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Abstract 

 
This study examined the impact of High Stakes Testing (HST) on the practice of teachers and 

administrators in New York schools from the perspective of education consultants. The results 

of annual state tests had high stakes consequences for students, teachers, principals and schools. 

Poor test results over time meant that teachers and administrators might be redeployed, 

dismissed and schools closed. Teachers and administrators often discussed HST and its impact 

on their work, with some endorsing and others vehemently challenging its ‘validity’ and utility.  

An investigation of the influence of HST on the work of teachers and school administrators in 

New York Schools was undertaken using a mixed methods approach. Data were collected 

through an online survey from 112 respondents and from semi-structured interviews conducted 

with 8 consultants. The quantitative research data were analysed with descriptive and inferential 

statistics and qualitative data was evaluated using thematic analysis. Foucault’s concept of 

‘governmentality’ framed aspects of the study and thematic analysis of results suggested that 

the HST context was directed at accountability measures rather than directly improving student 

learning outcomes. 

Findings further indicated that high stakes testing was linked to reduced teacher control in 

instructional planning, a narrowing of the curriculum related to non-tested subjects and 

increased use of test preparation activities during classroom instruction. The annual state tests 

were associated with a decrease in teacher collaboration as project work in core subjects declined 

and instruction in non-state test subjects was reduced or marginalized. Teachers and 

administrators experienced increased stress and reduced work satisfaction as the instructional 

focus narrowed with increased test preparation activities. This initial study indicated that the 

unintended consequences of initiatives such as HST need to be critically interrogated if teachers 

and administrators are to work more effectively to improve student-learning outcomes. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

"If more testing were the answer to the problems in our schools, testing would have solved 

them a long time ago" William Franklin Goodling, (R-Pa). Chair, House of Representatives 

Education and Workforce Committee (1995 – 2001). 

 Teachers and administrators in New York schools have been recipients of 

myriad changes in Federal educational policy purportedly designed to improve student 

outcomes and promote best teaching practice (Ingersoll & Collins, 2017). High stakes 

testing (HST) is an example of one such change. As a consultant to several New York 

schools, I wondered whether high-stakes testing was “working” as both teachers and 

administrators discussed HST and its alleged impact on their work, with some 

endorsing and others vehemently challenging its ‘validity’. The range of contrasting 

views and understandings expressed prompted my interest in exploring HST and its 

consequences for school operations further through research.  

 In ten years as an education consultant in New York Schools, I knew that 

education consultants observed the practice of both teachers and administrators and 

that they could provide a hitherto relatively untapped perspective on the influence of 

high stakes testing on teachers and administrators’ practice. Furthermore, I could invite 

consultant colleagues to share their observations of educators. The ability to access an 

insider view from a consultant perspective has driven this project since more needs to 

be known about the ways that high stakes testing has and is shaping student learning 
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outcomes and teaching practice in New York schools. Generally, I wondered how HST 

became a predominant accountability tool of students and staff in schools and 

specifically, whether education consultants considered that high stakes testing 

influenced teacher and administrator practice.  

1. Background 

This study sought to examine the influence of high stakes testing on the 

practice of teachers and school administrators using observations provided by 

education consultants. The political and educational context of high stakes testing is 

pertinent to this study.  

1.1 The political context of high stakes testing 

Since the publication of A Nation at Risk (US National Commission of 

Excellence in Education, 1983), successive U.S. Federal Governments have drawn 

links between student assessment results as indicators of schooling outcomes and the 

national economy, particularly in response to globalised economic competition. High 

stakes testing refers to decision making dependent on state-based, nationally mandated 

examination results (Lingard & Lewis, 2016).  

  While high stakes testing is not new to education in the United States, it 

became national policy with the passing of the Federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 

Act of 2001. The objective of NCLB was to address the deficits and imbalances 

present in the U.S. public school system, by improving academic achievement while 

closing the achievement gap between the advantaged and the disadvantaged (US 

Department of Education, 2005). In 1982, the report A Nation at Risk (ANAR) raised 

fundamental concerns that questioned the quality and effectiveness of schooling in the 

USA. The report presented ineffective education as a hazard to the national economy 
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(Henig, 2013) and poor education outcomes as a national issue (Johanningmeier, 

2010). The ANAR report advocated for increased intervention in a policy domain 

where Federal jurisdiction was constitutionally and historically restricted (Lingard & 

Lewis, 2016). ANAR was sharply critical of education standards and outcomes. The 

ANAR report (1983) included the assertion that, 

If an unfriendly foreign power had attempted to impose on America the 

mediocre educational performance that exists today, we might well have 

viewed it as an act of war (p. 3). 

While theorists have suggested that the deployment of threatening rhetoric is a 

recurrent feature of neoliberal discourse (Au & Hollar, 2016; Mitchell & Lizotte, 2016) 

the ANAR report is associated with significant change in education policy. Successive, 

substantial education reforms followed its publication. 

In the United States, schools ought to be able to produce appropriately qualified 

and skilled people who can fulfill the needs of the local and global economy (Casner-

Lotto & Barrington, 2006). In the document, ‘A Blueprint for Reform’, the U.S. 

Department of Education acknowledged that while they had made significant 

investments in education reform for over 30 years, there was little or no progress 

evident (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). There were further suggestions that 

minority students groups did not fare as well on high-stakes tests as whites or Asians 

(Jones, Jones & Hargrove, 2003; Farah, 2017; Blaise, 2018). In New York, Greene and 

Forster (2003), detailed a lack of progress in public high school graduation and 

college-readiness rates between 1991 and 2002. They reported that,  

78% of white students graduated from high school with a regular diploma, 

compared to 56% of African-American students and 52% of Hispanic 

students [and] … only 32% of all graduates were qualified to attend four-

year colleges (p. 3).  
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U.S. education systems were allegedly in crisis – failing students and the broader 

population. In a New York Times Op-Ed, Friedman, a foreign affairs columnist, quoted 

a global company executive as arguing, “Our education failure is the largest 

contributing factor to the decline of the American workers’ global competitiveness, 

particularly at the middle and bottom range” (NYT, 20 October 2009). Furthermore, in 

a comment highlighting the ‘global perspective’, President Obama stated, “The future 

belongs to the nation that best educates its citizens” (Obama, 2009a). Commenting on 

the 2011 Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) and the 

Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) Assessments, U.S. 

Secretary of Education Arne Duncan stated that, “International comparisons 

underscore the urgency of accelerating achievement in secondary school and the need 

to close large and persistent achievement gaps” (Duncan, 2012). Thus, there were 

concerns from several quarters within the U.S. that student-learning outcomes were 

unacceptably low and that this could have negative repercussions for the national 

economy.  

Over time, views that American schools were failing became associated with 

increasingly neoliberal education agendas (Au & Ferrare, 2015). Hall and O’Shea 

(2013), suggested that neoliberal visions have gradually replaced, “the broadly 

egalitarian and collectivist attitudes that underpinned the welfare state era” (p. 4). They 

further stated that egalitarian approaches, “are giving way to a more … market-driven, 

entrepreneurial, profit-oriented outlook” (p. 4). The application of neoliberal policies in 

education represent a change in focus. According to Doherty (2007) the change 

indicated a belief that, “… the market, not the state, would bring about improvement in 

the education system” by promoting improved outcomes (p. 276). The increased 

privatization of areas of public education is evidenced by the expansion of charter 
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schools and in the outsourcing of curriculum resources and examination development 

processes to corporations such as Pearson and Questar Assessment Inc. (Burch, 2009; 

Riep, 2017). Saltman (2016) observed that,  

publishing … and media corporations in the United States have been 

converging, especially through the promotion of standardization, testing, 

and for-profit educational technologies (p. 105).  

While the change is significant in New York, it is one part of a global intensification in 

the introduction of educational reforms incorporating assessment-based accountability. 

These reforms have included the emergence of comparable practices, discourses and 

rationales (Ball & Youdell, 2008; Sahlberg, 2016). This rise has underpinned the 

expansion of private provision in testing services and testing preparation materials. 

Education has become a key market for assessment related training and resources. 

State and Federal education policy has focused resources on systemic reform 

using high stakes testing procedures and audit approaches to schools and teachers 

(Verger & Parcerisa, 2017) to manage improvements in school and student 

performance. The United States Federal NCLB Act (U.S. Department of Education, 

2001) made test-based accountability the paradigm process for assessment and the 

measure of school based responsibility. The Act mandated state implementation of 

annual standardized state assessments (high stakes tests) in mathematics and reading. 

NCLB also required the publication of school outcomes on assessments and the 

application of rewards and penalties to schools contingent on their student outcomes on 

State examinations. Overall, the objectives of Federal Acts (i.e. NCLB, 2001, and the 

later, Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), 2015) have sought to reduce differences in 

results between student groups nationally through the introduction of systemic 

mandates to evaluate schools using assessment based metrics to improve student and 

school outcomes. Beyond these systemic goals, testing has become somewhat of a goal 
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by itself. In a New York Times article reflecting on U.S. school assessment practice, 

Prof K. Robinson (2018), an education systems expert, commented that, 

There was a time when school students could expect to take a few tests 

each year. Now they face a seemingly endless steeplechase of tests, 

sometimes starting in kindergarten. 

HST results are a key measure of achievement used to evaluate not only students but 

also teachers, administrators and schools (Biesta, 2009; Labaree, 2014; Menken, 2016). 

The requirement for mandated tests to be administered on a state-by-state basis has 

generated a significant infrastructure for test formulation and trialling. Rose and Miller 

(1992) stated that Departments of Education nationally, “sought the production of mass 

sources of assessment reliable data to initiate and embed the foundations of a 

calculative governmentality” (p. 190). This requirement provided an opportunity for 

existing education publishers to significantly expand their operations into the areas of 

assessment and evaluation.  

1.2 Theoretical Framework 

Foucault’s concept of ‘governmentality’ (Foucault, 1991) was used to frame 

this study and to gain an understanding of education policy in the HST environment. 

While Foucault did not directly focus on processes and structures associated with 

education, he discussed processes of examination, classification and division. Ball 

(1990) suggested that, “dividing practices are clearly central to the organizational 

processes of education in our society” (p. 4). Ball (2016b) applied Foucault’s work to 

characterise education as an instituted process for social management and control 

through the deployment of technologies of power. The notion of ‘unintended 

consequences’ (Levis, 2011) provided a secondary structure to examine the 

implications of HST in this study. Foucault’s areas of scholarly investigation were 
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social theory and the history of ideas. Foucault had a focus on the nature and 

development of resources of government or governmentality over time. The ways that 

power is maintained and wielded changes with the scale of societies. Perryman, Ball, 

Braun and Maguire (2017) suggested that, 

... the nature of power evolved because of growth in society, which meant 

that sovereign power could no longer be effectively wielded by an autocrat. 

Power needed to be filtered through structures and organisations in order to 

be effective, and subjects needed to be compliant in their domination as well 

as participating in power structures themselves (p. 747). 

Foucault adopted a conceptual approach which reoriented, or as Huffer (2012) 

suggested operated to, “destabilize the philosophical subject and its claims to truth” (p. 

31). Furthermore, Dean (1994a) stated that Foucault’s history was effective as its 

narrative, “upsets the colonisation of historical knowledge” (p. 20). Foucault (1977) 

suggested that, “An effective history ‘...deals with events in terms of their most unique 

characteristics” (p. 156). These perspectives were applied to perspectives of 

government, power, administration and social structures. Foucault (2008) described 

Government according to its functions and imperatives, “mercantilism, internal 

management/police and a military/diplomatic apparatus” (p. 5). For this research effort 

Foucault’s work on governmentality was used as a lens to interpret the operation and 

impacts of testing on the practice of teachers and administrators at their work in 

schools.  

Foucault’s ‘governmentality’ (1979) is a framework incorporated in this paper 

to understand the ways that HST functions as an outcome measure for reform policy 

settings (Dean, 2010; Olssen, 2016). Foucault (1982) noted that, “The term conduct is 

one of the key aids for coming to terms with the specificity of power relations. To 

conduct implies actions to lead others” (p. 789). Rose (1999) suggested that, “the 
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control of conduct” is a significant aspect of governmentality (p. 234). McCall (2016) 

elaborated this point, contending that, “governmentality is the conducting of conduct, 

and power has more to do with governmentality than it does with coercion or a 

confrontation between adversaries” (p. 52). Governmentality described a spectrum of 

behaviours and conduct, public and personal. Rose and Miller (1992) presented 

Foucault’s ‘governmentality’ as the application of resources and policies to promote 

particular, “aspects of conduct” (p. 175). Rose and Miller (1992) further suggested that 

information may be, “itself a way of acting upon the real, a way of devising techniques 

for inscribing it in such a way as to make the domain in question susceptible to 

evaluation, calculation and intervention” (p. 18). Foucault’s model of governmentality 

represented procedures and approaches that influenced people's perspectives and 

motivations in order to guide their behaviour toward specific goals or purposes (Dean, 

2010). Similarly, Walters (2015) defined governmentality as a means to indicate the 

logic by which an individual is governed, while Olssen (2016) noted that Foucault 

applied the term to examine and evaluate modes of power that operated beyond 

conventional formations of State, sovereign and disciplinary power.  

Neoliberal education ideologies operate through processes described by 

Foucault’s governmentality paradigm. Brady (2014) suggested that policy interventions 

associated with neoliberalism are made possible by a focus on perceived educational 

‘failure’ (p. 14) to achieve preferred social and economic outcomes. Foucault’s 

governmentality archetype provides a structure to understand neoliberalism and changes 

in national education policy which incorporated mandated HST. Shamir (2008) 

described neoliberalism as a complex range of policy practices focussed on the 

“market” as a foundation for the, “universalisation of market-based social relations” (p. 

3). Kascák and Pupala (2011) suggested that, Governmentality implied social and 
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political government, while neo-liberalism points to the, “particular economic 

rationality that underlies it” (p. 146). Rosenau, Czempiel and Smith noted that Foucault 

linked neoliberalism with forms of governance, without government (1992). That is, 

neoliberalism may be associated with the outsourcing of government functions formerly 

associated with welfare state service provision. It may be noted that the term neoliberal 

is more likely to be used by critics than neoliberal policy framers. 

In schools, management, bureaucracy and audit mechanisms are key elements of 

the ways in which governmentality and neoliberalism operate (Gabbard, 2007; Wilkins, 

2018). Styhre (2015) proposed that, “neoliberalism is the theory and management the 

practice” (p. 89) relevant to neoliberal education policy. 

 Foucault’s theory of governmentality offers a lens to examine the rise of top-

down interventions by the U.S. Federal Department of Education against a growing 

backdrop of neoliberalism. The perspectives of governmentality and neoliberalism are 

associated with the rise of private agency participation and management in assessment 

and evaluation in education (Ball, 2007, 2009; Peters, 2017). The increased deployment 

of private agencies and resources have had massive influences on school operations. 

1.3 The ‘Law’ of Unintended Consequences. 

The concept of unintended consequences is also utilised in this study. 

Interventions in complex systems may generate unintended and occasionally adverse 

effects (Levis, 2011). Unintended consequences occur when the consequences of, 

purposive action (Merton, 1936) differ from anticipated outcomes. Ermolaeva and Ross 

(2011) suggested that, “Unintended consequences result from a decision to accept a 

consequence as possible but not necessarily desire it as a goal of action” (p. xi). 

Furthermore, Boudon (2016) noted that unintended consequences potentially included, 

“undesired though desired effects and undesired and undesirable effects” (p. 5). That is, 
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the outcomes of systemic policy interventions both planned or unanticipated may be 

either positive or negative.  

1.31 NCLB and unintended consequences 

A number of researchers have suggested that NCLB constituted an ambitious 

legislative effort that produced unintended consequences (Ramanathan, 2008; Heilig, 

Young & Williams, 2012; Schul, 2011). There is evidence that the initial goals of 

NCLB were positive and that the mandates represented a sincere effort to promote 

equity and education achievement nationally. Handler (2006) suggested that NCLB 

demonstrated, “a focussed attempt by the U.S. Congress to improve … educational 

outcomes for students” (p. 5). Fusarelli (2004) proposed that the intended goal of 

NCLB was, “to enhance equity and opportunity by reducing the achievement gap” (p. 

71). The mandates associated with the NCLB were designed to ensure that all students, 

regardless of gender, race, socioeconomic status or disability would access to high-

quality learning opportunities in all states of the nation. On this basis, NCLB produced 

consequences inconsistent with its stated goals. 

Researchers have identified a range of undesired and unintended consequences 

for curriculum, instruction and school administration as a result of the mandates of 

NCLB (Guisbond, & Neill, 2004; Lavigne, 2014; Schul, 2011). The ‘law’ of 

unintended consequences is relevant as it is associated with the risk that interventions 

in large complex organisations may produce outcomes that could be termed 

unexpected and undesired (Davidson, 2016). 

1.4 Political and Economic Context of the study 

 There are concerns that the United States is not currently able to produce 

appropriately skilled people to fulfill the needs of the local and global economy. 
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Cappelli (2015) suggested that these concerns focus on education-related skills and 

come from employer organizations, independent agencies and government sources.  

High Stakes Testing is presented as a policy tool focused on realizing the need to better 

align school outcomes with broad economic goals. In this context, neo-liberalism and 

globalization have shaped education policy (Lingard, Sellar & Savage, 2014; Ball, 

2009).  

1.4.1 Neo-liberalism 

Foucault proposed that the creation of knowledge and its assessment is 

consistently bound up in a network of power relations (Foucault, 1979; Ang, 2001. p. 

178). Neoliberalism is a perspective that the market has the capacity to effectively 

direct and manage all human action (Harvey, 2005). The dominion of neoliberalism, its 

hegemony, is evidenced by the general acceptance of its premises as intuitively correct 

or ‘common sense’. Marx and Engels (1845) noted that, “The ideas of the ruling class 

are in every epoch, the ruling ideas” (p. 169). Gramsci proposed that hegemonic 

principles revealed the values of dominant groups (Fonseca, 2016) and that these 

values are fostered and preserved through educational, ideological or social means. In 

this regard, concerns regarding schooling processes and outcomes may also reflect the 

concerns of dominant groups.  

Neo-conservatism is a term used to describe the growing corporatization of 

education systems and the expanding influence of the federal and state agencies in 

terms of national standards and testing (Apple, 2006b; Ball, 2007). In contrast, the term 

neoliberal denotes efforts aimed at privatizing the educational sphere through school 

management policy and competition (Ball, 2007, 2017).  

The neoliberal perspective of the role of education focuses on ensuring that 

students are able to obtain employment and contribute to national prosperity (Apple, 

2017; Henig, 1990). There is a history of private sector involvement in education in 
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the U.S. This involvement has included the strategic contracting of services for cost 

saving or efficiencies in some education districts (Kemerer, 2000). According to Ball 

(2007, 2009, 2012a), private firms and consultants have become progressively more 

forceful in marketing education services. Research has also indicated that 

neoliberalism in policy-formulation and assessment is associated with diminished 

scope for teachers’ professional influence on policy and practice (Gewirtz, Mahony, 

Hextall & Cribb, 2009). Scott and DiMartino (2009), argued that for three decades the 

privatization of education services has been linked to the proposition that private 

agency may be more dynamic and effective than public education service provision.  

The executive summary of the NCLB Act presented a key position regarding 

accountability in the Education sector. Bush (2002) stated that the priorities of the Act 

were,  

based on the fundamental notion that an enterprise works best when 

responsibility is placed closest to the most important activity of the 

enterprise, when those responsible are given greatest latitude and support, and 

when those responsible are held accountable for producing results (p. 2). 

In this way, Neoliberal education reforms transferred accountability from systems to 

individuals through a focus on top-down mandates. 

In this context, a critical tenor pervaded many of the education research reports 

regarding schooling and student outcomes in the United States (U.S.). College 

readiness is considered to be a measure of the likelihood that a student has attained the 

level of preparation needed to be successful in college-level course work (Conley, 

2007). Gurantz and Borsato (2012) suggested a range of indicators that might denote 

student college-readiness. These factors included academic standards, indicators of 

persistence, planning and study skills. Conley’s investigations revealed that only 32% 

of all graduates were qualified to attend four-year colleges intimating that the majority 
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of High School graduates were not ready to succeed at a tertiary level (2007). Research 

undertaken by Saxon and Slate (2013) indicated that the need for additional remedial 

course preparation for tertiary study is required by, “42 percent… [of all students] 

entering a community college” (p. 34). Torrance (2017) suggested that, “assessment 

systems in general … have always constituted a key mediation point in the articulation 

of schooling with the economy” (p. 84). Education was seen as failing the nation and 

its economy and neo-liberal strategies have been adopted as policy responses. 

1.4.2 Globalization 

The process of globalization and on-going concerns about U.S. competitiveness 

have facilitated support for system-scale assessment such that HST processes were 

mandated federally (Deville & Chalhoub-Deville, 2011; Selwyn, 2012). Globalisation 

involves increasing links between industries and economies (Le Heron, 2016). Gibson-

Graham (2006) described globalisation as, “a set of processes by which the world is 

rapidly integrated into one economic space…” (p. 120). According to Yu (2008) there 

is an, “intensifying awareness of globalisation as the creation of an integrated market- 

place” (p. 1). 

Views regarding globalisation are mixed. Some commentators have suggested 

that globalisation has benefited some disadvantaged peoples. Birdsall (2016) observed, 

“…significant, growth-driven decline in extreme poverty in the developing world, 

especially in China” (p. 25). Countries including China and Africa appear to have 

benefited from globalization. In addition, Hardoon (2017), asserted that acute global 

poverty has declined. 

However, Hardoon (2017 also suggested that relative global poverty persisted 

while wealth was concentrated in the possession of a few. Furthermore, Kabandula and 

Shaw (2018) linked globalization to recurrent mass migrations, pandemics and 
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insecure national administrations. Gostin (2019) further suggested that globalization 

propels pandemics which may place millions of people at risk. In these ways, 

globalization may fuel escalating volatility, risk catastrophe and also challenge 

conventions of governance and administration. Stiglitz (2017) declared that,  

Globalization was oversold…. The gains to GDP or growth were 

overestimated, and the costs, including adverse distributional effects, were 

underestimated (p. 129).  

Adverse outcomes were previously identified by Dimitriadis and Kamberelis (1997) 

who argued that, “shifting financescapes have eroded the middle class, dividing the 

country between the haves [and] the have-nots” (p. 145). While globalizing processes 

are associated with economic growth these processes have also been linked to 

increasing instability (Levi, 2018). It may be that globalization has contributed to 

increasing inequality between nations and within nations. 

There have been contentions that features of globalization have emerged as a 

regional rather than a global phenomenon. Zajda (2015) suggested that globalization 

was not global since it is not ubiquitous, “there exists a divergence between rich 

(developed) and poor (developing) nations” (p. 11). Lindert and Williamson (2003) 

also suggest that, “globalization has raised inequality between all nations but that it has 

not raised inequality within nations.” (p. 227). Milanovic (2016) explored this 

contention and considered that globalization had been a key influence in the 

development of inequality between and within countries. Specifically, Milanovic 

(2016) argued that, “The gains from globalization are not evenly distributed” (p. 10). 

That is, globalization creates winners and also fosters failure. Locke (2003) described 

the Nike factories in Indonesia and Korea in the 1990’s, which paid workers at a rate 

that was below the poverty line at, “… less than $1:00 a day” (p. 9). 
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Recent opposition to globalization is evidenced by increasingly protectionist 

and exclusionist policy implementation including Brexit, Trump’s trade wars, the U.S. 

southern border wall and the failure (or non-endorsement) of regional Free Trade 

Agreements (Sheppard, 2016; Stiglitz, 2018; Faudzi, 2018). There also appears to be a 

global decline in tolerance for refugee intake policies (Gardner, 2018; Grewcock, 

2018). Inglehart and Norris (2016) associated opposition to globalization with growing 

insecurity in some Western economies and recent, “mass support for populism” (p. 1). 

The level of momentum driving these policies is not yet clear. Recent actions towards 

change in globalization policy settings may not be transient (Flew, 2019). Trends 

towards populism and perhaps nationalism may have consequences for national policy 

settings and may potentially impact education policies including HST. 

The neoliberal agenda draws links between the outcomes of schooling and the 

need to work towards, ‘meeting the needs of the economy’ (Apple, 2000, 2006a). The 

co-occurrences of neoliberalism and globalization may have stimulated the imposition 

of accountability mechanisms in schools. Globalization has been associated with global 

governance in education fostering the broad introduction of a narrow set of practices in 

schools (Lingard, Martino, Rezai-Rashti & Sellar, 2016). The term neoliberal 

globalization is an indicator of the proximity and alignment of globalisation and 

neoliberalism. Hill (2017) associated, “neoliberal globalisation” (p. xiv) with 

increasing private service provision in education. A generally unchallenged acceptance 

that education may be examined through an economic lens has emerged and this trend 

may be evidenced by the systemic introduction of accountability mandates.  

1.4.3 Performance Management in the context of the study 

Monitoring and measuring public education sector performance assumed an 

increasingly central focus with the passing on the NCLB Act. High stakes testing 
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(HST), the rise of globalization and increased private activity in the public education 

sector were associated with an increased focus on performance measurement and 

evaluation. System-wide changes were introduced into the architecture of Federal 

Education Acts such as NCLB, (2001) and maintained with the Obama 

administration's Race to the Top program (RTTT, 2009) and Every Student Succeeds 

Act (ESSA, 2015). 

The Race to the Top program (2009) was an educational funding program 

operated within the Federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. Lipman (2016) 

proposed that the neoliberal market logics underpinning NCLB were implicit in RTTT 

and ESSA policies. Race to the Top provided states with grants based on criteria linked 

scores. The criteria included the application of teacher evaluation systems incorporating 

HST score outcomes as measures. ESSA grant criteria retained HST and included 

options for establishing charter schools. The Act also maintained state-wide data-

focussed school evaluations and reformation strategies for “failing” schools. As an 

example, state funding eligibility was contingent on education systems, 

Demonstrating and sustaining education reform and by promoting 

collaborations between business leaders, educators, and other stakeholders 

to raise student achievement (White House: Press Release, 2009). 

RTTT mandates coincided with the introduction of Common Core State Standards 

(CCSS) in 2010 (National Governors Association, 2010). States competing for early 

rounds of ESSA funding were obliged to adopt CCSS by 2010 (Mathis, 2010). Funding 

policy mandates ensured that by late 2010, all but 10 U.S. states had adopted CCSS. 

1.5 The NCLB Act and Accountability Mechanisms 

 In the United States, there is significant Federal intervention in public school 

systems. The NCLB Act (2001) was a far-reaching federal law instituted to ensure the 
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quality of education for all students in the United States (Knight, 2016). The NCLB 

Act introduced a range of responses for underperforming schools. It may be suggested 

that these responses reflected a neoliberal agenda. The reforms included imperatives 

for school reform and the need to increase economic competitiveness. The Act also 

increased student testing requirements and demanded accountability standards for 

schools with measurable adequate yearly progress (AYP). These objectives applied to 

all students regardless of race, class, gender or disability and were published in school 

quality reviews (Linn, Baker & Betebenner, 2002). The consequences of a failure to 

achieve AYP ranged from enforced reviews to compulsory school closure for public 

schools. The imposition of high-stakes accountability anticipated increased demands 

on teachers to improve student learning outcomes as measured by state assessments 

(Ahn, 2013; Schanzenbach, Bauer & Mumford, 2016).  

School quality reports for public schools in New York City are readily available 

online (http://schools.nyc.gov/Accountability/tools/report/default.htm). The reports 

enable comparison between school sites. Smith (2014) noted that the, “aggregation of 

results to a classroom or school level allow parents to place blame squarely on the 

teacher/school” (p. 6). Convertino (2017) stated that notions of choice and data 

availability tend to transform, “What has traditionally been a social relationship between 

parents and schools with an economic one characterized in terms of consumer 

satisfaction and fit” (p. 3). This evaluative context may lead to an increasingly 

antagonistic relationship between the school and its community (Smith, 2014). There 

were also adverse outcomes for students since the closure of failing high schools 

resulted in students being at increased risk of dislocation, non-attendance and dropping 

out (Johnson, 2013; Kirshner & Pozzoboni, 2011). 

http://schools.nyc.gov/Accountability/tools/report/default.htm
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1.5.1 High Stakes Testing and accountability 

An assessment process or test may be considered high-stakes when its results 

are used to make accountability decisions that may affect students, teachers, schools, 

and districts (Au, 2017a; (Ballou & Springer, 2015; Clark, Martorell & Rockoff, 2009; 

Coniam & Falver, 2007; Grissom, Kalogrides & Loeb, 2015; Madaus, 1988b; 

Mathison, 2013; Nichols & Berliner, 2007; Wiliam, 2010). Baker and Johnston (2010) 

stated that NCLB Act, “made standardized testing the measurement tool for 

educational accountability” (p. 193). Some test examinations became high-stakes 

processes for students at the beginning of the 20th century in the USA. Previously, 

student promotion had been contingent largely on teacher recommendation. Gradually, 

assessment results from written examinations became the key criteria for success or 

failure (Engelhart, 1950). At this point, high stakes assessment repositioned the role of 

teachers in the student assessment process. 

Assessment is a procedure enacted to establish the knowledge and skills of 

students (Wolf, 2007). Mandatory HST arrangements associated with the NCLB Act 

extended the criticality of assessment and carried the potential to reward (or penalise) 

students, teachers and schools (Kumashiro, 2012). While the implementation of the 

NCLB Act signalled the introduction of HST in many states, these tests were well 

established in New York State High Schools.  

The New York State Regents examinations are the oldest statewide student 

assessment program in the United States (Johnson, 2009). They were first administered 

in some New York secondary schools at the end of the American Civil War (Bishop, 

Moriarty & Mane, 2000). State testing programs previously confined to the secondary 

Regents examinations were expanded into elementary and middle schools following 

the introduction of NCLB Act testing mandates after 2002. Currently, New York State 



  

 19 

requires public schools to administer standardized literacy and numeracy tests to 

students in Grades 3 to 8 each year. In the 4th and 8th Grades, students are also 

administered Science tests (New York State Department of Education, 2017). At their 

inception, the assessments were administered to provide simple measures of student 

attainment in specific subject areas. In the high stakes context, test results are 

consolidated and become vehicles for a range of measurement and evaluative 

processes. These may include measures of teacher, administrator and school quality 

and also accountability progress measures associated with Federal mandates. 

A key justification for the increased level of assessment has been a quest for 

accountability. Labaree (2014) stated that, “We want to hold students accountable for 

learning; and we want to hold teachers, schools, school districts, states, and nations 

accountable …” (p. 1). Links between student State assessment outcomes and teacher 

evaluations gradually emerged. Deming and Figlio (2016) reported that,  

At a State level starting in 2011, the Obama administration began waiving 

NCLB requirements for States that agreed to adopt certain policies such as 

linking teacher evaluations to student scores on high stakes tests (p. 34).  

That is, accountability mandates instituted a focus on student progress as a measure of 

school system effectiveness. These measures included mandated public reporting of 

student and school performance (Coleston, 2012). 

It has been argued that the function of HST has resulted from an imperative for 

increased surveillance, regulation, and accountability to measure the work of teachers 

and school administrators across school contexts (Meadmore, 2001; Harris & 

Herrington, 2015). Over time, poor student learning outcomes may trigger sanctions 

against schools. Mintrop and Sunderman (2009) reported that, “Sanctions are the 

means by which higher levels of the system put pressure on lower level performance 
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units - schools…” (p. 354). As a result, schools providing services to minority and 

high poverty families have been increasingly subject to Federal sanctions. Fullan 

(2011) argued that the rationale for school reform is, “accountability: using test results, 

and teacher appraisal, to reward or punish teachers and schools” (p. 5). Several 

theorists have suggested that the results of HST assessments provide key metrics 

published annually against which teachers and administrators may measure 

themselves, their peers and schools (Ball, 2012b; Baird & Elliott, 2018). There have 

been criticisms of mandated HST as some theorists have argued that the option of 

school-based assessment is associated with more successful education systems (Fullan, 

2010; Condron, 2011; Lingard, 2009). That is, system wide testing mandates may 

work to undermine meaningful assessment practices that support effective teaching 

and learning with a focus on the mandated assessment. 

1.5.2 High Stakes Testing and the curriculum 

High stakes tests aim to focus instructional effort on improved student 

outcomes. Schools have responded to pressures for improved student scores on high 

stakes Mathematics and Reading tests. In some schools, the structure of the day has 

been modified with some schools giving their students shorter lunch breaks along with 

significant narrowing of the curriculum (Warner, 2013). Study areas of study such as 

geography and history may be combined in some schools to ensure that more time is 

available for core study areas. That is, subjects areas that are not the focus of state tests 

may receive reduced instructional time (Madaus, Russell & Higgins, 2009; Ravitch, 

2010a). In some schools, mathematics and literacy lessons dominate all classes in the 

morning. Other classes, not subject to state assessment, commence after students have 

received their allotted instruction in the core assessed subjects. Dee, Jacob and 

Schwartz (2013) found that NCLB Act related assessment was linked with increased 
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allocation to mathematics and language arts instruction (English). They suggested the 

any achievement gains in assessed areas might be partially attributed to supplemental 

instruction (Dee, et al., 2013).  

1.5.3 High Stakes Testing and incidents of corruption 

 There are concerns that HST may be associated with lower-level instruction, 

increased cheating, reduced collaboration and potentially unfair treatment of teachers 

(Morgan, 2016; Nespor, 2016; Secaur, 2017). These concerns are encapsulated by 

Campbell’s Law, (1979) a principle suggesting that,  

the more any quantitative social indicator is used for social decision-making, 

the more subject it will be to corruption pressures and the more apt it will be 

to distort and corrupt the social processes it is intended to monitor (p. 85).  

Campbell’s Law predicted that metrics selected as criteria for attainment tend to be 

compromised. The principles implicit in Campbell’s Law appear to have been 

confirmed in incidents of corrupted HST results. Dee, Dobbie, Jacob and Rockoff 

(2016) found that the, “decentralized, school-based scoring of New York’s high school 

exit exams – the Regents Examinations – led to the systematic manipulation of test 

scores” (p. 1). The potentially corrupting effects of HST were also evident in Chicago 

where some public schools’ teachers responded to HST by altering student test scores 

(Jacob & Levitt, 2003). Research has indicated links between HST and increases in 

corrupt practices in schools (Buckner & Hodges, 2016; De Lisle, Hyland-Joseph & 

Bowrin-Williams, 2011; Goldhaber & Koretz, 2018; Miller, Murdock & Grotewiel, 

2017; McCray, 2018). In this regard the HST environment may be associated with 

increased risk of official dishonesty resulting in distortion of school results. 

1.5.4 High Stakes Testing and Instructional Pedagogy 

High stakes testing and increased levels of external review linked to NCLB Act 

related accountabilities may also adversely influence teachers’ collaborative work 
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(Nichols & Berliner, 2007). Neoliberalism promotes professional isolation (Liasidou, 

2015). Teachers who believe that they have effective instructional strategies may 

choose to keep them as instructional secrets. There is some indication that a transition 

from school-based to teacher-based accountability is associated with a decline in 

teacher collaboration and increased teacher isolation (Shavelson, Linn, Baker, Ladd, 

Darling-Hammond, Shepard & Rothstein, 2010; Stone-Johnson, 2016). Sahlberg 

(2016) proposed that as a result of increased competitiveness, “schools collaborate 

less with one another, [and] teachers don’t share their best ideas with colleagues” 

(p. 134).  

It has been proposed that teachers may be responding to the pressure to ensure 

improved student outcomes on HST by changing their teaching methods and 

committing an increased amount of time to more teacher-centered didactic test 

preparation or test sophistication activities (Apple, 2007). A test preparation (TP) focus 

may tend to disregard more imaginative teaching approaches (Firestone, Schorr & 

Monfils, 2004). A focus on TP may also promote the incorporation of increasingly 

textbook-driven, drilling exercises presented in ways which mirror state tests formats 

(Counsell & Wright, 2018). Test preparation, also termed assessment coaching or test 

readiness, may involve a focus on test-taking information, strategies and skills rather 

than curriculum content. 

1.6 Research Issues 

This study sought to investigate the influence of HST processes on the work of 

teachers and school administrators from the perspective of education consultants in 

New York schools. The focus of education consultants’ work is the provision of 

workplace-based or job-embedded professional development (Yoon, Duncan, Lee, 
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Scarloss & Shapley, 2007) that develops progressively the educators’ planning and 

instructional skills. Lambert (1973) noted that, 

School consultants are typically not in a supervisory or hierarchical role over 

teachers, a consultant is someone who draws upon an area of unique expertise 

to offer recommendations for addressing an identified problem (p. 245). 

Since outside consultants are not part of a school review or inspectoral system their 

work is more aligned with a supportive school role. School consultancy and coaching 

both include opportunities for side-by-side classroom and administrative coaching 

(Blakely, 2001). The consultant role does not extend to the surveillance of teacher 

practices and reporting to school administrators. As third parties, it has been suggested 

that consultants are not likely to have specific prior or vested interest in test process 

issues. They are generally not employed in the routine school setting and so have some 

claims to neutrality (Block, 2011). All consultants involved in this study were 

previously teachers or school administrators. On this basis they had experience as 

education practitioners. 

During the course of this study the New York State Department of Education 

adopted a school evaluation system which had some links to the United Kingdom 

school inspection system to review school performance and effectiveness (Childress, 

Higgins, Ishimaru & Takahashi, 2011). Since 1992 the UK Office for Standards in 

Education (Ofsted) has inspected English schools. The process involved in Ofsted’s 

inspectoral practice included setting standards, providing feedback, providing sanctions 

and rewards and the gathering of information on schools (Jones & Tymms, 2014). The 

Ofsted system of inspection is linked with growing accountability in English schools 

(Chitty, 2004; Tomlinson, 2001). In addition, school inspections associated with Ofsted 

may be linked to teachers and school governors being fearful of adverse inspectoral 

consequence (Perryman, 2002). Perryman, Maguire, Braun and Ball (2018) suggested 



  

 24 

that, “schools … work within a constant state of ‘inspection readiness’”. (p. 6). In the 

COVID-19 context, routine inspections of schools by Ofsted personnel was suspended 

in March 2020. 

Interestingly, the Ofsted system may have influenced the structure of School 

Quality Reviews in New York City. Childress, Higgins, Ishimaru, and Takahashi 

reported that, “Beginning in the 2007 school year, every public school in New York 

City participated in an annual quality review (QR), modelled loosely on public school 

inspections in the U.K. and Hong Kong” (2011, p. 12). The Cambridge Education 

consultants who initially performed the New York school QR’s were observed by New 

York school principals and District administrators who later took over responsibility 

for continuing QR’s across the city. 

In contrast with the inspection and school Quality review system, school 

consultation may be identified as an element school-based professional development 

practice (Steckel, 2009). In this context, Castro-Villarreal and Rodriguez (2017) noted 

that, “Teachers overwhelmingly preferred a collaborative approach” [to planning and 

practice] (p. 247). As Easterling, Arnold, Jones and Smart (2013) noted, “Highly 

successful collaboratives - the ones that generate synergistic, community-wide impacts 

- do more than align the activities of members. They also find smarter, more 

comprehensive ways of addressing the issues that are at the root of whatever problem 

they are working to solve” (p. 108). Professional learning provides an important link 

between developing instructional standards and supporting student learning outcomes 

(Elmore & Rothman, 2000). In a review of more than 200 studies on professional 

development and professional learning Webster-Wright (2009) found that, 

“professionals learn from experience and that learning is ongoing through active 

engagement in practice” (p. 723). Furthermore, Bruce, Esmonde, Ross, Dookie and 
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Beatty (2010) found that, “sustained professional learning programs that are 

collaborative and classroom embedded support effective professional learning that 

leads to substantial student achievement gains and the related gains in teaching quality” 

(p. 1599). In US schools the role of consultants reflects collaborative practices that lead 

to effect professional learning.  

1.6.1 High stakes testing and consultants 

Education consultancy strategies may incorporate a range of roles. School 

consultancy may focus on instructional procedure, professional development or 

routines for planning embedded practice (Hawley & Valli, 1998; Morrison, Ross, 

Morrison & Kalman, 2019; Putnam & Borko, 2000). Consultants may be hired to 

facilitate meetings and processes under the premise that their presence and leadership 

will increase efficiency or productivity (Schwartz & Davidson, 2005). Consultancies 

may be school-based and integrated into daily work practices with teachers (Odom, 

2009; Wideen, Mayer-Smith, & Moon, 1998), and include teaching and learning 

processes (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995).  

