selection is concerned also 

emerged as a contributing factor.  

Given that the allocation of important resources such as funding, teacher 

placement and other general support is pegged on enrolment and success, at-risk schools 

are caught between the struggle to retain and recruit more learners against diminishing 

resources. To mitigate this challenge, efforts to involve parents and the rest of the 

community were reported. Principals specifically talked about plans such as home visits 

as being used in an endeavor to involve as many parents as possible. The strategy was 

also being used to reach students who had dropped out of school with a view to talking 
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them back to school. However, communicating with parents remained as the main 

challenge for the schools. Although use of new communicative methods such as emails 

have been identified as growing in prominence in as far schools communicating with 

parents is concerned (Ramirez, 2001; Graham-Clay, 2005) the situation with at-risk 

schools was markedly different. Principals and teachers observed that most of the parents 

did not have access to the internet. Those parents that had phones only had fixed lines 

without a voice-mail facility. Given that many of them held up to two to three jobs, they 

spend less time at home making it harder for school personnel to contact them.     

Implications and the way forward 

Education, like any other enterprise, requires standards and benchmarks for 

performance. As observed by Ravitch (1996), the ultimate judgment on the value of 

education standards ought to be whether their use in the classroom actually improves 

pupil performance. As the findings of this study demonstrate, standards-based 

accountability requirements are at cross-purpose with learning conditions of at-risk 

schools. Specifically, educators in at-risk schools are grappling with the difficult 

conditions existent in their schools against the demands of the standards-based 

accountability that seem to pay little or no attention to the school circumstances and their 

effect on learning and achievement. As a consequence at-risk schools are struggling to 

balance between the difficulties of serving many low achieving students amid little 

external support, high learner movement, and unrealistically rigid curriculum and the 

requirements of the standards. The findings therefore offer perspectives into the conflict 

that exists between the circumstances of at-risk schools and the requirements of the 
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standards-based accountability and therefore portend crucial implications for policy, 

teachers and teacher educators. The implications are discussed below.  

 

A need for the humanization of educational accountability  

The findings of this study accentuate previous findings indicating that standards-

based accountability as designed and implemented compromises further the education of 

minority and poor performing learners (see for example, Darling-Hammond, 2004; 

Lipman; 2004). This is largely attributed to the representation of educational 

accountability as solely involving reporting test results in a fragmented system of a 

competitive market choice (Apple, 2004; Darling-Hammond, 2004; Sahlberg, 2007; 

Hargreaves, 2009). In essence, the indicators of quality in educational accountability are 

not only divorced from the realities of the differences of those involved, but are also 

developed without the mutual consent of the targets between schools and government 

agents (Hargreaves, 2009). As a result, schools are implementing standards that have 

little to do with the real learning of their students but more with complying with state and 

federal educational requirements. Consequently the value of the standards are diminished 

with schools that can perform better rising at the expense of those that perform poorly 

without any realistic common gains accruing overall (Hargreaves, 2009).  

Emergent from the study as an indicator of the cause of this state of affairs is the 

mechanistic nature of standards. The study shows, educators in at-risk schools 

conceptualize the standards-based accountability as unfairly targeting their schools. In the 

educators‘ eyes, standards fail to recognize school factors that have a bearing on 

achievement and learning. The standards are also considered as non-considerate of all of 
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aspects of learning by constricting itself to the product and not process. Moreover the 

lack of involvement of all main players, particularly educators, in the development of the 

goals of the standards left a negative feeling among this critical group. To attend to this 

aftermath, it is critical for the education system to address itself to the form and structure 

of the standards-based educational accountability with a view to reconfiguring its 

maximum utility among and across schools. This can be achieved by humanizing the 

standards-based educational accountability to reflect the human aspects that define 

education.  

Humanization, a concept that has been widely applied in Freirean theory of 

education, refers to confronting and addressing factors that promote violence to justice 

(Freire, 1998, 2003). By violence to justice, Freirean theory refers to societal factors of 

domination that compromise diversity, inclusivity and recognition and also diminish hope 

and opportunities for success. As a process, humanization begins by appreciating that 

education is ideological, and quite often than not, schools perpetuate the culture of the 

dominant groups. As a result of such competing interests, there is ever present a conflict 

of ideas between the dominant and the dominated groups (Freire, 2003). In other words, 

humanization involves recognizing the common humanity of one‘s opponent and 

including them in one‘s moral scope with the view to solving the conflict (Maiese, 2003). 