An essential objective of school consultancy involves building capacity 

(Guiney, 2001). Rowan (1990) suggested that collaborative and participative practices 

may, “…unleash the energy and expertise of committed teachers and thereby lead to 

improved student learning” (p. 354). An effective classroom consultancy process is 

intrinsically collaborative as both teacher and consultant work to plan, teach and 

evaluate instructional processes. 

1.6.2 The policy context of education consultancy 

In the New York context, neoliberalism has been associated with the rise of 

competitive contract funding for education consultants. Private education consultancy  
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pre-dated the NCLB Act but also increased after the Act was passed. As Burch (2009) 

suggested there has been a shift towards, “… a growing market for products and 

services driven by Federal and local accountability mandates” (p. 2589).  The 

increasingly evaluative assessment context has been linked to an increase in school 

consultancy services. Ball (2010a) identified an increase in-school resource provision 

in schools by non-government, “consultants, advisers, researchers and service 

providers” (p. 134). The school system in the United States has become a focus for 

privatization in a range of contexts. There are suggestions that private sector providers 

maintain close links within the state education system (Ball, 2012a). This may 

particularly be the case in New York where commercial resource providers have 

significant influence in education policy formulation. Leonardatos and Zahedi (2014) 

noted that,  

Data systems, examinations, and preparatory materials used by schools  

are no longer at the school’s discretion, as they must be purchased from 

‘approved vendors’, including Pearson, McGraw Hill, ACT… (p. 2).  

While there may be a perceived crisis in education (Greene, 2016) there is also 

opportunity. Ball (1990) noted that, “... where there is illness there is also ‘cure’, 

models of ‘effective practice’. If self-examination fails, the expert, the authority, the 

consultant, … is at hand to intervene” (p. 164). Concurrently, a range of research 

studies have endorsed consultancy as an effective strategy for addressing operational 

deficits. Denton, Swanson and Mathes (2007) indicated, “evidence that professional 

development with characteristics typical of coaching or mentoring approaches is 

associated with better outcomes in terms of sustained impact on teacher practice” (p. 

540). In addition, education consultants may be seen as innovators. McGuinn (2012) 

suggested that consultants may implement the initial, “heavy lift” (p. 42) aspects of 

systemic change and deliver improved practice. McGuinn also commented that, “hiring 



  

 27 

outside consultants on an as needed basis … enables [systems] to be more flexible in 

their personnel decisions and prevents the need to ‘bulk up’ the state education 

agency” (2012b, p. 42). As Leonardatos and Zahedi (2014) suggested, “governments 

can and often do employ private companies to carry out some of the work that the latter 

can procure more effectively or efficiently” (p. 2). Fincham (1999) also suggested that, 

“consultants are in the business of knowledge creation, and they act as suppliers of 

ideas that enable managers to stay ahead of the game” (p. 340). In contrast, there are 

suggestions that views of consultants as managers may constrain opportunities for 

meaningful change. Goulart, Sztejnberg and Giovanardi (2017) warned that, “fixed 

representation as powerful agents of top-down policies might limit more holistic 

accounts of consultancy practice” (p. 421). It may be difficult to evaluate consultancy 

contributions. Fincham (1999) suggested that evaluation is difficult because consultant 

client relationships may generally be, “open-ended and structurally symmetrical” (p. 

349). In terms of relationships with teachers and administrators, consultants seek to 

persuade rather than direct. This may be a result of school personnel seeking 

cooperative partnerships. Erchul and Raven (1997) suggested that both teachers and 

consultants rated cooperation as positive and effective in terms of their work. 

School reform policies linked to the NCLB and ESSA Acts included 

assumptions regarding the potential quality of public versus private service delivery. 

Elmore (1993) suggested that in the New York education context there was little proof 

that districts have made a significant contribution to instructional improvements in the 

past. There have been suggestions that unsuccessful public schools might be better run 

by private sector agencies (Warner & Sullivan, 2004). Implicit in NCLB Act 

provisions are directives that schools not making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 

may be subject to escalating sanctions including (1) restructuring (2) turning the 



  

 28 

operations over to a private company, or (3) reopening the institution as a charter 

school (Mathis, 2009).  

While individual schools may have achieved improved student learning 

outcomes there has been an imperative to extend practices that deliver success by 

implementing large-scale reform systemically (Fullan, 2000; Harris & Jones, 2018). As 

Levin (2008) proposed, “the heart of improvement lies in changing teaching and 

learning practice in thousands and thousands of classrooms” (p. 311). Elmore and 

Burney (1997) monitored and evaluated the work of an Australian education consultant 

in New York’s Education District 2 and suggested that the approach to professional 

development had potential as a strategy for system-wide instructional improvement and 

one that should be useful across school contexts (p. 4). Elmore (1996) indicated that 

replicating success and taking effective education reform practice to scale across the 

system has been a significant challenge in the United States.  

The reform movement had largely assumed that applying business management 

techniques and free market principles would improve the educational system (Ravitch, 

2010b; Warner & Sullivan, 2004). Grob and Kieser (2006) suggested that, “in the 

private sector, companies that are held internally and externally accountable for how 

they ‘handle’ uncertainty will contract consultants as a sign of good management” (p. 

70). School-based and regional administrators have sought support to meet the 

increasingly structured accountability mechanisms associated with system reform. In 

this context, school-based improvement efforts which include the appointment of 

consultants may be likely to achieve support.  

Highly effective planning and instructional practices are not necessarily being 

used in schools. According to Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree, Richardson and 

Orphanos (2009), “The kind of high intensity, job embedded collaborative learning that 
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is most effective is not a common feature across states, districts and schools in the 

United States” (p. 4). State Education Departments were required under the NCLB Act 

to intervene in underperforming schools to ensure increasing proficiency for all 

students. Sunderman and Orfield (2006) noted that some districts, “…may not have the 

necessary human and financial resources or organizational capacity to adequately meet 

their increased responsibilities” (p. 226). In this environment, the appointment of 

external education consultants as service providers may become an attractive option for 

some schools. For this research, school-based education consultants were considered 

well positioned to observe the development, implementation and outcomes of policies 

devised and implemented to improve academic achievement in New York schools. 

1.6.3 Consultancy in New York Schools 

  Research by Elmore from Harvard University in 1997 acknowledged the effectiveness 

of an Australian consultancy in District Two in New York. By 2004, there were more than 350 

education consultants working with the Australian and United Services in Education (AUSSIE) 

consultancy in New York. In this study, consultants were invited to examine the influence of 

HST on the practice of the teachers and administrators they worked with in New York schools. 

1.7 Statement of the problem 

 School teachers and administrators are subject to Federally mandated testing 

regimes ostensibly designed to support students and direct practitioner efforts to 

improve learning outcomes while closing the gap among diverse student groups. There 

is also a centralized performance management system in place to monitor individual 

student, teacher, school, district and state progress and identify underperformance. 

Policies ensuring that children are supported may be logical. However, the checks and 

balances put in place to monitor progress (or its lack), has meant that students, teachers 

and administrators are required to meet targets ‘to pass’ each year (Holbein & Ladd, 
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2017; Pierre, 2016; Wong, Wing, & Martin, 2016). This monitoring is associated with 

possible changes in teaching and administrative practice in schools. 

1.8 The Purpose of the Study 

This study sought to observe the influence of HST on teachers, administrators 

and their professional practice. The research questions were developed as a result of 

research indicating that HST mandates have become key policy instruments for 

implementing school reform, displacing more substantial and effective long-terms 

strategies for reform (Shohamy, 2014). There were concerns that HST becomes the 

focus of instructional practice (Grissom & Loeb, 2017; Madaus, 1988a; Rose, 2015; 

Savery, 2006). Furthermore, HST has been associated with increasingly regressive 

instructional routines including repetitive, rote based activities implemented to prepare 

students for multiple choice exams (Barksdale & Thomas, 2000; Haladyna, 2006; 

Shepard, 2002).  

1.9 Significance of the research 

 The impact of HST has been researched from the perspective of students (Dutro 

& Selland, 2012; Phelps, 2012; Thompson & Allen, 2012), parents (Heilig et al., 2011; 

Peters & Oliver, 2009), teachers (Harris, 2012; Loughran, 2012; Madaus, Russell & 

Higgins, 2009; Nichols & Dawson, 2012; Au & Gourd, 2013), school administrators 

(Amrein, Berliner & Rideau, 2010; Hope, Brockmeier, Lutfi & Sermon, 2007; Ryan & 

Weinstein, 2009), and school systems (Cizek, 2005; Haertel & Herman, 2005; Penuel, 

Meyer & Valladares, 2016). This study is significant as education consultants have a 

critical role in providing job-embedded professional development and capacity building 

in schools and across school systems. They work closely with teachers and school 
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administrators yet their perceptions regarding the influence of HST on the work of 

teachers and school administrators remains under-researched.  

  The education consultant can provide an ‘insider view’ (Teusner, 2016) 

of teacher and administrator practice as their research work is embedded in their 

workplace (Elmore & Burney, 1997). In this research the researcher had a familiarity 

with and perhaps shared characteristics with the group providing the research data. As 

a consultant I was a member of the organisation with intimate knowledge of the 

community (Humphrey, 2013). This insider researcher position ensured a close rapport 

with respondents and an appreciation of the political and social norms of the agency 

(Unluer, 2012). This insider based collegial rapport may promote more candid and 

authentic interview responses thereby potentially improving data validity (Rooney, 

2005). Bonner and Tolhurst (2002) suggested that, “an established intimacy between 

the researcher and the participants promotes both the telling and the judging of truth” 

(p. 9). Essentially, insider-researchers may immediately access and apply 

organisational knowledge which may not be immediately available to outsiders (Smyth 

& Holian, 2008). There are also potential limitations associated with the insider 

researcher position. One risk is that participants may assume that the researcher has 

comprehensive organisational knowledge. Participants may take critical practices for 

granted and skip over vital information (Blythe, Wilkes, Jackson, & Halcomb, 2013). 

 

Merriam, Johnson-Bailey, Lee, Kee, Ntseane and Muhamad (2001) stated that 

insider perspectives will be different from, “but as valid as what an outsider 

understands” (p 415). The insider position also carries the risk of researcher bias 

reflecting researcher persectives (Flodén, 2019). An awareness of the risks associated 

with the insider position may help minimise them. It is unlikely that a researcher would 

able to exclude threats associated with insider-researcher status. Humphrey (2013) 
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proposed that the researcher become more, “risk-aware rather than risk-averse” (p. 

582). Furthermore, the inclusion of multiple respondent standpoints may help minimise 

the risk of researcher bias. In the context of this research, there were a range of steps 

taken to avoid the pitfalls of insider status. They included reviewing previous research, 

having a supervisor review data and coding of qualitative data and having a reference 

group review draft survey and interview questions. Applied effectively, insider 

approaches may leverage and support efforts to accurately and efficiently identify the 

views of a group.  

While other research has been undertaken externally this research will make a 

contribution to our understanding of the impact of HST from the complement 

perspective of practitioners in the school context. The issue of the researcher position 

as an insider is further discussed in Chapter 3. 

1.10 Research Questions 

The research questions focussed on consultant perspectives of the ways in 

which HST promoted or constrained effective work with and by teachers and school 

administrators. This research seeks to understand the challenges consultants observed 

that teachers and school administrators face in the HST environment. Denzin and 

Lincoln (1994) recommend observations of practice, “in their natural settings, 

attempting to make sense of, or interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people 

bring to them” (p. 2). The research questions aim to investigate teacher and 

administrator practice in the context of HST. The questions are designed to examine 

the possibility that teaching and learning activities considered good educational 

practice might not be accepted because they might not be thought to produce 

immediate gains in student test performance.  
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Concerns regarding the consequences of poor test results may mean that a focus 

on testing becomes central to all instructional effort (Kohn, 2000). This could mean 

that what is considered worthwhile learning may only be what is likely to be on the 

state test. Implicit in these concerns are possible adverse consequences for curriculum 

content and instructional pedagogies. Questions enabled an investigation of the extent 

to which HST influenced teacher and administrator practice. The research questions 

were:  

RQ1. Do consultants observe an influence on the practice of teachers and 

administrators in the context of high-stakes testing in schools? 

RQ2a. Do consultants perceive the work of teachers to be influenced by the 

policy context of high-stakes testing?  

RQ2b. Do consultants perceive the work of school administrators to be 

influenced by the policy context of high-stakes testing? 

RQ3a. Does high stakes testing have an influence on consultants’ 

collaborative work with teachers? 

RQ3b. Does high stakes testing have an influence on consultants’ 

collaborative work with administrators? 

Orfield and Wald (2000) suggested that high stakes testing (HST) as a component of 

the assessment process may link, “the score on one set of standardized tests to grade 

promotion, high school graduation and, in some cases, teacher and principal salaries 

and tenure decisions” (p. 38). In this context test preparation and reporting are not 

neutral from the standpoint of students and teachers (Pandya, 2011). The testing 

process may have a corrupting influence on classroom practice and systems of student 

assessment (Watanabe, 2007) and may also influence the focus of the work of teachers 

and administrators in schools. This study seeks to investigate whether consultants 

observe HST influencing the practice of teachers and administrators. 
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1.11 Thesis Organisation 

 This thesis is structured in six chapters. In Chapter 1 the foundations for the 

thesis are established. It was written to outline the purpose of the research, provide 

background information on the emergence of HST and to introduce the theoretical 

frames utilized in the study. In this chapter the purpose of the research was justified 

and the research problem and research questions were introduced. A detailed 

description of the research is provided in the following chapter. 

 Chapter 2 contains a review of the literature relevant to this thesis and reviews 

links between the research problem and the wider body of relevant research. Chapter 

two also introduces Foucault’s conception of ‘governmentality’ – the art of government 

and outlines the way that discourses shape the conditions of what is possible and what 

may be dismissed with respect to student learning outcomes and schooling reform. The 

links between the Federal NCLB Act policy mandates and the Law of Unintended 

Consequences are developed further in Chapter 2. This includes an examination of 

Federal reviews and policies resulting in the emergence of HST together with a 

presentation of viewpoints focused on assessment in schools. In addition, there is a 

description of the emergence of neoliberalism, the rise of school consultancy and the 

growth of private agency participation in the operation and management of schools. 

  The purpose of Chapter 3 is to provide a description of the methods 

employed in this sequential mixed methods study (Creswell, 2009). The chapter 

includes a review of the characteristics of mixed methods research, the researcher’s 

philosophical positions and the assumptions that guided this study. The mixed-method 

inquiry assumptions are described and its use defended. The sequential data collection 

procedures and approaches used for analysing the data are detailed for both the 

quantitative and qualitative components of the study. A description of the application 
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of thematic analysis in the investigation of the qualitative interview data is provided 

and the process used to determine the core categories are detailed. 

  Chapter 4 contains an overview of the results of the quantitative 

components of the study. The results are arranged and presented sequentially in 

relation to the initial research questions. Summaries of the results of the study are also 

provided.  

  Chapter 5 includes an overview of the results of the qualitative 

components of the study. The results are presented around the initial research questions 

and associated themes. The data presented is based on voluntary written responses 

from the surveys and eight interviews undertaken with consultants. Summaries of the 

results of the study are also provided. 

Concluding, in Chapter 6 the findings of this sequential mixed methods 

study are discussed. Noted strengths and limitations of the study are presented. The 

implications of the research for practice and suggestions for future research are also 

considered in this chapter.  
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Chapter 2 

Literature review 

2.1 Introduction 
This study was designed to investigate education consultants’ views regarding 

the impact of high stakes testing (HST) on the practice of teachers and school 

administrators in New York schools in the context of the No Child Left Behind Act, 

(NCLB), (2001) and the, Every Student Succeeds Act, (ESSA), (2015). This chapter 

includes a review of the literature related to the factors influencing HST mandates and 

their impact on instructional and administrative practice in schools. In this chapter, the 

emergence of HST in New York schools is reviewed as a component of the Federal 

school reform mandates contained in the NCLB and ESSA Acts. The influence of the 

domestic debate regarding the contribution of education to the national economy and 

security is also considered. The literature review includes an introduction to the 

theoretical frameworks guiding the study which include Foucault’s theory of 

governmentality (Foucault, 1979) and also, considerations of unintended consequences 

of policy implementation (Rich, 2003; Kane, 2013). The impact of internationally 

comparable student assessment programs, the concurrent influences of globalization 

and neoliberalism are considered as factors influencing domestic education policy in 

the US. The focus of school consultancy services, the emergence of charter schools as 

forms of education service competition and the influence of HST on school operations 

are also examined. 



  

 37 

2.2 New York education policy as an indicator of national education policy 

The Education system of the United States is large and complex. There is a 

view that Federal policymakers have used high stakes accountability systems, 

including HST as part of a strategy to align instructional and assessment processes to 

produce coherence and consistency nationally across state governed educational 

systems (Fullan & Quinn, 2015; Rossi, Lipsey & Henry, 2003). Both the political and 

education contexts associated with HST are pertinent to this study.  

The sheer size of the New York Department of Education (DOE) may make 

New York education policies significant on a state and national basis. The New York 

City Department of Education (DOE) remains the largest school district in the U.S. 

(https://www.schools.nyc.gov/about-us/reports/doe-data-at-a-glance). The DOE serves 

1.1 million students in over 1,800 schools. There are also other factors making HST 

critical in New York. Brathwaite (2017) suggested that, “New York has some of the 

most segregated high schools in the country, and schools serving low-income and 

minority students have the lowest graduation rates” (p. 429). The graduation gap 

between white and black or Hispanic students, remains significant however it has 

narrowed slightly in recent years. 

Recent research by Ali, Sensoy-Bahar, Gopalan, Lukasiewicz, Parker, McKay 

and Walker (2018) established that in, “New York City … the child poverty rate is the 

highest in 10 years, with about 31% of children living in poverty” (p. 3). Schools in 

New York are diverse and include a large number of institutions variously titled 

Independent, Religious Day Schools, Non-Government and Non-State Schools. Thus, 

Federal education policy implementation, monitoring processes and their consequences 

for schools may be more evident in New York than in smaller and less diverse 

education systems. 

https://www.schools.nyc.gov/about-us/reports/doe-data-at-a-glance
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2.2.1 Education Outcomes and the National Economy 

Successive Federal governments have drawn links between education outcomes 

and the national economy. There have been increasing concerns in the United States in 

the last thirty-five years regarding its ability to maintain national prosperity in the 

context of rapidly growing rival economies internationally (National Intelligence 

Council, 2008). In the United States and in other developed economies there have been 

changes in the ways in which people work with a decline in the need for people to 

perform unskilled work and an increase in the need for workers to reconcile increasing 

demands for specialised workplace skills (Hout & Janus, 2011; Jaimovich & Siu, 2012). 

Research by Autor, Levy and Murnane (2003) indicated that from the 1970’s there was 

a, “decline in routine cognitive and manual tasks in the U.S. economy, and labour input 

of non-routine analytic and interactive tasks rose” (p. 1282). In this environment, 

education has been increasingly linked to national economic competitiveness in the 

context of the globalising knowledge economy (Altbach & Knight, 2007; Altbach, 

2016; Sayed & Ahmed, 2015). Other factors including increased mechanisation, 

automation and robotics in a range of employment, industry and social sectors are also 

relevant to emerging workplace profiles (Frey & Osborne, 2017; Acemoglu & Restrepo, 

2018).  

Improved education outcomes were seen as vital to continuing U.S. economic 

progress, providing increased employment and sustaining improved living standards. 

The connection between effective education systems and the preservation of national 

prosperity has been a persistent feature of periodic reviews in education the United 

States (Ashton & Green, 1996; Hanushek & Woessmann, 2007; Kezar, Chambers & 

Burkhardt, 2005; You, 2014; Hulten, 2018).  
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The responsibility for public education to contribute to economic growth was 

indicated in a report by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 

(OECD) Universal Basic Skills – What Countries Stand to Gain (Hanushek & 

Woessmann, 2015). The report identified, “economic output that is lost because of poor 

education policies and practices” (p. 9). Education in the United States is also linked to 

a national capacity to ensure security and remain competitive globally. Hulten (2018) 

suggested that, “Virtually every aspect of economic activity involves human agency … 

the skills and motivation that workers bring to their jobs” (p. 3). In this regard an 

effective education system is presented as a form of quality assurance central to the 

preservation of national prosperity and productivity (Darling-Hammond, 2010; 

McKinsey & Company, 2009). 

An alternative to this perspective is presented by theorists who contend that 

education structures and standards reflect rather than contribute to economic prosperity. 

Nespor (2016) stated that, “As late as the 1970s, secondary school in the U.S. could be 

taken as a normative end-point for formal education - the level at which a student could 

exit the system and find stable work with good pay” (p. 7). There are suggestions that 

employment availability and security have declined as a result of a focus on corporate 

and shareholders earnings. As corporations focused on increased share prices, non-core 

employment roles were removed through processes of subcontracting, outsourcing or 

franchising (Weil, 2014). This change in focus has been associated with workplace 

transitions from permanent full time employment to outsourced and contract 

employment (Marti, 2019), a reduction in trade unionism (Kollmeyer & Peters, 2019), 

and the removal of traditional worker protections (Lazonick & O'Sullivan, 2000; 

Nespor, 2016; Tsui, Enderle & Jiang, 2017; Khan, 2018). Underscoring this shift, Khan 

(2018) stated that in 2018, “Half of Americans earn less than $17.50 an hour” (p. 6). 
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Furthermore, the Federal Reserve (2019), reported that two in five, “…adults are 

financially vulnerable and would have difficulty handling an emergency expense as 

small as $400” (p. 1). Piketty (2015) suggested that unequal, “…access to skills and to 

higher education” (p. 72) in the U.S. was the cause of unequal, “labor earnings” (p. 72). 

Piketty (2014) suggested that modern capitalism is associated with rising 

inequality as part of a changing nature of investment and wealth accumulation. On this 

basis neoliberal policy is associated with declines in social protections including wage 

rates and secure employment (Misra & Merz, 2015; Kalleberg, 2018). These data 

suggest that escalating income inequality may be associated with policies adopted by 

business in relation to renumeration and investment (Cahill & Konings, 2017).  

The contention that stable, well-paid employment opportunities have declined 

in the United States since the 1970’s is also explained in terms of corporate strategy 

related to human resources development. Lazonick and O’Sullivan (2000) suggested 

that U.S. corporations have neglected to invest in domestic skills and focused on 

recruiting highly skilled, well paid foreign workers to ensure their success. They stated 

that, “This labor comes to the United States … from world-class universities” (p. 30). 

Weissberg (2010) noted that, “… we import highly intelligent, technically skillful 

foreigners just as we import oil” (p. iii). Furthermore, Lazonick and O’Sullivan (2000) 

declared that readily available overseas expertise meant that,  

corporate America has had little interest in upgrading the quality of 

education available to most Americans. This is evidenced by the highly 

unequal and, by international standards, generally inferior system of mass 

education in the United States (p. 30).  

This ongoing focus on recruiting talent internationally is further evidenced by more 

recent data. In their research regarding the international migration of global talent Kerr, 

Kerr, Özden and Parsons (2016) reported that, “In 2010, the United States hosted 11.4 
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million skilled migrants, 41 percent of the OECD total” (p. 86). These data confirm the 

centrality of imported human capital rather than domestically fostered talent for 

economic growth and suggest a lack of sustained commitment to improving standards 

and outcomes in U.S. domestic education services.  

2.2.2 Education and National Security 

The United States has a history of linking education to discourses related to 

National Security. President Eisenhower convened a 1956 Committee for the White 

House Conference on Education. The Chair of the National Association of School 

Principals committee, Neil McElroy (1956), stated that,  

In this highly technical era, education has become as much a part of our 

system of defense as the Army, the Navy, or the Air Force. We must have 

good schools, not only because of our ideals, but for survival (p. 141-142).  

These comments positioned education as a strategic national resource and concerns and 

beliefs regarding the importance of an effective education system have endured. In a 

report for the Council on Foreign Relations, Klein and Rice (2012) proposed that, “The 

U.S. Educational system is not adequately preparing its citizens to protect America or 

its National Interests” (p. 9). In a similar way, Pierce (2012) suggested that, “schooling 

and education more generally cannot be understood outside of the … national security 

crises that are forming education reform debates in the United States today” (p. 3). 

These comments suggest that, education was positioned as being in crisis and mandated 

reforms are presented as solutions to address educational underperformance and bolster 

national security.  

In a policy document titled National Security Strategy of the United States of 

America, President Trump (2017) linked effective education provision with an, 

“…innovation economy that collaborates with allies and partners…[and] improves 

STEM education …” (p. 20).  
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2.3 Systemic Comparison through international assessments 

The National Governors Association (NGA), convened in 1986, recommended 

that the U.S. education system should measure its performance against international 

competitors (Alexander, 1986). This recommendation was implemented in the U.S. with 

the Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) from 1995 (Mullis & 

Martin, 2014), the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) from 2000 

(Rutkowski, 2015) and Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS), 

which has measured student learning in reading since 2001 (Ngwudike, 2010).  

These large-scale international assessments serve a variety of purposes. An 

objective of PISA is to deliver cross-nationally comparable measures of student 

performance in skills that are considered to be essential for adult life (Schleicher, 2007), 

while TIMSS and PIRLS are more subject specific. The assessment program outcomes 

are used as data sources to evaluate the quality and progress of national education 

systems (Borgonovi & Biecek, 2016). Internationally the United States has not had 

conspicuous success in comparative educational attainment studies. Average student 

attainment levels of students vary markedly within and across countries however U.S. 

results have lagged. Hanushek and Woessmann (2015) noted that on International 

achievement tests in mathematics and science,  

The average 15-year-old student in Singapore, Hong Kong, Korea, Japan, 

and Taiwan is more than half a standard deviation ahead of the average 

student of the same age in the United States (p. 4).  

An early OECD report (Education at a Glance, 2003) compared the U.S. high school 

graduation rate of approximately 70 percent of the age cohort with other countries. This 

graduation rate placed the U.S. behind countries such as Denmark (96 percent) and 

Poland (92 percent). A study by Heckman and LaFontaine (2010) further indicated that 

high school dropout rates in the U.S. may be underestimated as a result of irregularities 
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in the measurement of high school graduation rates. More recent research has found that 

males and minorities may take additional time to qualify for a high school degree (Joo 

& Kim, 2016).  

Commentators have suggested that improved education outcomes would boost 

the American economy. For example, Hanushek, Ruhose and Woessmann (2015) 

reported that, “the value of a reform that would lift each state to the currently top-

performing state would amount to an aggregate $76 trillion for the United States” (p. 2). 

Gordon (1991) contested the view that improved U.S. test scores could be a primary 

driver economic growth commenting that, “rising inequality … the twin educational 

problems of cost inflation in higher education and poor secondary student 

performance… and the overhang of consumer and government debt” (p. 2), may 

preclude significant future growth. Ilon (2011) suggested that, “Education equality is 

generally neglected in the literature that investigates education’s contribution to 

economic growth” (p. 653). In this regard, Sauer and Zagler, (2014), suggested, 

“countries that show greater educational inequality experience lower macro-economic 

returns to education than more equal economies, on average.” (p. 353). Furthermore, the 

OECD (2011) noted that, “the impacts of economic activity on environmental systems 

are creating imbalances which are putting economic growth and development at risk” 

(p. 17). There are also concerns that despite current economic prosperity, U.S. GDP 

growth rates remain low (Kaplan, 2017). This evidence suggests that national output is 

complex and may not be closely associated with national education outcomes. 

2.3.1 Testing and possible flaws in Global comparisons 

The experience of the Republic of Finland provides an example which 

challenges assumptions that education standards are tightly linked to national 

productivity as commonly assumed. Finland’s education system has been ranked among 
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the world’s best. While historically Finns enjoyed a high level of income, following the 

2008 global financial crisis (GFC) and subsequent recession, the national economy 

failed to recover. Finland’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) continues to show the 

lowest growth rate in the European Union after Greece, and predictions indicate a 

continuation of this trend (OECD, 2016). In a review of Northern economies, Suni and 

Vihriälä (2016) reported that, “Finland’s GDP has been on a downward path since early 

2012” (p. 4). The experience of Finland provides evidence that an effective education 

system may not, in isolation, guarantee economic prosperity. 

2.3.2 Testing as a Means of Global comparison 

U.S. student assessment outcomes have highlighted only modest national 

scholastic performance compared with other education systems. U.S. participation in 

internationally comparative student assessment programs have prompted comparisons 

between economies, facilitated research into factors promoting student success and the 

effectiveness of national education initiatives. The comparative international ranking 

process and resultant adverse data publication may create pressures that influence 

domestic education policy in the U.S. (Morris, 2016; Verger, 2016). Ingersoll, Merrill 

and May (2016) suggested that PISA is a facet of globalization which, “influences 

education policy on the national level” (p. 38). In this regard, Hardy, Heimans and 

Lingard (2011) noted that PISA scores, “serve as a surrogate measure of the potential 

global competitiveness of a national economy” (p. 5). Rizvi and Lingard (2009a) 

commented that the, “OECD’s work has now become embedded within a new 

multilateral system constituted by various international policy networks (p. 438). 

Furthermore, Schleicher and Zoido (2016) proposed that international assessment 

comparisons may act as, “drivers for educational change” (p. 375). This view was 

endorsed by Saraisky (2019) who noted that, “the media have used PISA to great 
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discursive effect to make commonplace the notion that the United States lags behind its 

competition in educational performance” (p. 111). Changes implemented in reaction to 

international test results generally aimed to improve national rankings through reforms 

in public school systems (Mowat, 2018). Lingard and Lewis (2016) suggested that 

global assessment programs are associated with a trend towards, “global governance in 

education” (p. 282). PISA is a program created and managed by the OECD, an 

economic organization, according to Rautalin, Alasuutari and Vento (2019) which 

displays, “sympathy towards neoliberal thinking and free market ideas (p. 17). Ball 

(2003) stated that, “neoliberal reforms have created the conditions, ‘for various forms of 

‘privatization’ and the ‘commodification’ of core public services’” (pp. 215-216). In 

this way, HST enables comparisons of education systems and may be linked with 

increasingly neoliberal education policy settings nationally and locally. Education 

policy is partly associated with international assessment programs may reflect the 

increasing globalisation of education on a local basis.  

There has been a steady growth in the number of countries participating in 

PISA. There has also been a growth in domestically focused national test systems (e.g., 

UK and Australia). Countries attempt to implement their own approaches to the PISA 

league tables. In Australia, this resulted in the introduction of the National Assessment 

Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) in 2008. As Addey (2017) suggested, 

“OECD made the world calculable [through PISA]” (p. 312). Kamens (2013) stated 

that PISA contributed to the creation of, “standardised outcomes that all [education] 

systems are supposed to aspire to” (p. 117). Furthermore, Lingard suggests that the, 

"PISA league tables has also worked to globalize educational accountabilities” (p. 

258). In this way PISA has contributed to change in foci which datafies educational 

outcomes (Jarke & Breiter, 2019) and centralizes the role of HST in schooling.  
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Globalisation involves increasing links between education, industry and 

economies (Walberg & Bast, 2003). Adverse internationally comparative assessment 

outcomes have promoted an increasingly neoliberal discourse regarding education 

service standards and outcomes. Stromquist and Monkman (2014) asserted that, 

“…globalization has moved education policies towards privatization” (p. vii). In this 

context, globalisation is associated with support for private rather than public service 

provision in education (Ball, 2007, 2016a; Sahlberg, 2016). This shift from public to 

private activity in education has been evident in educational assessment, publishing, 

instructional technology and in educational consulting (Lakes, 2011; Ball, 2017). Policy 

positions supporting the promotion of private provision of public services have focused 

on cost-efficiency (Perrone & Pratt, 2003). This perspective espouses the neoliberal 

position since it implies that private sector services are more efficient and effective than 

services provided through public institutions. 

2.4 The Neoliberal Education Policy Response  

Neoliberalism is both a body of economic theory and a policy stance. 

Neoliberalism refers to arrangements involving the commercialisation and 

implementation of market mechanisms into facets of public and private life (Leyva, 

2018). Apple (2004) suggested that neoliberals are, “… economic modernizers who 

want educational policy to be centered around the economy … and paid work” (p. 174). 

The term, neoliberalism, is presented, economically and politically as a policy position 

supporting liberalization [of trade], deregulation and privatization (Steger & Roy 2010). 

That is, neoliberal approaches promote the functioning of society and its institutions as 

representations of economic markets. Bloom (2017) suggested that the 21st century 

represented the emergence of the age of neoliberalism, a time, “when the free market is 

spreading to all areas of economic, political and social life” (p. 3). Furthermore, Dean 
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(2014) noted that the complexity of neoliberalism involves a vast range of, “contingent 

sources, multiple forms, and heterogeneous and apparently contradictory elements” (p. 

151). Saad-Filho (2019) suggested that neoliberal positions supported, “a laissez-faire 

approach to the market” (p. 245). In this context, neoliberal policy does not seek to 

dispense with the state but instead, as Goldberg (2009) stated, to “shift its priorities 

radically, to redirect it to represent different interests, to do different work” (p. 333). 

Neoliberal policy models promote free market competition, but this policy stance 

presents challenges to established mechanisms of public administration. In this context, 

private participation in education service provision may be presented as a market or a 

business opportunity (Lipman, 2011; Keddie, 2016; Peters, 2017). Neoliberal policies 

are presented by supporters as being more productive, market focused, responsive and 

efficient than traditional public management systems which they seek to displace. 

In the education sector, theorists contend that neoliberalism maintains a focus on 

increasing school efficiency through testing, accountability and choice (Allodi, 2013; 

Baltodano, 2012; Smyth, 2014; Fujiyoshi, 2017). The policies and practices associated 

with neoliberalism do not gradually emerge. Brenner, Peck and Theodore (2010) stated 

that neoliberalism involved, “coercive and competitive forms of policy transfer” (p. 

215). These compelling and sometimes punitive methods of policy administration are 

applied in order to introduce and impose market discipline in all facets of social life 

(Brenner et, al., 2010). Mazzucato (2015) proposed that,  

The preacher of the small State, free market doctrine has for decades been 

directing large public investment programs in technology and innovation 

that underlie its past and current economic success (p. 1).  

While the term innovation suggests dynamism and the rapid adoption of new ideas, it is 

currently identified with a reliance on market approaches seeking to replace established 

practices (Mensink, 2011). In this way, approaches to education policy and practice 
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which purportedly promote innovation may, paradoxically, be narrow and focus on a 

limited range of skills. 

Hursh (2007c) suggested that proponents of neoliberalism consider that 

accountability, choice and standardized testing, “will increase educational opportunity 

and ensure greater assessment objectivity than teachers provide” (p. 494). Brathwaite 

(2017) confirmed this view of neoliberal intentions noting that, “Neoliberal education 

reforms are intended to improve schooling through choice and accountability policies” 

(p. 429). Neoliberal education policy discourses focus on the failure of teachers and 

public education (Croft, Roberts & Stenhouse, 2015). Sahlberg (2011) referred to 

neoliberal reforms as the Global Educational Reform Movement (GERM) and argued 

that neoliberal policies were associated with a deterioration in the use of effective 

instructional pedagogies.  

Central to neoliberal discourse in education is the contention that the public 

education system is in crisis as a result of administrative mismanagement and 

ineffective teachers (Berliner & Glass, 2014). Hay (2009) proposed that, “…educational 

under-performance presented authorities with a way of quantifying and stabilising the 

problem of global competitiveness…” (p. 8). In the converging contexts of 

globalization, neoliberalism and system wide education reform, student exam results 

have become proxy measures of teacher and school effectiveness. State and Federal 

education policy has focused resources on systemic reform using HST procedures and 

audit approaches to schools and teachers to measure change in school and student 

performance (Verger & Parcerisa, 2017). Au (2016) suggested that, “high-stakes, 

standardized tests have emerged as perhaps the most crucial piece underlying these 

reform efforts” (p. 40). In this regard state examination outcomes are used as evaluative 

measures for a range of education policy and quality outcomes. 
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The sole growth area of U.S. President Trump’s 2018 Federal Education Budget 

specified increased, “…investments in public and private school choice … ramping up 

to an annual total of $20 billion, and an estimated $100 billion including matching State 

and local funds” (p. 17). The same budget eliminated a number of significant support 

programs for poor school communities. As a result, there are indications that Federal 

support for school choice are being expanded at the expense of funding for 

disadvantaged schools programs. These actions and the tenor of Federal Education 

policy suggest that HST will remain part of the Federal Department of Educations 

mandated policy programs (Counsell & Wright, 2018). 

The neoliberal position tends to criticise the effectiveness of public services and 

promote private services as more productive, efficient and effective. Critics of this 

position warn that neoliberal policies and assumptions and imperatives may corrode the 

foundations of social cohesion (Buschman, 2012; Corbett & Walker, 2017; Schreiber-

Barsch, 2018).  

According to Campi (2018), neoliberalism, “…renders all human behavior open 

to economic measurement…” (p. 404). Olssen and Peters (2005) proposed that, 

“Neoliberalism is apolitically imposed discourse, which is to say that it constitutes 

the hegemonic discourse of western nation states” (p. 314). Furthermore, Rizvi 

(2016) stated that neoliberalism is a rationality, “… that disseminates market values and 

metrics to every sphere of life and constructs human beings and relations largely in 

economic terms” (p. 5). Perez and Cannella (2011) noted that the neoliberal perspective, 

“masks the conceptualization of markets as almost always privileging those who control 

them and oppress, or at least make invisible, those who do not” (p. 50). Bourdieu argued 

that in the absence of options, “…the neo-liberal view… has succeeded in presenting 

itself as self-evident, that there is no alternative” (cited in Hursh, 2001, p. 3). 
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Neoliberalism, as education practice, has become so entrenched in public policy that, as 

Apple (2006a) indicated, its existence is rarely noted, or confronted, outside of 

academic circles. Education policy mandates associated with neoliberalism are 

according to Ball (1993b), “textual interventions into practice” (p. 12). Neoliberal 

policy formulations imply that there is no reasonable alternative to market relations in 

educational management.  

The ideological projects of neoliberalism including increased privatization and 

deregulation, lower taxes for the wealthy and businesses, are consistent and integrated. 

In education policy, neoliberalism is associated with the transfer of public school 

resources and services education away from public management and scrutiny and 

towards privatised educational markets (Molnar, 2018). Furthermore, in the U.S., 

neoliberal policy in education has promoted policy intervention, high stakes testing and 

associated assessment outcome measures. These practices provide a rationale for 

interventions based on market logic and neoliberal policy preferences (Lipman, 2011a).  

2.4.1 Neoliberal Policy versus a tradition of Government Intervention 

Opponents of neoliberal education policy cite the effectiveness of traditional 

public policy settings. Resnik (2013) argued that public services, “…belonging to the 

state, have a long track record of distributing benefits across class lines to both public 

and private sectors” (p. 162). Some theorists have suggested that the current disregard 

for the primacy of government in the United States is paradoxical. Mazzucato (2015) 

indicated that the U.S. has traditionally ensured its success through central government 

policy. Hacker and Pierson (2017) endorsed this view contending that, “It takes 

Government – a lot of Government - for advanced societies to flourish” (p. 1). This 

view is supported by the proposition that the administrative capacity of government 

agencies to design, implement and monitor effective policy are essential preconditions 
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for economic development (Kohli, 2004; Mazzucato, 2015). As Friedman 

acknowledged, “the education of my child contributes to other people’s welfare by 

promoting a stable and democratic society” (Riddell, 2004, p. 42). That is, government 

policies promoting equity contribute significantly to fostering and sustaining broad 

social cohesion, harmony and progress.  