As observed by Maiese (2003),  

In event of protracted social conflicts, feelings of intense hatred and alienation 

arise between and among the parties involved. People begin to de-legitimize those 

whom they sense are a great threat to their well being and values. Enemy images 

begin to form and parties begin to view these enemies as outside the community 

within which moral norms apply. (p. 1)  
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The purpose of humanization therefore is to identify and breakdown those enemy images 

and create a common stand for the warring parties. Humanization thus paves the way for 

the creation of shared norms that constrain the way the conflict is waged (Freire, 2005; 

2003; Maiese, 2003).  

As obtained from educators of at-risk schools, standards based accountability has 

introduced a conflict of some sorts within the school system. The schools are oppressed 

by the standards that to a larger extend are viewed as unrealistic and do not seem to 

address their own situation. As it is, there is a general feeling within these schools that the 

standards are a major threat to their own form of existence and production. There is thus 

need for the education system to address itself to the factors that cause the conflict. The 

process of humanization identifies a number of ways that the deconstruction of such 

debilitating factors can be achieved. One such way is legitimization of dialogue. 

According to Freire, dialogue fosters mutuality and builds relations based on 

understanding of the commonalities of values that are inherent in our own humanness 

(Freire, 1998). In other words, dialogue deepens understanding between groups in 

conflict (Maiese, 2003). Humanization thus occurs through the exchange of information 

and ideas and discovery of common goals. As demonstrated, the main problem with 

standards seems to be twofold: on the one hand, educators in at-risk schools fail to 

expressly relate to its core objectives. Education authorities, on the other hand, have 

failed to walk into the lived worlds of at-risk schools in order to allow the schools‘ 

experiences to inform the standards, hence the emergence of contested spaces.  

This contest is epitomized by the standards‘ insistence on quantitative measures 

that do not capture the salient educational realities manifest in at-risk schools. Also, the 
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lack of individual schools‘ input into how the measures are developed, implemented and 

used appears to largely compromise the object of educational accountability. In addition, 

the uniform treatment of learners without considering their diverse backgrounds as well 

as the differences in the schools‘ economic situations, fail to appreciate the complexity of 

human learning and that of the school as an organization. In essence, it is necessary to 

successfully balance between the schools‘ work towards public good and to the best 

interest of the learners. As such, I agree with Sahlberg‘s (2007) view that rather than 

abolish school accountability systems, there is need to rethink and to contextualize its 

process and purpose. In other words, like Sahlberg, I am of the view that it is critical to 

reform educational accountability so as to not only take into consideration quantitative, 

but qualitative measures as well; where the quantitative measures are only used to 

quantify the progress made and in some part diagnose areas of weaknesses within the 

accountability regime. In other words, as suggested by Nichols and Berliner (2007) as 

well as Popham (2007), it is imperative to shift the focus from assessment of learning to 

assessment for learning, and employ different methods of assessment. The qualitative 

measures on their part will be meant to encourage all stakeholders to engender 

accountability by appreciating its value so as to promote ownership of the practice and 

maximize its utility. This calls for a continuous and meaningful engagement between 

schools and school districts in ways that enable both to clearly understand the intricacies 

of both the standards and schools‘ ways of existence and production. Hence need for the 

development of mutual accountability, professional responsibility and trust between 

school districts and schools. 
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Investing in teacher conscientization and/or professionalism 

 As established by the study findings, educators in at-risk schools are experiencing 

significant challenges with standards-based accountability with very little support. 