Despite these aspirations, the performance of schools on state tests and U.S. 

achievement rankings on international tests reflect conditions of inequality. Darling-

Hammond (2014) stated that PISA test results revealed, “very different performance of 

high-income and low-income children, of whites and Asians in comparison with African 

Americans and Latinos, and those in low-poverty schools in comparison with those in 

high-poverty schools” (p. 3). In this way poverty is a challenge faced by neoliberal 

policy environments as well as in more democratic contexts. Despite this, the neoliberal 

policy context appears to disregard poverty. Poverty needs to be acknowledged as a 

relevant factor influencing education as significant research indicates that an 

impoverished childhood is predictive of adverse outcomes in the early years, later 

education outcomes and life prospects generally. (Evans & Kim, 2012; Duncan, Ziol-

Guest & Kalil, 2010; Hughes, & Tucker, 2018; Simpson, Loughran, Lumsden, 

Mazzocco, Clark, & Winterbottom, 2017). 

Neoliberalism promotes individual enterprise over collective action and 

community endeavour (Rose, 1999; Watts & Hodgson, 2019). In this context, Davies 

(2014) stated that neoliberalism promoted value free action in that it has, “sought to 

eliminate normative judgment from public life to the greatest possible extent” (p. 8). 

There are criticisms associated with the neoliberal focus, where, as Brown (2015) wrote, 

“all spheres of existence are framed and measured by economic terms and metrics, even 

when those spheres are not directly monetized” (p. 10). Neoliberal governing operates 
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by offering choices with individuals being held accountable for the choices they make 

(Schwarz, 2018). This process may be open to criticism as it appears to provide 

individuals with restricted choices and hold them liable inequitably. Harvey (2005) 

suggested that the key neoliberal focus of individual freedom in the market, 

incorporated a broader ideology in which, “individual successes or failures are 

interpreted in terms of entrepreneurial virtues or personal failings” (p. 65). Furthermore, 

Sugarman (2015) wrote that, “Many of the life choices with which individuals are now 

faced are the result of reduced government services that, in effect, transfers risk from 

the state to individuals” (p. 103). These risks may include a disregard for the social 

contract (Giroux, 2008).  

Neoliberalism is associated with resistance to standards, regulations, tariffs and 

subsidies in the economic sphere. As an example, neoliberal positions tend to resist 

collective action from agencies such as trade unions or community groups since their 

efforts may pressure government to act in contradiction to market logic (Kiely, 2018). 

Neoliberal policy further assumes a level playing field and equality of opportunity 

(Brathwaite, 2017) but tends to disregard the reality that people do not commence with 

equal personal, social and economic resources.   

2.4.2 Neoliberal commercial opacity and declines in traditions of personal privacy.  

There appear to be contradictions between neoliberal values and the values of 

personal liberty. Leys (2006) described an inconsistency occurring, “between the logic 

of capital accumulation, which drives the global economy, and the logic of legitimation, 

which drives politics in all states with free elections” (p. 26). There are concerns that 

neoliberal corporate governance and practice are linked to declines in corporate 

transparency and declines in personal privacy rights. Self‐interested corporations 

seeking government contracts may use commercial-in-confidence clauses to withhold 
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information from third parties including the general public (de Maria, 2001). This may 

mean that tenders, work and business contracts may not be available for democratic 

scrutiny. As Foucault (2008) suggested, “the economic world is naturally opaque…” (p. 

282). Sørensen and Torfing (2008) stated that neoliberalism and its marketization 

strategy fails, “to facilitate collectively oriented and proactive governance on the basis 

of joint objectives and mutual trust” (p. 1). This position is highlighted by Unerman, 

O'Dwyer, Gray, Bebbington and Collison (2006) who suggested that, “the essence and 

basis of success of the corporate world lies in its withdrawal from any form of human 

relationship” (p. 319). On this basis increasingly neoliberal approaches to education 

policy may be linked to declines in public accountability and transparency.   

Traditions of transparency in the United States may be exemplified by a 

statement, attributed to U.S. Supreme Court Justice Brandeis (1914) who noted that, 

“Sunlight is said to be the best disinfectant” (p. 92). The comment indicated values and 

benefits could be associated with openness and transparency regarding corporate 

activity. Traditional positions value transparency but also acknowledge the right of 

government to secrecy. Pozen (2018) stated that U.S. society broadly accepted, “the 

legitimacy of secrecy in certain realms and the capacity of the state to secure the 

common good” (p. 117). These standpoints support commercial transparency and also 

reflect a broad understanding of the need for government discretion and secrecy. 

In sharp contrast to the opacity linked to corporate arrangements there appear to 

have been declines in areas of personal privacy and civil liberty in the neoliberal policy 

context. The U.S. National Science Foundation White Paper (2015) indicated that 

corporations had the capacity to, “collect, store and analyse . . . data to obtain 

unprecedented insights into consumer behavior and people’s activities and habits.” (p. 

1). This suggests that corporations may routinely collect, interpret and retain the 
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personal and private data of individuals for commercial purposes. Ball & Snider (2013) 

proposed that these agencies are likely to become ‘gatekeepers’ of a personal data, 

“surveillance-industrial complex” (p. 2). The idea of personal data as being subject to 

collection and commercial is now a market sector termed surveillance capitalism. 

Zuboff (2019) proposed that, “surveillance capitalism unilaterally claims human 

experience as free raw material for translation into behavioral data” (p. 14). This view 

reflects ongoing commercial access, retention and use of private data for profit.  

The issue of broad scale data collection is relevant to education. Grants from 

private agencies, notably the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation have contributed to the 

establishment of student focused big data environments (See: http://CGScholar.com). 

Cope and Kalantzis (2014) reported that the education tasked database known as, 

Scholar, is,  

capable of collecting evidence and serving analytics data from perhaps a 

million semantically legible datapoints for a single student in their middle 

or high school experience (p. 9).  

In this regard, aspects of neoliberal rationality may constitute a challenge to the 

principles of privacy and equity which underpin and sustain Western democracy.  

2.5 Foucault, Governmentality and Neoliberalism 

The term Governmentality is used in this study to help understand the ways that 

people manage their own behaviours in neoliberal environments. Foucault proposed that 

the term is not simply a tool of government but a series of arrangements which embed 

processes of supervision into everyday life. Gordon (1991) suggested that, 

“Governmentality is about how to govern” (p. 7). Lemke (2002) suggested that, through 

Governmentality, Foucault portrayed ways in which, “…the modern sovereign state and 

the modern autonomous individual co-determine each other's emergence” (p. 3). For 

http://cgscholar.com/
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Foucault (1991), governmentality represented a strategy for shaping the behaviour of 

individuals. He described governmentality as being,  

at once internal and external to the state, since it is the tactics of government 

which make possible the continual definition and redefinition of what is 

within the competence of the state and what is not, the public versus the 

private, and so on; thus the state can only be understood in its survival and 

its limits on the basis of the general tactics of governmentality (p. 103). 

Foucault’s conception of ‘governmentality’ may be applied as a lens to examine 

neoliberal imperatives and strategies of power. Foucault’s governmentality is 

comprised of three elements or technologies. The technologies include the arenas of 

diplomatic/military and economic policy. Foucault’s idea of ‘policy’ is relevant to HST 

practice because policy aims to order behaviour and ensure that populations remain 

productive through “biopolitics” of state intervention and regulation. Foucauldian 

theory is often associated with ideas of power however Foucault (1982) wrote that, 

the goal of my work in the past twenty years has not been to analyze the 

phenomena of power … My objective, instead, has been to create a history 

of the different modes by which, in our culture, human beings are made 

subjects (p. 777). 

From this perspective Foucault’s work on Governmentality related to systems of 

management fixed in institutional arrangements or what Gordon (1991) termed the 

conduct of conduct. Foucault did not reflexively accept social formations. He applied 

governmentality as a logic system or ‘guideline’ for scrutiny. Foucault (1995) wrote,  

It is the examination which, by combining hierarchical surveillance  

and normalizing judgement, assures the great disciplinary functions  

of distribution and classification (p. 102). 

Lemke (2000) stated that Foucault explained government as conduct, and as a 

description including “governing the self” and “governing others” (p. 3). This reasoning 
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may be applied to analyse links between government and policies that legitimise the 

exercise of government in people’s lives (Walters, 2015). Foucault (2003b) suggested 

that people make independent choices. He commented that power is “exercised only 

over free subjects” (p. 139), that is, individuals accept the structures of government 

including market-based practices. Popkewitz (1999) suggested that,  

Foucault reverses the traditional belief that knowledge is power and looks 

for power as the discipline of individuals as they approach the everyday 

practices of their lives. It is viewed as inscribed in the rule through which 

people 'reason' about the world and self as they act and participate (p. 5). 

In relation to the HST school environment, students, teachers and administrators have a 

measure of control over their own actions. This view indicates that neoliberalism 

depends not on restricting the freedom of individuals but by expanding and shaping the 

freedom of citizens to act as consumers within expanded markets (See Rose, 1999). In 

this regard individuals may retain a measure of autonomy as they navigate government 

and civil agencies. Rose, (1999) contends that,  

“governance …[may] refer to any strategy, tactic, process, procedure or 

program for controlling, regulating, shaping, mastering or exercising 

authority over others in a nation…” (p. 15). 

Furthermore, Foucault (2007) concluded that, “one thing clearly emerges through all 

these meanings, which is that one never governs a state, a territory, or a political 

structure. Those whom one governs are people, individuals, or groups” (p. 122). 

Williams (2016) further suggests that, “Critical theorists focused attention upon the 

role of the cultural realm in maintaining the conformity of citizens to an inherently 

exploitative capitalism” (p. 132). These views indicate that individuals may retain a 

measure of autonomy as they navigate government and civil agencies. In relation to the 

HST school environment students, teachers and administrators have a measure of 
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control over their own actions. Despite this, the consequences of state tests appear to 

influence the way people govern their own conduct and performance and act to shape 

the behaviour of others. HST becomes a technology which governs students, teachers 

and administrators in the school environment. Other theorists indicate that policy 

interpreted through governmentality may have an increasing focus on audit, 

performance measurement and management, in areas of social life (Dean, 1999; Rose, 

1996). In this regard individuals may be more dependent on institutional arrangements 

and less autonomous in their actions. 

Foucault’s methodologies, however, have received criticism. As an example, 

Windschuttle (1998) suggested that Foucault was popular because he, “elevates social 

thinkers to the most powerful members of society, all by themselves” (p. 25). Despite 

criticism, Foucault’s theories remain influential, are widely applied and continue to 

underpin research. In terms of the current research, Foucault’s theories present policy as 

an influential process (see Ball and Bowe, 1992) within which people may be coerced 

and constrained but regulate their own behaviour, interact and participate in society. 

2.5.1 Foucault, Governmental Rationalities and Technologies 

Foucault’s writings provide a framework for examining the ways that 

government produces rationalities, how policy strategies emerge and how they are 

implemented (Dean, 2002). Foucault (1990) referred to, “methods of power capable of 

optimising aptitudes, and life in general without at the same time making them more 

difficult to govern” (p. 141). Accordingly, Foucault’s work on ‘governmentality’ has 

been applied widely as a theoretical perspective to interpret education authority, policy 

and regulation policy in educational research. As an example, Ball (2012a, 2012b) has 

developed a considerable body of research in the ways that non-government agencies 

have become investors and service providers in government funded education systems. 
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In a quest for profit, global education businesses, venture philanthropists and 

private equity agencies have sought participation in the business of education through 

resource provision, school management and ownership (Ball, 2012b). Ongoing private 

efforts to participate in the public education industry sector are underpinned by a raft of 

ongoing for-profit research, technology and marketing programs (Ball, 2007, 2009, 

2012b, 2016a, 2016b). These efforts include privatizing in education resource, 

assessment and institutional sectors. 

Governmentality and its associated rationalities have relevance for the current 

study. Miller and Rose (1990) recognised two governing strategies indicated by 

governmentality. They are ‘governing rationalities’ and the ‘technologies of 

government’ (Miller & Rose, 1990, 2008; Rose & Miller, 1992). Governing 

rationalities are associated with the doctrines and exercise of government. Gordon 

(1991) suggested that, “A rationality of government will thus mean a way or system of 

thinking about the nature of the practice of government (who can govern; what 

governing is; what or who is governed)” (p. 3). Policies linked to efforts to maintain or 

build economic competitiveness and maintain national security in the global economy 

are linked to the rationalities of government.  

In contrast, the technologies of government consist of processes (including 

statistics, benchmarks, auditing systems, comparisons, league tables, inspections and 

routines of surveillance), (Argento, Grossi, Jääskeläinen, Servalli & Suomala, 2016), 

that are emplaced to more readily enact, compare and evaluate government programs. 

The technologies of comparison and measurement in education (HST, school results, 

inspections, auditing of teachers work through testing schedules) are also the 

techniques enabling systemic measurement, evaluation, comparison and surveillance.  
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Despite Foucault’s direct criticism of neoliberalism, it may be suggested that he 

also identified some merit in neoliberal approaches which condemned bureaucratic 

government traditions. Hacking (1991) suggested that, “Nothing is more anonymous 

than the bureaucracy of the statisticians” (p. 193). Large statewide agencies may 

reproduce inequities and disadvantages through policies which enable and entrench 

increased normativity through bureaucratization. It may be recalled that Foucault 

(1976) proposed that “where there is power, there is resistance” (p. 95). In a similar 

way, neoliberal agencies may portray bureaucratic practices as consumer obstacles. 

Mitchell and Lizotte (2016) described several films portraying “parents struggle 

against indifferent bureaucracies and self-interested teachers’ unions in Harlem and 

Pittsburgh, respectively, to secure quality schooling for their children” (p. 9). 

Together, governing rationalities and technologies specify and isolate specific 

challenges and offer policy solutions to those challenges. Hay suggested that 

rationalities and technologies of government work in combination since they, “exist in 

a reciprocal relationship” (2009, p. 22). Further Hay stated that, “Within a governing 

program, there is no rationality that can be realised outside the configuration of 

practices and material resources and subjectivities that render it practical. Conversely, 

no technology of governance can be mobilised independently of the modes of 

reasoning and reflection that justify its adoption and authorise its utility” (2009, p. 22-

23).  

While the processes of governing rationalities and technologies are inter-

related, they may each specify particular challenges and solutions. Governing 

rationalities in education are policy positions which serve to legitimise systemic 

objectives and strategic goals. Brown suggested that, “a political rationality is not itself 

an instrument of governing” (2015, p. 121). In US schools the governing rationalities 
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underpinning HST reflect neoliberal perspectives. These include stated imperatives to 

build education outcomes (Jarzabkowski & Kaplan, 2015), increase school 

accountability (Williams, Burrows & Williams, 2018), and promote global economic 

competitiveness (Campi, 2018), while reducing the differences between schools 

(Edgerton & Desimone, 2019) and promoting global economic competition (Lewis, 

Sellar & Lingard, 2016; Peneder, 2017). For education, governmental rationalities 

indicate official perspectives regarding the purpose of schooling and assessment. These 

governmental rationalities are implicit in the ways that the state education and 

assessment systems operate.  

The dynamic expansion and establishment of neoliberal policy settings in 

education is associated with a transition from public to private influence and 

management. Hursh (2020) described neoliberalism as, “… a particular and extreme 

form of capitalism” (p. 1). In the neoliberal context, Cotoi (2011) suggested that, “The 

only sound social policies are, … economic growth, access to private property and 

individual insurance (p. 113). The technologies implicit in neoliberal education policy 

and practice reflect these preoccupations and imperatives. Furthermore, these 

technologies operate to foster and sustain neoliberal policy settings and imperatives. 

Regarding the technologies of government Rose (1996) suggested that,  

governmentality is to be analyzed in terms of the strategies, techniques and 

procedures through which different authorities seek to enact programmes of 

government in relation to the materials and forces to hand and the resistances 

and oppositions anticipated or encountered (p. 42). 

Neoliberal technologies may concurrently direct and endorse what workers are able to 

do to promote preferred practice. Davies and Bansel (2005) suggest that, “Neoliberal  

technologies are designed to shift individuals’ performances toward higher levels of 

flexibility and end-driven productivity (p. 3). In this way processes which may be 
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considered to be components of the teaching profession may be reinterpreted as new 

technologies of teaching and learning and staff deployment are introduced.  

High stakes testing (HST) may be framed as an aspect of a governing 

technology within neoliberalism. In addition, HST may provide a strategic context for 

policy formulation and comparative decision-making. As an example, Lewis, Sellar and 

Lingard (2016) explained that the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD) introduced a locally focused Programme for International 

Student Achievement (PISA) test for schools in 2013. Unlike the international PISA 

programme, the locally based PISA acted, “to open up additional local education policy 

spaces to the influence of the OECD” (2016, p. 27). The local PISA metrics provide a 

defacto measure of local schools while international PISA is portrayed as measuring 

future competitiveness in the global information economy. The metrics may be 

important in formulating rationalities of government around discourses of 

underperformance risks in U.S. education system. Similarly, Federally mandated state-

based test programs and their associated metrics in the U.S. open up districts and 

individual schools to measurement, comparison and policy intervention (Hursh, 2017).  

PISA scores has become established as a means by which international 

comparisons which may be leveraged for education policy purposes. In this way PISA 

metrics have currency as de facto measures of economic competitiveness globally. 

Sellar and Lingard (2014) reported that the, “OECD is expanding PISA by broadening 

the scope of what is measured; increasing the scale of the assessment to cover more 

countries, systems and schools” (p. 917). PISA assessments have become policy 

drivers for expanded tertiary education capacity. It has been suggested that there are 

links between GDP and the number of students in higher education (Glewwe & Jacoby, 

2004). This link may be weak and the relationship may reflect correlation rather than 
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causation (Hay, 2009). As Sayer (2000) stated, “Statistical explanations are not 

explanations in terms of mechanisms at all, merely quantitative descriptions of formal 

associations” (p. 22). That is, drawing formal links between educational processes and 

economic outcomes may represent a causal fallacy. However erroneous these 

comparisons and relationships the assumed link between educational attainment and 

economic competitiveness remains a powerful driver of educational reform including 

NCLB. 

For Foucault, achievement and ranking data become core aspects of social 

arrangements (Foucault, 1975). Educational testing and assessment outcomes 

constitute an important aspect of Foucault’s power of normalisation in contemporary 

society which all citizens are subject to. Foucault (1975) elaborated the role of agents 

of influence stating that,  

The judges of normality are present everywhere. We are in the society of  

the teacher-judge, the doctor-judge, the educator-judge, the ‘social worker’- 

judge; it is on them that the universal reign of the normative is based; (p. 

304). 

Judgements and measures implicit in testing and assessment, define and position 

individuals in a range of contexts. Student opportunities for progression are enabled or 

restricted by educational testing and assessment outcomes (Creasy, 2018; Olssen, 

1993). In this regard the process and outcomes of assessment serve to delineate an 

individual’s life choices and opportunities.  

Meadmore (1995) suggested that assessment practices provided a method of, 

“governing a school population by convenient means” (p. 9). This perspective may be 

applied to the mandated HST regime associated with the NCLB and ESSA Acts. 

Furthermore, Meadmore (1995) identified an imperative in, “the needs of government 

to ‘know’ a population so that it can act in ways which are considered to be 
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appropriate to state building, that keeps assessment practices on the agenda of 

governmentality” (p. 9). The state assessment processes and outcomes associated with 

HST also represent efforts to regulate individual conduct towards particular and 

preferred ends (Miller & Rose, 2008). This process may be supported by centralized 

assessment systems since as Verger and Parcerisa (2018) suggested, “accountability is 

one of key mechanisms that allows the state to retain control over service providers’ 

goals and outcomes without having to be directly involved in education provision” (p. 

1). In this regard assessment and certification are mechanisms that can be leveraged 

with state imperatives and priorities. 

Teachers are presented as proficient, qualified professionals skilled in planning 

and presenting the processes of teaching and learning. In this context, Davies and 

Bansel (2005) stated that,  

The intensification of focus on the individual and on individual 

responsibility under neoliberalism turns the gaze back on the self. The 

“autonomous” and “free” choices one made (to do what is demanded of  

one in one’s job) means that if there is blame to be apportioned it must  

be apportioned on the self (pp. 8-9). 

School teachers and administrators may be presented as holding the professional skills 

and agency to apply a variety of relevant strategies to improve student learning 

outcomes. This presentation carries the risk of liability, condemnation and guilt in the 

event of poor student learning outcomes. Furthermore, the aura of professional 

independence may mask work settings increasingly constrained by neoliberal mandates. 

Ball (2016b) proposed that technologies, “have inconspicuously but harmfully changed 

the subjective experience of education at all levels” (p. 1046). As an example, Hursh 

(2000) commented that, “Nationwide, teachers are being deskilled as they implement 

curriculum developed by others” (p. 6). In addition, neoliberalism education policy 
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applies a range of mechanisms and technologies of surveillance which might be 

portrayed as spying, detecting, prohibiting and punishing (Schmelzer, 1993). In this 

way, technologies of governance, supervision and control may remove teacher and 

administrator agency and direct neoliberal education policy functioning. 

2.5.2 Forms of Governmentality 

Foucauldian theory presents governmentality as a way of representing social and 

market operations. Gordon (1991) stated that Foucault, “proposed a definition of the 

term 'government' in general as meaning 'the conduct of conduct': that is to say, a form 

of activity aiming to shape, guide or affect the conduct of some person or persons” (p. 

2) Foucault (1979/2008) also defined governmentality as, “the way in which one 

conducts … conduct…” (p. 186). Governmentality may take one of three forms. These 

include first, an authoritarian stance which involves centralised governance and, as 

Dean (2010) suggested, attempts, “to operate through obedient rather than free subjects, 

or, at a minimum, endeavour to neutralize any opposition to authority” (p. 155). Second, 

neoliberal approaches to governmentality apply the use of economic principles and 

market awareness to establish rational decision making (Dean, 2010). Third, 

governmentality influences the societal context of individuals in order to steer their 

behaviours. That is, governmentality seeks to shape the social and economic 

environment of individuals in order to guide or direct their behaviours (Lemke, 2001). 

While aspects of all three elements of governmentality are relevant, this thesis will 

focus on neoliberal influences in the context of the HST environment.  

2.5.3 System wide Education Reform and Governing Discourses 

From a Foucauldian perspective the work of education consultants would be 

evaluated in terms of theories or discourses and also practices. The education consultant 

role contrasts with those of an administrator or classroom teacher. Consultants work 

with both teachers and administrators and have the capacity to persuade and influence 
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practice in teaching, learning and school administration (Coburn & Penuel, 2016; 

Goddard, Goddard, Sook Kim & Miller, 2015). Assessment processes are politically 

and historically shaped to constitute what is seen, discussed, and acted on in education 

reform (Foucault, 1991). Discourses shape the context of what it is possible to achieve 

and what may be dismissed, what is conventional and what is controversial or peculiar. 

In this way discourses constitute and shape, “the conditions of possibility” (Murphy, 

2015; Sonu & Benson, 2016). 

Consultants may work with teachers and administrators to promote strategies 

and practices that they believe will be effective (Darling-Hammond, 2008). Education 

consultants working in New York schools may have their own contrasting views 

regarding practices which promote improved student learning outcomes.  

Discourse entails contest (Olmedo & Ball, 2015). The contest of discourses, the 

effort to demarcate, to delineate preferred planning and instruction may identify and 

isolate those who diverge from accepted paradigms (Foucault, 2003a). The act of 

defining preferred processes and practices may tend to marginalise and even dismiss 

processes that are not preferred. Critical discourse analysis provides an approach to the 

analysis of language in institutions. This approach enables analysis of the construction 

and administration of knowledge and power (Fairclough, 1992) through texts and 

policies in schools and assessment systems. Federal education reform Acts including 

both NCLB and ESSA have significantly influenced teaching, learning, assessment and 

evaluation processes (McGuinn, 2016; Zepeda, 2016; Holloway & Brass, 2018; Garver, 

2019). These Federal Acts implicitly discouraged practices which were less valued and 

rewarded compliance. For example, ESSA competitive grants were awarded first to 

states agreeing to implement specific key elements, including teacher evaluation, in a 

comprehensive way (Manna & Ryan, 2011). 
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Neoliberal pro-market-mediated principles also appear to be implicit in Federal 

Education policy development. Extrapolating Foucault’s governmentality frame, 

Mitchell and Lizotte (2016) depicted public education as a ‘problem’ which can be, 

“resolved” (p. 9). Continuing the adverse reporting on public schools, national reports 

and discourses ‘problematised’ public education services in relation to student 

outcomes, economic outcomes and as national security risks. These discourses were 

highlighted through government statements, private research outputs and the media. 

Official discourse in education presented an imperative that, ‘something needed to be 

done’ (A Nation at Risk, 1983) and that intervention or more direct official involvement 

was not only warranted but urgently required. Foucault (1984) described neoliberal 

policy settings and described tools for intervention (pp. 389-390). From this perspective 

the NCLB Act and subsequent policy interventions introduced systems for state based 

assessment and measurement that could also be evaluated in neoliberal (NL) terms; as 

tools or instruments of NL governance. Vinson and Ross (2003), for example, described 

HST as a “surveillance-spectacle” (p. 237) that coerced conformity.  

2.5.4 Governmentality as Panoptic scrutiny 

Jeremy Bentham, an English philosopher, coined the term Panopticon (1791). 

Bentham described it as a structure consisting of a central space surrounded by smaller 

rooms enabling continuous and comprehensive surveillance without the need for a 

large number of supervisors. Bentham (1787) proposed the panopticon as, “a new 

mode of obtaining power of mind over mind” (in Bozovic, 1995, p. 1). Bentham 

(2008) suggested that the panoptic design had a range of applications beyond the 

prison context. He identified the panopticon as a place and a system for,  

… instructing the willing in any branch of industry, or training the rising 

race in the path of education: in a word, whether it be applied to the 

purposes of perpetual prisons …mad-houses, or hospitals, or schools (p. 86). 
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A key principle of the panoptic design is that it enabled a form of surveillance by 

which the observer could attain omnipresence. That is, it afforded a means for 

observing subjects continuously and comprehensively. Those under scrutiny had no 

way of establishing, with certainty, when they were under scrutiny or when they were 

acting in secrecy. Ball (2001), explained surveillance and compliance as a,  

flow of performativities both continuous and eventful. It is not the certainty 

of being seen that is the issue. Instead it is the uncertainty and instability of 

being judged in different ways, by different means… (pp. 211–212). 

The image of the panopticon has been applied as an example that institutional power 

may develop and deploy structures and systems for coercive practice. For Foucault, 

the panopticon, continuous surveillance and calculation were images or metaphors for 

the capacity of governments to deploy the tools of governmentality. An awareness of 

panoptic scrutiny assured an automatic and ongoing functioning of power by agencies 

of influence. Those observed are left feeling continuously exposed (Schellenberg, 

2000). Routines of measurement and evaluation applied through top down education 

mandates constitute contemporary forms of surveillance. As Foucault (1977) stated, 

Disciplinary power …is exercised through its invisibility; at the same time  

as it imposes on those whom it subjects a principle of compulsory visibility 

... It is the fact of constantly being seen, of being able always to be seen,  

that maintains the disciplined individual in his subjection (p. 187). 

The role of HST under the NCLB and ESSA Acts may be considered panoptic in that 

it has induced continuous self-regulation by states, administrators, teachers and 

students (King, 2012). Miller and Rose (2008) presented HST surveillance as, 

The management of individuals … accomplished through disciplinary 

power, a strategy which allows the state, or teachers to govern at a distance 

(p. 181). 

Hursh (2013) extended the analogy of evaluative surveillance stating that,  



  

 68 

Results from the state and federal tests are not only used to assess students 

but also to evaluate schools, with poorly performing schools facing overhaul 

and potentially privatization. … Race to the Top competition requires 

evaluating teachers based on their students’ test scores which, because of 

the way in which New York has constructed the grading curve, most 

teachers will be rated as ineffective (p. 574). 

Individuals under surveillance tend to conform (Lyon, 2006; Perryman, Maguire, Braun 

& Ball, 2018). Foucault (1977) applied the image of the ‘panopticon’ as a system in 

which individuals or groups are being observed and, “power is exercised without 

division, according to a continuous hierarchical figure” (p. 197). Foucault (2008) 

described the panopticon as the, “very formula of liberal government” (p. 67) while, 

Dean (1994b) suggested that the function of the panopticon, “…operated according to 

the principle of the visibility and the unverifiability of power” (p. 157). Furthermore, 

Foucault’s (1995) described process as control, the  

… examination which, by combining hierarchical surveillance and 

normalizing judgment, assures the great disciplinary functions of  

distribution and classification (p. 192). 

School based organisational and evaluative processes have panoptic impacts on school 

personnel and their practice. As Perryman, Maguire, Braun and Ball (2018) suggest, 

“inspection is not just about external surveillance. It is through the in-school culture of 

performativity and accountability that conformativity, discipline and normalisation is 

achieved, as teachers learn to police themselves” (p. 451). 

Gane (2012) suggested that governmental forms operate through different 

models of surveillance. In terms of this research, the metaphor is useful in revealing 

how centrally produced HST policy programs and associated big data technologies 

generate systemic, panoptic forms of monitoring, surveillance and compliance. 

Students, teachers and administrators are subject to this monitoring process. 
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2.5.5 Systemic Reform and metrics 

In the context of monitoring, HST environments are described by Ball (2003) as, 

“measures of productivity or output” (p. 216). Baird and Elliott (2018) argued that, 

“Measurement in itself does not produce governance” (p. 533). However, they also 

stated that, “Neoliberalism also requires metrics…” (p. 538). Measurement and metrics 

as evaluative forms are increasingly correlated with neoliberalism. Miller and Rose 

(1992) argued that, “Modern political rationalities and governmental technologies are 

shown to be intrinsically linked to developments in knowledge and to the powers of 

expertise” (p. 271).  In this regard, metric driven evaluations function primarily as 

management tools, rather than tools to identify areas for potential professional growth 

(Jones & Culbertson, 2011).  

These measurement forms were embedded in the process by which states bid for 

Federal funding. McGuinn, (2010a) noted that states were required to compete for Race 

to the Top (RTTT) grants and the terms of their applications included compliance with a 

number of underlying requirements (McGuinn, 2012a). Furthermore, McGuinn (2012a) 

stated that these compliance requirements included,  

developing common standards and assessments; improving teacher training, 

evaluation, and retention policies; creating better data systems; and adopting 

preferred school-turnaround strategies (p. 139).  

These compliance directives compel states to implement fully the mandates in order to 

access the associated funding. Previous research had indicated that states respond to 

Federal requirements even when there was scepticism regarding their value (Mintrop & 

Sunderman, 2009). The mandates linked to funding required state based teacher 

evaluation and accountability. 

Assessment and examination move the process of evaluation to a context that is 

presented as neutral and remains largely uncontested. Foucault (1995) commented that, 
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The examination combines the techniques of an observing hierarchy and 

those of a normalizing judgement.  It is a normalizing gaze, a surveillance 

that makes it possible to qualify, to classify and to punish. It establishes over 

individuals a visibility through which one differentiates them and judges 

them (p. 184). 

As Foucault had previously (1991) concluded, “Visibility is a trap” (p. 200). The results 

of HST assessments are key measures, published annually, against which teachers and 

administrators may rate and measure themselves, their peers and the schools in which 

they work. 

While Federal funding for education in the United States makes up less than 

ten percent of the elementary and secondary schooling budget (Vinovskis, 2009), the 

RTTT competitive bid process was leveraged for the purpose of increasing Federal 

Government influence over the work of school at the local level. In describing state-

based RTTT funding applications the U.S. Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan 

(2009) declared that, “States that do not have public charter laws or put artificial caps 

on the growth of charter schools will jeopardize their applications under the Race to 

the Top Fund” (p. 4). Implicit in these policies was the view that charter and private 

schools were better able, than public schools, to educate students and to achieve 

superior standardized test scores and outcomes.  

The forms of compliance required to meet Federal mandates may be seen as 

constituting an “assemblage” of selected arrangements (Anderson & Cohen, 2018; 

Gilbert, 2013). DeLanda (2016) suggested that, “the assemblages only unity is that of a 

co-functioning…” (p. 1). DeLanda (2019) also suggested that, “…ecosystems may 

usefully be treated as assemblages and therefore as entities that are products of 

historical processes” (p. 3). DeLanda (2016) further commented that,  
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the parts that are fitted together are not uniform either in nature or in origin, 

and that the assemblage actively links these parts together by establishing 

relations between them (p. 2).  

Connell (2009) applied the term assemblage as an amalgam of qualities and 

“…competencies attributed to good teachers” (p. 217). Legg (2011) described an 

assemblage as, “an act of labour and governance” (p. 131). Gorur (2011) also proposed 

that ‘assemblage’ provided the, “tools to better understand the messy processes of 

policy work” (p. 611). These interpretations indicate a level of mandate and direction 

with respect to the conditions of governmentality. Dean (2015) suggested that 

‘governmentality studies’ have enabled the reappraisal of political forces influencing 

institutional practice. Work by Brady and Lippert (2016) described, “a focus on 

governmental assemblages (or ensembles) that link neoliberal with non-liberal 

rationalities and that involve heterogeneous practices and techniques…” (p. 5). 

Similarly, Koyama and Varenne (2012) indicated that assemblages constitute governing 

technologies since they emerge, “as policy directives move from administrative centers 

to diverse local contexts of implementation” (p. 158). While these interpretations of 

education procedures link assemblages to governing policy some theorists also associate 

the changing education policies with the supervisory and managerial practices implicit 

in the functioning of commerce (Hursh, 2015). These approaches offer a description of 

how system wide policy mandates may determine the way schools recognise, react and 

implement instructional, assessment and evaluative policies and practices. 

The complex of mandates, ideas and responses which constitute an assessment 

focused assemblage reflect narrow sets of options. Callon, Millo and Muniesa (2007) 

indicated that neoliberal policy settings may apply, “performative aspects of knowledge 

and expertise needed in adjusting and calibrating them” (p. 1). The context of 

assemblages as descriptors for education policy in change may reflect efforts to achieve 
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systemic consistency and alignment. For example, there is evidence that neoliberal 

governmentality under HST in the U.S. is associated with a decline in the generation of 

curriculum resources at school sites and increased influence from other agencies 

(Anyon, 2014). An important result of the shift from teaching to preparation is that 

school sites may become places of circumscribed instruction as opposed to places of 

learning. This change may have the effect of making teacher practice an evaluative 

rather than a developmental component in teaching and learning. Haggerty and Ericson 

(2000) described ‘The Surveillant Assemblage’ reflecting a history of scrutiny and 

surveillance of teachers and others. Haggerty and Ericson (2000) previewed the growth 

of large scale database technologies as new versions of the, “panoptic metaphor” (p. 

607).  

U.S. Federal Government data regarding school performance contains 

increasingly fine-grained information which is used to develop and direct policy 

(Williamson, 2016). Williamson (2016) further suggested that, “The governing of 

education is becoming increasingly organized through such digital policy instruments 

and the data infrastructure in which they are located” (p. 125). School program 

mandates related to assessment may involve complex, multidimensional issues. The 

concept of assemblage may offer a structure to explain the removal of curriculum 

decisions from the schools sites. Theorists have discussed programmed concepts 

including, the “third way” and “Third-Way-capitalism” which foster ongoing processes 

of “competition” and “partnerships” in and between schools (Ball, 2007). The third-way 

was a strategic ideology which sought to resolve and merge apparently incompatible 

aspects of socialism and capitalism through policies featuring elements of both systems. 
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2.6 Public School vs Charter School Performance 

There has been an enduring relationship between the growth of charter schools 

and the implementation of Federal mandates in the United States. Charter schools are 

publicly funded but privately run and are usually not unionized (Jochim & Lavery, 

2019). Furthermore, Jabbar, Chanin, Haynes and Slaughter (2020) suggested that, 

“charter administrators reacted with severity to nascent unionization drives, harnessing 

school-as-family metaphors and at-will contracts to prevent union formation” (p. 211). 

Problematically, some charter schools employ unqualified and inexperienced 

teachers (Goldring, Gray, Bitterman & Broughman, 2013). Furthermore, charter 

schools are formally public schools but as Golann (2015) noted that, “they are given 

greater flexibility over their practices in exchange for greater accountability to their 

goals” (p. 104). Duncan, Magnuson and Murnane (2016) noted a widely held belief 

that some urban school districts were “dysfunctional” and that the governance 

structures underpinning charter schools, “…are needed to improve publicly funded 

schooling” (p. S124). Furthermore, Kotok, Frankenberg, Schafft, Mann and Fuller 

(2017) have suggested that, “market-based assumptions about school choice have 

spurred the rapid expansion of charter schools” (p. 418). Many scholars have noted the 

significant number of charter schools being established in the United States (King, 

Marginson & Naidoo, 2011; Lubinski & Weitzel, 2010; Miron, Urschel, Mathis & 

Tornquist, 2010; Ravitch, 2010b). The recent growth of charter schools is noteworthy 

and contentious because the United States has a long tradition of public-school 

education. 

Despite the positive intentions underpinning NCLB and its associated 

interventions, research indicates that improved performance is not being achieved 

through charter schools. (Clark, Gleason, Tuttle & Silverberg, 2015; Henry, 2017). As 
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Carnoy, Jacobsen, Mishel and Rothstein (2005) have argued, “for black students, a 

group that many charter schools are specifically designed to serve, average 

achievement is no better in charter schools than in regular public schools” (p. 1). 

Research indicated that only one in five charter schools perform better than similar 

public schools while two in five produce poorer results (Miron & Applegate, 2009). In 

a meta-analysis of 25 studies using experimental approaches with a focus on 

mathematics and reading scores, Betts and Tang (2011) determined that there are no 

significant benefits of charter high schools on average, although student achievement 

score effects tend to be larger in urban schools. A longitudinal study by the University 

of Virginia including more than 1,000 students found that all of the advantages 

supposedly conferred by private education dissipate when socio-demographic factors 

are considered (Pianta & Ansari, 2018).  

The research evidence suggests that charter schools have not produced better 

results than public schools (Lubienski & Lubienski, 2013). In a blogpost, Rubinstein 

(2018) commented on one notable case; the Success Academy Charter Schools, Inc., a 

school opened in New York City in 2006 with 156 students. Rubinstein reported that, 

“eleven years later [in 2018], … just 17 [of the original seniors graduated]. This 

represents an “…attrition rate … [of] 77%” (Rubinstein, 2018). Research by Winters, 

Clayton and Carpenter (2017) indicated that low-performing students were more likely 

to exit charter schools than more able students. Rotberg (2014) commented that, 

“Charter schools, on average, don't have an academic advantage over traditional public 

schools, but they do have a significant risk of leading to more segregation” (p. 26). 

Theorists argue that privatization through the introduction of charter schools have not 

achieved its stated goals of improving student learning outcomes and the school 

education system overall (Fabricant & Fine, 2015). Ravitch (2010a) declared that, “In 
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terms of quality, charter schools run the gamut. Some are excellent, some are dreadful, 

and most are somewhere in between. It is in the nature of markets that some succeed, 

some are middling, and others fail” (p. 138).  

Additional elements of neoliberalism in the public education system have 

included the forced closure and privatization of public schools. These actions have been 

undertaken on the stated basis of ongoing poor learning outcomes for students. School 

closures are contested and involve significant conflict over the loss of community assets 

(Irwin & Seasons, 2012). Fine (2012) described the closures as, “… policy-induced 

circuits of dispossession …” (p. 144). Previous research indicated that when low 

performing high schools were closed in line with NCLB Act sanctions, immigrant and 

special education students were redirected to other schools. In some cases, the 

graduation and attendance rates of the receiving schools subsequently declined 

(Hemphill, Nauer, Zelon & Jacobs, 2009). This suggests that sanctions on some schools 

may compromise outcomes at other schools. Despite community opposition, public 

school closures and charter schools opening and operating in public buildings have 

continued. Boyles (2018) presented neoliberal governmentality as a, “privatization 

initiative … grounded in capitalist hegemony and that the notion of correspondence 

(strict and otherwise) is vital to understanding the push for privatizing public schools” 

(p. xviii). Convertino (2016) suggested that, “Charter schools are often seen to embody 

neoliberalism” (p. 89). The expansion of charter schools represents the expansion, 

encroachment and justification of neoliberal policy in education (Basu, 2007).  

The closure of public schools and later use of the buildings as charter schools 

may impact education service provision locally. Ladd (2019) suggests that Charter 

schools are, “schools of choice in the sense that no children are assigned to them” (p. 

1063). Ladd further suggests that, “charters have little incentive or, in some cases, 
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limited capacity, to serve expensive-to-educate students, such as those with special 

needs” (p. 1065). Barnard-Brak, Schmidt and Almekdash (2018), reported that, 

“significantly less students with disabilities enrolled in charter schools at the national 

and state level” (p. 1). While the evidence is mixed, Tuttle, Teh, Nichols-Barrer, Gill 

and Gleason, (2010) found lower concentrations of poor students in charter schools 

compared to nearby traditional public schools. In these ways the replacement of public 

schools with charter schools may compromise local access and the provision of public 

education services. 

Saltman (2015) commented that, “No Child Left Behind sets up public schools 

to be dismantled and turned into investment opportunities” (p. 1). This view reflects the 

position that there is an increasingly neoliberal approach being to education focusing on 

privatization of educational provision. Harvey (2005) proposed that neoliberalism is a 

policy stance that “seeks to bring all human action into the domain of the market” (p. 3). 

Nespor (2016) suggested that, “neoliberalism,” [is] a constellation of ideas that portrays 

the world as a system of economic competition” (p. 6). Proponents claim that a 

neoliberal economic approach to education promises to improve inefficient public 

schooling (Ross & Gibson, 2007). Ball (2017) associated neoliberalism with more 

market driven approaches to education service provision. Ball (2017) also associated 

neoliberal education policy with, “The participation of new providers from outside the 

public sector in the delivery of education services” (p. 15). Furthermore, Ball (2017) 

explained this process included the, “use of ‘flexible’ contracting or what is known as 

outsourcing” (p. 15). These changes in policy and service provision have introduced an 

increasingly corporate model of privatization and market competition in schools in the 

U.S. (Hursh, 2015). 
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2.7 Whole System reform policy 

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (1965) (ESEA) was introduced 

to provide financial support to schools in disadvantaged communities to support 

underprivileged children. Mathis and Trujillo (2016), suggested that the, “original Act 

signified an effort to, create equal educational opportunity by increasing funding and 

school improvement resources for states and districts” (p. 6). NCLB was the Bush 

administration’s reauthorization of the ESEA Act. The NCLB Acts stated goals 

included increasing all students’ learning, the provision of high-quality teachers in all 

schools and a requirement for disaggregated data to monitor and observe the learning 

progress of key subgroups of students (Epstein, 2005; Hoxby, 2005). Thomas and 

Brady (2005) remarked that unlike the original ESEA, the reauthorisations through 

NCLB and ESSA, “were developed from a theoretical perspective and lacked an 

understanding of the complex issues involved in serving disadvantaged 

schoolchildren” (p. 51).  

When the NCLB Act passed into law a range of new mandates were introduced. 

Under the Act, schools and school districts were held accountable for student scores. 

Accountability measures carried a range of expectations, monitoring procedures and 

possible interventions. They included expectations for more rigorous instruction (Capps, 

Fix, Murray, Ost, Passel & Hernandez, 2005; Mason & Weber, 2003; Shannon & 

Bylsma, 2003; Sunderman & Kim, 2004). Simultaneously, the NCLB Act was a system 

of compulsory testing with sanctions tied to the tests outcomes (Lipman, 2007). It has 

been proposed above that neoliberal policy reduces the main purpose of education to 

promoting national economic efficiency and individual competition (Apple, 2009; 

Hursh, 2011; McLaren & Farahmandpur, 2001; Taubman, 2010). The neoliberal focus 

emphasised the free market and individual choice enabled by individualism, 
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competition and self-interest (Fukuyama, 1992). Apple (2006b) identified links between 

neoliberal policy and views that schooling efforts should direct education to work 

towards, “meeting the needs of the economy” (p. 23). Neoliberal education policy is 

associated with continuing outcomes declines and racialised underperformance in U.S. 

public schools (Hursh & Martina, 2003).  

When the NCLB Act was introduced, specific reforms were explicitly 

promoted. These included requirements for research-based teaching strategies and the 

reorganization of teacher education and certification (Hess & Petrelli, 2006). Annual 

NCLB Act funding grants were contingent on schools achieving Adequate Yearly 

Progress (AYP) in the total student population and in the proficiency rates of specific 

student groups. The target groups included students from low-income families, with 

disabilities, limited English proficiency and various racial/ethnic groups (James, 2005; 

New York State DOE, 2008).  

The initial policy specified a goal of 100 percent student proficiency in core 

study areas by 2014. Progress towards the 2014 goal was measured in terms of student 

outcomes on annual statewide tests in English language Arts and mathematics. A 

school was deemed to have failed to achieve AYP if any student subgroup failed to 

meet its yearly proficiency rate target in either of the English language arts or 

mathematics results areas. The consequences associated with a failure to meet AYP 

ranged from identification as, “in need of improvement”, in year one to “escalating 

sanctions” (Davidson, Reback, Rockoff & Schwartz, 2015; James, 2005; Miller & Hill, 

2005). After five years of failing to make AYP a school might be required to convert 

into a charter school, turn management over to a private management company or be 

taken over by the state (Darden, 2008). There were perceptions that the mandates 

implicit in the NCBL and ESSA Acts had failed to contribute to more equitable 
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outcomes for students. In this regard, teachers and administrators in disadvantaged 

school settings may be unfairly subject to criticism and penalty for student learning 

outcomes. 

On this basis ongoing poor student learning outcomes on HST assessments 

were linked to intensifying interventions and penalties for staff and schools. 

2.7.1 System reform impacts at the school level. 

Several mandates associated with the NCLB Act have concerned researchers and 

theorists. The use of HST could be regarded as a threat to effective instruction because 

it potentially compromised teaching practices, limited the curriculum and restricted 

students’ educational experiences (Au & Gourd, 2013; Polesel, Rice & Dulfer, 2014). 

Moreover, Nichols, Glass and Berliner (2012) confirmed a, “growing literature 

indicating that high-stakes testing has had deleterious effects on teaching practices and 

student motivation” (p. 4). Critics of HST have suggested that together with neoliberal 

policies and officially, “race neutral” positions, HST outcomes have disregarded 

structural inequalities which are key sources of adverse impact for student learning 

outcomes (Au, 2015). Pini and Gorostiaga (2008) offered a view that neoliberal policy 

settings disregarded socioeconomic realities by blaming, “… public schools for the 

declining of USA international competitivity, rarely taking into account how social 

inequality impacts student learning” (p. 431). That is, poverty is a major factor 

adversely influencing students’ scholastic progress but was largely rendered invisible by 

neoliberal education policy settings. There has been some evidence of student resistance 

to high stakes assessment. Continued poor student learning outcomes, particularly in 

socioeconomically disadvantaged schools, have been associated with groups of students 

refusing to participate in state testing programs. Neil (2016) reported that in 2015, 
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240,000 students in New York (p. 8) refused to participate in state examinations. 

Despite this opposition, state tests remain a key feature of student assessment. 

2.7.2 Teaching in high poverty schools.  

Neoliberal policy settings may simultaneously make teaching in a 

socioeconomically disadvantaged school more challenging, while systematically 

disregarding the schools’ circumstances. This situation may be worsened by neoliberal 

policy settings which Lemke (2002) noted render, “individual subjects “responsible” … 

shifting the responsibility for social risks such as illness, unemployment, poverty, etc” 

(p. 15). Furthermore, Sullivan (2018) suggested that neoliberal policy allocated staff, 

“…responsibility for students to the schools while they simultaneously divert attention 

from structural issues such as inequality and poverty” (p. 31). In examining student 

achievement in disadvantaged schools Ladd (2017) found that,  

low achievement in such schools is far more likely to reflect the limited 

capacity of such schools to meet the challenges that children from 

disadvantaged backgrounds bring to the classroom (p. 462). 

Staff in high poverty school communities must contend with multiple simultaneous 

challenges. Research by Sutcher, Darling-Hammond & Carver-Thomas (2016) 

suggested that working conditions in many high-poverty schools were considered to 

be, “relatively poor” (p. 5).  

Research from Ronfeldt, Loeb, and Wyckoff (2013) indicated that high teacher 

turnover adversely affects the quality of instruction in the subsequent year. They also 

showed that turnover harmed students even in classes with teachers who were retained 

in the school. That is, ongoing teacher turnover may have a broad ongoing negative 

influence on instruction and learning. There is also research indicating that less 

effective teachers may be disproportionately represented in lower-performing schools 

serving disadvantaged students (Adnot, Dee, Katz & Wyckoff, 2017; Peske & 
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Haycock, 2006). These factors may indicate that issues associated with poverty and 

socio-economic disadvantage increase the challenges associated with teaching, 

learning and administration in schools. 

For commencing teachers, an initial assignment to a high poverty urban school 

may present challenges. Research indicates that beginning teachers in urban schools 

contend with significant work-related stress (Shernoff, Frazier, Marínez-Lora, Lakind, 

Atkins, Jakobsons, Hamre, Bhaumik, Parker-Katz, Neal, Smylie, Darshan, & Patel, 

2016). The stress experienced by teachers in urban schools serving predominantly 

minority and low-SES students is significantly more compared with colleagues 

teaching in higher income, suburban and rural settings (Markow, Moessner & 

Horowitz, 2006). Beginning teachers may face special challenges. Nehmeh and Kelly 

(2018) reported on beginning Science teachers in unsupportive educational settings. 

They noted that, “the teachers reported pervasive feelings of isolation, poor self-

efficacy, limited professional agency, and a desire for pedagogical collaboration” (p. 

527). These circumstances are not likely to contribute to circumstances whereby a 

beginning teacher is likely to wish to remain in a particular school.  

Research indicates a greater likelihood that beginning urban teachers will leave 

by comparison with regular teacher placements. Furthermore, teachers have reported 

that responsibilities and workload are challenging as a result of standardized testing 

(Valli & Buese, 2007). Lankford, Loeb and Wyckoff (2002) stated that, “Urban 

schools, in particular, have lesser-qualified teachers, and New York City stands out 

among urban areas” (p. 38). Staiger and Rockoff (2010) estimated that tenure 

decisions made after just one year would lead to 80 percent of new teachers failing. 

Hendricks (2014) suggested that paying teachers in poor urban schools more as an 

incentive for them to stay in the profession, would lead to increased stability and 
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improved student learning outcomes however this proposal has not been implemented. 

High poverty school contexts present a range of factors which combine to present 

challenging teacher and administrator contexts and consequent high staff turnover. 

2.7.3 Performance Monitoring 

Monitoring and measuring public education sector performance, and neoliberal 

policy approaches became an increasingly central focus with the passing on the NCLB 

Act (Ball, 2016a; Phelan & Salter, 2019). HST, and the neoliberal policy approaches 

this enables has been associated with an increased focus on performance measurement 

and evaluation. Data tools, which made Federal oversight of NCLB Act and more 

recent programs possible, had their origins in the business context (Hackmann, Malin 

& Ahn, 2019). Ligon (2004) noted that the accountability systems used for the NCLB 

Act were named variously, “business intelligence, data mining, data warehousing, 

decision-support systems, data-based or evidence-based decision-making” (p. 4). The 

tools used for the process of school performance management reflected the vocabulary 

and perspectives of business. This alignment may occur as performance management 

was first developed as a component of business management (Wood, 2011).  

Performance management tools have enabled the analysis of large data sets 

from schools systems. The effort to identify and work towards specific and explicit 

performance outcomes was a core goal of the NCLB Act. States were required to make 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) toward reaching the goal of 100 percent student 

proficiency in mathematics and reading (Linn, 2005). These mandated goals may be 

termed performance management (Morrish & Sauntson, 2016). They are designed to 

contribute to positive effects but may also be linked to unanticipated and negative 

organisational outcomes (De Bruijn, 2010). 
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2.7.4 Possible consequences associated with performance management 

As outlined in Table 2.1, De Bruijn, (2002) identified four outcomes which 

could be productively associated with performance management (PM). 

Table 2.1 Possible benefits associated with Performance Management  

Possible benefits 
associated with PM 

Examples relevant to the high stakes testing environment 

Organisational and 
operational transparency 

Increased clarity in the factors contributing to improved 
student learning outcomes and increased ability to take 
productive practices ‘to scale’ organizationally (De Bruijn, 
2002; Levin, 2008; Fullan, 2009). 

Learning When a system uses PM to learn it is more possible to identify 
factors promoting success and identify where improvements 
may be required (De Bruijn, 2002; Klein, 2010). 

Appraising A performance-based appraisal can be made of specific 
components of the organisation (De Bruijn, 2002; Zbar, 
Marshall & Power, 2007). 

Sanctions Sanctions may be applied based on systemic appraisals. 
Positive sanctions can be provided for effective performance 
and ineffective school and system performance can be 
possibly reduced through the introduction of negative 
sanctions. In summary, PM provides incentives for improved 
performance and possible adverse consequences for negative 
performance outcomes (De Bruijn, 2002; Klein, 2010). 

As indicated in Table 2.1 a number of benefits may be associated with the 

implementation of performance management. In general, it may be that PM may 

contribute to increased awareness of productive instructional strategies and assist 

improved performance-based appraisals. PM may also enable the establishment of 

measures which can be aligned to sanctions to reduce ineffectual school performance.  

The concept of unintended consequences highlights the risk that interventions 

in large complex organisations may produce unexpected and undesired outcomes. De 

Bruijn, (2002) described a number of risks potentially associated with Performance 

Management (PM). Performance Management is an accountability system which may 

constrain teacher autonomy through extrinsic sanctions and impose prescriptive 

curriculum structures (Diamond & Spillane, 2004) and restrict school innovation and 

collaboration. Table 2.2 details a number of adverse consequences which may be 

associated with PM.  
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Table 2.1 Possible undesired and unintended consequences associated with Performance 

Management  

Possible Perverse 
Effects of Performance 

Management 

Examples relevant to the high stakes testing environment 

Performance 
Management may 
induce teachers and 
administrators to 
adopt behaviours 
focussed on attaining 
financial or personal 
benefits rather than 
seeking to progress or 
achieve organizational 
objectives.  

Teachers may introduce “test prep” activities or focus on test related 
activities that may generate the results measured by the performance 
indicators. This may be associated with lower quality teaching and 
learning practices and professional activities of the site.  
(Amrein & Berliner, 2003; Firmin, Markham, & Gruber, 2015; 
Hewitt & Amrein-Beardsley, 2016; Lazarín, 2014). 
Teachers and administrators may concentrate on achieving in key result 
areas while neglecting critical but non-measured processes. This 
response could also restrict the generation and implementation of 
innovative practices locally and systemically. There is also a risk that 
subject areas and practices not evaluated may be neglected. 
Graue, 1993; Thrupp, 2018. 
In the context of whole school preparation for state tests, schools may 
neglect the longer-term year on year practices which are necessary but 
which may not produce an immediately measurable benefit for 
Performance Management purposes. Grossman, Cohen, Ronfeldt & 
Brown, 2014. 

PM measures outputs 
but does not 
necessarily generate 
guides to best practice. 
PM does not stimulate 
the creation of 
innovative ideas. 
 

Performance Management has a focus on outcomes and practices that 
may be not be easily measured. Teachers and administrators may be 
inclined to adopt more teacher centred, didactic instructional 
approaches, or use test prep from educational publishers rather than 
develop the capacity, skills and resources within the school to meet the 
challenges of the state tests. Concerns regarding poor PM outcomes may 
restrict school innovation and collaboration. 
Behrent, 2009; Bradfield, Cairns & Wright, 2015; Duckor & Perlstein, 
2014; Haladyna, 2006; Jennings & Bearak, 2014; Savery, 2006;  

Performance 
Management may 
mask the true 
performance of the 
public organization 
and mislead external 
stakeholders. 

Fear of adverse Performance Management outcomes may prompt 
schools to ‘game’ the system by; 

• Discouraging less able students from participation in tests. 
Amrein-Beardsley, 2009; Billings, Brunner, & Ross, 2018; DeMatthews, 

2014; Knoester & Au, 2017a; Schul, 2011. 
• Manipulating test data to corruptly improve school results. 

De Lisle, Hyland-Joseph & Bowrin-Williams, 2011; Jacob & Levitt, 2003; 
Nichols & Berliner, 2007; Toppo, Amos, Gillum & Upton, 2011. 
Goldhaber & Koretz, 2018. 

Performance 
Management may 
cause a degradation of 
the quality of services 
offered. 

Fear of adverse Performance Management outcomes may cause a 
degradation of the quality of services offered by; 

• Inaccurately report school practices which may not be in place. 
Dworkin, 2005; Lavigne, 2014; Morgan, 2016; Supovitz, 2009; Stevens, 
2014; Thrupp, 2013. 

• Restricting instruction in non-PM subject areas so that holistic 
educational experiences for students are compromised. 

Au, 2007; Saultz & Saultz, 2017  
• Contributing to a decline or deterioration of collaborative 

practices in and between schools. Craig, 2009; Hursh, 2007b.  

As indicated in Table 2.2 the implementation of PM as an evaluative tool in 

education systems, carries the risks of unintended consequences. These risks carry the 

potential for adverse ‘perverse’ effects in the HST context. Adverse effects are likely 
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to occur where PM practices intersect with systemic goals and school based 

operational practices. The implementation of accountability mandates constitute a 

significant challenge for some school sites (Kraft, Papay, Johnson, Charner-Laird, Ng 

& Reinhorn, 2015; Welton & Williams, 2015).  

Ball (1997) suggested that the effort involved in measuring and assessing 

teacher effectiveness diverts resources that could contribute to improved teaching and 

learning practice. Furthermore, Bradford and Braaten (2018), suggest that, 

“Management logics may amplify performativity not authentic professional growth” 

(2018, p. 49). Performance Management is closely linked to performance measurement 

and managerialism. Lynch (2017) suggested that,  

managerialism represents the organisational arm of neoliberalism. It is the 

mode of governance designed to realize the neoliberal project through the 

institutionalising of market principles in the governance of organisations  

(p. 159).  

De Bruijn (2007) noted that that the, “perverse effects of performance measurement 

may eventually drive out the beneficial effect” (p. 33). This may particularly be the case 

if performance management components reduce the ability of teachers to plan for the 

specific needs of their students school. In summary, PM may carry the risk of degrading 

professional practice and compromising ethical standards in schools.   

2.7.5 Unintended Consequences and Whole System Reform 

At its inception, the NCLB Act had bipartisan support. A stated goal of the Act 

was to ensure equitable educational opportunities for all students in the America public 

education system (Schul, 2011). Title I of the NCLB Act was named, Improving the 

Academic Achievement of the Disadvantaged (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). 

The reality that policies implemented with the professed aim of improving student 

outcomes could have negative costs for these same students may be described as 
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unintended consequences. These consequences have variously been termed negative 

(Menken, 2010), unintended (Darling‐Hammond, 2007b), pernicious (Amrein-

Beardsley, 2009) and perverse (De Bruijn, 2007).  

Merton (1936) investigated the issue of the ‘Unanticipated Consequences of 

Purposive Social Action’ and applied a methodical analysis to the challenge of 

unintended consequences. Merton (1936) noted that, “Chance consequences are those 

which are occasioned by the interplay of forces and circumstances which are so 

complex and numerous that prediction of them is quite beyond our reach” (p. 899-900). 

Paradoxically, it appears that the negative consequences associated with the NCLB Act 

are more severe for schools serving the largest proportions of economically 

disadvantaged students (Amrein & Berliner, 2003; Koretz, 2017; Perna & Thomas, 

2009).  

There is also evidence that the negative outcomes associated with HST labelled 

as “unintended” may not be accidental. Majchrzak and Markus (2013) suggest that, 

“many negative consequences can be anticipated and therefore avoided or mitigated in 

advance (p. 5). Given the erosion of local control (Trujillo, 2013), the corruption of 

state standards through teaching to the test (Hamilton & Stecher, 2006) there are 

concerns that neoliberal education policy and HST may compromise education 

standards. Schram, (2018) stated that, “Growing poverty and inequality were not 

unintended bugs in the system of neoliberalism as much as they were defining features 

of a system where the state facilitated economic growth that produced winners and 

losers” (p. 313). On this basis policy settings related to HST may inevitably 

disadvantage some students and school districts. 
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2.7.6 Race To The Top Program and Common Core State Standards 

The Race to the Top Program (RTTT) was a competitive grants funding program 

authorized under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). The 

program funded states and districts planning to implement comprehensive education 

reform in specific areas. 

RTTT maintained a focus on HST as a measure of school and instructional 

effectiveness. RTTT also included a mandate that teachers be held accountable using 

student scores through teacher evaluation processes (Baker, Oluwole & Green, 2013). 

Coinciding with the introduction RTTT, the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) 

were introduced from 2010. In 2009 the National Governors Association and the 

Council of Chief State School Officers announced that 46 States, the District of 

Columbia and two U.S. territories had agreed to participate in the Common Core 

Standards Initiative, to develop common standards for Math and English Language Arts 

(Zhao, 2009). The Common Core Standards were presented as learning goals and 

identify student knowledge and ability that students are expected to achieve at the end 

of each grade (CCSS, 2016). Endacott and Goering (2014) stated that the CCSS 

constricted the, “links between policy makers and classroom teachers in the classroom 

by establishing a common set of standards through which mandates are readily 

enforced” (p. 90). Mathis (2010) argued that despite their title as State Standards the 

CCSS were developed as national standards. A number of theorists have noted that the 

CCSS frameworks were essentially “top down” in nature (Cody, 2009; Lingard & 

Lewis, 2016; Meier & Wood, 2004). 

2.7.7 Unintended consequences of NCLB and RTTT 

The suite of interventions required by the Federal Government under the NCLB 

Act mandates became known as whole-system reform measures (Fullan & Levin, 2009). 
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The reforms associated with NCLB and RTTT had consequences for students, parents, 

teachers and ultimately the nation. The policies selected to drive the reform were 

critical. NCLB Act initiatives have been criticized for inadequate funding, an 

overemphasis on testing and inconsistency in standards and policy at different levels of 

government (Howard & Reynolds, 2008).  

Unintended consequences have featured in the implementation of NCLB Act 

policy. Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard and Henry (1997) proposed the idea that educational 

policy is value-laden and may result in unintended as well as intended consequences. 

The NCLB Acts intense focus on core subjects has resulted in curriculum narrowing in 

instructional terms. Hursh (2005) suggested that teachers, particularly in urban school 

districts, are expected to improve student test outcome scores, a pressure that may lead 

them to focus instructionally on content likely to be tested rather than more complex or 

conceptual curriculum content requiring higher order thinking.   

Subjects not mandated for inclusion in testing programs may be allocated less 

instructional time or discontinued from school programs (Berliner, 2011; Byrd-Bennett, 

Cortese, Forgione, Jr., Griffith, Griffiths, Hakim, Kessler, Munson, Rangel & Ravitch, 

2009; Jennings & Bearak, 2014; Ravitch, 2013). Furthermore, there are suggestions that 

the HST may be linked to the manipulation of curricula and pedagogy by teachers and 

administrators in an effort to present more positive depictions of the school and 

themselves (Thrupp, 2013). 

The national standards-based reform associated with the NCLB Act movement 

had introduced an increased emphasis on tests (Darling-Hammond, 2004a). Moreover, 

the introduction of broad-scale testing has had a number of impacts on teaching and 

learning and assessment processes in schools. There have been suggestions that some 

schools may take measures to ensure that particular students do not participate in the 
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tests. Amrein-Beardsley (2009) commented that, “Students with histories of poor 

academic performance might be encouraged to stay home and miss accountability 

tests, or they might be suspended or expelled before accountability tests are 

administered” (p. 4). All of these actions would have the effect of removing students 

who could be at risk of low-test results from the cohort and lead to the appearance of 

improvement in apparent school-based outcomes. These actions had the potential to 

artificially raise a school’s reported levels of student learning outcomes overall but 

also corrupt school-based student progress data. 

Teachers and administrators may be motivated to change instructional practices 

with the advance of state examinations testing dates. These changes may not 

necessarily result in improved teaching and student learning outcomes. It has been 

suggested that HST is associated with changes in instructional practice which are not 

pedagogically sound. Supovitz (2009) evaluated instruction in the HST context and 

suggested that,  

changes they motivate tend to be more superficial adjustments in content 

coverage and Test preparation activities rather than promoting deeper 

improvements in instructional practice (p. 211).  

Furthermore, instructional practices in schools may be compromised by an increased 

focus on test preparation (Jennings & Bearak, 2014). Grossman, Cohen, Ronfeldt and 

Brown (2014), proposed that lower level teaching may be promoted by some high 

stakes assessments since better student test outcomes may be achieved by, “Teachers 

who reduce the complexity of a task and coach students on multiple-choice responses” 

(p. 293). Smith (1991) corroborated this finding in that the prospect of the test tended to 

promote simplistic multiple-choice teaching. Smith (1991) also noted that, “Teachers 

believe that scores are used against them, despite the perceived invalidity of the tests 

themselves” (p. 9). Behrent (2009) suggested that the NCLB era has forced a focus on 
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test preparation. At an early stage, efforts were made to prepare students to manage the 

vagaries of the state tests. 

There are views that HST may tend to support instructional approaches that 

focus on annual state tests since it will be a key assessment instrument used to 

determine school performance. There are also perceptions that test preparation 

materials were designed as teacher-proof curricula intended to circumvent perceived 

teacher or learner deficits (Taylor, 2013) and to restrict teacher agency (Spring, 2015). 

According to Savery (2006), “These approaches focus primarily on memorization 

through drill and practice, and rehearsal using practice tests” (p. 15). Bradfield, Cairns 

and Wright (2015), suggested that these processes were likely to result in a “teacher-

centric didactic pedagogy” (p. 50) approach to instruction. Saltman (2016) described 

TP materials, as “scripted lessons that are tailored to the tests” (p. 110). 

Some instructional practices were considered less acceptable due to fears that 

they might not produce immediate gains in student test performance. Graue (1993) 

elaborated this point when she stated that the assessment preparation approach, 

“exemplified by standardized tests and teacher made emulations of those tests” (p. 

291) constituted a barrier to more constructive approaches to teaching and learning. 

Research funded by the Gates Foundation (Kane & Cantrell, 2010) found that 

classrooms which featured significant levels of test preparation, “…rarely show the 

highest value-added on state tests” (p. 5). That is, a narrow test preparation (TP) focus 

may not deliver substantially improved student learning outcomes as intended. The 

same research found that the instructional practices linked to significant gains on state 

tests are those that include a focus, “… on cognitively challenging tasks and tasks that 

require deeper conceptual understanding, such as writing” (p. 5). It is paradoxical, 
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therefore, that an intense focus on TP does not appear to contribute to improved state 

test outcomes. 

There have been concerns that the HST context compels teachers to align their 

instruction with testing and adopt pre-packaged curriculums (Au, 2011; Mette & 

Davis, 2016; Heilig, Santoro, Doucet, Garcia, Tierney, Baker & Irizarry, 2011; Wills 

& Sandholtz, 2009). This context may hamper the establishment of collaborative 

teaching practice (Lieberman & Miller, 2004). This may mean that HST arrangements 

may reinforce individualism and professional isolation. Research from Youngs and 

Lane (2014) indicated that learning through collaboration might support continuous 

professional learning, “in and from practice” (p. 286). Hence, research indicates that 

effective teaching and learning practice may be compromised and side-lined in the 

HST preparation context. 

2.7.8 High Stakes Testing as a key element of Education reform 

State assessment routines are presented as accountability imperatives and as 

devices for attaining social and racial fairness and parity in schools (Au, 2016). Koretz 

(2018) suggested that the, “pressure to raise scores on achievement tests dominates 

American education today” (p. 22). Underpinning the reform effort which mandated 

HST was the expectation that system wide reform would produce improved national 

standards maintained through HST protocols (Fusarelli, & Fusarelli, 2018; Tatto, 

Savage, Liao, Marshall, Goldblatt & Contreras, 2016). It was believed that school 

systems answerable to these measures would increase and maintain higher student 

educational achievement outcomes with a consequent closing of the attainment gap 

between white and minority students (Heilig, Young & Williams, 2012). Implicit in 

the HST process is the assumption that if teachers and school administrators are held 

accountable, they will commit themselves to greater efforts to achieve better results 
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(Haertel & Herman, 2005; Perkins & Wellman, 2008). These views regarding HST 

have been challenged.  

In relation to high-stakes, standardized testing, Au (2016) identified policies 

which function to embed racially based inequality in education, under the pretext of 

anti-racism interventions. This occurs as race is a mandatory report category in 

disaggregated student achievement data. Schools which do not produce racially 

equitable results may face adverse outcomes. Problematically, it is the Title 1, low 

SES [Socio economic status], schools being presented as failing urban minorities and 

students of color. Low SES school communities may be challenged significantly by 

HST since as Singh (2018), commented, “institutional anxieties are enacted when 

neoliberal education policies are recontextualised in schools situated in vulnerable, 

high poverty communities” (p. 1). Moses and Nanna (2007) stated that, “high stakes 

testing reforms persist despite evidence regarding a negative relationship with 

educational opportunity” (p. 55). There is some evidence that state tests may be 

administratively convenient. Rose, (1998) linked student assessment to the conditions 

under which teacher identity formation is shaped and performed. Moses and Nanna 

(2007) further argued that standardized test scores may be sought, “simply because 

they provide a great deal of efficiency and administrative utility … for reasons that 

have little, if anything, to do with actual educational value” (p. 60).  

Theorists have criticized HST for its adverse impacts. Gordon and Reese (1979) 

argued that, HST is associated with, “negative side effects on curriculum, teacher 

decision making, instruction, student learning, school climate, and teacher and student 

self-concept and motivation” (p. 345). Critics of HST identified adverse impacts on 

minority and historically disadvantaged groups (Penfield, 2010). In this regard HST 

may further disadvantage high poverty school communities. Robinson and Dervin 
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(2019) found that, “significant gaps in student performance continue to exist between 

racial subgroups” (p. 34). In this regard, HST may not be achieving its initial aims.  

Theorists have recommended a withdrawal from HST and a continued focus on 

effective instruction. Robinson and Dervin (2019) endorsed, “reducing the number of 

standardized assessments, and replacing test preparation curriculum with culturally 

relevant instruction” (p. 34). The reduced testing proposal has its critics. Alzen, Fahle 

and Domingue (2017) were concerned that, “reduced testing scenarios may severely 

limit the availability of prior test score data” (p. 3). This view appears to disregard the 

planning and instructional potential of formative assessment. In describing formative 

assessment Wiggins (1998) suggested that it enabled teachers, “to educate and 

improve student performance, not merely to audit it” (p. 7). Furthermore, scholars 

have suggested that low stakes formative assessment provides a means to improve 

student learning. Formative assessment is an instructional approach which seeks to 

improve students’ learning by establishing benchmarks regarding student 

understanding. The information gained is then applied to better align instruction to 

student learning needs (Cizek, 2010). Summative and high stakes assessment provides 

a measure of student learning or knowledge without a plan or an opportunity to amend 

instructional practice (Wiliam & Leahy, 2015). Where teachers had professional 

training in applying formative assessment the method has been linked to enhanced 

student achievement (Andersson & Palm, 2018). Furthermore, research by Curry, 

Mwavita, Holter and Harris (2016) suggests, “that when data is used to inform 

instruction rather than evaluate instruction, teachers begin to practice reflective 

teaching” (p. 89). In this regard formative assessment appears to have the potential to 

improve teaching and learning and contribute to improved student learning outcomes. 
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The combination of neoliberal policy and HST in a context of official anti-

racist discourse simultaneously instils and denies the existence of structural, racialized 

inequalities (Au, 2016; Rose, 2015). These discourses may do not find support with 

minority groups. Research by Deruy (2016) found that 77% of Whites surveyed 

believed that minority children had access to the same opportunities as White children. 

In contrast only 40% of Blacks held this view. This may be partially explained by the 

concentration of minority students attending particular, disadvantaged schools. Orfield, 

Kucsera, and Siegel-Hawley (2012) found that, “one third of black students in New 

York, attend apartheid schools” (p. 9) where 99–100% of the students are non-White. 

The U.S. education system has changed significantly in the last 40 years. In 

1980, 66.5 percent of the U.S. high school cohort graduated from High school. By 

2018 the percentage of the cohort graduating from High school had increased to 89.8 

percent (Duffin, 2019). This growth is not uniform nationally. In the 50 largest cities 

across the United States the graduation rate in 2008 was just 52.8 percent (Swanson & 

Editorial Projects in Education, 2009). In discussing this disparity Anyon (1997) stated 

that, “Poverty and racial isolation have often trivialized efforts in [the] city to teach, 

learn and bring about change” (p. xiv). In this context HST policies may disregard the 

multiple adverse impacts of poverty since testing data narrowly reflects learning 

outcomes. In this regard, evaluations focus on only school level inputs that impact a 

narrow range of learning outcomes while bracketing out SES as a consideration. As a 

result, teachers and school administrators may, under the accountability regimes of 

HST, be blamed for outcomes which reflect larger inequalities. 

2.7.9 Factors influencing Student Learning Outcomes and School Performance 

The policy view that HST outcomes should be a key measure of school 

performance has been challenged. A narrow HST view may disregard a raft of 
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disadvantages associated with poverty including the systemic, organisational and social 

effects of poverty and racism. This perspective has been underscored by research in 

education, sociology and economics (Alexander, Jang & Kankane, 2017; Buchmann, 

Condron & Roscigno, 2010; Gorski, 2016; Iceland, 2013; Pampel, Krueger & Denney 

2010; Rank, 2004). In addition, as Welner and Mathis (2015) suggested, “adequate 

school funding remains a key, unaddressed equity issue” (p. 3).  

An enduring pattern associated with state assessment results are that poor results 

correlate strongly with high poverty areas. Mintrop (2003) argued that school with poor 

student learning outcomes are often concentrated in districts that, “traditionally serve 

poor and disadvantaged minority populations” (p. 2). Au (2016) asserted that the HST 

environment, “…serve[d] to further racial inequality in education, …under the guise of 

forms of anti-racism that have been reconstituted as part of a larger neoliberal project 

for education reform” (p. 39). The school reforms focused on public schools in high 

poverty areas contribute to increased racial segregation, ongoing isolation and poverty 

(Goldstein, 2014; Hursh, 2013).  

In the U.S., education reform efforts have focused on schools rather than  

broader issues of socio economic disadvantage. Cochran-Smith, Baker, Burton, Chang, 

Cummings Carney, Fernández, Keefe, Miller and Sánchez (2017) suggested  

that assumptions were made,  

… by US policymakers and others that poverty and income inequality  

were problems that could be solved by education reform without  

reforms addressing other social, economic, and political condition (p. 9).  

That is, HST mandates decontextualized from critical causative factors such as 

inequality and poverty may not improve student learning outcomes. 

In a review of in-school and out-of-school factors contributing to variance on 

student learning outcomes on achievement tests Berliner (2012), suggested that, “school 
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effects account for about 20% of the variation in achievement test scores” (p. 1). On this 

basis, schools may not have the capacity to produce improved learning outcomes in the 

absence to socioeconomic intervention. The sanctions placed on schools and staff for 

poor student outcomes on state assessments may be misplaced.  

State assessments identify and isolate disadvantaged schools. For Foucault, 

public executions and other displays of punishment served as moral lessons. They had 

socializing values which recorded cultural codes and values on the minds and bodies of 

the observers and indicated correct behaviours. In high poverty schools, state tests 

introduce processes of ranking, measurement and comparison. For Foucault (1977) the 

discipline associated with the metrics and ranking of state assessment outcomes 

produces, "subjected and practiced bodies” (p. 84). While socio-economic disadvantage 

may constrain possibilities for achievement in school, poor state assessment results may 

further constrain life opportunities.  

Scholars have found that HST and pressures associated with exams impacted 

the test performance of students who are Black, Latina and/or English Language 

learners (Au, 2016). In the HST context, neoliberal policy is associated with increased 

dropout rates for urban high poverty schools (Holme, Richards, Jimerson & Cohen, 

2010). That is, neoliberal policies may entrench and exacerbate existing disadvantage. 

2.7.10 The influence of poverty on student learning outcomes 

Poverty has been shown to have an adverse impact on student learning 

outcomes. Perry and McConney (2010) reported that, “Schools with a high mean SES 

[Socio economic status] tend to have higher average scores on standardized tests” (p. 

1138). There is significant research linking educational disadvantage with poverty 

(Ladd, 2012; Petrilli & Wright, 2016). Research suggests that poor and minority 

children produce lower scores on standardized tests (Bellibas, 2016; Organisation for 
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Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2004; Moats, 2007; White, 

Stepney, Hatchimonji, Moceri, Linsky, Reyes-Portillo & Elias, 2016; Olszewski-

Kubilius & Corwith, 2018). As an example, Petrilli and Wright (2016) reported that,  

US States with higher percentages of students from low-income families 

report lower average scale scores in 8th-grade math on the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP, p. 2).  

Students living in conditions of poverty, risk and disadvantage face additional 

challenges which impact learning retention and compromise scholastic progress. 

Research by Downey, Von Hippel and Hughes (2008) suggested that the burden 

of improvement is disproportionately placed on schools that serve children from poor 

non-school environments (p. 245). This research found that the reading scores for 

children in high poverty schools on average, had scores improve about as much during 

the school year, as the scores of students in more advantaged schools. The study 

suggested that barriers outside of the classroom including hunger, the prevalence of 

violence and unstable housing adversely impacted student learning. The findings of this 

research echo that of the Coleman Report (1966) which found that variations in 

academic performance were strongly linked to children’s family environments but 

hardly at all to per pupil expenditures or other measurable school characteristics 

(Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McParltland, Mood, Weinfield & York, 1966). Living in 

an urban area increases the risk of educational failure for low socio economic status 

[SES] students (McWayne, Fantuzzo & McDermott, 2004). Swanson (2008) confirmed 

this with data indicating that, “marginally more than 50 percent of students graduate 

from urban high schools compared with the national graduation rate of 70 percent” (p. 

8). The drop-out rate from public high schools in the United States is significant.  

Annually, approximately one third of all public high school students do not 

graduate on time. Bridgeland, DiIulio and Morison (2006) found that almost, “one half 
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of all blacks, Hispanics and Native Americans – fail to graduate from public high school 

with their class” (p. 4). Research indicated that 25 percent of African American and 17 

percent of Latino high school students were enrolled in schools that have been termed 

“dropout factories” where students leave school without graduating (Balfanz, Byrnes & 

Fox, 2014). Low functioning schools had a student enrolment decline of 40 percent or 

more between years nine and twelve (Eastman, 2016).  

In the United States there are continuing and notable differences between 

ethnic/racial groups in terms of educational attainment. These disparities are illustrated 

using data adapted from Kena, Musu-Gillette, Robinson, Wang, Rathbun, Zhang and 

Velez (2015). Table 2.3 indicates the differences in education attainment by race for 

25-29 Year-old males in the United States for the year 2013. 

Table 2.2 Percentage of males ages 25–29 by racial group with completed bachelor’s or higher 

degree. 

Racial Group Percentage with a bachelor’s or higher degree 
Asians 55 
Whites 37 
Those of Two or more races 29 
Blacks 17 

As is indicated in Table 2.3 while 55 percent of Asian males had completed a 

bachelor’s or higher degree the rate for Whites was 37 percent, “those of Two or more 

races (29 percent), Blacks (17 percent), and Hispanics (13 percent)” (p. xxix). DuFour 

and Mattos (2013) commented that,  

Principals are being asked to improve student learning by implementing 

mandated reforms that have consistently proven ineffective in raising 

student achievement (p. 34).  

This statement was based on research indicating that reform efforts have not assisted 

disadvantaged schools. It may be that reforms have further disadvantaged target 

groups. As an example, in some states, successful completion on state assessments is 
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now a requirement for graduation. This policy resulted in declining graduations on the 

basis of race in many urban schools.  

Amrein and Berliner (2003) reported that the majority of states (67%) that use 

high school graduation exams posted decreases in American College Test (ACT) 

performance after they implemented such exams. There appear to be differences in the 

influence of HST based on socioeconomic factors related to schools. Hill (2017) 

suggested that affluent schools are not concerned about state tests because, “…most of 

the students …can pass the exam on the first day of class” (p. 83). By contrast, in high 

poverty urban schools an ongoing focus on state tests is central to school operations 

(Ball, 2010b; Hill, 2017). In this context, high poverty schools become focus locations 

for negative outcomes linked to Federal mandates in education policy. 