Moreover, the embracement of the standards has constricted further teachers‘ 

innovativeness and creativity. As opined by Gitlin and Ornstein (2007), it seems teachers 

are encouraged by the standards and institutions that support them to operate in a survival 

mode, where they not only teach to the test, but continuously attempt to deflect the strong 

criticisms directed by the pejorative accountability schemes (p. 262). As is evident, 

educators in at-risk schools express less confidence as the fear of not doing well in the 

tests is a constant feature in their work and work environments. In addition, as Eitle 

(2003) and the Florida Commission of Educational Reform and Accountability (1994) 

established, the emphasis on testing and standards have discouraged teachers from 

investigating some of the more political aspects of the curriculum. Thus making timely 

Apple‘s (2004) observation that, we seem to be heading back to the traditional ways of 

teaching; where what mattered most was what the students would encounter in the tests.  

The Freirean theory of education addresses itself to this kind of teaching and 

learning and identifies it as the banking model of education. Freire talks about the fallacy 

of looking at education system like a bank or a repository from which students withdraw 

the knowledge they need for life (Freire, 2003). In the banking model according to Freire, 

the teacher talks about reality as if it were motionless, static, compartmentalized, and 

predictable. In this sense, the teacher‘s task is to "fill" the students with the contents of 

his narration -- contents which are detached from reality, disconnected from the totality 

that engendered them and could give them significance (Freire, 2003). An indication that 
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standards were pushing at-risk schools towards this direction was manifest in the 

overemphasis on prescribed curriculum. As the teachers observed, there was little room 

for constructive engagement with students outside the written curriculum for fear of 

taking too much time on knowledge and skills that do not constitute the assessments. 

Moreover, the teachers were restricted by the designed learning activities, some of which 

did not in any way relate to the learners‘ own experiences. As such, the educators 

experienced challenges with contextualization of the curriculum for relevance. 

As explicated by critical theorists, traditional ways of teaching limit opportunities 

for the majority of minority learners (Freire, 1998; 2003; 2005; Kincheloe, 2008; Wink, 

2011). Given that today‘s classrooms are increasingly becoming more diverse, there is 

need for teaching that elicits motivation of students to engage in learning from their own 

narratives and cultures (Gay, 2000; Sheets, 2005; Hollins, 2007). To this, Freire (2005) 

observes that, teaching cannot be about transference of knowledge from the one teaching 

to the learner. This is the mechanical transference from which results machinelike 

memorization (p. 22). The change envisaged for effective learning amid the standards 

movement cannot however be achieved if teachers feel restricted and confined to the 

standards.   

A need therefore a rises for teachers to take a more political stance as they 

investigate and put into practice a more democratic curriculum (Gitlin & Ornstein, 2007). 

This stems from the view that education itself is a political undertaking and teaching 

cannot therefore take a neutral stance (Freire, 1998; 2003; 2005). To achieve this end, 

teachers need to engender practices that are liberative and progressive. Towards such 

objective, the Freirean theory of education identifies teacher conscientization as the 
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hallmark of progressive teaching (Freire, 2003; 2005). According to Freire, teacher 

conscientiousness enlightens teachers to engage in reflective teaching born of critical 

study that informs critical thinking. It involves identifying contradictions in experience 

through dialogue and becoming part of the process of changing the world (Goldbard, 

2006). Freire presents conscientization as the iconic representations that have a powerful 

emotional impact in the daily lives of the oppressed. In Freire‘s terms the process of 

conscientization liberates individuals to discover the value of their existence devoid of 

their debilitating circumstances. He observes that: 

For apart from inquiry, apart from the praxis, individuals cannot be truly human. 

Knowledge emerges only through invention and re-invention, through the restless, 

impatient continuing, hopeful inquiry human beings pursue in the world, with the 

world, and with each other. Critical study correlates with teaching that is equally 

critical, which necessarily demands a critical way of comprehending and of 

realizing the reading of the word and that of the world, the reading of text and of 

context. (Freire, 2003, p. 72) 

 

Teacher conscientization therefore involves investing in teacher knowledge, 

learning and collaboration. As established by the study, opportunities for teachers in at-

risk schools to participate in inquiry and active learning are very limited. Whereas, some 

form of professional learning communities are in existence in the schools, they are not 

configured to address the immediate needs of the educators. As per the data, the PLCs are 

mere avenues for teachers to vent and recommit to the standards while initiating new 

teachers into the standards‘ system. There is thus a need for a meaningful engagement in 

the development of teacher knowledge and scientific competence; a knowledge that will 

enable the teachers to view their positions not as difficult but only as different and help 

them acquire the courage to confront their situations. For as Freire puts it,  

… there is always a relationship between fear and difficulty. But it is obvious that 

in this relationship the subject also figures, a subject who is fearful of what is 