Despite the fact that research links student achievement with social context 

studies have found that low income parents and wealthy parents share the same 

attitudes regarding the value of education and opportunity (Compton-Lilly, 2003; 

Gorski, 2017). Furthermore, there is research evidence indicating that children in 

poverty improve in reading when books are made available (Krashen, Lee & 

McQuillan, 2012). This research suggests that effective school resourcing and 

appropriate support may assist children in low SES schools to measurably improve 

their learning outcomes.  

2.7.11 Neoliberal policy settings and school responsibility 

Researchers suggest that neoliberal education policy approaches appear to 

disregard income inequality as contributing to disadvantage in education (Koretz, 

2017; Wade & Alacevich, 2018). Neoliberal approaches to school operations 

incorporate business-derived models of measurement, evaluation and comparison 
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(Leys, 2003). Neoliberal perspectives may conflate poverty and disadvantage with 

poor choices and neglect by parents. Gerstl-Pepin (2006) suggested that,  

There’s a perception that people living in poverty are not working hard 

enough. We live in a culture that blames victims. It blames poor people and 

the teaching profession (p. 143).  

Furthermore, Beauvais (2017) asserted that there is a belief, within contemporary 

neoliberal education that, “everyone stands an equal chance of academic success” (p. 

168). This position is overshadowed by evidence that most wealth is accumulated and 

inherited intergenerationally rather than earned (Piketty, 2014). In the neoliberal 

context, poverty and school failure may be regarded as consequences of poor individual 

choices (Tyler, 2013; Kane, 2018). As Soederberg (2014) suggested a, “failure to 

achieve economic success is located not in inequities of capitalism; but instead, in 

individual failings” (p. 51). Theorists have further asserted that policy platforms such as 

NCLB and RTTT make schools and teachers accountable for resolving educational and 

economic challenges that have their origins in poverty and disadvantage (Hartney & 

Flavin, 2011). Furthermore, Wilkinson and Pickett (2011) argued, increasing income 

gaps within a nation are directly increasing social problems.  

The process of HST may serve to identify, focus and sustain existing 

disadvantage. As an example, Knoester and Au (2017) suggested that HST played a 

significant role in the segregation of children by race and class in schools. Dean (2014) 

held that neoliberal, “practices and technologies of government” influence schools and 

education systems (p. 12). Furthermore, Bonal (2016) stated that, there have been, 

“unprecedented levels of educational expansion but only modest levels of poverty 

reduction” (p. 98). Knoester and Au (2017) also proposed that state testing protocols 
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serve to, “justify the existing racial order, and they do so within a false promise of 

measuring everyone equally, accurately, and fairly” (p. 8). 

In the standardised test examination format students take the same test at the 

same time but opportunities for equity may not be so carefully managed. Hursh (2013) 

argued that, “high-stakes testing has come about as part of a larger neoliberal agenda 

to disparage public institutions and educators to justify reducing public expenditures 

and privatizing schools” (p. 574). In this scenario poor learning outcomes for 

disadvantaged students may be anticipated.  It is the case that HST is closely 

associated with both NCLB and ESSA. Prior to the NCLB Act just 19 U.S. States 

tested children every year (Au & Gourd, 2013). The NCLB Act introduced testing for 

all states.  

Substantial research indicates that the NCLB Act model of assessment and 

sanctions will not improve school outcomes (Fullan, 2011; Goodman & Turner, 2010; 

Mintrop & Sunderman, 2009; Ravitch, 2010a; Springer & Winters, 2009). The view 

that the NCLB Act cannot succeed in improving education outcomes appears to be 

confirmed with little or no change in student learning outcomes since its 

implementation. Data presented in the Federal Digest of Educational Statistics (2010) 

indicated that between 1996 and 2005 there, “were no measurable changes between 

the 2005 and 1996 average scores for any racial/ethnic group” (p. 28). 

Globalisation and neoliberal policies have had increasing impacts on education 

practice (Deem, 2001). Neoliberal policies have hampered efforts to establish 

collaborative practice in schools. According to Esposito (2011) this was particularly 

the case in the United States where there is a tradition of, “rugged individualism” and 

self-reliance (p. 7). Valli and Buese (2007) noted that, “teachers’ work has increased, 

intensified, and expanded in response to federal, state, and local policies aimed at 
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raising student achievement” (p. 520). Changes in instructional practice associated 

with neoliberalism have not improved student learning outcomes. 

Neoliberal education policy is associated with a focus on testing. As Hoffman, 

Assaf and Paris (2001) identified, “Accountability through testing for students, 

teachers, and administrators, is the key leverage point for policy makers seeking to 

promote educational reform” (p. 482). Mandates around curriculum, standards and 

high-stakes assessments have undermined opportunities for collaboration and 

collaborative planning (Craig, 2009; Hursh, 2007b). The neoliberal emphasis of 

individualism and accountability may mean that teachers on appointment may be left to 

develop their own skills or fail (Bowl, 2017; Rodriguez & Magill, 2016). This may 

particularly be the case in high poverty Title 1 registered schools. 

2.7.12 Title 1 schools and staffing 

Title 1 schools are identified as schools providing services to communities with 

large concentrations of low-SES students. School districts are eligible to receive Title I 

funds based on federal poverty census information. These schools receive 

supplementary Federal funds to supplement existing core educational programs and 

assist in meeting student's educational goals. (https://www.schools.nyc.gov/about-

us/reports/doe-data-at-a-glance). There is evidence that Title 1 schools have high staff 

turnover rates (Béteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2012; Simon & Johnson, 2015). While 

there may be a range of contributing factors, Carver-Thomas and Darling-Hammond 

(2019) found that staff turnover in high poverty, “Title I schools is nearly 50% greater 

than that in non-Title I schools” (p. 8). Furthermore Boyd, Lankford, Loeb and 

Wyckoff (2005) found that high-achieving teachers tended to work in schools with 

low-performing students for generally short periods of time. A high staff turnover rate 

may have adverse consequences for school operations and student learning outcomes.  

https://www.schools.nyc.gov/about-us/reports/doe-data-at-a-glance
https://www.schools.nyc.gov/about-us/reports/doe-data-at-a-glance
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2.8 Research Based pedagogies 

There are a range of strategies associated with improved student learning 

outcomes, but they may not be widely implemented. Approaches which have been 

shown to improve student learning in high poverty schools rely on increased 

collaboration, school-based research and university-school partnerships (Akiba & 

Liang, 2016; Finnan, 2018; Glasswell, Singh & McNaughton, 2016; Takahashi & 

McDougal, 2016).  

There is substantial research to suggest that many pre-service courses do not 

adequately prepare teachers to be effective in the classroom and in the wider social 

context of schools they are appointed to (Knowles, Coles & Presswood, 1994; 

Merryfield, 2000; Shuls, 2018; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). This points to a disconnection 

between teacher preparation and social context (Anyon, 2014; Bartolome, 2004; 

Sleeter, 2001). 

The lack of support for beginning teachers may lead them to apply whatever 

practices enable them to operate purposefully and this may not be best practice 

(Feiman-Nemser, 2001). The research on teaching indicates that beginning teachers 

often have limited instructional skills and low expectations for the capacities of low-

income and minority students (Darling-Hammond, 2006; Darling-Hammond, 

Holtzman, Gatlin & Heilig, 2005). While working conditions were nominated as 

factors linked to teacher departure from the profession (Borman & Dowling, 2008), it 

is apparent that supportive and collaborative work environments can make teaching 

more attractive and are factors in teacher retention (Weiss, 1999).  

Teachers are under considerable pressure to maintain student learning 

outcomes. On this basis there may be a considerable focus on test readiness activities. 

Abrams, Pedulla, & Madaus (2003), reported the results of a nationwide survey of 
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teachers indicating, “large amounts of classroom time … devoted to test preparation 

activities” (p. 18). Furthermore, Mora (2011) suggested that, “The importance ascribed 

to standardized tests within public education has significant impact on pedagogical 

practices” (p. 1). While some researchers (Finn, 1993) supported HST accountability 

systems in contributing to improved systemic performance others (Gutierrez & 

Lipman, 2016; Harris, Carrington & Ainscow, 2018) associated HST with negative 

impacts on teaching, learning and professional practice. 

The factors supporting collaboration may also boost student-learning outcomes. 

Ladd (2009) found that favourable perceptions of conditions of work for teachers 

predict lower levels of teacher attrition and higher levels of students’ academic growth. 

That is, where teachers are more skilled, confident and collaborative they are better able 

to ensure improved student learning outcomes and more likely to stay at the school. 

Ladd (2009) found this was consistently the case, even in high poverty schools. 

2.9 Traditions of local education provision management 

The provision of Elementary and Secondary education services are primarily 

and distinctively state and local responsibilities within the United States. Historically, 

U.S. public schools were locally managed and financed mainly through local property 

taxes (Lafortune, Rothstein & Schanzenbach, 2018). This tradition ensures that 

education funding is usually the biggest item of state and local government budgets 

(Verstegen, 2011). Public education governance ensures that a range of decision-

making processes remain at the community level through locally elected school boards. 

The U.S. Federal government has negligible constitutional authority to direct or 

regulate education (Meyer, 1979; Saultz, Fusarelli, & McEachin, 2017). However, as 

noted above, through the mandated introduction of state based HST the Federal 

Department of Education acquired an influence in education policies nationally. 
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A report from the Federal Department of Education (2016) provided an 

example of the scale of local and state spending. During 2012-2013 an estimated $1.15 

trillion was spent nationwide on education at all levels. The bulk of these funds were 

sourced from state, local and private sources. In the areas of elementary and secondary 

education about 92 percent of the funds are derived from non-Federal sources. The 

report notes that the remaining 8 percent of Federal funds was not all from the Federal 

Department of Education (FDOE). The 8 percent, “includes funds not only from the 

FDOE but also from other Federal agencies, such as the Department of Health and 

Human Services' Head Start program and the Department of Agriculture's School 

Lunch program” (U.S. Department of Education, 2016). Thus, the Federal government 

has instituted system-wide education reform initiatives including NCLB, ESSA and 

RTTT with relatively small levels of expenditure.  

2.9.1 The education bureaucracy and the neoliberal imperative 

The U.S. tradition of public schooling is challenged by neoliberal positions 

which Ball (2013) proposed frame the public sector processes as characterised by, 

“…slowness and unresponsiveness and risk aversion” (p. 18). Proponents of neoliberal 

policy emphasize presumed qualities of the private sector including efficiency, 

competition and outputs-oriented culture, (Ball, 2013; Hatcher, 2006). In this context 

Apple (2017) suggested that, “… multiple fractions of capital … are committed to 

neoliberal marketized solutions to educational problems” (p. 149). Essentially, 

neoliberal policy positions neglect the positive qualities of public sector services 

(Verger, 2012).  Joel Klein (2010), a former Chancellor of New York City schools 

stated that,  

The problem with public education is it’s not operated effectively ... It’s got 

to be about whether students, teachers and administrators are performing. 
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That’s a core principle of accountability. It applies in a business community 

and it applies just as well in the academic communities (NPR, 2010).  

Implicit in this view is the idea that the open market is unfailing and as a result should 

be, as Giroux (2008) suggested, “the organizing principle for all social, political, and 

economic decisions” (p. 2). These views position neoliberalism as a significant 

strategic influence in education policy formulation and administration. Neoliberal 

approaches carry imperatives to govern society through market mechanisms (Harvey, 

2005). Implicit in this strategy view is the position that the open market is unfailing 

and as a result should be, as Giroux (2008) suggested, “the organizing principle for all 

social, political, and economic decisions” (p. 2). These views situate neoliberalism as a 

significant strategic influence in education policy formulation and administration. 

Despite system-wide procedures introduced to ensure mandated policies are 

implemented in schools, the neoliberal goal is for restricted government influence. 

Neoliberal policy is associated with a reduced public sector intervention and 

regulation. MacEwan (2005) argued that neoliberalism encourages, “a minimal role 

for the state and a maximal role for markets in organizing economic life” (p. 172). Au 

and Ferrare (2015) suggested that neoliberal structures require, “…small state 

government with limited function” (p. 4). As a result, neoliberalism can be associated 

with the withdrawal of the state from conventional fields of responsibility (Isin, 2004).  

2.10 Differential neoliberal responses for individuals and corporations  

Critics of private sector involvement in public education policy question the 

effectiveness of market-based solutions. Charmaz and Belgrave (2018) suggested that, 

“Neoliberalism assumes the value of individual responsibility, self‐sufficiency, 

competition, efficiency, and profit” (p. 2). Watkins (2015) argued that school reforms 

implicit in neoliberal education policy may perpetuate privilege, racism and inequality. 
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Neoliberal approaches tend to redistribute resources upward and away from public 

agencies (Peck, 2012). Kane (2018) observed that the neoliberal policy approaches of, 

“market-based logic, individualism, and punitive orientation” [are tantamount to] 

“poverty governance” (p. 65). Furthermore, Eikenberry and Mirabella (2018) presented 

a view that neoliberalism does not assist impoverished individuals but serves to 

maintain the, “status quo” (p. 42).  As Brown (2019) observed, “The dispossessed were 

thrown under the economic bus at every turn” (p. 3). The risks which families in 

poverty confront may be perceived as rational choices rather than factors which 

contextualise disadvantage. Foucault (2008) suggested that through neoliberalism, 

“individuals are constantly exposed to danger, or rather, they are conditioned to 

experience their situation, their life, their present, and their future as containing danger” 

(p. 66). In this way, neoliberal policy standpoints may responsibilise but not materially 

benefit the disadvantaged.  

Dean (2014) indicated that neoliberalism is multilayered and cannot be 

regarded as a singular philosophy (p. 153). This layering may be illustrated by the 

highly efficient U.S. corporate bailout emplaced following the global financial crisis 

(GFC) of 2007-2009. The GFC was a neoliberal emergency, precipitated by a growth 

model based on speculation and debt (Kindleberger & Aliber, 2011). The GFC also 

represented a neoliberal policy failure triggered by corporate corruption, market failure 

and growing wealth inequality in the United States (Brodie, 2015; Gomez-Velez, 

2016). The GFC prompted Federal intervention to protect banks deemed too big to fail 

since their demise might compromise the national economy. Financial markets may be 

considered sites of neoliberal government. Foucault (2008) described the market as, “a 

site of veridiction for governmental practice” (p. 33). Cradock (2007) reported that the 
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neoliberal process of responsibilising individuals simultaneously supported 

irresponsibilising governments and institutions (p. 162).  

The neoliberal response to the GFC did not responsibilise or penalize the 

financial market but enacted the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008. 

Through this Act, a $700-billion Troubled Asset Relief Program, (TARP) was 

established, ensuring a rapid return to profit for financial and vehicle manufacturing 

sectors. According to Walks (2010) the GFC response amounted to, “Bailing out the 

wealthy” (p. 1). This may be an example of the phenomenon suggested by Jessop 

(2002) that, “the economic, social and political measures pursued in support of the 

neoliberal project generally seem to involve a paradoxical increase in intervention” (p. 

454). In contrast to support for the wealthy, Walks (2010) reported that the GFC 

caused a spike in unemployment. This has been accompanied by, “the emergence of a 

politics of blaming the victims” … “the young, unemployed, and working poor” (p. 

20). This example demonstrates that neoliberal policy may secure corporate sector 

security while disregarding impoverished individuals. 

The GFC also impacted negatively on funding available for state education 

budgets. Leachman, Albares, Masterson and Wallace (2016) noted that, “At least 31 

states provided less state funding per student in the 2014 school year than in the 2008 

school year” (p. 1). Leachman et al., (2016) also cited Federal Department of 

Education statistics indicating that nationally, “there are about 804,000 more K-12 

students and 3 million more public college and university students now than in 2008” 

(p. 9). Declining education budgets presented a challenging situation for school 

districts, particularly in a context of growing student enrolments and increasing costs. 

 State funding declines have coincided with increased private provider activity 

in education. Private publishing companies such as Pearson (2012) tendered for and 
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won contracts to supply New York state assessments replacing the State Department of 

Education in the formulation and supply of state assessments.  Pearson and other 

companies supply instructional texts and market TP materials to schools across New 

York State and the U.S. (Attick & Boyles, 2016; Au & Hollar, 2016). As an example, 

during 2017, Pearson Publishing distributed 25.3 million tests online, and 20.4 million 

paper-based assessments for K-12 students in the U.S. (Davis & Molnar, 2018). Giroux 

(2004) maintained that, “the neo-liberal framework can bankrupt public funds, [and] 

hollow out public services” (p. 494). According to DeSaxe (2015), the neoliberal goal 

is to achieve purely private and individual goods and services provision. This 

contention suggests that neoliberal policy settings may operate to restrict budgets or 

replace the traditional roles of large State Departments of Education. 

2.11 Neoliberal policy and the Washington consensus 

The term ‘Washington consensus’ was attributed to Williamson (2009) in 1989. 

It is associated with the emergence of neoliberalism as a descriptor for the social and 

economic, “… policies that … everyone in Washington would agree were needed more 

or less everywhere in Latin America” (p. 14). According to Van Waeyenberge (2017) 

the economic policies implicit in the consensus represented a shift to the right, “away 

from an earlier Keynesian or more structuralist orientation towards a neoliberal” (p. 

205), policy framework. This new orientation involved policy-based lending. The 

framework involved highly prescribed policy as preconditions to World Bank (WB) and 

International Monetary Fund (IMF) patronage (Blad, Oloruntoba & Shefner, 2017; 

Williamson, 2009). The policies of the WB and IMF were initially designed to maintain 

economic stability and prevent financial crises (Gershman & Irwin, 2000). 

In summarizing key elements of the Washington Consensus, Stiglitz (2005), 

cited effective economic management as requiring liberalized trade, macroeconomic 
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steadiness and appropriate pricing. Once government implemented these policies there 

was an expectation that markets would efficiently allocate resources and generate 

robust and sustained growth. Wiarda (1997) suggested that the policy emphasis was on 

open markets, state downsizing and increased privatization. Williamson suggested that 

the term was eventually associated with extreme and dogmatic commitment to private 

enterprise and market autonomy (1990, 2000, 2009). It was through the policy settings 

associated with the consensus argued Harvey (2005), that capitalism “stumbled 

towards neoliberalization” (p. 12). 

The policies collectively described as the Washington Consensus, Free Trade, 

and neoliberalism policies did not produce the anticipated gains (Gershman & Irwin, 

2000). Development in parts of Africa, Asia and South America (Latin America) slowed 

or collapsed (Kremer, van Lieshout & Went, 2009). This failure was confirmed by the 

reality that foreign aid constituted 50 percent of state budgets for some countries 

(Haggard, & Kaufman, 1992). By 2016, Furceri, Loungani and Ostry, researchers with 

the International Monetary Fund (IMF), a foundational institution in the establishment 

of neoliberalism, suggested that, “instead of delivering growth, some neoliberal policies 

have increased inequality” (p. 39). On this basis there has been broad agreement that the 

policies associated with the Washington Consensus had failed. 

2.11.1 The New Washington Consensus and Education 

Hess and Petrilli (2004) applied the term New Washington Consensus to 

describe the significant initial bilateral support for the NCLB Act. Observers attributed 

post 9/11 national unity as important in carrying the Act through both the House of 

Representatives and the Senate (Bass, 2004; Hess, Petrilli & Rotherham, 2006; Ravitch, 

2010). During the Bush administration, support for Federal intervention in education 

was, for a period of time, supported by a bipartisan coalition in Congress. This coalition 
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reauthorized ESEA as the NCLB Act. The key functions of NCLB are presented in the 

first sentence of the Act,  

The purpose of this title is to ensure that all children have a fair, equal,  

and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and reach,  

at a minimum, proficiency on challenging State academic achievement 

standards and state academic assessments (Title 1, Section 1001). 

In reviewing the Act, Wood (2004) stated, “Who could object to a law that promises 

no child left behind when it comes to our schools?” (p. vii). Over time however, there 

were increasing challenges to the bipartisan support which secured the initial passage 

of the NCLB Act. Increasingly, there were criticisms of the mandates in the Act. 

The New Washington Consensus was also a term coined by Mitchell and Sparke 

(2015) to describe interventions involving philanthropic funding and policy intervention 

in high poverty schools. Mitchell and Sparke (2015) did indicate that the term consensus 

is disputed (p. 2). Bishop and Green (2008) applied the term Philanthrocapitalism and 

suggest that, “Philanthrocapitalists see a world of big problems that they, and perhaps 

only they, can and must put right” (p. 3). There has been a history of philanthropy in 

charter school funding (Scott, 2009). It has been suggested that some philanthropic 

innovation efforts may be characterized as, “doing good by doing good business” 

(Burger, 2014). Mitchell and Sparke (2015) further suggest that the consensus, 

“opportunistically shores up global market practices and rationalities through local 

social projects that at once acknowledge and cover for market failure while 

simultaneously cultivating new market subjects” (p. 3). There was a general consistency 

between Federal Education policy mandates, philanthropic school interventions and 

neoliberal agendas in suggesting common directions for funding and evaluation in the 

public education sector. These trends indicated a move away from traditional education 

governance towards increasingly neoliberal policy settings. These views were echoed 
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by Saltman (2016) who suggested that education policy under venture philanthropy 

(VP), promoted, “… privatization and deregulation” (p. 53). Saltman (2016) further 

proposed that VP is, 

consistent with the steady expansion of neoliberal language and rationales 

in public education, including the increasing centrality of business terms to 

describe educational reforms and policies: choice, competition, efficiency, 

accountability, monopoly, turnaround, and failure (p. 53).  

These policy imperatives towards neoliberal governance represent continuing moves 

away from traditions implicit in Local and State governance of education policy. 

Foucault presented governmentality as linked to mechanisms associated with shifts in 

power, policy and influence. Foucault (1990) stated that,  

Power is not something that is acquired, seized, or shared, something that 

one holds on to or allows to slip away; power is exercised from innumerable 

points, in the interplay of non-egalitarian and mobile relations (p. 94). 

This position implies that the policy transitions associated with the ascendance of 

neoliberalism and the decline of policies associated with social justice have been 

deliberate and strategic. As Foucault (1990) stated, "Power relations are both intentional 

and non-subjective" (p. 94). In this way Foucault suggests that emerging policies may 

be, “imbued with calculation” (p. 95). As Hargreaves (2005) suggests, HST has 

enabled, “cynical and calculative strategies” (p. 105), in education policy under the 

guise of improving student learning outcomes. Accordingly, it is legitimate to 

interrogate influences including HST associated with the emergence of neoliberal 

education policy. Specifically, HST may be regarded as a mandated policy setting 

which facilitates the emergence of a range of calculative neoliberal policy arrangements.  

Mayers (2016) suggested that conservative political donors have 

disproportionate and potentially undemocratic influence in the outcomes of U.S. Federal 
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elections and in domestic policy. Neoliberal policy initiatives may also receive lobbying 

support from other agencies. Moses and Hanna (2007) considered that publishing 

companies have a vested interest in, “the maintenance, expansion, and proliferation” 

(p. 60), of mandatory statewide testing programs. The majority of funding for school 

funding for schools is sourced near the school site. Potentially, Federal interventions 

may be undermining the policies which are funded at the state and local level for school 

communities.  

2.12 NCLB and Federal Government participation in Education Policy 

As noted above, a key goal of the NCLB Act was to improve educational 

attainment and close the racial/ethnic achievement gap. Darling‐Hammond (2007a) 

noted that strategies applied to achieve these goals included, “focusing schools’ 

attention on raising test scores, mandating better qualified teachers and providing 

educational choice” (p. 245). Historically the functioning of public schools in the U.S. 

was managed on a largely local and autonomous basis. The Federal Government had 

minimal formal authority in public education (Bierlein, 1993). The NCLB Act 

represented a significant expansion of federal authority over and within education 

policy nationally (Superfine, Gottlieb & Smylie, 2012). The expansion of Federal 

influence related to targeted school grants, administration structures and evaluation 

protocols. 

 Prior to the NCLB Act, local schooling administration systems were generally 

based on egalitarian principles (Tienken, 2013). The NCLB Act marked the transition of 

policy goals from social democratic concerns with equity to increased federal spending 

and policy intervention in exchange for expanded flexibility and increased 

accountability (McGuinn, 2006). As McDermott (2011) stated, “…the performance 

accountability model in general does not emphasise issues of equity and 
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intergovernmental relations” (p. 8). Instead, accountability policy enables the control of 

procedures and outcomes in intricate, organisational environments (Mathison & Ross, 

2002). Furthermore, Hay (2009) suggests that, “managerialist technologies … render 

invisible the diverse socio-economic contexts of schools and communities (p. 287). This 

position indicates that policy settings associated with performance accountability may 

not fully consider critical social and economic factors contributing to student learning 

outcomes. 

2.13 Policy focus and school staff accountability 

The changes in school operations associated with HST have not received 

automatic acceptance from schools. Ball (2008), indicated that educational policy 

development and implementation were not simple processes receiving automatic 

policy implementation acceptance. Ball (2012a), further suggested that policy 

implementation was contested and subject to dispute.  

Disputes regarding HST mandates are related to both practice and evaluation. 

The effects of neo-liberal policies on state education systems in many parts of the 

world have had the effect of individualizing teachers’ work and isolating teachers from 

their peers (Apple, 2001; Ball, 1993a). Gerrard (2015) described neoliberal policy 

settings as, “education-as-individual-value-accrual” (p. 855). According to Hursh 

(2007b), neoliberalism leads to increased accountability measures being placed on 

both teachers and administrators. This view was also evident in research by Thompson 

and Allen (2012) which indicated that teachers working in disadvantaged schools 

reported reduced job satisfaction and were aware of increased pressures from the 

school administration and district to improve student outcomes on HST examinations. 

The HST and accountability mechanisms promoted by neoliberal policy fostered 
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increasing isolation and individualism where failure was blamed on the individual 

(Agostinone-Wilson, 2006).  

In summary, schooling and accountability measures have become increasingly 

structured by neoliberal policy settings. Waitoller and Thorius (2015) suggested that 

since the inception of NCLB, accountability measures and market-driven procedures 

had increasingly controlled U.S. education policy. Non-public sector business has also 

assumed an expanded role in school operation, governance and evaluation (Au & 

Ferrare, 2015; Burch, 2009). 

2.13.1 Neoliberal policy and Educator resistance  

In the U.S. school context, teachers or administrators whose students do not 

produce improved or creditable learning outcomes in annual state examinations may 

anticipate possible adverse evaluative consequences. In particular, teachers and 

administrators in schools with histories of poor learning outcomes may face adverse 

evaluations which compromise their job security and promotion prospects (Behrent, 

2016). Lipman (2017) asserted that, …the tyranny of high stakes tests and the 

degradation of teaching and shaming of schools…” (p. 7) is associated with “… 

teacher demoralization…” (p. 7). High-stakes testing has come about as part of a larger 

neoliberal imperative to vilify and denigrate public schools and educators to justify 

reducing public expenditures and privatizing schools (Hursh, 2007b).  Statistical 

procedures that use student test results or measure student growth using “value-added 

modeling” (VAM) appear to be administratively convenient ways of measuring teacher 

and administrator effectiveness however they may not be valid (Guarino, Reckase, & 

Wooldridge, 2015). Research by Baker, Barton, Darling-Hammond, Haertel, Ladd, 

Linn and Shepard (2010) identified technical problems with these measures. They cited 

studies which found that, 
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among teachers who were ranked in the top 20% of effectiveness in the first 

year, fewer than a third were in that top group the next year, and another 

third moved all the way down to the bottom 40%. Another found that 

teachers’ effectiveness ratings in one year could only predict from 4% to 

16% of the variation in such ratings in the following year (p. 2). 

This evidence indicates substantial fluctuations in teachers effectiveness ratings. It may 

suggest that teachers perform differently with different classes and over time. It may 

also show that student learning outcomes and value added measures may not be 

reliable tools in processes of teacher evaluation. These data also indicate that teacher 

performance is complex and that a range of factors may be relevant. 

2.14 Research Hierarchies associated with the NCLB Act 

An important focus of the current study is the Federal NCLB Act (2001). 

Franco noted that policy guidelines implemented with the introduction of the NCLB 

Act by the Office of Educational Research and Improvement (2007) defined, “a 

hierarchy of preferred research evidence” (p. 1). This hierarchy privileged the 

increased use of specific research evidence in decisions related to education resources 

and outcomes.  

NCLB Act guidelines required that funding for instructional materials and 

education programs, particularly programs from education service providers, be 

supported by evidence from scientifically based research (Beghetto, 2003). 

Furthermore, Fischman and Tefera (2014) commented that, scientifically-based research 

studies in education were hailed as the gold standard by the NCLB Act (p. 3). NCLB 

Act policymakers ranked randomized trials first and quasi-experimental evidence 

including pre and post-evaluation second. Correlational studies incorporating statistical 

controls ranked third and studies without controls ranked fourth. Case studies were 

ranked fifth. Barone (2007) linked this policy which, “attempts to reinstitute a narrow 
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methodological orthodoxy” (p. 1) with a constriction of the sanctioned methodological 

continuum.  

Standards of research practice related to NCLB explicitly dismissed qualitative 

research methods as ideologically-based and as a result less valid or effective than 

quantitative research methods. However, the division of evidence-based from practice 

derived from qualitative versus quantitative research is misleading. It may be the case 

that many policy decisions have an ideological or political basis. As Goldacre (2012) 

commented, “You use your ideology to set your policy objectives and the moral and 

ethical limits of what you are willing to do” (BBC). A belief that scientific or 

evidence-based data may produce more effective educational policy may constitute an 

ideological position. Supporting this position, Hammersley (2005) stated that, 

no evidence is infallible, so we would expect policy makers and practitioners 

to assess critically the claims made in research reports (even in systematic 

reviews), and in doing so they will necessarily draw on their own experience 

and background knowledge (p. 88).  

As Freire (2004) proposed, “education is always a certain theory of knowledge put into 

practice” (p. 71). In addition, education policy in the United States is increasingly 

politicised (Dumas, 2016; Vinovskis, 2009) as debates regarding HST and charter 

schools have continued (Ball, 2017; Cohen, 2017). In addition, charter versus public 

school debates may frame issues regarding education policy in New York.  

2.15 The Rise of School Consultancy Services 

The NCLB Act transformed the context of education supporting the 

privatization of education services. Burch (2006) suggested that education 

privatization encompasses,  
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activities, initiatives, programs, and policies such as charter schools, vouchers, 

the contracting out of instructional and non-instructional services, and the total 

management and takeover of entire school districts and schools (p. 2695). 

The neoliberal policy agenda and the establishment of routine HST have contributed to 

opening up a market for education consultants. Burch (2006) noted that consultancy 

positions grew quickly in New York where, “urban school systems are relying on the 

services and products of specialty-service providers to jump-start compliance with 

NCLB” (p. 2695). Research by Belfield and Wooten (2003) indicated that urban schools 

were more likely to rely on private services than suburban schools.  

Some commentators saw broad scale consultancy participation in schools as an 

effective strategy to harness available resources. Osbourne and Gaelber (1992) noted 

that governments are increasingly using all agency sectors public, private and 

voluntary in an effort to deal with the challenges they face. Research links consultancy 

practice with opportunities for organisations to ensure effective and rapid innovation 

(Hoecht & Trott, 2006). Buono and Subbiah (2014) suggested that, “organizations 

often hire external consultants to assist them with change initiatives” (p. 35). As 

indicated, consultancy may be used to support efficient innovation in school practice. 

2.15.1 Systemic Imperatives and the role of consultants  

Neoliberal education policy has provided the conditions of possibility for the 

privatisation of public services. Hall (2011) argued that, “Contracting out, competitive 

tendering and ‘contestability’ opened up the state to capital” (p. 20). The act of placing 

an outside consultant into a school in an effort to build the capacity of teachers may be 

considered in itself a neoliberal approach to educational reform. This occurs since 

neoliberalism establishes conditions where core functions of the state may be 

subcontracted or operated privately (Ferguson, 2010). According to Ball (2012a), the 
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imposition of market solutions through the involvement of private providers in the 

delivery of educational services, both independently and on behalf of the state are 

essentially neoliberal (Ball, 2012a).  

School districts may hire external educational consultants to more rapidly 

produce improved teaching practices that lead to improved student learning outcomes as 

indicated by HST. Cox (2015) suggests that, “Partnering with a consulting firm can help 

the district promote a system wide ‘jump start’ for a specific initiative and build the 

internal capacity necessary to sustain it” (p. 44). The processes of education reform may 

require a focus on the technologies of expertise. These may include the analysis and 

planning regarding the results of state-wide standardized tests, school reviews, 

consultancy reports and other metrics of specialist school performance evaluation 

(Mitchell & Lizotte, 2016). 

The work of consultants may parallel the work of instructional coaches. The 

names applied to the role have included reading specialist, literacy or math coach, staff 

developer and instructional facilitator (Stefaniak, 2017). Stoops (1990), considered 

that, “Peer coach/consultants were found to possess a combination of effective 

characteristics which they and their teaching colleagues felt made them especially 

effective in their respective sites” (p. 4). The characteristics of peer coach/consultants 

have the capacity to improve exchanges between the peer coach/consultants and their 

colleagues (Stoops, 1990; Woulfin & Rigby, 2017). Research from DeForest (1991) 

indicated that teachers possessing significant teaching skill and effectiveness rated 

consultant practice as more effective than teachers who had less instructional skill. 

That is, more effective teachers generally valued consultants interactions and resource 

support and collaboration highly. 
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Education consultants generally have a math or a literacy focus reflecting those 

areas thought to underpin student achievement. Joyce and Showers (1983, 2002) 

introduced the idea of peer coaching as a process, which encouraged teachers to trial 

and apply new instructional practices. Other theorists have extended this definition. 

Shanklin (2006) found that the work of coaches and consultants involved the provision 

of, “ongoing, job-embedded professional learning that increases teacher capacity to 

meet students’ needs” (p. 2). Coaches and consultants may both provide a range of 

services to schools. A summary of potential coach and consultant roles in schools is 

outlined in Table 2.4.  

Table 2.3 Research reports of Coach and Consultant Roles in Schools 

Research reports of Coach and Consultant Roles in Schools 

Role Research Evidence 
Working with individual teachers to plan 
lessons 

Desimone & Pak, 2017; Phillips, Nichols, 
Rupley, Paige & Rasinski, 2016. 

Working with groups of teachers on 
“inquiry teams” to plan units 

Brunner, 2009; Gallimore, Ermeling, 
Saunders & Goldenberg, 2009; James, 
Dunning, Connolly & Elliott, 2007. 

Planning professional development with 
administrators 

Brunner, 2009; Mayer, Woulfin & Warhol, 
2015; Woulfin & Rigby, 2017. 

Delivering professional development Darling-Hammond & Richardson, 2009; 
Zepeda, 2014; Desimone & Pak, 2017. 

Teaching lessons Sailors & Price, 2015. 
Analysing data Datnow & Hubbard, 2016; Fullan, 2011; 

Marsh & Farrell, 2015; Steckel, 2009. 

 

Table 2.4 indicates that the range of tasks required from coaches and 

consultants vary considerably. The roles required may reflect the range of training and 

planning activities required in schools. A consultant may work in a specific school for 

a period of up to seven or more years (Australia and United States Services in 

Education (AUSSIE, 2010). Sailors and Shanklin (2010) proposed that this level of 

engagement provided, “sustained class-based support from a qualified and 

knowledgeable individual who models research-based strategies and explores with 

teachers how to increase these practices using the teacher’s own students” (p. 1). 

Longer-term coaching and consultancies involving sustained class-based support are 
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more likely to result in new practices being included and becoming a part of a teachers 

skill repertoire (Sailors and Shanklin, 2010). 

2.15.2 Consultants and the opportunity for collaboration 

As outlined, one of the main tasks of consultants work in New York, 

involved the provision of school based professional development over time that 

progressively developed planning and instructional skills. Evans-Stout (1998) 

linked collaboration with increased ability to comment knowledgably on theory, 

methods and processes of teaching and learning. It may be that these processes are key 

to improving instruction. Professional collaboration and learning is thought likely 

to improve instructional practices and student achievement across academic content 

areas (Steckel, 2009). Fullan (2011) endorsed this model as a driver for effective 

system wide reform.  

The term ‘collaboration’ may be interpreted in a number of ways. For Lima 

(2001) collaboration and collegiality were found to often be used interchangeably in 

research. In this research the term collaboration refers to the task related, shared 

planning work of teachers, administrators or the work that consultants may do with 

teachers or administrators (James, Dunning, Connolly & Elliott, 2007). A focus on 

collaborative work may help ensure the effective teaching and may help maintain a 

focus on positive student learning outcomes (Williams, 2010). Furthermore, Erickson 

(2018) suggested that teacher awareness included an ability to engage students and 

also link student responses to instructional practice and curricular objectives. This may 

be considered reflective practice. Collaborative processes may help promote reflective 

practice (Mann & Walsh, 2017). Hargreaves and O'Connor note (2018) that, “Informal 

collaboration builds strong and enduring relationships, supports professional 

conversation and maintains teacher motivation (p. 5). Opportunities for positive 
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collaborative engagement for teachers are associated with improved teacher wellbeing 

(Aelterman, Engels, Van Petegem & Pierre-Verhaeghe, 2007) improvement in 

teaching practice and also student learning outcomes (Ronfeldt, Owens Farmer, 

McQueen, & Grissom, 2015).  

Teacher collaboration may be considered a feature of more successful school 

systems (Sahlberg, 2011; Brown & Poortman, 2018). Countries which have established 

and maintain high performance in education systems including Finland attribute their 

success to a range of factors including teacher professionalisation, autonomy and 

collaboration as a professional activity (Välijärvi, Kupari, Linnakylä, Reinikainen, 

Sulkunen, Törnroos, & Arffman, 2007; Vangrieken, Dochy, Raes & Kyndt, 2015). 

Research indicates that increased teacher collaboration is associated with improved 

student achievement in schools (Goddard, Miller, Larsen, Goddard, Madsen & 

Schroeder, 2010). Specifically, Reeves, Pun and Chung (2017) found that, 

“Collaboration during lesson planning was a significant predictor of student 

achievement in the United States” (p. 1). This evidence suggests that teacher 

collaboration is associated with more effective teaching and learning. 

2.15.3 HST and challenges to collaboration 

There is some evidence that constructive professional relationships between 

teachers may be compromised by a culture of individualism created by the HST 

environment (Holloway & Brass, 2018) which may also foster a culture of isolation 

(Achinstein & Ogawa, 2011; Martina, Hursh & Markowitz, 2009; Paletta, 2012; 

Stone-Johnson, 2016). Within the HST regime, teachers may believe that they are 

competing with their colleagues and they may be less inclined to share resources, 

strategies and perspectives (De Lisle, Hyland-Joseph & Bowrin-Williams, 2011; 

Hope, Lufti & Brockmeier, 2009). Practices a teacher believes may result in improved 
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student test scores might not be shared with colleagues. HST may hamper the 

establishment or maintenance of collaborative practice (Ryan & Weinstein, 2009). In 

these ways HST may be detrimental to the institutional relationships and practices 

which contribute to improved student learning outcomes. This perspective may be 

linked to Foucault’s depictions of disciplinary institutions as fostering and sustaining 

systems of isolation and separation. In the high stakes context teachers may be 

regularly evaluated or observed to ensure that their practice is in line with school 

routines. According to Holloway and Brass (2018), accountability measures associated 

with HST, include, “a wide range of measurement and judgment mechanisms that 

function to monitor and discipline [teacher] … performance and being” (p. 19). 

Teachers are more constrained in the HST context by school-wide TP programming.  

These governing processes may be to be a challenge to teacher professionalism 

as they work to restrict teachers’ focus and consideration to standardized measures of 

students’ learning (Hardy, 2018). In the school context Moore and Clarke (2016) 

suggested that mandated, “teacher compliance with HST related school arrangements 

including test preparation may undermine teacher professionalism” (p. 666). These 

studies link increased standardised instruction with reduced teacher agency. 

2.15.4 HST, staff evaluation and performativity. 

The teaching profession in the U.S. has been required to respond to new 

influences linked to assessment and accountability policies. Webb (2006) termed the 

use of student data for evaluation, “data surveillance” (p. 202). Webb further explained 

that, “the choreography of accountability monitoring through performance data is 

accompanied with threats of school closure, school reconstitution, teacher dismissal 

and penalties of reduced school income” (pp. 202-203). The use of student HST 

outcome metrics to inform the evaluation of teachers and administrators are associated 



  

 124 

with the rise of a culture of ‘performativity’ (Ball, 2003). The term performativity 

indicates increasing external direction and control over school curriculum, pedagogy 

and personnel. In this regard it involves responses to accountability, competition and 

compliance. Ball (2003) described performativity as, “… a technology, a culture and a 

mode of regulation that employs judgements, comparisons and displays as means of 

incentive, control, attrition and change based on rewards and sanctions” (p. 216). In 

this regard performativity is a reaction to the threats and expectations of surveillance. 