Texas Tech University, John C. Indiatsi, May 2011 

165 
 

difficult, who fears the storm, who fears loneliness or who fears not to overcome 

the difficulty in understanding the text or not being able to produce some 

intelligence of it. In this relationship between the subject who fears and the 

situation or object of that fear, there is yet another component, which is the fearful 

subject‘s feeling of insecurity in facing the obstacle. This insecurity may be based 

on the subject of physical strength, lack of emotional balance or lack of scientific 

competence, real or imaginary. (Freire, 2005, p. 27)   

  

Teachers therefore need to engage in a form of inquiry that allows them to see and then 

rethink the forces that shape their alienation (Gitlin & Ornstein, 2007, p. 263). As 

observed from the data, at-risk school educators‘ expression of frustrations with standards 

is based on them feeling unable to teach to the needs and conditions of their learners. 

They are led by the fear of failure and sanctions, leading them to direct their efforts 

towards the search for what could lead their schools to the ―recognized‖ status.   

   

Conclusion and recommendations 

The goal of this study was to examine the lived experiences of at-risk school 

educators with the standards-based educational accountability and explore ways that 

teachers could be assisted so as to meet the objectives of accountability while teaching to 

the needs of their learners. The study inquired into teachers‘ views and perspectives of 

the standards, the conditions of the at-risk schools and how they affected or were affected 

by the standards and how those conditions were being addressed so as to wholly ascribe 

performance to teaching alone. In the course of the study, one principal likened the 

standards-based accountability to a football contest. According to him, just as it is not 

easy to win a football match on a Friday evening on the school‘ s playground, it was 

equally hard meeting the requirements of the standards. This observation underscored 
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how competitive and hectic the standards are in the eyes of the educators in at-risk 

schools.  

In sum the findings highlight several areas that call for attention if expectations 

for maximum utilization are to be fulfilled. First, it is indicative of the findings that 

educators in at-risk schools view educational accountability unfavorably and they are 

indifferent to its domestication and the level of its acceptance is low. The educators 

perceive the standards as an imposition and an external tool whose main objective is to 

regulate teaching and learning with less attention to improving the learnability of 

students. This was linked mainly to the educators‘ lack of participation in the framing, 

structuring and reviewing of the standards. Second, whereas the circumstances unique to 

at-risk schools were at cross purpose with the practices of educational accountability, the 

standards left no room for addressing this conflict. As a result, the educators are on their 

own with no realistic opportunities for contextualizing the curriculum. Third, although 

various attempts are being made to address the situation of at-risk schools, they fall short 

due to either the way they were structured or little or no support from the administration. 

The few programs in place such as the professional learning communities and teacher 

mentor programs lacked a focused objective and were very fragmented in structure. It is 

concluded therefore that there is need to reconceptualize standards so as to take into 

consideration all other overarching factors that directly or indirectly affect teaching and 

learning as well as achievement. 

It is therefore hoped that this study will stimulate thinking into a more collegial 

approach to the development and usage of standards so as to address the specific needs of 

individual schools and learners. It is also expected that the study will generate a 
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discussion into how to develop an effective and collaborative relationship between 

schools districts and individual schools for maximum utility of the standards. It is also 

hoped that the study findings will help in recasting the thinking into the constitution and 

usage of school-based teacher professional development programs as a tool for improving 

practice.      

Moving forward however, it will be important in recognizing the various 

limitations of this study and recommend that further investigations into how to improve 

teaching and learning in at-risk schools be conducted. Particularly, I would recommend 

the following three kinds of studies: First, there appear to be many factors affecting 

achievement and standards in at-risk schools. Some are internal (i.e. school/classroom 

related) while others are external or community related. However, given that this study 

partly concerned itself with conditions that obtain in at-risk schools, it did not measure 

the extent of those conditions and the level of their effect. I therefore suggest an 

exploratory study that examines the various conditions of production and existence of at-

risk schools and their real effect on achievement and standards.  

Second, it became apparent from this study that if teachers in at-risk schools have 

to fully accept and domesticate standards and accountability as a way of improving 

learning, there is need to contextualize the standards by allowing the full participation of 

teachers in the conceptualization of those standards. I therefore suggest an action type of 

research to develop a model for enhancing at-risk school teachers‘ positive perception of 

accountability.  

Third, given that this study involved school-based educators only, I suggest a 

comparative study to compare and contrast the views of both school-based personnel and 
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school district personnel as regards standards and accountability and their effect on 

teaching and learning in at-risk schools. 
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APPENDICES  

 

Appendix A 

 

Interview protocol for principals 

 

Basic information (background) 

 

1. Tell me about yourself, (your background and how long you have been a 

principal) 

 

 

b. (If had been a principal in other school), how do you compare your 

experiences as a principal between where you were before and your current 

school?  

 

2. How would you describe your experiences since you become a principal of this 

school? 

 

3. What challenges would you say, you face here as a principal that may be different 

from elsewhere?  

 

4. Do you think the accountability requirements of the NCLB policy are helpful to 

your school? Why or why not? 

 

5. Are there any specific situations that are may be unique to your school that are 

either overlooked or not addressed by the accountability practices? 

 

6. Do you think your teachers are comfortable with the policy‘s requirements? 

 

b. Any particular thing that you think your teachers do not particularly like about 

these requirements? 

 

7. How do you think the accountability requirements affect your students? 

 

8. Do you have any in-house mechanisms to help teachers understand what is 

required of them as per this policy? 

 

9. In your opinion, how effective are they? 

        

           b. Do you think they can be improved?  

 

10. Does your school receive any support from either the central office or the state in 

meeting the requirements of the policy? 
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11. Any particular thing you would like to see the central office and the state do to 

help you meet the requirements of the standards? 

  



Texas Tech University, John C. Indiatsi, May 2011 

185 
 

Appendix B 

 

Teacher interview protocol 1 

 

Teacher background 

 

 

1. Tell me about yourself as a teacher; how you became a teacher and how long you 

have been teaching?  

  

2. How did you choose this school? 

 

3. What do you like about this school? 

 

4. Anything you don‘t like about this school? ….. (follow-up)What would you 

attribute this situation to? 

 

 

Teacher perceptions of accountability 

 

 

5. How familiar are you with the requirements of the No Child Left behind policy? 

 

6. Do you think that the accountability requirements of the NCLB policy are helpful 

to teachers and students? 

 

7. How would you say these requirements affect your school? 

 

8. What do these requirements mean to you as a teacher i.e. do they agree with your 

view of a teacher? How so? 

 

9. Are there any specific concerns you have over accountability practices? 

 

10. How are you coping with these concerns? 

 

 

 

Accountability and at-risk schools 

 

11. In your opinion, do you think that accountability is helpful to your school? 

  

b. How/why? 

 

12. Are there any issues about your school that you think need to be considered by 

accountability? 
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13. How does this affect your view of yourself as a teacher? 

 

14. Does this affect your organization and delivery of your lessons? 

  

b. How? 

 

15. Given the population of your students, would you say that you have enough time 

to attend to their needs? 

 

  

Teacher support 

 

16. How would you say your school district has been helpful in your understanding of 

the requirements of accountability (On school visits, workshops etc) 

 

17. What about your school community, how supportive is it? (Things such as team 

teaching, collaboration etc) 
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Appendix C 

 

Teacher interview protocol 2 

 

Curriculum constraint 

 

1. How are you adjusting to the new curriculum? 

 

2. Do you think that the new curriculum is addressing the needs of your students 

adequately? 

 

3. Any specific concerns about the new curriculum? 

 

 

Student mobility 

 

4. How would you describe student mobility at your school (is it too high, moderate 

or none)? 

 

5. Any specific issue or thing you can attribute that to? 

 

6. How does this affect you as a teacher and as a school especially when you look at 

it from accountability perspective? 

 

 

Special Educational needs 

 

7. Do you think that the way testing and standards are implemented are favorable to 

students with special learning needs? 