Ball (2001) further linked accountability surveillance with the imperative towards 

performativity Ball described, 

 ...a structure of surveillance, as a flow of performativities both continuous 

and eventful. It is not the certainty of being seen that is the issue. Instead it 

is the uncertainty and instability of being judged in different ways, by 

different means, through different agents; the ‘bringing-off’ of performances 

(pp. 211-212). 

According to Falabella (2014), performativity, “occurs when individuals or 

organizations focus their main aims and daily work on calculating, planning, and 

investing their efforts and resources in exhibiting themselves successfully” (p. 16). 

Performativity may be considered to be an aspect of neoliberal compliance. Meadmore 

and McWilliam (2001) considered that performativity has credence based on the 

acceptance of two suppositions. These were that, “…the market is the best way to 

achieve effective organisational arrangements” [and that individuals should be] 

working competitively to achieve their potential” (p. 32). These comments help explain 

why individualism and competition are implicit in performative routines and 

arrangements. 

Meadmore and Meadmore (2004) further suggested that performativity 

indicates an effort to present a school as a place of, “…accountability, efficiency, and 



  

 125 

effectiveness…” (p. 376). In addition, Haggarty (2004) described a number of ways by 

which performative approaches changed the appearance of teaching and learning. 

Performativity appeared to, “transform the teacher’s practice into that of technician; a 

deliverer of pre-designed and carefully scripted and precisely timed packages, 

guidelines and assessments” (p. 592). This scenario depicts instructional conduct as 

increasingly standardised with uniform classroom and instructional practice.  

Perryman linked performative practices to ongoing scrutiny associated with 

evaluations of teacher classroom practice. Perryman (2006) noted that,  

Panoptic performativity describes a regime in which frequency of 

inspection and the sense of being perpetually under surveillance leads to 

teachers performing in ways dictated by the discourse of inspection …. 

Lessons are taught to a rigidly prescribed routine, school documentation 

and policies closely mirror the accepted discourses of school effectiveness 

and the whole school effort is directed away from education and towards 

passing inspection (p. 148).  

Perryman (2006) was critical of, “inspection as performance” (p. 611). School reviews, 

Learning walks and TP schedules are all predicated on standardized practice in 

schools. Foucault 1977) proposed that surveillance is a deliberate strategy (1977) 

stating that,  

the major effects of surveillance is to induce in the teacher a state of 

conscious and permanent visibility that assures the automatic functioning of 

power. So, to arrange things that the surveillance is permanent in its effects, 

even if it is discontinuous in its action which the teacher should be caught up 

in a power situation of which they are themselves bearers (p. 201). 

In these circumstances, Holloway & Brass (2017) argued that, “Collegiality is 

replaced with competition, and autonomy is replaced with bounded (and calculable) 

expectations” (p. 3). In these ways performativity represents a departure from 

collaborative practice. Perryman (2006) reviewed the position explaining that, 
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“Performativity is about performing the normal within a particular discourse” (p. 150). 

Highly structured lessons require significant teacher compliance (Holloway & Brass, 

2017). By contrast, Newmann, King and Carmichael (2007) recommend, “authentic 

intellectual work [which] involves original application of knowledge and skills, rather 

than just routine use of facts and procedures” (p. 3). This view is compelling, 

Newmann, King and Carmichael (2007) further reported that studies showed that, 

“students who experienced higher levels of authentic instruction and assessment 

showed higher achievement than students who experienced lower levels” (p. 47). On 

this basis, highly structured models of instruction may not contribute to improved 

learning outcomes. 

It has been established that the publication of student results contributes to 

competition and rivalry between teachers (Thompson, 2013) but has not improved 

student outcomes or improved practice (Moore Johnson, 1984). Research also indicates 

that linking teacher promotion to student test results does not contribute to improved 

student learning outcomes. New York City school research by Fryer (2011) found no 

evidence that teacher incentives increased student performance, attendance or 

graduation rates. The implication is that teacher incentives, as key reform initiatives are 

ineffective as strategies to improve student learning outcomes. Furthermore, HST has 

been associated with a decline in project work and rich tasks across and between 

subject areas (Supovitz, 2009). HST’s are also associated with teacher compromise in 

their conceptions of what constitutes best practice (Abrams, Pedulla & Madaus, 2003). 

The teacher centred processes associated with HST (Au, 2011; Hursh, 2007), are at 

odds with the more analytical and conceptual processes associated with best practice in 

teaching and learning (Scott, 2014). 
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A process of instructional decline may be linked to a reduction in cross subject 

collaboration since instruction in non-state test subjects may be reduced or 

marginalized. Teachers may experience less work satisfaction as rich tasks between 

curriculum areas are discontinued and collaboration and collegiality decline (Eslinger, 

2012; Rubin, 2011; Smith & Kovacs, 2011).  

There is evidence that the competitive context of HST does persuade 

administrators to change their practices, however these changes appear to include 

inconsequential and shallow modifications in content coverage and increased TP 

work. Dufour (2004) commented that in some schools, “the staff's willingness to 

collaborate often stops at the classroom door” (p. 3). Neoliberal education policies 

have opened schools to increased scrutiny based on student outcomes on state 

assessments. Teachers are increasingly required to incorporate practices in their 

teaching that involve TP and these practices tend to monopolise daily teacher and 

student work. Researchers suggest that HST is corrupting educational practices in 

schools (Ryan & Weinstein, 2009). Test preparation activities sideline more 

progressive and creative teaching (Firestone, Schorr & Monfils, 2004).  

In summary, mandates around curriculum standards and high stakes 

assessment preparation may have undermined opportunities for collaboration and 

collaborative planning (Hursh, 2007a). This appears to occur instead of and may 

displace structural changes that may promote deeper improvements in instructional 

practice (Supovitz, 2009). Thus, HST and the competitive grading of teachers may 

compromise and degrade instructional practice and school performance. 

2.15.5 High Stakes Testing, consultancy and collaboration in schools. 

Opportunities for collegial effort promote a greater sense of support and 

achievement through their engagement with one another in collaborative or collegial 



  

 128 

work (Cibulka & Nakayama, 2000; Little, 1990). Collaboration has been an important 

part of teachers work in Australia and continues to be a feature of research and work 

within schools (Donnison, Edwards, Itter, Martin & Yager, 2009; Joseph & Heading, 

2010; Hudson & Hudson, 2010; Sim, 2010). The collaborative emphasis of the AUSSIE 

consultancy may be at odds with neoliberal education policy in the U.S. in a number of 

ways. In this context education consultants are likely to be able to provide relevant 

support. Brunner (2009) commented,  

The AUSSIE coaches, while not generally warm and fuzzy, provided the 

kind of objective, honest feedback to teachers and administrators that, in my 

opinion, was generally lacking in the district (p. 77).   

The AUSSIE consultants were often referred to as coaches (Brunner, 2009). School-

based instructional coaching practice has been implemented in almost every urban 

district in the USA (Matsumura, Garnier & Resnick, 2010). Regardless of the context a 

key focus of educational coaching and consulting is to "release" individuals and 

organizations from their ineffective theories of action and facilitate a "change agent" 

philosophy in an individual and a "change friendly" climate in the organization (Argyris 

& Schon, 1978, 1996; Elmore, 1996, 2004; Fullan, 2011).  

A key goal of instructional coaching is to use instructional planning and teaching 

tasks as practice-based learning opportunities with teachers and administrators. 

Research indicates that these processes are effective for improving the quality of 

instructional practice and student learning outcomes (Cravens, Drake, Goldring & 

Schuermann, 2017; Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree, Richardson & Orphanos, 2009; 

Walpole & McKenna, 2004).  

The AUSSIE professional development model emphasized longer-term 

partnerships between consultants and teachers in the school context. In this context the 

professional development process becomes an embedded one as the consultant may co-
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plan a lesson or unit and then model, coach or co-teach the unit with the teacher. The 

focused, job embedded collaborative learning that is most effective in developing 

instructional skills, is not widely implemented in the United States (Darling-Hammond, 

2010; Hirsh, 2009). In contrast with the national mandates associated with NCLB and 

RTTT accountability mechanisms, has been the emergence of school practice 

emphasizing shared effort and collaboration (Sergiovanni, 2005; Zeichner, Payne & 

Brayko, 2015).  

2.16 Effective Teaching and Teacher Quality 

Fullan viewed education policy settings as drivers underpinning education system 

operations. According to Fullan (2011), the right drivers will lead to improved outcomes 

and successful reform while the wrong drivers will not achieve the outcomes desired. 

Fullan proposed that current education policy drivers in place in the United States 

cannot succeed. Fullan (2011) identified four integrated drivers for education system 

success based on the contention that effective drivers must have the capacity to foster 

and sustain system change. The drivers require initiatives which: 

1. foster intrinsic motivation of teachers and students; 

2. engage educators and students in continuous improvement of instruction 

and learning; 

3. inspire collective or team work; and 

4. affect all teachers and students (p. 3). 

Fullan’s preferred drivers for improved outcomes and successful reform are endorsed 

by other research which indicates that professional development is most productive 

when it enables teachers to participate in dynamic learning opportunities that are 

focused on specific skills, applied in the work context and closely aligned with 

curriculum and assessments, improved outcomes and successful reform. (Correnti, 

2007; Desimone, 2009; Wayne, Yoon, Zhu, Cronen & Garet, 2008). 
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 Collaborative scholarly engagement is a well-established means for improving 

teacher performance in current educational thought (Kuhn, 2015). There is evidence that 

teacher collaboration contributes more to skill and knowledge development than a 

teacher working in isolation. Leana (2011) found that low-ability teachers performed as 

well as teachers of average ability as a result of effective professional collaborative 

work. Collaboration may also be a driver of improved instructional practice. Darling-

Hammond and Bransford (2005) noted that, “when teachers learn to develop their 

teaching in collaborative contexts, they welcome rather than avoid … feedback” (p. 

365). This suggests that collaboration enables teachers to accept constructive criticism 

which, in turn, leads to improved practice. 

Teachers may work together to share resources, plan lessons, develop 

assessments, study curriculum, and otherwise improve student learning (DuFour, Eaker 

& DuFour, 2005; McLaughlin & Talbert, 2006; Zmuda, Kuklis & Klein, 2004). The 

practice of collaboration has been associated with increased professional skill in 

teachers and improved student learning outcomes (American Educational Research 

Association, 2005; Darling-Hammond, 2004b; Darling-Hammond & Richardson, 2009; 

Elmore, 2002; Fullan, 2007; Hirsh & Killion, 2009; Reeves, 2007; Viadero, 2007). 

Uekawa, Aladjem and Zhang (2006) found that the scale of social capital developed on 

a campus depended on the focus of the reform effort. They identified collective change 

with increased opportunities for the development of social capital. 

It is problematic that the emphasis on accountability, particularly through HST, 

may be removing opportunities from building capacity in content knowledge acquisition 

and instructional practice routines. According to Elmore (2003), a focus on HST which 

neglects professional development is unlikely to contribute to improved professional 

practice. 



  

 131 

In the context of educational reform in the United States concepts regarding 

effective teaching practice are critical. There is consensus that teacher quality is 

critical in improving student learning outcomes (Hanushek & Rivkin, 2010; Kane & 

Cantrell, 2010; Rockoff, 2004). Research by Chesnut and Burley (2015) confirmed 

this view and positions’ teacher beliefs and commitments as significant factors in 

influencing student achievement. There is also consensus that there is variation in 

instructional effectiveness between teachers (Aaronson, Barrow & Sander, 2003; 

Rockoff, 2004; Kane, Rockoff & Staiger, 2006). Research relating to the contribution 

of teacher accreditation and training to teacher effectiveness is not conclusive (Yoon, 

et al., 2007). Research by Clotfelter, Ladd and Vigdor (2007), found,  

… clear evidence that teachers with more experience are more effective in 

raising student achievement than those with less... however teachers taking 

graduate degrees, … exert no statistically significant effect on student 

achievement (p. 676).  

On this basis teacher experience is a critical factor in achieving improved student 

learning outcomes. 

There is also research indicating the processes by which teachers may improve. 

Jackson and Bruegmann (2009) suggested that teachers improved when exposed to 

higher quality peers, indicating that part of teacher improvement is based on learning 

from other teachers. In a meta-analysis of the value-added literature, Harris (2008) 

found that eight of nine studies that use value-added models showed evidence of 

teachers improving with experience.  

Professional collaboration may involve the cooperative planning and 

development of resources, sharing effective instructional practices and reviewing 

students’ progress (Lave & Wegner, 1991; Rodgers & Pinnell, 2002). Fifty seven 

percent of teachers in the Met Life Survey (2010) agreed that, “greater collaboration 
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among teachers and school leaders” would have a “major impact” or a “moderate 

impact” on improving student achievement (p. 50). This is notable because research 

from Darling-Hammond, et, al., (2009) found that, “teachers typically need substantial 

professional development in a given area (close to 50 hours) to improve their skills and 

their students’ learning, most professional development opportunities in the U.S. are 

much shorter” (p. 5). The role of education consultants in school settings has been under 

researched (Fullan, 2007). Taylor (2008) noted that, “Embedded professional 

development supported by an instructional ‘coach’ is promising, but as yet under-

researched” (p. 10).  

Professional development is costly and requires a long-term commitment. 

Models of PD with a focus on collaboration which aim to develop individual and 

collective efficacy are likely to improve school instructional quality and contribute to 

improve student-learning outcomes (Fullan & Hargreaves, 2016). These collaborative 

models are markedly different from the conventional professional development and 

education reform programs currently in place which tend to be of short duration and 

may not be relevant for teachers. 

2.17 Education consultancy, neoliberalism and globalisation 

There are research links between the establishment of education consultancy, 

neoliberalism and globalisation (Ball, 2012b). Education consultancy services may be 

considered to be a component of the neoliberal paradigm largely aligned with 

commerce. Rizvi and Lingard (2006) noted, “the ideology of privatisation, the notion 

that services are best delivered by the private sector within a competitive market, has 

become something of a mantra” (p. 255). Ball (2012a) stated that, “As soon as we take 

neoliberalism seriously it becomes clear that it can no longer be limited to within the 

boundaries of the nation state” (p. 4). This view is further verified by the reality that 
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standardisations in instruction and assessment have led to increasingly comparable 

systems between countries (Brøgger, 2016; Rizvi & Lingard, 2010). That is, 

neoliberalism is an economic strategy and a policy approach which impacts education 

planning and practice in and between countries. At the same time school systems have 

sought partnerships with education consultants. Davies and Hentschke (2006) suggested 

that this has been part of a strategy to, “deliver higher-quality services, shared 

professional values and legal mandates” (p. 205).  

The consultant role is very different from being an administrator. Gunter (2015) 

suggested that, “Consultants are recognised as external knowledge actors who trade 

knowledge, expertise and experience, and through consultancy as a relational transfer 

process they impact on structures, systems and organisational goals” (p. 518). 

Consultants work with teachers and administrators and they have to be knowledgeable 

and effective at working with both. This is a relationship that Maister, Green and 

Galford (2000), termed the “trusted advisor” (p. 1). Consultancy services are relevant to 

schools because of their capacity to offer unbiased and objective opinions (Fuller, 

1999). Theorists have also suggested that the consultancy role enables the provision of 

advice as a “critical friend” (Cameron, 2010, p. 621; Handal, 1999, p. 63) offering 

practical feedback, coaching and perspectives related to teacher and school 

administrator practice.  

2.17.1 Local innovation in Education and National Policy mandates. 

Shared local traditions and responses which are the product of long-term 

consideration and investigation of local problems may deliver more effective solutions 

than standardized system wide policy mandates. Theorists contend that the mandates 

associated with current Federal education policy in the United States cannot achieve 

improved education outcomes nationally (Fullan, 2011). Cooperative models of school 
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improvement and teacher professional development processes may involve negotiated 

co-planning, co-teaching practices between teachers and consultants. The consultancy 

process can have many forms. It may involve assisting teachers and administrators 

in their use of curriculum design and planning professional development to support  

individual and collective efficacy (Australia and United States Services in Education 

(AUSSIE), 2010). 

Desimone and Garet (2015) nominated five significant elements of useful 

professional development. The components include, “content focus, active learning, 

coherence, sustained duration, and collective participation” (p. 252). Various countries 

including Canada have taken up these elements as “best practice” in teacher 

professional development (Kennedy, 2014). The current state of staff professional 

development (PD) in the United States is complex (Desimone & Garet, 2015). 

However, overall there appears to be a lack of the kind of PD that is deemed effective 

(Hill, 2009). The majority of PD available involves a reliance on brief, inconsistent, 

encounters for teachers (DeMonte, 2013).  

In the neoliberal context teacher PD may be problematic. The background of 

blame, uncertainty and fear associated with teacher evaluation and high stakes 

assessment may hamper effective teacher participation in PD (Taubman, 2010). 

National traditions of individualism may further compound this isolation rather than 

foster collective effort.  

2.17.2 Teacher isolation and the challenge of establishing collaborative practice 

It has been suggested that the American traditions of independence and self-

reliance are a key component of U.S. culture. Pratt (1991) noted that, “a defining 

attribute of American culture … may be the high regard for personal autonomy and 

individual rights” (p. 288). This is underscored by research indicating that teaching and 
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learning were perceived within schools in an autonomous and individualized way 

(McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001). A number of studies have established that collaborative 

practice is not well established in the U.S. (Glazier, Boyd, Bell Hughes, Able & 

Mallous, 2017; Hargreaves & O’Conner, 2017). A study by Johnston and Tsai (2018) 

found that, “only 31 percent of teachers reported that they have sufficient time to 

collaborate with other teachers” (p. 1). In other countries, collaborative practice may be 

more firmly entrenched (Halinen, 2012). 

Individualization in teaching is characteristic of neoliberal policy approaches. As 

DeSaxe (2015) argued, “a neoliberal presence within the context of schools and 

education puts a premium on individuality, competition, and self-meritocracy” (p. 2). 

Patrick (2013 suggested the focus of, “the neoliberal project can be seen as the 

entrepreneurial self” (p. 5). Proponents of the neoliberal paradigm may challenge 

collaboration as unnecessary. The neoliberal discourse avoids significant issues of 

collaboration and the community benefit by privileging the aims of contest, rapid 

consumption and radical neoliberal individualism (Comaroff & Comaroff, 2001). It is 

implicit in the neoliberal agenda that the individual is more important that the group 

(Carr & Thesee, 2008). Michelle Rhee, chancellor of Washington Public schools from 

2007 to 2010 stated; “… cooperation, collaboration, and consensus building are way 

overrated” (Washington Post, 2010). In this context isolation can be pervasive. Patrick 

(2013) suggested that, “Where individuals learn or work within a system that has 

embraced neoliberal educational ideals, a sense of isolation and helplessness may 

occur” (p. 5). The professional isolation that exists in many school settings compounds 

the professional challenges faced by teachers (DuFour & DuFour, 2010).  
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There are ongoing pressures to ensure improved education learning outcomes 

for students. These pressures may be amplified in high poverty schools. As Lipman 

(2006) stated,  

the magnified consequences of individual failure or success to competition 

over test scores to an elaborate hierarchy of surveillance, accountability, and 

blame, the policies pit people against each other and promote individual 

interests against collective action (pp. 60-61).  

In this context, teachers and schools are positioned in a competitive context between 

and against each other. Teacher practice may therefore become increasingly competitive 

and isolated (Selkrig & Keamy, 2015). This may be part of an explicit strategy to have 

teachers respond to unknown competitors thereby exposing them to the discipline of 

quasi-market competition compelling them to change their practice by cultivating a 

culture of fear. Foucault (1997b) observed the complexity of governing forces 

suggesting that, “No one should ever think that there exists one knowledge or one 

power, or worse, knowledge or power, which would operate in and of themselves” (p. 

52). In this regard aspects of U.S. culture which promote individualism may also more 

readily enable the institution of neoliberal policy settings. These complex competitive 

governing pressures on instructional practice may further undermine teacher 

collegiality, collaboration and professionalism. Applying a Foucauldian perspective Ball 

(2000) argued that these changes compromise the possibility of collaboration and are 

associated with, “pride, … and envy” (p. 4). Ball (2000) further argued that these forms 

of governmentality, “are folded into complex institutional, team, group and communal 

relations” (p. 4).  

Savery (2006) proposed that the imperative to improve student-learning 

outcomes creates pressures as, “High-stakes standardized testing tends to support 

instructional approaches that teach to the test” (p. 18). Furthermore, Jennings and 
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Bearak (2014) noted that, “when the content of a high-stakes exam is predictable, 

educators will target their classroom instruction to standards that compose a larger 

fraction of the exams” (p. 385). Darling-Hammond (2007) noted teachers believe that in 

the context of HST the curriculum is misrepresented and that they feel pressured to, 

“teach to the test” (p. 326). There has been ongoing criticism that the didactic, skills-

based practices implicit in “test prep” exercises foster a narrow approach to learning. 

These approaches may compromise student learning. Theorists contend that the use of 

didactic approaches has been proven to both reduce curiosity and compromise teacher 

feelings of capability (Parker & Neuharth-Prichett, 2006; Nair, 2019).  

To be effective the coach or consultant needs to foster and support collaborative 

practice. Furthermore, researchers argue that collaborative practices are not likely to 

occur spontaneously and may require substantial and ongoing support (Fullan, 2007; 

Handelzalts, 2019). Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1999) described teacher collaboration 

and inquiry groups as contexts whereby teachers can, “generate local knowledge of 

teaching, learning, and schooling when they make classrooms and schools sites for 

research, work collaboratively in inquiry communities, and take critical perspectives on 

the theory and research of others” (p. 18). According to Darling-Hammond (2009) and 

Hirsh (2009) the focused, school based collaborative learning that is most effective in 

developing professional skills is not widely implemented in the United States. Darling-

Hammond, et al., (2009) noted that traditions, “of isolationism are not easily changed” 

(p. 9). School practices such as those developed around HST noted above, may present 

obstacles to the establishment of collaborative cultures.  

While discourses in education reflect larger economic perspectives, individual 

rather than collective achievements are highlighted (Fullan, 2010). Furthermore, Apple 

(2017) suggested that neoliberal approaches to resourcing in schools may involve 
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marketized solutions instead of, “…more collective and more socially responsive 

actions” (p. 149). In this regard teacher planning, especially related to tests, may involve 

consumable resources rather than teacher generated pedagogies. 

Teachers need to develop specific planning skills to be effective. They need to 

possess an understanding of the curriculum content both in depth and breadth (Koehler 

& Mishra, 2009). Teachers also need to possess pedagogical content knowledge, that is, 

instructional knowledge essential for teaching a particular content (Shulman, 1986). 

These skills may be acquired or enhanced through peer co-planning and collaboration. 

Collaboration is a positive practice in education planning as it can contribute 

towards the professional growth of teachers (Bruce, Esmonde, Ross, Dookie & Beatty, 

2010; Friend & Cook, 1990). This growth enables teachers to better contend with the 

professional challenges of their work.  

The process of collaboration enables participants to share their preferred 

strategies and resources (Darling-Hammond, 2008). Collaboration promotes confidence 

and persuades individuals to contribute to the whole subject area rather than considering 

their own classes exclusively (Eva, 2002; Lasley, Mactczynski & Williams, 1992). 

While co-planning and collaboration may be a key part of professional teacher practice 

in Australia (Peters, 2011), professional collaboration between teachers has not been the 

convention in U.S. schools over time (Lortie, 1975; Rosenholtz, 1989; Sarason, 1996). 

Collaborative planning enables teachers to learn from their colleagues. These 

opportunities may help prepare teachers to operate effectively and with confidence in a 

broad range of school settings. 

2.17.3 Effective Professional Development 

Teacher professional development is an interactive effort and a lifelong process 

(Goker, 2006). In this context there is a growing body of research on educator 
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professional development that provides direction for reform efforts (Darling-Hammond 

& McLaughlin, 1995; Hargreaves & Fullan, 1992; Little, 1993; Richardson, 2003). 

These criteria emphasize that professional development should be experiential, 

empowering, collaborative and connect theory and practice (McCotter, 2001). 

Furthermore, Darling-Hammond, et al. (2009) stated that,  

effective professional development is intensive, ongoing, and connected to 

practice; focuses on the teaching and learning of specific academic content; 

is connected to other school initiatives; and builds strong working 

relationships among teachers (p. 5).  

That is, professional development needs to be an ongoing component of teaching 

practise rather than an incidental activity.  

Shavelson, Linn, Baker, Ladd, Darling-Hammond, Shepard, & Rothstein (2010) 

noted that, “American public schools generally do a poor job of systematically 

developing and evaluating teachers” (p. 2). Ineffective PD, exemplified by models 

where teachers experience "drive-by" workshops are considered to be ineffective 

(Darling-Hammond & Richardson, 2009; Firestone & Hirsch, 2006; Fullan, 2001; 

Guskey, 2002). These episodic workshops are not popular with teachers and are also 

criticized for having negligible impact on student learning outcomes. There is 

questionable value in PD when teachers do not receive ongoing support to trial and 

evaluate new strategies. Furthermore, this format for PD does not meet Fullans (2011) 

criteria to, “engage educators and students in continuous improvement of instruction 

and learning” (p. 3). Effective professional development improves teacher practice and 

as a result may contribute to improved student-learning outcomes. 

Full-time or even part-time coaches and consultants cost significantly more to 

fund than one off workshop presentations. One general estimate indicated that the 
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annual cost per teacher of a coach was 6-12 times the cost of workshop provision 

(Knight, 2012). This indicates that the employment of consultants requires a significant 

regional or school-based budget commitment. 

Professional and collaborative planning may present some challenges in the 

United States. Anyon (1997) was critical of PD for its own sake but supported staff 

development that was “… continuous and comprehensive” (p. 174). This is termed 

“embedded” professional development (Steckel, 2009), which occurs when teachers and 

coach/consultants work together over time. Research by Ingvarson, Meiers and Beavis 

(2005), suggested that if teachers believed that they were receiving effective 

professional development they were likely to implement it successfully. In a meta-

analysis pooling results from 60 causal studies of teacher coaching programs 

Kraft, Blazar and Hogan (2018) found, “… large positive effects on instruction and 

smaller positive effects on [student] achievement” (p. 577). There is a link between 

effective coaching, consultancy and the successful implementation of practices 

presented in professional development contexts (Akiba & Wilkinson, 2016; Brunner, 

2009).  

Research points to the need to promote effective collaborative planning and 

professional learning to improve outcomes for students in low income, high poverty 

urban schools (Darling-Hammond, 2008; Kose & Lim, 2011; Stosich, 2017). Teachers 

may work together to share resources, plan lessons, develop assessments, study 

curriculum, and otherwise improve student learning (DuFour & Eaker, 2009; 

McLaughlin & Talbert, 2006). The practice of collaboration has been associated with 

increased professional skill in teachers and improved student learning outcomes (Fullan, 

2007; Hirsh & Killion, 2009; Oakes, Maier & Daniel, 2017; Thomas & Brady, 2005).  
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The NCLB Act called for compulsory teacher professional development 

initiatives. Highly qualified teachers were required under NCLB mandates but a 

shortage of teachers with this attribute persists (Van Houten, 2009). There are a range of 

interpretations as to what makes a teacher highly qualified (Steele, 2010). Darling-

Hammond and Berry (2006) interpreted the term highly qualified to indicate that 

teachers of core academic specialties, “… were expected to have a bachelor's degree, 

full state certification, and proven competency in the subject areas they teach” (p. 15). 

By 2007 as many as 30% of the nation’s teachers are still not meeting the law’s 

definition of “highly qualified” as required under the NCLB (Trachtman, 2007). In this 

context relevant professional learning remains a priority (Duke, 2016). Beyond the 

shortage of highly qualified teachers, recent research indicates that there is a growing 

teacher shortage in high poverty schools (Garcia & Weiss, 2019).  

Over time, successive U.S. Federal Governments have drawn links between 

schooling outcomes and the national economy in response to globalised economic 

competition. Gradually, these perspectives have become associated with increasingly 

neoliberal education agendas. These agendas have included increased privatization of 

public education sites. In addition, State and Federal education policy has focused 

resources on systemic reform through the use of HST procedures and audit approaches 

to schools and teachers. These system wide changes have been built into the architecture 

of Federal Education Acts such as the NCLB and RTTT. The objectives of these 

Federal policies have been to assess students and evaluate schools.  

Schools identified as poorly performing may be subject to overhaul and 

possibly, privatization (Barkan, 2018). Student results are also being used to evaluate 

teacher practice and performance (de Saxe, Bucknovitz & Mahoney-Mosedale, 2018; 

Nichols & Harris, 2016). It may be suggested that neoliberal initiatives appear to 
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demean and dismiss public institutions and educators to justify reducing public 

expenditures on education and privatizing schools (Hursh, 2007b).  

In this context education consultants are working in schools in order to promote 

practices linked to improved administration, planning, teaching and learning. Currently, 

there is a lack of research regarding consultant practice. Commentaries regarding 

consultant work have been model focussed. Associated research has not investigated the 

parallels between coach and consultant practice in the school context. This study seeks 

to obtain and evaluate the views of consultants themselves regarding the influence of 

high stakes testing on the practice of teachers and administrators and consultants 

themselves. 

2.18 Governmentality as a Framework for Teacher Practice in the HST context  

HST produces metrics which may render educators responsible for students 

while discounting the challenges and obstacles implicit in socio-economic disadvantage 

(Brown, 2015). Foucault’s analysis of neoliberalism identified mandates which shape 

and direct individual conduct through specific modes of governing. State exam 

preparations are associated with convergences of prescribed instructional practice. 

Saltman (2016) commented that, “Media and education companies seek to profit not 

just from digital and traditional texts and testing, digital and traditional test preparation” 

(p. 106). This indicates that state test preparation, administration and evaluation are all 

areas of commercial interest for education publishers. Exam outcomes also operate as 

technologies of audit which standardize and regularise teacher knowledge, classroom 

practice and school operations. Ball (2012b) suggested that neoliberal governmentality 

offers, “new narratives about what counts as good policy” (p. 5). HST exam preparation 

practice is circumscribed by pacing calendars, scripted instruction and a narrow 

concentration on core subjects. These intersectional areas may become the focus of 
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governing in school operation. During the exam preparation phase, collaboration ceases, 

evaluation is individualised and technologies of audit and surveillance are in operation.  

Foucault’s theory of governmentality situates HST as an instituted mandate 

which may not promote improved student learning outcomes but rather, operates to 

regulate and direct the work of teachers and administrators. For this research, it is 

proposed that Foucault’s concept governmentality might provide a framework to 

evaluate the influences of HST on school practice and operations. The empirical data 

obtained through the surveys and interviews may provide evidence to evaluate the 

hypothesis that HST operates as a key technology supporting a neoliberal 

governmentality in NY schools.  

2.19 The research hypothesis: Governmentality and HST mandates 

Extant research justifies this research investigation into the impact of HST on 

through the lens of Foucault’s governmentality. Federal agencies have codified 

domestic economic concerns as national education challenges (Ball, Junemann & 

Santori, 2017). Federal education agencies lack explicit constitutional authority to 

regulate state education policy (Meyer, 1979; Saultz, Fusarelli, & McEachin, 2017). 

Despite this, the passing of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (1965) and its 

reauthorizations have enabled Federal intervention and influence in state education 

policy. The hypothesis of this research was that neoliberal policies have impacted 

teacher and administrator practice in the context of High Stakes State examinations. The 

empirical data obtained through surveys and interviews will enable this research 

hypothesis to be tested and evaluated. 

This chapter has provided a review of the literature relevant to this thesis and 

shown links between the research problem and the wider body of relevant research. This 
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chapter has also provided an examination of Federal reviews, policies and initiatives 

which present economic and security concerns as national education challenges. In this 

context, education policy mandates state testing which operates to regulate, measure and 

direct the work of teachers and administrators. Finally, this chapter has introduced the 

Foucauldian perspective and described the emergence of neoliberalism, the rise of 

school consultancy as a component of the growth of private agency participation in the 

operation and management of schools. 

In the following chapter an overview of the methodology used for this study is 

presented including the research design, sampling procedures, data collection, analyses 

and ethical considerations relevant to this study.  
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

3.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the influence of high stakes testing 

(HST) on the professional practice of teachers and administrators from the perspectives 

of education consultants working in schools in New York. A key task involved 

selecting methods to investigate the perspectives of education consultants 

employed in the provision of job-embedded professional development for teachers 

and school administrators in New York schools. 

In this chapter the research design for this sequential mixed methods study 

(Creswell, 2009) and the methodology used to collect data for the study are described. 

Firstly, the theoretical frameworks guiding the study including Foucault’s theory of 

governmentality (Foucault, 1979) and also, considerations of unintended consequences 

(Kane, 2013; Merton, 1936; Rich, 2003) are outlined as components of the research 

design. The following section contains an overview of the research methods, the 

quantitative and qualitative measures, research questions and instruments used to 

generate the data. Later, the quantitative and qualitative research tools and the sampling 

procedure and data processing are detailed. In addition, a rationale for utilizing a mixed 

methods approach to data collection is presented along with an overview of the 

processes chosen for selecting, collecting and analyzing the data samples. Finally, a 
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description is provided to outline how the research data, analyses and findings is 

presented in following chapters. 

3.2 Theoretical/philosophical assumptions behind the design.  

Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) proposed that all research required a 

foundation, and that this underpinning base, whether specific or implied, resides in the 

worldview or theoretical context chosen by the researcher. This research applied a 

Foucauldian framework and this reveals aspects of the ontological and epistemological 

standpoint of the researcher. Erlenbusch-Anderson (2018) noted that Foucault, 

disregarded the term methodology but proposed that his work be applied as, “A kind of 

tool box which others can rummage through to find a tool which they can use however 

they wish in their own area...” (p. 55). The research forms of ‘quantitative’ and 

‘qualitative’ research and analysis represent specific forms of data (Biesta, 2010). These 

forms are interpreted through ontological and epistemological positions in mixed 

methods research. Ontology encapsulates the notions that inform beliefs about ‘being’ 

human, and the nature of reality. Ontological positions signify individual perceptions 

and may be objective or subjective. The Foucauldian standpoint presents an independent 

view which does not uncritically adopt or endorse institutional arrangements or policy 

positions offered as logical imperatives. Williams (2016) suggests that Foucault’s 

position, is that there is no, “universal truth’ and that all knowledge is ideology … a 

product of the dominant economic and political conditions that gave rise to it” (p. 132). 

As Foucault (1997a) stated, 

The critical ontology of ourselves has to be considered not, certainly, as a 

theory, a doctrine, nor even as a permanent body of knowledge that is 

accumulating; it has to be conceived as an attitude, an ethos, a philosophical 

life in which the critique of what we are is at one and the same time the 
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historical analysis of the limits that are imposed on us and an experiment 

with the possibility of going beyond them (p. 319). 

On this basis, consultants participating in this study could, individually, hold a variety 

of views regarding the influence of HST on pedagogies in schools. Multiple positions 

existed in this study (Hatch, 2002) and these reflect multiple consultant perspectives and 

realities (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). In this context, quantitative research, through 

the use of an online survey, was employed to examine consultant positions regarding the 

possible impacts of HST on school operations. The qualitative study involving semi-

structured interviews was undertaken to explore the perspectives of eight consultants. 

The data collection processes used in the quantitative and qualitative studies 

incorporated strategies that addressed the research questions (Creswell & Plano Clark, 

2011).  

Epistemology refers to ways that research observations and data may be 

managed to emerge as information. More broadly, epistemology denotes processes by 

which one knows and understands the world as it is. It provides a philosophical basis for 

verifying the knowledge as appropriate and legitimate (Guba & Lincoln, 2005). 

Epistemology also relates to the relationship of the knower to the known (Hatch, 2002; 

Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). In this study, the researcher and the participants’ roles 

have a number of points of alignment. Firstly, the researcher is a consultant and so the 

respondents were also colleagues. During the initial, quantitative phase of the study, 

participants completed the online survey independently at their own pace and at a time 

of their own choosing. During the second, qualitative phase of the study, the researcher 

interviewed selected representative consultants. The interview process involved as 

Kvale (1996), suggested, “an interchange of views between two persons about a theme 

of mutual interest” (p. 14). Theorists have indicated that interviews may be impacted by 

influences and shifts of power between the researcher and the participant (Edwards & 
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Holland, 2013; Kvale, 2006). A recognition of this issue is reflected by presenting 

parallel questions in the survey and interviews to promote a consistent interview focus. 

Methodology incorporates the theory underpinning the methods used in research. 

Each methodology has its own ontological and epistemological interpretation. As 

Foucault (1980) asserted, “…if one is interested in doing historical work that has 

political meaning, utility and effectiveness, then this is possible only if one has some 

kind of involvement with the struggles taking place in the area in question” (p. 64). This 

perspective is relevant since the current research has a focus on neoliberal education 

policy settings which may influence teacher and administrator practice.   

3.3 The relevance of Foucauldian thought to mixed methods research 

Foucauldian theory has application in both quantitative and qualitative research 

contexts. Foucauldian theory involves a range of positions on evidence but does not 

dismiss conceptions of truth, objectivity or quantification. Challenging the position that 

Foucauldian theory cannot encompass quantitative perspectives, Seals (1989) stated, “as 

an objectivist nothing could be further from the truth…” (p. 59). Besley stated that 

Foucault’s work provided, “a critique of the subtle and complex power relations that 

pervade educational institutions, which shape our identity, and which make us 

governable…” (p. 2). Foucault suggested that rigor was an important aspect of analysis 

and explicitly claimed allegiance with relevant positivist approaches. Foucault (1972) 

further suggested that, “if by substituting the analysis of rarity … for the quest of the 

origin, one is a positivist, then I am quite happy to be one” (p. 125). This statement 

suggests the relevance of positivist approaches to Foucauldian frameworks. 

Furthermore, Detel (2005) stated that Foucault was, “…interested in seeing 

how, through conformity to systems of rules, certain actions become possible in the 
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first place” (p. 49). These positions suggest that Foucault’s focus on processes 

underpinning power may have application for qualitative and quantitative research. 

There have been criticisms levelled against quantitative approaches in research 

and policy. Barley and Tolbert (1997 commented that, “the empirical agenda … has 

largely ignored how institutions are created, altered, and reproduced” (p. 93). As Lather 

(2006) suggested, “Reading Kuhn and Foucault does not mean the end of quantitative 

methods but the historicizing and troubling of all paradigms as not innocent, with 

qualitative as dangerous as quantitative” (p. 49). Lathers comment suggests that there 

are no neutral research positions available. This view endorses the work of Foucault 

who would consider that descriptors and discourse are not neutral mechanisms for 

explaining the social environment (Foucault, 1972, 1980). Instead discourse and 

language operate to construct, normalize, direct and supervise, education, institutions 

and human behavior.  

An empirical approach to history may rely on a belief that certain truths exist 

and that a linear investigation and assessment can produce a true account of history 

(Green & Troup, 1999). By way of contrast, discursive postmodern approaches indicate 

that there is no independent access to truth (Lyotard, 1980). Foucault contends that truth 

is subject to human interpretations and that this perspective informs the way that an 

empirical historicist might approach doing history (Foucault, 1980). This view is 

evidenced by the application of Foucauldian paradigms in diverse contexts including 

prison systems, asylums, medical systems, sexuality, Western economies and public 

education. Post Foucauldian theorists such as Clough (2016) have advocated for 

approaches which “rethink” quantitative inquiry. To approach truth in both quantitative 

and qualitative research, Feuer, Towne and Shavelson (2002) asserted that, 

“Researchers must have a clear, commonly held understanding of how scientific claims 
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are warranted” (p. 9). In this context, research incorporating various combinations of 

positivist and naturalistic approaches continue to be undertaken. The term qualitative 

research is used to describe and examine subjective experience using non-statistical 

methods of analysis (Borbasi & Jackson, 2012). This research approach is associated 

with naturalistic inquiry, which explores human experiences and perspectives and their 

interpretation.  