 

8. Any major challenges you face with such learners? 
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Appendix D 

 

Observational schedule 

 

Student-teacher interaction 

 

 

 

 

Classroom activities  

 

 

 

 

Instructional methods 

 

 

 

 

The emphasis of the lessons 

 

 

 

Lesson plans (time for activities).  

 

 

 

 

 

Classroom management 

 

 

 

 

Teacher-teacher interactions 
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Appendix E 

 

Audit trail 

 

[1] P1 Interview #1 

 

[2] P2 Interview #1 

 

[3] P3 Interview #1 

 

[4] P4 Interview #1 

 

[5] T1 Interview 1 #1 

 

[6] T2 Interview 1 #1 

 

[7] T3 Interview 1 #1 

 

[8] T4 Interview 1 #1 

 

[9] T5 Interview 1 #1 

 

[10] T6 Interview 1 #1 

 

[11] T6 Interview 1 #2 

 

[12] T7 Interview 1 #1 

 

[13] T8 Interview 1 # 1 

 

[14] P1 Interview #4 

 

[15] P2 Interview #5 

 

[16] P3 Interview #5 

 

[17] P4 Interview #4 

 

[18] T2 Interview 1 #6 

 

[19] T3 Interview 1 #8 

 

[20] T4 Interview 1 #8 

 

[21] T6 Interview 1 #9 
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[22] P1 Interview #4 

[23] P1 Interview #7 

 

[24] P2 Interview #6b 

 

[25] P4 Interview #6 

 

[26] T2 Interview 2 #7 

 

[27] T3 Interview 1 #15 

 

[28] T4 Interview 1 #14 

 

[29] T6 Interview 2 #8 

 

[30] P1 Interview #7 

 

[31] P2 Interview #6 

 

[32] T3 Interview 1 #8 

 

[33] T7 Interview 1 #8 

 

[34] T8 Interview 1 #15 

 

[35] P2 Interview #4 

 

[36] P3 Interview #5 

 

[37] T1 Interview 1 #15 

 

[38] T3 Interview 1 #11 

 

[39] T5 Interview 1 #7 

 

[40] Personal Journal 11/5/10 

 

[41] T2 Interview 1 #3 

 

[42] T3 Interview 1 #6 

 

[43] T6 Interview 1 #3 

 

[44] T2 Interview 1 #3 

 

[45] T8 Interview 1 #3 
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[46] Personal Journal 9/22 

 

[47] P1 Interview #6 

 

[48] P3 Interview #6b 

 

[49] P4 Interview #4 

 

[50] P1 Interview #3 

 

[51] P2 Interview #3 

 

[52] P4 Interview #3 

 

[53] T3 Interview 1 #12 

 

[54] T5 Interview 2 #12 

 

[55] P1 Interview #2 

 

[56] Personal Journal 11/2/10 

 

[57] T1 Interview 1 #2 

 

[58] T2 Interview 1 #2 

 

[59] T3 Interview 1 #2 

 

[60] T5 Interview 1 #2 

 

[61] T6 Interview 1 #2 

 

[62] P2 Interview #1b 

 

[63] P4 Interview #4 

 

[64] T4 Interview 2 #6 

 

[65] T5 Interview 1 #13 

 

[66] T6 Interview 1 #13 

 

[67] T1 Interview 1 #10 

 

[68] T2 Interview 1 #15 
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[69] T3 Interview 1 #4 

 

[70] T4 Interview 1 #4 

 

[71] T1 Interview 2 #4 

 

[72] T2 Interview 2 #4 

 

[73] T3 Interview 2 #4 

 

[74] T5 Interview 2 #4 

 

[75] Personal Journal 12/11/10 

 

[76] P3 Interview #7 

 

[77] P4 Interview #7 

 

[78] T2 Interview 2 #6 

 

[79] T3 Interview 2 #6 

 

[80] T4 Interview 2 #6 

 

[81] T6 Interview 2 #6 

 

[82] T7 Interview 1 #12 

 

[83] P4 Interview #4 

 

[84] T1 Interview 2 #7 

 

[85] T5 Interview 2 #8 

 

[86] T2 Interview 2 #8 

 

[87] T6 Interview 2 #7 

 

[88] Observation T2/2 

 

[89] Observation T5/3 

 

[90] Personal Journal 11/4/10 

 

[91] P1 Interview #4 
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[92] Personal Journal 12/2/10 

 

[93] T1 Interview 1 #15 

 

[94] T2 Interview 2 #2 

 

[95] T3 Interview 2 #3 

 

[96] T4 Interview 2 #3 

 

[97] T6 Interview 2 #2 

 

[98] T8 Interview 1 #13 

 

[99] Personal Journal 11/3/10 

 

[100] T2 Interview 1 #15 

 

[101] P4 Interview #8 

 

[102] T5 Interview 1 #15 

 

[103] T6 Interview 2 #2 

 

[104] T2 Interview 1 #14 

 

[105] T2 Interview 2 #3 

 

[106] T5 Interview 2 #1 

 

[107] P3 Interview #10 

 

[108] P4 Interview #10 

 

[109] T8 Interview 2 #3 

 

[110] T1 Interview 1 #14 

 

[111] T2 Interview 2 #3 

 

[112] T5 Interview 2 #1 

 

[113] T6 Interview 2 #3 

 

[114] P3 Interview #6b 
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[115] P4 Interview #6b 

 

[116] T1 Interview 2 #3 

 

[117] T2 Interview 2 #1 

 

[118] Personal Journal 11/27/10 

 

[118b] Personal Journal 11/27/10.2 

 

[119] Personal Journal 9/28/10 

 

[120] T2 Interview 1 #3 

 

[121] T6 Interview 2 #3 

 

[122] T8 Interview 1 #17 

 

[123] P1 Interview #4 

 

[124] P3 Interview #8 

 

[125] P4 Interview #8 

 

[126] T1 Interview 2 #1 

 

[127] T4 Interview 2 #1 

 

[128] T5 Interview 2 #3 

 

[129] T6 Interview 2 #2 

 

[130] T7 Interview 2 #2 

 

[131] Observation T1/1 

 

[132] Personal Journal 10/18/10 

 

[133] T1 Interview 1 #14 

 

[134] Personal Journal 11/4/10 

 

[135] Personal Journal 11/6/10 

 

[136] T1 Interview 1 #17 
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[137] T2 Interview 1 #17 

 

[138] T3 Interview 1 #17 

 

[139] T4 Interview 1 #17 

 

[140] T6 Interview 1 #17 

 

[141] T7 Interview 1 #17 

 

[142] T1 Interview 1 #17 

 

[143] Observation T8/3 

 

[144] T8 Interview 2 #1 

 

[145] P2 Interview #8 

 

[146] P3 Interview #8b 

 

[147] P4 Interview #8b 

 

[148] Personal Journal 12/6/10 

 

[149] Doc.3 

 

[150] P3 Interview #9 

 

[151] P1 Interview #10 

 

[152] P2 Interview #10 

 

[153] P3 Interview #10 

 

[154] P4 Interview #10 

 

[155] T2 Interview 1 #16 

 

[156] T5 Interview 1 #16 

 

[157] T7 Interview 1 #16 

 

[158] T8 Interview #16 

 

[159] T1 Interview 1 #16 
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[160] T2 Interview 1 #16 

 

[161] T4 Interview 2 #1 

 

[162] T5 Interview 1 #16 

 

[163] T6 Interview 2 #1 

 

[164] Personal Journal 12/3/10 

 

[165] P3 Interview #10 

 

[166] T1 Interview 2 #6 

 

[167] T2 Interview 2 #6 

 

[168] T4 Interview 2 #2 

 

[169] T5 Interview 2 #2 

 

[170] Personal Journal 11/29/10 

 

[171] Personal Journal 12/6/10 

 

[172] T1 Interview 2 #3 

 

[173] T2 Interview 1 #6 

 

[174] T5 Interview 1 #9 

 

[175] T6 Interview 2 #2 

 

[176] P1 Interview #5 

 

[177] Observation T1/1; T2/2; T5/1,4; T6/1  

 

[178] T2 Interview 1 #6 

 

  

 

 

 