The number of research efforts in education and the social sciences involved 

mixed methods, incorporating quantitative methods and Foucauldian theory is 

increasing. According to Rampton (2016), “Foucault … invites us to combine careful 

empirical analysis with the investigation of gradual but widespread change in Western 

societies” (p. 304). Furthermore, Neto and Leite (2018) stated that, Foucault maintained, 

“the virtue of a classic researcher by being explicit in the discussion of how he carried 

out his investigative process” (p. 14). This exemplar model has been maintained in other 

research applying Foucauldian analysis. As an example, research by Ladewig (2017), 

used quantitative survey results with discourse analysis, “to reveal the relationship 

between socio-cultural factors, personal epistemology and pedagogy” (p. 2).  

Researchers including Camm, 2012 and Farmer, 2010 have successfully 

combined quantitative data collection and Foucauldian analysis. Camm’s (2012) 

research applied mixed methods and Foucauldian conceptual analysis to identify the 

main learning practices for prospective franchisees used in the Australian franchise 

sector. Farmer’s (2010) research applied mixed methods and Foucauldian analysis to 

investigate the level of HIV/AIDS awareness among college students in Beijing, China. 

These studies provide evidence that mixed methods research framed by Foucault’s 

concept of ‘governmentality’ are legitimate research approaches. Furthermore, Mitchell 

(2006) noted that, “With respect to the provision of empirical data it is neoliberalism as 
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seen through the lens of governmentality that is most commonly under-researched” (p. 

389). The current study seeks to contribute to available research in this area. 

3.4 Data collection instruments  

This research provided an opportunity to investigate, combine and analyse 

qualitative and quantitative research findings using a sequential mixed methods design 

(Creswell, 2009). Mixed method studies involve the incorporation of empirical data 

with known theoretical approaches. In the context of mixed methods study researchers 

may hold specific philosophical, paradigmatic, and interpretive positions that influence 

and frame their approaches to research processes (Creswell, 2007). There is a 

convention in qualitative research to explicitly describe these influences.  

In this research, qualitative and quantitative methods were combined to gain 

specific advantages associated with multiple-methods research. There is a tradition in 

the social sciences which enables the application of mixed qualitative and quantitative 

research methods which are congruent and complementary (Jick, 1979; Padgett, 2016; 

Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). Mixed methods research is the compilation and 

examination of both qualitative and quantitative data and its incorporation, utilizing the 

constructive features of both methodologies (Creswell, 2015). Onwuegbuzie (2003) 

noted that quantitative techniques enabled empirical precision while qualitative 

approaches promoted descriptive accuracy. Mixed methods approaches minimize the 

weakness that may be evident when a single method is applied (Plano Clark & 

Creswell, 2008). That may be the case since successive qualitative and qualitative 

research phases potentially enable additional elaboration of research data (Creswell & 

Plano Clark, 2011). Furthermore, Lingard, Albert and Levinson (2008) noted that mixed 

methods processes had the capacity, “to produce greater insight than would be gained 
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by a single method” (p. 460). In this context Denscombe (2008) stated that mixed 

methods approaches,  

developed a platform of ideas and practices that are credible and distinctive, 

and which mark the approach out as a viable alternative to quantitative and 

qualitative paradigms (p. 1). 

On this basis mixed methods research may produce data, insights, evidence and 

perspectives beyond that available from either qualitative or quantitative methods 

applied in isolation. 

Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2004) suggested that mixing qualitative and 

quantitative techniques may enable more comprehensive interpretations of the data and 

enhance the significance of research findings. There have also been suggestions that 

qualitative and quantitative approaches may be united to build on their combined 

strengths whilst minimising their limitations to provide an integrated and thorough 

understanding of the issues under investigation (Morgan, 2007; Wisdom, Cavaleri, 

Onwuegbuzie & Green, 2012; Feilzer, 2010). 

There have been criticisms, for example by Kuhn (1970) that methods or 

paradigms cannot be mixed because they are incommensurable and cannot be subject to 

comparative measures. Bryman (2007) noted that some mixed methods researchers 

regard quantitative and qualitative research components as, “separate domains” and that 

results are “not always genuinely combined” (p. 9). In responding to this challenge, 

theorists have suggested that researchers be pragmatic (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). 

The range of successfully concluded mixed methods research efforts indicate the 

compatibility and viability of mixed methods research supporting the contention 

proposed in Johnson and Onwuegbuzie’s (2004) journal article title, “Mixed methods 

research: A research paradigm whose time has come” (p. 14). Johnson, Onwuegbuzie 

and Turner (2007) noted that, “pragmatism is a well-developed and attractive 
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philosophy for integrating perspectives and approaches” (p. 125). Johnson and 

Onwuegbuzie (2004) described mixed methods approaches as constituting a “third 

research paradigm” (p. 22). The approach has application for this study. 

Mixed method approaches to research require a clear conceptual structure. 

Creswell (2013) noted that,  

Mixing the data (and in a larger sense, mixing the research questions, 

philosophy, the interpretation) is difficult at best when one considers that 

qualitative data consists of text and images and quantitative data, numbers 

(p. 207).  

For this research clear conceptual structures were implemented in the use of qualitative 

methods, quantitative methods and also theoretical frameworks. 

Effective mixed methods research processes must collect and analyse both the 

qualitative and quantitative data accurately. Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) suggested 

that integrating the two sources of data so that their combined use provides a better 

understanding of the research problem is preferable to the isolated use of one approach 

or the other.  

For this research, participants were initially invited to respond to the online 

survey by email. The resulting quantitative survey data was examined using Kruskal-

Wallis tests to establish the significance of associations between personal details related 

to the participants' demographic profile and item-based responses. The quantitative 

research outcomes informed planning and processes for the qualitative research.  

 The processes linked to data collection for this sequential mixed methods research are 

displayed in Figure 3.1. 
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Preparation for the Study 
1 

Research questions Literature Review Theoretical approach 

Research Procedures 

Lit, methods & questions Kinds of data Proposed analysis Ethical approval 

2 

Consultant participation in the research design 

Briefing consultants on  
the project 

 

Online survey 
development 

 

Consultant participation 
 

Review/feedback of 
surveys & 

interviews  

3 

Survey Data Collection 

Placing survey online Inviting consultants using agreed protocols Closure of online 
survey 

4 

Interview data collection 
Selection of consultants for 

interviews 

Completion of 8 interviews 

 

Transcription of 

audio data files 

 

Figure 3.1 Data Collection Processes (Adapted from Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004. p, 23).  

Sykes, Schneider and Plank (2009) indicated that research questions should drive 

methods selection. This study aimed to verify evidence across methods, to investigate 

education consultant perceptions of HST influences on teachers and school 

administrators in New York Schools.  

Similar questions regarding consultant views of high stakes testing were posed 

in both the qualitative and quantitative components of the research. This ensured that 

the evidence across methods could be interpreted and amalgamated. 

 This research study did not relate to a single school site but reflected data 

collected from various school sites in New York. Education consultants who 

participated in the study worked in a range of settings, including consultancy roles in 

government and non-government schools. 

3.4.1 Participants 

This research involved the collection of data from education consultants who 

had worked in New York Schools. Consultants were briefed regarding the research 

project during a seminar in New York City in June 2013. The meeting was a routine 

consultant review meeting. Schools in New York close for the long summer vacation in 
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late June each year. The consultant end-of-year meeting included break out groups 

discussing consultancy work by curriculum focus. The researcher attended the meeting 

as a consultant but spoke to all consultants at the end of the PD regarding the proposed 

research. At that time consultants were invited to provide their email contact details as 

an indication of their interest in participating as respondents in the project either 

through completion of a survey or by participation in an interview related to their 

consultant practice. 

3.4.2 Research Instruments  

The research instruments applied were used to collect three distinct data sets.  

The data sets were: 

1. Quantitative survey responses that were analysed statistically. 

2. Text-based comments volunteered by respondents as they completed the survey 

questionnaires. These data were analysed using qualitative methods. 

3. Data generated by the semi structured interviews with eight consultants. These 

data were also analyzed using qualitative methods. 

The quantitative data collection tool consisted of a survey adapted, with author 

approval, from two previously administered survey schedules. This was undertaken as 

the original studies had some alignment with the current research questions. Cox (2019) 

suggested that surveys provide, “descriptive and non-experimental” (p. 161) approaches 

to data collection. The survey provided numeric data that could be calculated, compared 

and statistically tested. The online setting for the survey may be associated with reduced 

bias related to interviewer influence and may also have increased the reliability of 

responses (Bloch, 2004). That is, the survey process may potentially provide 

reproducible results.  

  The research questions were addressed in the survey through the use of questions 

previously administered in two educational research programs regarding HST and school 

reform in the United States. The first survey was titled, ‘The Bay Area School Reform 
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Collaborative (BASRC) Local Collaborative Coach Survey’ (2004a). Dr. J. Talbert of Stanford 

University granted permission for this survey to be used and amended. A second survey, ‘High 

stakes test's influence on principals' beliefs’ (2007) was approved for adaption and use by 

Professor W. Hope of the Florida A&M University. Documents of approval for both surveys 

have been included as appendices (Appendices 2 & 3). The original research for both surveys 

has been acknowledged and cited in this research. 

The central questions examined the influences of HST on the process and 

outcomes of consultative processes with teachers and school, administrators. The 

research questions were:  

RQ1. Do consultants observe an influence on the practice of teachers and 

administrators in the context of high-stakes testing in schools?  

Related to RQ1 are four subsidiary questions: 

RQ2a. Do consultants perceive the work of teachers to be influenced by the 

policy context of high-stakes testing?  

RQ2b. Do consultants perceive the work of school administrators to be 

influenced by the policy context of high-stakes testing?  

RQ3a. Does high stakes testing have an influence on consultants’ 

collaborative work with teachers?  

RQ3b. Does high stakes testing have an influence on consultants’ 

collaborative work with administrators?  

These questions were addressed by both the quantitative and qualitative components of 

the research. The questions were raised as a result of discussions related to the idea 

indicated in the relevant research literature that HST could become central to all 

instructional efforts in schools.  

The use of previously administered survey instruments ensured that questions 

had known measures for reliability. Internal consistency is a measure of whether 

participants are responding to the different items of a survey instrument in a consistent 
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manner. The most extensively applied index of internal consistency is Cronbach’s alpha 

(Spiliotopoulou, 2009). Cronbach’s alpha provides a measure of the internal consistency 

of a test or scale and it is expressed as a number between 0 and 1 and values 

approaching 1.0 indicate higher reliability. Tavakol and Dennick (2011) suggested that, 

“this interpretation of reliability is the correlation of test with itself” (p. 56). Tabachnick 

and Fiddell held that a measure could be said to be valid when it measured what it 

claimed to measure (Tabachnick & Fiddell, 1996). In this study the items in the survey 

questionnaire were adopted from existing multi item scales and the validity of each of 

the constructs included in the survey had been tested and ascertained in prior research. 

An explanation of each measure follows. 

The Principal’s High Stakes Testing Survey (Hope, Brockmeier, Lutfi & 

Sermon, 2007) was a 48-item instrument which included six hypothesized subscales 

(i.e., curriculum, teaching, work satisfaction, stress, accountability, and students). 

Brockmeier, Pate and Leech (2009) suggested that the, “Items comprising the survey 

were developed based upon a review of the literature, which presented positive and 

negative attributes of high stakes testing” (p. 2). The survey instrument was initially 

administered in Florida. It is noted that Cronbach's Alpha reliability for the Principal’s 

High Stakes Testing Survey was .95. Brockmeier, Pate and Leech (2009) reported that 

the subscale Cronbach's Alpha coefficients for the chosen domains were .70 for 

curriculum, .81 for work satisfaction and .88 for stress (p. 2).  

The survey elements of HST influences in three domains (curriculum, work 

satisfaction and stress) were chosen and adapted for inclusion in the current study based 

on their alignment with the research questions. They relate to question 2 (curriculum), 

questions 4 and 7 (work satisfaction) and question 10 (stress). A sample question 

adapted from the work satisfaction domain of the High Stakes Testing is Q. 23, 
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“Principals work satisfaction declines when the focus is on high stakes test outcomes” 

and “High Stakes Testing diminishes the desire to be an educator”. In the current study 

response ratings mirrored the initial study in that responses were registered on a five-

point Likert scale ranging from 1: (strongly disagree) to 5: (strongly agree).  

The second survey was adapted from research developed by the Bay Area 

School Reform Collaborative (BASRC), a California based broad scale education 

research and practice initiative that involved a focus on school reform based on data-

based inquiry, teacher community and problem solving through collaboration. BASRC 

sought to improve student-learning outcomes by building instructional capacity and 

sharing successful reform practices across schools. The Bay Area School Reform 

Collaborative conducted the Local Collaborative Coach Survey in 2004. The survey 

was undertaken by the Center for Research on the Context of Teaching (CRC) and 

MDRC (Formerly the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, registered as 

MDRC in 2003) as part of a larger evaluation of the BASRC program. The survey was 

made available to all BASRC coaches and sought their views of the coaching role and 

circumstances in which they worked. Coaches were asked to respond to questions about 

their School Coaching roles, District Coaching Roles and coaching in the Local 

Collaborative using a 4-point Likert scale. The response options ranged from never [1], 

once [2], a few times [3] and many times [4]. To maintain a consistent measure the 

current study adapted the initial instrument to a five-point a Likert scale ranging from 1: 

(strongly disagree) to 5: (strongly agree).  

The subscale Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the chosen areas -School 

Coaching Roles: Support School Reform Leadership were .70, for Coach Preparedness 

to Lead Instructional Change .90, School Coaching Roles: Support Instructional Change 

.79 (Bay Area School Reform Collaborative, 2004b). The BASRC survey elements of 
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three School Coaching focused roles were included. The roles included Support for 

School Reform Leadership, Support for Instructional Change and Leading Instructional 

Change were chosen and adapted for inclusion in the current study based on their 

alignment with the research questions. They relate to questions 5 and 8. A sample 

question from adapted from the work satisfaction domain of the High Stakes Testing is 

Q. 8 B “Share examples of effective strategies for English Language Learners”. The 

survey was designed as an online instrument. Consultants who had registered their 

interest in the study were invited to participate by return email.  

3.4.3 Demographic Measures 

In addition to the adapted survey data, demographic information was also 

collected from respondents in the course of online survey completion. Demographic 

data collected included respondent age, gender and nationality. In addition, participants 

were asked to provide information regarding their tertiary qualifications, years of New 

York consultancy experience, curriculum focus (e.g., literacy or math) and schooling 

sector focus (e.g., elementary, middle school or high school). This data provided profile 

information regarding the various groups of consultants by nationality and curriculum 

and school sector.  

3.4.4 Research Survey Reference Group and the survey schedule 

  In May 2014, the draft survey and interview schedule were shared with a reference 

group of consultants interested in the research project. Discussions with the consultant 

reference group led to minor modifications to the draft survey schedules. These were included 

in the final survey form. The survey consisted of four text based open- ended response 

questions designed to contribute qualitative data to the research. In addition, six groups of 

questions requiring structured likert scale responses were included in the 43-item online survey. 

The quantitative survey questions are summarized in Table 3.1.  
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Table 3.4 Key survey questions 

Question  Number of 

questions 

Key Focus 

Q 2 8 questions High stakes testing and consultancy practice in schools 

Q 4 6 questions High stakes testing and consultant collaboration with teachers in 

schools 

Q 5 10 questions The influence of high stakes testing on consultants’ 

collaborative work in fostering effective planning, instruction 

and evaluation 

Q 7 4 questions High stakes testing facilitating or constraining consultant 

collaboration with teachers in schools 

Q 8 8 questions High stakes testing facilitating or constraining consultant work 

with administrators 

Q 10 7 questions The influence of high stakes testing on the morale of 

practitioners in New York Schools  

Q’s 11-17.                                7 questions Respondent profile and demographic information 

The quantitative survey response data together with the qualitative data related to the 

four open ended text responses was stored on a secure password protected database.  

3.4.5 Survey promotion and administration 

The purpose of the research had been presented to consultants during a meeting 

in New York City in June 2013. Consultants wishing to participate in the research study 

were invited to provide their email addresses. In total, 185 consultants provided email 

contacts that were used to invite participation when the survey instrument was made 

available. Following a process of survey research, preparation, design and review, the 

survey was placed online. Consultants were invited to access the survey site via an 

email sent to the consultant list.  

Invited consultants had access to web-based survey between July 2014 and 

February 2015. A second email invitation to participate in the survey was distributed to 

all consultants via a bulk email in November 2014. 

3.4.6 Survey Access and Completion 

Prospective survey participants were provided with a clear and accurate statement 

of the purpose and objectives of the research and the risks associated with participation in 

the study. Participants were able to indicate that they had read the consent form and 

agreed to participate in this research study by clicking an “I agree” button (See 
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Appendix 4: Information and consent - survey instrument). This action activated a link 

and directed participants to the online survey platform. The 112 online survey 

respondents completed a self-administered questionnaire (See Appendix 5: Survey). The 

survey contained a series of questions that required participants to respond using a 

Likert style agreement scale, the online survey included four open-ended questions that 

invited participants to provide written responses. The Likert scale’s origin is ascribed to 

Rensis Likert (1931), who designed the scale for the assessment of attitudes (Krosnick, 

Judd & Wittenbrink, 2014). 

  Survey participants were asked to respond to a series of statements about their 

consultancy practice and HST at their main school, using a five-point Likert scale 

(Strongly disagree [1], Disagree [2], Neutral [3], Agree [4], Strongly agree [5]). Their 

responses were reported in terms of a three-point score for each item to enhance the 

clarity of Likert scale results (e.g., mean score of 2 was in Neutral interval). For 

reporting purposes, the Likert Scale responses were grouped (1=Agree, 2=Neutral, 

3=Disagree).  

Participants responded to 43 research questions regarding consultancy and HST 

using the Likert response scale. In addition, as they progressed through the survey, 

consultants were invited to respond to four questions with text-based (typed) responses. 

The survey concluded with 7 questions that sought demographic and professional 

information regarding the backgrounds of the respondents. 

3.4.7 Survey Response Rate 

The survey did not include promises of reward for participation for the target 

population. In the voluntary survey context, a 100 percent response rate is seldom 

attained (Rogelberg & Stanton, 2007). In a meta-analysis of survey response rates 

published research over a 20-year span Van Horn, Green and Martinussen (2009) 
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reported, “an average response rate of 49.6% (p. 10). Research indicates that survey 

topic relevance may be linked to higher response rates than when research topics do not 

engage participants (Edwards, Roberts, Clarke, DiGuiseppi, Pratap, Wentz, & Kwan, 

2002; Lipps & Pollien, 2019). Recent research by Han, Fang, Ye, Chen, Wan and Qian 

(2019) also found that, “Direct invitation was the most important factor in all three 

models [evaluated] and had a consistent trend in predicting response rate” (p. 1). In this 

regard both the topic and a direct invitation for colleagues to participate may have 

contributed to a relatively high response rate. 

In a review of response rates to online and paper-based surveys, Nulty (2008) 

reported that, in general, “on-line surveys achieved response rates that were much lower 

than the paper-based ones (on average, 33% compared to 56% or 23% lower)” (p. 5). A 

total of 112 responses represents 60.54 percent of the 185 invitations initially sent. This 

level of response may provide some confidence in the data collected.  

A goal of the survey planning process was to ensure that the sample of the 

population surveyed was representative of the population from which the sample was 

drawn (Story & Tait, 2019). As stated, while the sample did not include all consultants 

working in schools in New York Schools it did secure responses from the majority of 

consultants invited. In this regard the survey results may be considered an accurate 

reflection of the population from which the sample was drawn. 

3.4.8 Data entry and cleaning 

Data cleaning was undertaken to ensure complete data sets as opposed to partial 

survey responses provided by the participants. Data were examined as part of a data 

cleaning process to identify and exclude erroneous, unfinished, or inaccurate data, and 

then adjusted to improve overall data quality (Curran, 2016). The ‘Survey Monkey’ 

package used for the survey data collection provided a mechanism to export online 
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survey data to the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). SPSS is a menu-

driven software program designed as a tool for statistical analyses.  

Data cleaning involved the exclusion of one participant with zero responses to 

items and another 10 participants who did not fill in anything towards the end of the 

survey including personal details. This left a total of 112 participants who had 

completed most or all of the survey items, 56% (N=63) of whom were female. It should 

also be noted that not all survey participants responded to all questions and this is 

reflected in variations in the number of responses for some items. 

3.5 Respondent Demographics  

Respondent nationality data was collected through Q. 13 in the online survey. 

 
 

Figure 3.2 Respondent Nationality 

As is indicated in Figure 3.2 approximately 77% of the 108 participants that 

responded to the question of nationality (4 missing responses) were Australian (77%) 

or dual US-Australian citizens (2%) when they commenced consultancy practice in NY 

city schools. The other 21% were U.S. citizens (19%) or New Zealanders (2%).  

77%

2%

2%

19% Australian citizens

Dual US-Australian
citizens

New Zealand citizens

US citizens
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As noted above, a total of 112 participants completed most or all of the survey 

items. Details of the survey respondents of included in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.5 Gender and curriculum focus of respondents by age 

Age Gender Number of 

Respondents 

Consultant curriculum focus, sum and 

percentage 

Total 

Literacy 

Sum 

Literacy 

% 

Maths 

Sum 

Maths 

% 

Total 

Sum 

% 

25-34 Female 10 17 23.3 10 25.6 27 24.1 

Male 17 

35-44 Female 15 20 27.4 11 28.2 31 27.7 

Male 16 

45-54 Female 18 16 21.9 11 28.9 27 24.1 

Male 9 

55-64 Female 13 20 27.4 7 17.9 27 24.1 

Male 14 

As indicated in Table 3.2, the age at which participants commenced consultancy 

practice in NY City schools ranged from 25-64 years, with an average age of 44 years 

(SD=8) and the number of years that they had worked in this setting ranged from 1-30, 

with an average of 8 years (SD=5) by 2014. The high positive skew for years worked 

(1.776) is consistent with participants in the main having worked for shorter periods in 

New York schools (90% had worked for no more than 13 years in that setting). 

Of the 112 survey respondents, almost 80% (79%, n=88) had completed a 

master’s degree. Another 15% had completed a bachelor’s degree, and the remaining 

6% a Doctorate. Approximately 47% of the survey respondents reported their focus as a 

consultant to be elementary school. Another 50% reported middle school (34%) or high 

school (16%) to be their focus as a consultant. The remaining 3% reported other options 

(e.g., K-12). About 2/3 (62.5%) of the 112 survey participants reported literacy to be the 

key curriculum area in their consultancy practice, another 35% mathematics, and the 

remaining three reported various other options (e.g., administrative practice). Overall, 

the participant sample represented a cross section of the consultants working through 

one consultancy agency in New York Schools. 

The sample for the study comprised 112 consultants who responded to 43 



  

 165 

questions about consultancy and high stakes testing using a five-point Likert response 

scale. Likert scaled data is ordinal rather than interval scaled. Gardner and Martin 

(2007) proposed that Likert scores may be “lumpy” in the sense that they cluster around 

a small number of fixed values. This lumpiness is worsened by the tendency for subject 

responses to, “…cluster towards either the middle or the extremes of the scale” (p. 439). 

Mircioiu and Atkinson (2017) suggested that, “Non-parametric methods are applied to 

ordinal data, such as Likert scale data involving the determination of ‘larger’ or 

‘smaller’, i.e., the ranking of data” (p. 26). In this research statistical analysis was 

needed to establish whether there were specific patterns in the quantitative survey data. 

The Kruskal-Wallis test and Chi-squared test were used to determine the views 

of consultants and any consultant characteristics associated with those views. The 

Kruskal-Wallis test involves the comparison of three or more related samples. As a 

nonparametric approach the Kruskal–Wallis test looks for differences in the 

distributions of data between groups. Harpe (2015) stated that, “categorical tests, like 

the Chi Square test, also examine differences in distribution of responses; however, 

categorical tests are often framed as looking at differences in percentages between 

groups” (p. 843). The use of both statistical approaches, that is, the percentage of 

responses and the distribution of responses in this study, provided relevant information 

regarding the perspectives of consultants on the influence of HST on teacher and 

administrator practice. Key issues identified through analysis of the survey responses 

were further investigated through semi-structured interviews held following closure of 

the survey.  

3.6 Quantitative Method 

This study examined and discussed the influences of high stakes testing on 

teachers and administrators in New York schools from the perspective of education 
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consultants. The quantitative research was part of a larger sequential mixed-method 

study. In this section quantitative data collection and analysis strategies are presented.  

3.6.1 Descriptive Statistics  

Quantitative data analyses were initially descriptive. Statistics including 

percentages, medians, interquartile range scores and variances were calculated, as 

appropriate for all variables. This analysis allowed the researcher to develop an initial 

understanding of data collected during the quantitative phase. For this purpose, 

descriptive and inferential data analyses including means and standard deviations were 

calculated. The survey Likert scale dataset contained ordinal rather than interval data 

(Norman, 2010). This is the case since ordinal variables have categories in which only 

the ordering is the key dimension. 

The study used a measure of central tendency (median) and level of dispersion 

(Inter-Quartile range) in order to present details regarding the collective judgments of 

respondents (Hasson, Keeney, & McKenna, 2000). The median is the value in the 

dataset that holds 50% of the values both below and above it. The Inter-Quartile range 

(IQR) is based upon, and related to, the median. The IQR is a measure that indicates the 

level to which values within the dataset are dispersed. The Inter-Quartile Range 

represents the range of the quartiles, that is the distance from the largest quartile to the 

smallest quartile, (interquartile range [Q3 -Q1], (75th -25th percentile). The first quartile, 

denoted Q1, is the value position in the dataset that holds 25% of the values below it. 

That is, Q1 is the boundary between the first and second quartile group. The third 

quartile, Q3, is the boundary between the third and fourth quartile groups in the dataset.  

Interquartile range scores provide an index of variability. That is, the range provides a 

way to quantify scatter. 
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 For this research interquartile ranges were calculated as measures of dispersion 

and median scores were calculated as measures of central tendency. Raskin (1994) 

categorised an interquartile deviation of 1.00 or less as an indicator of consensus or 

general respondent agreement. The combination of these indices was used to determine 

the degree of respondent consensus or divergence of views related to each item. For the 

purposes of this study if more than 75% of respondent opinions fall within one point of 

the scale it could be assumed that there was consensus among the consultants. 

The potential range of interquartile deviation values is contingent on the number 

of response choices available to research survey respondents. That is, larger 

interquartile deviations are more likely with a larger range of response options. 

3.6.2 Inferential Statistics  

Inferential statistics involves answering questions about a population based on 

data collected from a sample of the population (Dowdy, Wearden & Chilko, 2011). 

Following the closure of the online survey the quantitative likert response data were 

analysed statistically. The objective of the data analysis was to explore the data 

collected and to identify associations within patterns of responses (Creswell, 2008). 

The open ended survey responses were retained for thematic analysis with the 

interview response data. 

3.6.3 Cronbach’s Alpha 

The four research questions were examined by asking consultants to complete 

distinct subsets of Likert scales related to these four questions. Cronbach’s Alpha was 

used to examine the extent to which these items formed a scale.  

A summary of Cronbach’s Alpha scores for online survey questions is 

contained in Table 3.3. 
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Table 3.6 Cronbach’s Alpha Summary for online survey questions 

Research 

Question 

Survey Question Group Cronbach’s Alpha 

RQ1. Survey Q. 2 All 8 items loaded to form a single scale 

solution with Cronbach’s Alpha >.917  

RQ2a. 

 

RQ2a. 

Survey Q. 5 All 10 items loaded at acceptable levels to form 

a single scale solution, with Cronbach’s Alpha 

>.954  

Survey Q. 10 After reversing item 10.1, all seven items to 

form a single scale solution, with Cronbach’s 

Alpha >.826 

RQ2b. Survey Q. 7 After reversing item 7.2, all four items loaded to 

form a single scale solution, with Cronbach’s 

Alpha >.659  

RQ3a. Survey Q. 4 Four of the six items (Q4.2 & Q4.5 excluded) 

loaded to form a single scale solution, with 

Cronbach’s Alpha >.714  

RQ3b. Survey Q. 8 All eight items loaded to form a single scale 

solution, with Cronbach’s Alpha >.950  

Given the number of items relative to the number of participants, scale scores 

were developed based on previously identified subsets of items. Cronbach’s Alpha was 

used to check the reliability of item-scale associations. Items that did not load at 

adequate levels were excluded, and an average score computed based on the remaining 

items. Participants were asked to respond to a series of statements about their 

consultancy practice and high stakes testing at their school, using a five-point Likert 

agreement scale that was adjusted to form a three-point scale (e.g., disagree [1], Neutral 

[2], Agree [3]. Participant responses were reported in terms of mean scores per item 

such that mean scores could be interpreted in terms of the Likert scale choices (e.g., 

mean score of 2.5 was in Neutral (2) to Agree (3) interval).  

3.6.4 Statistics and the survey response. 

A key element of the quantitative research tradition has been the ongoing effort 

to obtain, record and apply data to improve understanding of the phenomena being 

investigated. The function of statistical analysis is to use the available data to make 

accurate comments regarding the population. Kirk (2003) noted that the goal of 

research should be on, “the steady accumulation of knowledge” (p. 100). This 

expectation necessitates consideration of applicable previous research.  
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3.7 The qualitative study 

The qualitative component of the study included the voluntary online survey 

questions and semi-structured interviews. The sampling procedure used has been 

purposeful sampling. Patton (1990) noted that, “The logic and power of purposeful 

sampling lies in selecting information-rich cases for study in depth. Information-rich 

cases are those from which one can learn a great deal about issues of central importance 

to the purpose of the research” (p. 169). Moreover, Braun and Clarke (2006) proposed 

that a research challenge is, “to interact with research participants in such a way that 

they generate rich and complex insights” (p. 101). For this research a commitment to 

rigorous analysis with the qualitative evidence was demonstrated through the provision 

of significant textual evidence to support perspectives. Efforts were made to conduct 

the analysis in a transparent way so that readers may readily interpret how perspectives 

were derived from the qualitative dataset. 

The open-ended text-based questions included in the online survey were the first 

component of the qualitative research. The responses were grouped for each of the four 

questions and together with the interview responses, analysed using thematic analysis.  

Following closure of the survey the researcher invited eight consultants to 

participate in the semi-structured interviews based on their knowledge and familiarity 

with the high stakes testing context. A minimum period of two years consultancy 

experience was required for interview participation. This prerequisite helped ensure 

that interviewee views reflected a minimum standard for experience and represented 

the spectrum of consultant views. 

Interviews are a widely used qualitative strategy for collecting information 

(Patton, 2002), and semi-structured interviews, like all information collection strategies, 

have strengths and limitations. However, the value of interviews can be compromised 
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when participants have difficulty being candid, or when the interviewer influences the 

interviewee (Patton, 2002). Green, Franquiz and Dixon (1997), suggested that, “talk 

time, nonverbal actions, speaker/hearer relationships, physical orientation …” (p. 173), 

and a range of other factors all contribute to the messages being transmitted by speakers 

(and listeners) and these will not be captured by a digital audio recording device. 

Furthermore, Hammersley (2000) noted that: 

What people say in interviews in closely attuned to the local context and is 

driven by a preoccupation with self-presentation and/or with persuasion of 

others (p. 120). 

Supplementary notes were taken during each interview to detail and clarify the recorded 

interview process. The interview records included the transcripts based on the digital 

record supplemented by field notes made while interviews were in progress or 

immediately after they were concluded. All consultants participating in the online 

survey were given the choice to voluntarily add written comments about key aspects of 

the influence of high stakes testing on their practice. This provision helped ensure that 

the data sources were representative of the consultant experience. 

While the quantitative component of this study enabled a concise, statistical 

analysis of the data, the interviewing process enabled the discussion of specific 

consultant experiences with a clear focus on their practice in the context of high stakes 

testing. The process of interviewing consultants facilitated the oral transmission of 

stories and transcript-based analysis and evaluation. Seidman (2006) suggested that, 

“Interviews … are a basic mode of inquiry” (p. 2).  

All interview questions related to the research questions. They were focused on 

involving the eight education consultants in elaborating their own descriptions of the 

influence of high-stakes testing on their roles as education consultants in New York 
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Schools. While the interview question protocol was used as a ‘guide’ in order for this 

study to explore consultant perspectives, a goal was to ensure that the study was 

replicable for possible future research. The interview and test-based survey questions 

paralleled the formal survey. The responses included a range of responses including 

observations made by consultants working in NY schools. This aspect of the sequential 

mixed method approach (Creswell, 2009) enabled the researcher to view themes in the 

quantitative survey that could be further explored and elaborated in the interviews. The 

goal was to seek explanations for trends seen in the survey responses. 

3.7.1 Sample selection for interviews 

Following initial analysis, the data derived from the survey results was used to 

inform planning for interviews with consultants. Following closure of the survey the 

data was analysed for the purpose of identifying potential participants for the semi-

structure interviews. Given the interest in selecting a representative groups of 

participants for follow-up in-depth interviews, The Kruskal-Wallis tests were applied to 

examine the significance of associations between personal details related to the 

participants' demographic profile and item-based responses to Questions 2, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 

10. Kruskal-Wallis (KW) tests provided a nonparametric equivalent to one-way 

ANOVA but without the complexity of distributional assumptions required in the case 

of parametric testing (e.g., t-tests, ANOVA, regression).  

Preliminary data analysis from the surveys indicated a close to equal number of 

respondents by gender. The responses pointed to an increase in the number of 

Mathematics consultants from a previously largely literacy-based consultant group. 

Overall the survey data indicated the need for an interview mix of consultants selected 

by gender and consultancy field. In this way the preliminary survey data analysis 

indicated a purposive participant sample (Higginbottom, 2004), to ensure that 
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respondents were representative of the broader population of consultants. These 

factors, together with a need to select more experienced consultants influenced 

consultant selection for the interviews. The 8 consultants were purposively chosen to 

ensure a gender balance of participants and to represent equal representation of areas of 

curriculum focus. The participants selected all had a minimum level of two years’ 

experience as school consultants. 

3.7.2 Interview Participants 

 There were 8 interviewees, 4 female and 4 male. The interviewee’s gender, 

experience and consultancy focus area were broadly representative of the personnel 

divisions evident in the survey data. Interviewees’ consultancy area, qualifications and 

years of consultancy are detailed in Table 3.4. 

Table 3.7 Interviewees’ consultancy curriculum focus and New York consultancy experience 

Interviewee Consultancy Area Years of consultancy 
in NYC Schools 

A Literacy 8.5 
B Literacy 3.5 
C Literacy Maths Education Technology 5 
D Literacy 9.5 
E Maths 13 
F Literacy 12 
G Maths 11 
H Literacy 3 

All participating consultants were working on a full-time basis in the school context. 

The consultant with the least experience had worked in New York for 3 years while the 

most experienced had worked there for over thirteen years. The mean consultant 

experience of the interview participants in New York schools was 8.1 years. Six of the 

eight consultants had more than 5 years New York consultancy experience. 

3.7.3 Interview Reference Group and Interview questions 

A New York based consultant reference group examined the first draft of 

questions in 2015 and recommended minor wording changes to enhance clarity.  

Following is the final draft of the interview schedule (Table 3.5).  
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Table 3.8 Interview Schedule. 

Section One. This part of the interview is about any influence that HST has on your 

professional practice. Consider and respond to each question in terms of your professional 

practice at your major school site.  
1. What is your goal as a consultant when you work with teachers and school 

administrators? Does the existence of HST influence your work? Explain 
2. To what extent have you been able to provide suitable embedded classroom 

support/PD with teachers and specialists? 

Section Two. These questions are about high stakes testing and its influence on your 
collaborative work with teachers and administrators. 

1. In what ways does HST influence strategic planning processes in schools? 
2. In what ways does HST influence curriculum development and review processes in 

schools? 

3. In what ways does HST influence instructional practices in schools? 
4. In what ways does HST influence collaboration in schools? 

5. In what ways does HST influence embedded classroom support/PD at this school? 
Section Three. This last section is about the ways HST might affect your morale as a 

consultant in New York Public schools. Does the existence of high stakes affect your morale 

as a consultant in New York public schools? Consider the following questions regarding 
your work as a consultant.  

1. In what ways does HST influence your ability to implement and contribute to 
effective strategic planning at the school site? 

2. In what ways does HST influence your ability to implement and contribute to shared 

teaching goals at the school site? 

Closing  

1.  Do you have any recommendations in relation to HST in schools?  
2.  Is there anything else you would like to add about your experiences with HS testing? 

 

The interview questions were open-ended and covered content similar to the 

questionnaire. The qualitative interview questions were grouped in three ‘sections’. 

They paralleled the key research questions included in the online survey. The questions 

were presented and supplemented with additional questions or prompts when more 

precise information or additional detail was required.  

The reference group recommended that all consultant interview participants 

should each have at least two years of teaching or school administration experience 

before they took up consultancy practice. This recommendation was included in 

selection plans for consultants invited to participate in the interviews. No experience 

recommendations were made regarding online survey participation. 
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3.8 Qualitative Method. Interview Procedure 

All interviewees were emailed a copy of the cover letter and the consent form 

(Appendix 6), which provided information about the purpose of the research, the 

importance of voluntary participation and interviewee anonymity. Verbal consent was 

acquired for interview participation and for permission to digitally record the 

interviews. The interviews took place using Skype or telephone service. Each interview 

concluded before twenty-five minutes had passed with a majority completed in the ten 

to twenty-two-minute range. All interviews were recorded, with respondent permission, 

using a digital audio voice recorder. A description of the processes applied to ensure 

secure collection and storage of the interviews is contained in the next section 

3.8.1 Transcription procedure 

At the conclusion of each interview, the digital recordings were uploaded for 

transcription. The transcription contractor was selected based on their compliance with 

privacy principles contained in the Commonwealth Privacy Act (Commonwealth of 

Australia, 1988). The transcription contractor also made use of secure server encryption 

keys (Pacific Transcription, 2016). 

The digital recordings were professionally transcribed and deleted by the 

researcher after the print transcripts had been compared and checked for accuracy. 

Following transcription any comments that referenced or identified school 

communities, students or education professionals were removed. This action was taken 

to ensure the anonymity of respondents and the school communities in which they 

worked. An explanation of the arrangements made to maintain the confidentiality of 

participants and school communities in contained in 3:10 Ethical Considerations. The 

final transcripts were retained for evaluation, analysis and data development.  
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3.8.2 Qualitative Data Analysis 

Research may be evaluated in a variety of ways. The principles that provide an 

assurance that research has merit include the expectation that it is credible and of high 

quality. Concepts of validity and reliability relate to the goal of rigor in research. 

Validity is essentially an evaluation that the research process accurately and fairly 

measures the focus of the research. Reliability implies that the research is consistent or 

replicable. This concern was dealt with in this study since one person analysed all 

textual data. Van den Berg (2005) noted that, “secondary analysis is still considered as 

something belonging to the world of quantitative research” (p. 1). Transcript data from 

the interviews for this study are included as appendices. In order to illuminate 

respondent experiences, consultant responses from the interviews and survey were 

investigated thematically.  

3.8.3 Thematic analysis 

Thematic analysis (TA) is a process that may be applied to investigate and 

analyse qualitative data. There is significant diversity in the ways in which TA may 

applied as a methodological approach (Terry, Hayfield, Clarke & Braun, 2017). TA 

provides a method for identifying and analysing patterns of meaning in a dataset (Braun 

& Clarke, 2006). Braun and Clark (2006) further stated that, “…thematic analysis 

involves the searching across a data set – be that a number of interviews or focus 

groups, or a range of texts – to find repeated patterns of meanings” (p. 86). This process 

needs to be purposeful. As Braun and Clark (2012) suggested, “Numerous patterns 

could be identified across any dataset - the purpose of analysis is to identify those 

relevant to answering a particular research question” (p. 57). However, a theme is a 

structural and consequential element of data which is necessary for providing and 
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proving qualitative findings (Speziale & Streubert, 2011). On this basis, TA helps 

identify and position key issues. Daly, Kellehear and Gliksman (1997) proposed that 

TA also helps identify and illustrate themes relevant to the description of the 

phenomenon under investigation. The thematic analysis enabled the formulation of a 

broad picture of participants’ collective consultant experiences. Thematic analysis 

involves a search for recurring perspectives that respondents present in explaining and 

describing a phenomenon. Though it may appear a linear, step-by-step procedure, 

thematic analysis is essentially an iterative and reflexive process. The analysis 

commenced by reading and rereading the interview and survey transcripts. The 

procedure was simultaneously inductive and deductive (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 

2006) since it involved being alert for issues flagged in the online survey and also 

identifying recurrent themes not previously anticipated or isolated for investigation. 

TA was chosen as a relevant methodology since it permitted the analysis of a 

large amount of data from the online survey and the interviews to be evaluated and 

combined into a meaningful account. TA provided a structured methodology for 

identifying key themes within the transcript dataset. The investigative process adhered 

to the phases of the thematic analysis as proposed by Braun and Clarke (2006) 

including becoming familiar with the data, generating initial codes, searching for the 

themes, reviewing the themes, defining and naming the themes, and finally producing 

the research report. 

The validity of the qualitative analysis components of the study was 

accomplished by checking and confirming the consistency, repetition and relevance of 

key ideas. Consultant responses were not confined to the specific questions which were 

posed. Consultant observations, reflections and anecdotes did not all neatly address the 
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research questions. Responses contained additional information relevant to the research 

and efforts have been made to include these observations in terms of the research focus.  

The repetition of ideas on a particular topic from the consultants participating 

led to the identification of the main themes. Regarding thematic analysis, Namey, 

Guest, Thairu and Johnson (2008) suggested that, “Thematic [analysis] moves beyond 

counting explicit words or phrases and focuses on identifying and describing both 

implicit and explicit ideas” (p. 138). This aim was relevant to the current research as the 

consultant respondents were able to provide detailed information regarding their 

experiences with HST which meant that a nuanced analysis was required. TA enabled 

this level of analysis. 

The use of themes is central to TA since as Leininger (1985) explained it 

enabled the consolidation of, “components or fragments of ideas or experiences, which 

often are meaningless when viewed alone” (p. 60). The analysis proceeded with 

ongoing checks between in-progress data analysis and the data that had already been 

coded and clustered into patterns.  

3.8.4 Step-By-Step Analysis of the interview transcripts 

Following transcription, the full text from the 8 individual interviews with 

consultants was read several times to make sense of the context and meaning of each of 

the consultant’s reported experiences. Initial analysis of the transcripts was completed 

using manual coding techniques by coding emerging patterns as they were noted. In 

combination, patterns identified between transcripts became themes. This process 

involved combining and clustering the related patterns into themes. At the conclusion 

of the analyses, it was possible to identify key themes and these themes were 

substantiated by consistent patterns in consultant responses. 
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The response themes and sub-themes identified did not simply emerge from the 

data but were also influenced by the literature review and the researcher's consultancy 

experience (Ryan & Bernard, 2000). These factors were managed and efforts were 

made to ensure that the categories mirrored the interview and survey response data. 

Finally, the whole thematic summary was re-read to ensure that these themes 

represented consistent responses from the consultants. 

A number of consultant concerns regarding HST were highlighted across the 

interviews and voluntary responses. The relevant data was named and coded. The 

remaining data were checked for relevance to the research and arranged by theme 

according to the research question(s) that they related to. 

Consultant experience of the influences of HST on teacher and administrator 

practice did vary although consistent patterns were evident. The open-ended response 

and interview transcripts were reviewed and evaluated to identify patterns and themes. 

As themes were identified they were classified according to the views reflected 

regarding HST and practice. Individual narratives which broadly reflected consultant 

views were also used to add detail in the presentation of the research results. These 

statements related to consultant experiences of the impact of high stakes testing on 

teachers and administrators and their professional practice. 

3.8.5 Sample Thematic Analysis Method: Open Coding of Transcript A 

In the process of analysing of transcript A, quotations were used verbatim from 

the interview to establish and test the initial list of categories. Table 3.6 is a sample of 

the process undertaken. The perspective of the consultant as evidenced by Table 3.6 

(Transcript A) indicated that high stakes testing may force a focus on “teaching to the 

test” (Line 31).  
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Table 3.9 Initial investigation of Transcript A 

Line 

number/s 

Category Quote/evidence 

 

30-32 Teaching to 

the test 

… even though the people in charge would say that you 

shouldn't be teaching to the test, that's actually what 

happens in a lot of schools. stakes are so high. 

50-52 Test Practice … a lot of the time then when I met with teachers, we'd 

be looking at ... lesson plan around using the old tests.  

83 Curriculum 

Narrowing 

.. the curriculum - it was narrowed right down. It was 

just a very small focus as far as I'm concerned.  

94 Curriculum 

Narrowing 

To me, education is about creating lifelong learners and 

you...don't do that focusing on those tests.  

95 Course 

Completion vs. 

teaching and 

learning 

I think a broad curriculum, slow down the curriculum, 

deep units rather than doing lots of units very quickly to 

get through a whole lot of things.  

The respondent reported seeing the practice of using old tests as in lessons (Line 51) as 

being linked to teacher concerns about the HST. Respondents had a preference and that 

was that learning should provide opportunities for deep student engagement. This 

consultant was also opposed to the “curriculum narrowing” (line 83) that they see 

associated with HST. 

Researcher field notes also indicated that the consultant’s view link HST with 

TP efforts that degrade the quality of pedagogical processes. The results of this 

qualitative research process are presented in chapter five. 

3.9 Voluntary text-based responses 

 In addition to the planned survey and interviews, an important third data source 

emerged from the voluntary, text-based responses contributed by respondents in the 

course of completing the 43-item online survey. These data were analysed separately 

from the semi-structured interviews and the survey. The responses constituted a second 

set of qualitative data and were used to triangulate data from the semi-structured 

interviews. According to Creswell & Miller (2000), the term triangulation may be used 

to describe, “a validity procedure where researchers search for convergence among 
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multiple and different sources of information to form themes or categories in a study” 

(p. 126).  

There were 180 voluntary written responses gathered from the online survey. 

Respondents apparently took advantage of the option to elaborate on the choices they 

made in the online survey and to further detail their views. Brown (2016) suggested that 

respondent participation may be highest in sampling groups whose livelihoods were 

closely related to the issues being investigated. The voluntarily written responses were 

investigated using qualitative methods similar to those applied to the interviews. 

In each of the questions 1, 3, 6 and 9 respondents were invited to, “Use the text 

box to detail your response”. As noted, many of the 112 responding consultants made 

use of the text boxes which resulted in 180 individual responses and 60 pages of text. In 

common with other text data protocols any comments that referenced or identified 

school communities, students or educators were removed prior to analysis. 

The resulting text were analysed using Leximancer, a computer-based analysis 

tool used to explore textual data (Sotiriadou, Brouwers & Le, 2014). Cretchley, Rooney 

and Gallois, (2010) described Leximancer as, “a text-mining tool for visualizing the 

structure of concepts and themes in text” (p. 318). This map or structure contains key 

themes and concepts drawn from the text documents. The Leximancer text output 

diagrams indicate how themes are linked or associated with each other.  

3.9.1 Voluntary text-based response analysis. 

The voluntary online consultant responses were analysed using the coding 

options enabled by Leximancer. The use of Leximancer was undertaken as the first 

phase of coding of text responses with a view to identifying the broad scope initial 

themes and key concepts. Leximancer was used to investigate responses from U.S. and 
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Non-U.S. nationality consultant responses by education sector (literacy and 

mathematics).  Using the blocks of responses organized through Leximancer, the 

transcripts were reread and organised into patterns and later themes and sub-themes. 

The four text-based questions included in the online survey are detailed in Table 3.7. 

Table 3.10 Questions enabling text-based responses included in the survey 

Question 1. What is high stakes testing? As an education consultant, what do you understand 

by the high stakes testing environment? 

Question 3. Does the high stakes test environment facilitate or constrain your efforts in 

implementing good educational practice in your consultancy work?  

Question 6. How does high stakes testing facilitate or constrain your collaborative work with 

teachers?  

Question 9. In your experience as a consultant does high stakes testing facilitate or constrain 

your collaborative work with school administrators?  

The distribution of voluntary survey responses (VSR) by consultant nationality and 

education sector is illustrated in Table 3.8.  

Table 3.11 VSR scores by consultant nationality (US and other nationalities) and 

education sector 

Nationality School Sector Question 3 Question 6 Question 9 
US Nationality Elementary  3 3 3 
US Nationality Middle  4 4 4 
US Nationality High  4 4 4 

Other Nationality Elementary  27 27 24 
Other Nationality Middle  14 12 13 
Other Nationality High  11 

(63) 
10 

(60) 
10 

(58) 

As indicated in Table 3.8 there were an average of 60 responses for each of the 

three questions. As indicated approximately half of all written responses came from 

consultants engaged in the Elementary school sector. Responses ranged from single 

sentences to 260-word paragraph length reflections. The themes and sub themes 

emerging from the analysis of the interviews and survey responses were combined for 
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reporting. The results suggested that consultants were open to reflecting on the impact 

of HST on practice. 

3.10 Ethical considerations  

  Research ethics are organized around the protection of the autonomy and 

welfare interests of individual research participants (Crow & Wiles, 2008). Respect for 

people, beneficence and integrity are three critical components of ethical research 

(Marshall & Rossman, 2011). Informed consent is a foundation of ethical conduct for 

research involving humans. Informed consent requires that prospective participants have 

prior knowledge of the conceivable risks and make independent decisions regarding 

their participation in any research project. Prior contact with prospective participants 

and the provision of research overview documents ensured that consultants consented to 

participate in full knowledge of its purpose and of any possible consequences to them. 

3.10.1 Approval to Conduct the Study 

  Ethical approval for this research effort was sought and granted by the Griffith 

University Human Research Ethics Committee (GU Ref No: EDN/49/13/HREC), (Refer 

Appendix 1). Permission to use and adapt previously published surveys was sought and 

provided by the authors (Refer Appendices 2 and 3).  

3.10.2 School Community and Respondent Confidentiality 

  Clark and Sharf (2007) suggested that the meaning of, “to do no harm” (p. 401) 

is complex. In this study the identification of individual school sites carried the risk of 

compromising the standing of the school and held possible unintended consequences for 

school communities. To remove this risk the names of schools and districts were 

removed. School and participant anonymity was preserved and protected throughout the 

study and no names of consultants, teachers, students, school or school district 

information was retained in the research document. King, Finlay, Ashworth, Smith, 
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Langdridge and Butt (2008) recommended the statement, “All personal and place names 

have been replaced by pseudonyms, to protect confidentiality” (p. 85). There are 

suggestions that the use of pseudonyms may help to preserve participant confidentiality 

and anonymity but also help add realism to discussions of issues (Thomas & Hodges, 

2010). In this research, pseudonyms were used to preserve respondent anonymity and to 

illuminate analyses.   

 The researcher position of being personally or professionally connected with 

research subjects had the potential to present possible methodological and ethical 

challenges (Flodén, 2019). The research context involved professional and collegial 

relationships between the researcher and respondents. In this context it was a priority to 

build and maintain trust for respondents to volunteer and give candid and factual 

responses related to their work in consultancy (Flodén, 2019). The provision of 

documentation related to the research prior to consultant participation was a 

requirement of the host university’s ethics approval. This protocol helped ensure that 

informed consent was acquired from all respondents.  

3.10.3 Consent for Survey Participation 

  Consultant participation in the online survey was voluntary and anonymous. 

Since informed consent was a crucial component of research participation, the study’s 

confidentiality protocols were emailed to potential respondents along with the invitation 

to complete the survey (Appendix 4). 

 The email to prospective respondents contained an explanation of the research 

and consent information for the online consultant survey. Potential participants were 

advised that their identities would remain anonymous. Consent was acquired 

electronically from all consultants as a specific task prior to participation in the online 
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survey. The surveys were completed through an online tool (www.surveymonkey.com). 

Completion of the survey schedule was achieved by access to the survey web site via a 

link provided by the researcher. Participants had the option to respond, disregard, skip 

questions or choose to discontinue their participation in the online survey at any point. 

3.10.4 Consent for participation in the interviews 

Consultant participation in the semi-structured interviews was voluntary 

and anonymous. As informed consent was a crucial component for consultant 

participation in the study, confidentiality protocols were emailed to participants 

prior to the interviews (Appendix 6). Informed consent was acquired verbally 

prior to consultant participation in the digitally recorded semi-structured 

interviews in line with the approved ethics protocols for this study. Verbal 

information related to confidentiality protocols was provided at the 

commencement of each interview. Requesting participants to sign printed 

consent forms may, paradoxically, have risked participant anonymity. The 

published transcripts excluded introductory conversations with the interviewees 

which involved discussions of ‘Information for Consultant Interviews’ 

(Appendix 6). This document was sent to interviewees by email prior to the 

interviews. The document is contained in Appendix 6 of the thesis and provided 

information relevant to interview participation and consent forms. It was 

incumbent on the interviewer to ensure that the interviewees had read and 

understood the document. The interview times were in line with the interview 

trials which informed the proposed time stamp outlined in Appendix 7 

Interview schedule (20-40) minutes. 

The interviews commenced with the following statement: 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/
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Facilitator: “I would like your permission to tape our conversation for the 

purpose of transcription and validity. The digital recording of this interview will 

be deleted when a transcript is produced. You are free to ask me to turn off the 

recorder at any time. Do I have your permission to tape this interview?” 

In all interviews participants made a comment indicating that they agreed that the 

interview be recorded. Confidentiality was maintained through all steps of data 

collection and analysis through the allocation of codes rather than using participant 

names. The semi-structured interviews were conducted in May and June 2015 with 8 

consultants, purposively selected, who had worked in New York Schools and had at 

least two years New York consultancy experience.  

This chapter has included an overview of the methodology used for this study 

including the research design, sampling procedures, data collection, analyses and ethical 

considerations relevant to this research study. 

The following chapter presents the quantitative results of the research. 
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Chapter 4 

Quantitative Results 

4.1 Introduction 

This study investigated the influence of high stakes testing (HST) on teacher and 

administrator practice in New York Schools from the perspective of education 

consultants. As outlined in Chapter three, the quantitative data collection tool consisted 

of a survey, adapted with author approval, from two previously administered survey 

schedules. The adaption of the initial survey instruments ensured that questions had 

known measures for reliability. The previous applied survey instruments were aligned 

with the current research questions and provided data that could be calculated, 

compared, and statistically tested. A description of the adapted measures follows.  

The Principal’s High Stakes Testing Survey (Hope, Brockmeier, Lutfi & 

Sermon, 2007) was initially administered in Florida. The Cronbach's Alpha reliability 

for the Principal’s High Stakes Testing Survey was .95. Additional survey items were 

adapted from research developed by the Bay Area School Reform Collaborative 

(BASRC), titled the Local Collaborative Coach Survey in 2004. The subscale 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the chosen areas -School Coaching Roles: Support 

School Reform Leadership were .70, for Coach Preparedness to Lead Instructional 

Change .90, School Coaching Roles: Support Instructional Change .79 (Bay Area 
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School Reform Collaborative, 2004b). The BASRC survey elements of three School 

Coaching focused roles were included.  

 The survey questions addressed key areas of consultancy where HST could 

potentially promote or hamper teacher or administrator practice and planning. In this 

chapter, the following research questions and survey results are addressed.  

RQ1. Do consultants observe an influence on the practice of teachers and 

administrators in the context of high-stakes testing in schools? (Survey Q. 2) 

Related to RQ1 are four subsidiary questions: 

RQ2a. Do consultants perceive the work of teachers to be influenced by the 

policy context of high-stakes testing? (Survey Q. 5 and Q. 10) 

RQ2b. Do consultants perceive the work of school administrators to be 

influenced by the policy context of high-stakes testing? (Survey Q. 7) 

RQ3a. Does high stakes testing have an influence on consultants’ collaborative 

work with teachers? (Survey Q. 4) 

RQ3b. Does high stakes testing have an influence on consultants’ collaborative 

work with administrators? (Survey Q. 8).   

In this chapter quantitative results associated with research questions are presented. 

These data were generated and collected in online survey responses from education 

consultants with experience in New York Schools and have informed the contention that 

HST may influence the work of teachers and school administrators in New York 

Schools. Since not all respondents completed all items in the survey schedule there are 

differences in the response numbers for some responses. 

4.1.1 Characteristics of respondents 

One hundred and nine survey respondents answered the survey question 

regarding their gender and area of curriculum practice. As indicated in Table 4.1 the 

majority of Literacy consultants (82%) were female while the majority of Mathematics 
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consultants were male. Overall, 64% of respondents identified Literacy as their 

curriculum area while 36% of respondents reported maths as their curriculum focus. 

Table 4.1 Respondent profile Gender and Curriculum Focus. 

Key Curriculum Area Female Male Total 

Literacy 51 (82 %) 19 (40 %) 70 (64 %) 

Mathematics 11 (18 %) 28 (60 %) 39 (36 %) 

Notably, female participants were more likely to teach in Elementary school and to 

focus on the key curriculum area of Literacy. In contrast, male participants were more 

likely to consult in Middle school and to focus on the curriculum area of Mathematics. 

This distinction was supported by significant chi-square testing (᙭2
2 =30.713), for the 

association between gender and sector of education (elementary, middle, high school). 

Figure 4.2. includes the qualifications and experience of survey respondents. 

 

Figure 4.2 Consultant Education Sector and Qualifications 
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A large majority of survey respondents across all levels of experience and 

consultancy focus held Masters’ degrees. Of the 112, almost 80% had completed a 

Masters’ degree. Another 15% had completed a Bachelors’ degree and the remaining 

6% had been awarded a Doctoral degree. This characteristic of the survey population is 

illustrated in Figure 4.2, showing the majority of consultants nominated Masters’ 

degrees as their main qualification. 

Educational attainment was associated with age in years such that participants 

with Master’s degrees tended to be younger than those with Doctorates. This was the 

only significant association between these two variables and any other aspect of the 

group's demographic profile. Traditionally students are aged 18 to 25 at the time of their 

entry into higher education (Richardson & King, 1998). In Australia, the median age of 

doctoral candidates is 37 years (Evans, Evans & Marsh, 2008). Doctoral candidates tend 

to be older because they are generally expected to have completed a Master’s degree 

before undertaking Doctoral studies (Nerad, 2007). Furthermore, Doctoral programs 

generally require an eight-year commitment while many students undertake Master’s 

studies immediately after concluding undergraduate degrees. 

Notably, consultants who were U.S. citizens all held Masters’ degrees while 

none held Doctorates as their highest qualification. This may be explained by the time 

required to complete Doctoral studies. Lee (2019) found that U.S. students took, on 

average, “4 years to attain a graduate [Masters’] degree, with doctorate holders taking 

the longest with nearly 7 years” (p. 17). As a result, Master’s graduates would tend to be 

younger than Doctoral graduates. The survey data indicated that participants holding 

Doctorates were more likely to practice in High Schools than Elementary or Middle 

School settings. 
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Figure 4.3 provides information regarding consultant citizenship and the age at 

which respondents commenced consultancy practice in New York Schools.  

 

Figure 4.3 Age of commencement of New York Consulting 

As shown in Figure 4.3 the 112 respondents commenced consultancy practice in New 

York schools at ages that ranged from 25-64 years, with a mean age of 44 years (SD=8). 

They had worked for 1-30 years in this setting, with a mean of 8 years consultancy 

experience. Of the 112 participants, approximately 47% reported their consultancy 

focus to in the Elementary school sector. The remainder of the sample (53%) reported 

as Middle School (34%), High School (16%) or a combination of sectors (3%) in their 
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focus as consultants. As states, Approximately 65% of the 112 participants reported 

Literacy to be the key curriculum area in their consultancy practice. 

Respondents who were citizens of the United States commenced consultancy in 

an even spread between the ages of 35-55. By contrast, the larger number of Australian 

respondents commenced consultancy work across a range of years with two distinct 

peak age ranges of around 30 and around the ages of 45-48. Generally, survey 

respondents (90%) had worked for no more than 13 years in the New York setting. 

There were some patterns associated with the age at which respondents commenced 

consultancy practice. Age in years correlated negatively with years of experience such 

that older participants tended to report fewer years of experience as consultants in NY. 

Consultants from the United States generally commenced consultancy at a younger age 

than the Australian consultants. Educational attainment was associated with age in years 

such that participants with Masters’ degrees tended to be significantly younger than 

those with Doctorates. 

There were differences in consultancy focus associated with respondent 

nationality. There was a tendency for Australian consultants to be engaged in Literacy 

rather than Mathematics consultancies. Only 34% (n=28) of Australian respondents 

were Mathematics consultants while 66% (n=55) were engaged with Literacy 

consultancies. This may reflect the genesis of the consultancy agency which 

commenced with a Literacy focus and gradually expanded into Math consultancy. The 

data from the smaller number (n=21) of respondents who were U.S. citizens indicated a 

balance of curriculum focus with 11 working in Mathematics and 10 in literacy 

consultancy practice. The next section of this chapter will detail the results of the survey 

questions. 
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4.2 RQ1. The practice of teachers and administrators in the context of 

high-stakes testing 

RQ1. Do consultants observe an influence on the practice of teachers and 

administrators in the context of high-stakes testing in schools? 

Research Question One (RQ1) focused on the influences consultants observed in 

the educational practice of teachers and administrators in the context of HST regimes 

and demands.  

High Stakes Testing was introduced nationally in the U.S. to monitor progress 

towards improved learning outcomes annual assessments for all students as a part of the 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). In his overview to the Act, President Bush 

(2001) wrote that, “Requiring annual state assessments in math and reading in grades 3-

8 will ensure that the goals are being met for every child, every year. Annual testing in 

every grade gives teachers, parents and policymakers the information they need to 

ensure that children will reach academic success” (p. 7). Furthermore, Bush (2001) 

considered that NCLB mandated assessments were part of the effort to close, “the 

achievement gap for disadvantaged students by providing states additional assistance 

and flexibility in return for implementing rigorous accountability for results” (p. 7). 

Sunderman (2003) suggested that NCLB sought, “To provide better educational 

opportunities for all children” (p. 1). In addition, Dworkin (2005) noted that NCLB, 

“…sought to eliminate gaps in test scores among racial/ethnic, socioeconomic, home 

language, and special education status groups…” (p. 170).  

Amrein and Berliner (2002) stated that policies were implemented to, “use high-

stakes tests to change the behavior of teachers and students in desirable ways” (p. 2). On 

this basis, high stakes assessments were initially intended as a tool to improve teaching 



  

 

 

              

193  

 

and learning. RQ1 was designed to investigate respondent views on the influence of 

HST on teacher planning and practice in the areas of Literacy and Math. 

RQ1 was quantitatively explored through survey Question 2 (SQ 2). Participants 

were asked to respond to eight statements about their consultancy practice and high 

stakes testing at their school. Details for the eight SQ 2 items are contained in Table 4.2.  

Table 4.2 Responses to statements regarding the influences of high stakes testing in 

schools by consultant curriculum focus 

 

 

Question 2 

 

 

  Consult 

   Focus 

             Response Sum, Percentage & Median for Question 2. 

   Agree 

Response 

(1) 

 

% 

  Neutral 

Response 

(2) 

 

% 

 Disagree 

Response 

(3) 

 

% 

    Median Score 

(Interquartile range) 

2.1 HST 

supports equity 

goals in edu 
delivery & social 

justice 

Literacy 2 3 2 
3 

70 94  

3 (3, 3) 
 

Maths 

 

1 

 

1 

 

37 

2.2 HST helps 
use assessments 

to measure 

achievement 

Literacy 8 11 5 8 61 82 3 (3, 3) 

Maths 4 4 31 

2.3 HST helps 

identify changes 
in school 

practice to 

address gaps 

Literacy 6 6 9 14 59 80 3 (3, 3) 

Maths 1 7 31 

2.4 HST assists 

setting measure 

goals for student 
achievement 

 Literacy 11 

13 

7 

10 

56 

77 3, (3, 3) 
Maths 4 4 31 

2.5 HST helps 

develop measure 

goals to evaluate 
teacher practices 

    Literacy 4 

 5 

10 

12 

60 

83 3, (3, 3) 
Maths 1 4 34 

2.6 HST helps 
select multiple 

assess to 

evaluate student 

progress 

Literacy 5 

8 

5 

7 

64 

85 3, (3, 3) 
Maths 4 3 32 

2.7 HST helps to 

build teacher 

collaboration in 
the school 

 Literacy 6 

7 

3 

5 

65 

88 3, (3, 3) 
Maths 2 3 34 

2.8 HST helps 
build collaborate 

with teachers 

local schools 

   Literacy 4 

5 

4 

5 

66 

90 3, (3, 3) 
Maths 2 2 35 

Note: Likert Scale responses were grouped (1-Agree, 2-Neutral, 3-Disagree). The 
median score is the 50th percentile. Interquartile range is the range of the middle 50% 
of the data. It excludes the lowest and highest 25% of data values. 
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Participants were asked to respond to eight statements about possible school 

practice benefits associated with the HST environment. Items sought respondent 

perspectives regarding the possible contributions that HST made to support equity 

goals, to identify effective classroom practices, measure and establish goals for student 

achievement and promote collaborative practice within and between schools. 

In Table 4.2 survey participant responses are presented to statements regarding 

the influences of high stakes testing in schools by consultant curriculum focus. 

Responses to SQ 2.1 indicated that ninety-four percent of respondents disagreed and 

only three percent agreed with the statement that HST supported equity goals in 

education delivery and social justice (SQ 2.1). A further three percent of respondents 

provided neutral responses. More generally, the survey response data for SQ 2 indicated 

that respondents disagreed that HST promoted or contributed to the identification of 

effective instructional practices; promoted assessment to establish goals for student 

achievement or built collaboration between teachers in a school or a local district.  

What is striking about the median responses to these eight statements was that 

all of the responses were in the disagree interval. As an example, (SQ 2.4) “High stakes 

testing (HST) helps me set measurable goals for student achievement”, registered the 

least disagreement but still contained 77% responses in the disagree (3) interval. The 

contention that HST contributed to processes of instructional practice, student goal 

setting and assessment was rejected in the responses to these questions. Median 

responses for SQ 2 fell into a negative range. All 8 statements had median values of 3 

and the interquartile range demonstrated the overall negative responses to all of these 

statements.  
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Responses to SQ 2 positioned all responses in the third quartile indicating that 

respondents shared a view that HST did not contribute to effective practice or 

evaluation in the school context. As was indicated in Table 4.3 all eight SQ 2 items 

loaded at acceptable levels to form a single scale solution, with Cronbach’s Alpha >.917 

consistent with the 8 items contributing to the SQ 2 scale score at a very acceptable 

level. Cronbach’s Alpha values ranged between 0 and 1.0, with values approaching 1.0 

indicating higher reliability. Cronbach’s Alpha values of .700 or .800 are generally 

regarded as acceptable thresholds. Nunnaly (1978) identified 0.7 as an acceptable 

reliability coefficient. Therefore, it may be observed that the scale is credible. 

The quantitative data from RQ1 addressed the contention that consultants might 

observe the educational practice of teachers and administrators to be influenced by the 

policy context of HST. In the quantitative study, survey respondents identified adverse 

HST influences on the work of teachers and school administrators. 

4.2.1 Survey Response Patterns and implications for statistical Modelling 

A feature of the survey responses was a tendency towards concentration or 

clumping (Dawes, 2008) of responses to survey items leading to a narrow interquartile 

range. There was a general trend in the survey results for low responses in the neutral 

and positive range. This pattern of data revealed broad consensus amongst respondents 

in relation to key issues in the survey. This context made statistical modelling of 

participants demographics as explanatory factors in their response unsuitable, and any 

conclusions drawn from these procedures would be potentially incorrect or unhelpful in 

understanding the rare group of consultants who believed HST has positive outcomes. 
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4.3 RQ2a The work of teachers and the policy context of HST- SQ5 

RQ2a. Do consultants perceive the work of teachers to be influenced by the policy 

context of high-stakes testing? (Survey Q. 5 and Q. 10) 

Research Question Two/A (RQ2a) was quantitatively addressed by survey 

Questions 5 and 10 (SQ 5 and SQ 10). For SQ 5, participants were asked to respond to 

10 statements about their consultancy practice and effective consultancy work with 

teachers in schools. 

These questions were intended to gauge respondent views regarding 

contributions made by the HST environment to elements of collaborative practice 

including, sharing professional learning perspectives, exploring and evaluating ideas on 

teaching, discussing professional learning’s and discussing samples of student work. 

Collaborative practice is associated with improved teacher practice (Darling-Hammond, 

Hyler, Gardner, 2017). Furthermore, Amrein and Berliner (2002) acknowledged that 

supporters of HST believed that, “teachers [would] use test results to help provide better 

instruction for individual students” (p. 5).  

This question was designed to investigate the extent to which respondents 

agreed that HST enabled the sharing and discussion of practices to improve student 

learning. Responses to the ten items included in SQ 5 are contained in Table 4.3.  

 

 

 

 

 



  

 

 

              

197  

 

Table 4.3 Results of responses to the proposition that High stakes testing contributed 

to more effective work with teachers by consultant curriculum focus.  

 

Question 5 

 

 

 Consult 

Focus 

Response Sum, Percentage & Median for Question 5. 

Agree 

Response 
(1) 

 

 % 

Neutral 

Response 
(2) 

 

% 

Disagree 

Response 
(3) 

 

% 

  Median Score 

(Interquartile range) 

5.1 Sharing 

ideas on 

teaching 
 Literacy 10 

12 
3 

8 
61 

80 3 (3, 3) 

Maths 4 6 29 

5.2 Discussing 

what you/they 

learned at 

workshop or 

conference 

 

  Literacy 8 
8 

15 
20 

50 
72 3 (2, 3) 

Maths 1 7 31 

5.3 Sharing & 

discussing 

student work 

with teachers 

  Literacy 17 

20 

8 

12 

49 

68 3 (2, 3) Maths 6 5 28 

5.4Discussing 

lessons with 

teachers 

  Literacy 13 

17 

10 

11 

51 

72 3 (2, 3) Maths 6 2 31 

5.5 Discussing 

beliefs about 

teach/learn 

  Literacy 11 

13 

10 

13 

53 

74 3 (2, 3) Maths 4 4 31 

5.6 Sharing & 

discussing 

research  

  Literacy 6 

9 

11 

12 

57 

79 3 (3, 3) Maths 4 3 32 

5.7 Sharing & 

discussing 

research  

  Literacy 9 

8 

9 

17 

56 

75 3 (2, 3) Maths 0 10 29 

5.8 Exploring 

new teaching 

underperform 

students 

  Literacy 10 

13 

6 

5 

58 

82 3 (3, 3) Maths 5 0 34 

5.9 Enabling 

consultants to 

facilitate collab 

& collegiality 

  Literacy 6 

8 

6 

9 

62 

83 3 (3, 3) Maths 3 4 32 

5.10 Options to 

collaborate 

increase with 

HST 

  Literacy 8 

10 

5 

7 

61 

83 3 (3, 3) Maths    3      3    31 

Note: Likert Scale responses were grouped (1-Agree, 2-Neutral, 3-Disagree). The 
median score is the 50th percentile. Interquartile range is the range of the middle 50% 
of the data. It excludes the lowest and highest 25% of data values. 

 

As indicated in Table 4.3 there was substantial disagreement with the contention that HST 

had increased opportunities for teachers to discuss or share information or practices or 

approaches to support students or improve student learning outcomes. Only twelve 

percent of respondents agreed and eighty percent of respondents disagreed with this 
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statement. Participants were least likely to agree that HST had contributed to enabling 

consultants to facilitate collaboration and collegiality or that opportunity for collaboration 

with teachers had increased as a result of HST.  

The percentage of participants who disagreed with propositions regarding the 

contribution of High stakes testing to more effective work teachers made up a majority 

of responses for all ten items in question 10. Median responses for question 5 fell into a 

negative range. Interquartile range results indicated a convergence of survey participant 

responses registering general disagreement with the proposition that HST was 

associated with effective consultancy work with teachers at New York schools. The 

Cronbach’s Alpha of >.954 was consistent with the SQ 5 items contributing to the scale 

score at an acceptable level. 

The results for SQ 5 align with other research indicating that the HST 

environment may foster a culture of isolation (Paletta, 2012; Stone-Johnson, 2016). 

Teachers may believe that they are competing with their colleagues and they may be 

less inclined to share resources, strategies and opinions (Hope, Lufti & Brockmeier, 

2009). Survey responses did not support associations between HST and the promotion 

of effective teacher collaboration.  

4.4 RQ2a The work of teachers and the policy context of HST- SQ10 

The quantitative data from RQ2a addressed the contention that the consultants 

perceived the work of teachers to be influenced by the policy context of HST. In the 

quantitative study survey, respondents identified generally adverse HST influences on 

the work of teachers. 
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RQ2a. Do consultants perceive the work of teachers to be influenced by the 

policy context of high-stakes testing? (Survey Q. 5 and Q. 10) 

Research Question Two/a (RQ2a) was quantitatively addressed in survey Q-5 and 

survey Q-10. (SQ 5 and SQ 10). HST was introduced as an accountability measure. In 

this question, participants were asked to respond to seven statements regarding the 

effect of high stakes testing on the morale of practitioners in the context of HST in 

schools. The results for Research Q2 are contained in Table 4.4. 

Table 4.4 Results of responses to survey question 10 by consultant curriculum focus 

 

Question 10 

 

Consult 

Focus 

Response Sum, Percentage & Median for SQ 10. 

Agree 

 Response 

(1) 

 

% 

Neutral 

Response 

(2) 

 

% 

Disagree 

Response 

(3) 

 

% 

Median Score 

(Interquartile range) 

10.1 Teacher 

morale is high 

because of HST 

Literacy 0 

0 

2 

4 

72 

96 3 (3, 3) 

Maths 0 2 37 

10.2 HST 

diminishes the 

desire to remain 

in the profession 

Literacy 62 

82 

9 

13 

3 

5 1 (1, 1) 
Maths 31 6 2 

10.3 Consultant’s 

work satisfaction 

declines when 

focus is on HST 

Literacy 58 

79 

4 

6 

12 

15 1 (1, 1) 

Maths 31 3 5 

10.4 HST leads 

to competition 

between teachers 

Literacy 53 

72 

14 

20 

7 

8 1 (1, 2) 

Maths 29 8 2 

10.5 Consultant 

stress increases 

when the schools 

grade declines 

Literacy 64 

86 

7 

10 

3 

4 1 (1, 1) 

Maths 34 4 1 

10.6 Punitive 

measures linked 

with HST induce 

consultant stress 

Literacy 60 

84 

11 

12 

3 

4 1 (1, 1) 

Maths 35 2 2 

10.7 Consultants 

experience stress 

in maintaining 

their schools 

account grade 

Literacy 64 

86 

5 

9 

4 

5 1 (1, 1) 

Maths 32 5 2 

Note: Likert Scale responses were grouped (1-Agree, 2-Neutral, 3-Disagree). The 
median score is the 50th percentile. Interquartile range is the range of the middle 50% 
of the data. It excludes the lowest and highest 25% of data values. 

 



  

 

 

              

200  

 

As illustrated in Table 4.4, respondents did not agree with the contention that 

that teacher morale was high because of HST. Participants who responded to these 

questions were most likely to agree that HST has contributed to: 

• Punitive measures associated with high stakes testing inducing consultant stress 

• Consultants experiencing stress in the effort to maintain their schools’ 

accountability grade 

• High stakes testing diminishing the desire to remain in the profession 

• Consultant stress increasing when the school's accountability grade declines.  

More generally, with one exception (SQ. 10.1 & SQ 10.4) all responses were in the 

agree (1) interval. This is reflected in the median scores. Interquartile range scores for 

SQ 10 indicated a convergence of respondent views around the contention that HST did 

not contribute to improved teacher morale but was associated with decreased work 

satisfaction and increased teacher stress.  

After reversing item 10.1, all seven items loaded at acceptable levels to form a 

single scale solution, with Cronbach’s Alpha of > .826 consistent with the seven items 

contributing to the SQ 10 scale score at an acceptable level. A further indication of the 

reliability of the factor structure, the single factor solution, explained 52% of the 

variance (KMO = .835, Bartlett’s test of sphericity, p < .001). 

There were some minor differences in responses by respondent curriculum focus 

to SQ 10.1 and 10.2. Respondents with a literacy focus were more likely than those with 

a mathematics focus to agree that (SQ 10.1) HST diminishes the desire to stay in the 

profession. In contrast, respondents with a mathematics focus were more likely to agree 

that (SQ 10.2) HST enables the effective allocation of time and resources across subject 

and curriculum areas, and that teacher morale is high because of HST. Overall, these 
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differences were not significant as there was broad agreement in responses across 

respondent, gender and curriculum focus.   

The responses to the seven statements contained in survey Question 10 indicated 

that respondents associated the HST environment with increased competition between 

teachers, lower teacher morale and a reduced desire to remain in the profession. This 

finding aligns with other research which linked national high stakes testing mandates 

with detrimental effects on curriculum breadth and staff morale in some countries. 

These include Australia (Turnbull, 2016; Wood, 2019), Britain (Day & Hong, 2016; 

Paufler, 2018) and the U.S. (Gonzalez, Peters, Orange & Grigsby, 2017; Nathaniel, 

Sandilos, Pendergast & Mankin, 2016). Theorists have suggested that there was a belief 

that state assessments would increase demands on teachers to improve student learning 

outcomes (Ahn, 2013; Schanzenbach, Bauer & Mumford, 2016). Other research has 

found that accountability mandates and policy implementation from Federal and State 

Education agencies have influenced adversely impacted teacher practice, engagement 

and wellbeing. Prescribed, sometimes scripted curricula, together with teacher 

evaluation measures linking student test scores to teacher quality measures have 

adversely impacted teacher wellbeing and practice (Achinstein & Ogawa, 2007; Fisher-

Ari, Kavanagh, & Martin, 2017).  

In addition, the narrowed scope of instruction associated with the HST 

environment is associated with adverse influences on teacher practice and student 

engagement. These findings have emerged in New Zealand (Yates & Johnston, 2018), 

Canada (Rezai-Rashti, Segeren & Martino, 2017), Australia (McGregor, 2017), the 

United States (Ford, Van Sickle, Clark, Fazio-Brunson & Schween, 2017; Wright, 

Shields, Black, Banerjee & Waxman, 2018) and England (Maguire, Gewirtz, Towers & 
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Neumann, 2019). On this basis there appear to be increasing links between the HST 

policy environment and adverse influences on teacher practice. 

4.5 RQ2b. HST influences on the work of school administrators  

RQ2b. Do consultants perceive the work of school administrators to be 

influenced by the policy context of high-stakes testing? (Survey Q 7). 

Research questions related to administrator practice were included in the survey to gain 

a whole-staff view of the influences of HST on school operations. Research Question 

Two/B (RQ2B) was quantitatively addressed by survey Q 7 (SQ 7). A goal of High 

Stakes testing was to ensure that schools were held accountable for student learning 

outcomes (NCLB Act, 2001). As a result, school administrators have been increasingly 

accountable for student learning outcomes (Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008). The question of 

administrator stress was addressed in research by Hope, Brockmeier, Lutfi and Sermon 

(2007).  

In the current research these questions were included to gauge the extent that the 

HST environment was associated with productive administrator practice. Participants 

were asked to respond to four statements regarding their consultancy practice with 

school administrators and the influence of HST on administrator morale and 

collaborative practice.  

SQ 7 enabled an investigation of the influence of HST on administrator morale 

and practice. Respondent responses to the four items included in SQ 7 are contained in 

Table 4.5. 
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Table 4.5 Responses to survey question 7 (SQ7) Does HST facilitate or constrain 

consultant collaboration with administrators in schools by consultant curriculum 

focus. 

 

 

Question 7 

 

 

Consult 

Focus 

Response Sum, Percentage & Median for Question 7. 

Agree 

Response 

 (1) 

 

% 

Neutral 

Response 

 (2) 

 

% 

Disagree 

Response 

 (3) 

 

% 

  Median Score 

(Interquartile range) 

 

7.1 Admin 

morale is high 

because of HST 

Literacy 0 

0 

5 

6 

69 

94 3 (3, 3) 
Maths 0 2 37 

7.2 Admin work 

satisfaction 

declines when 

focus is HST 

Literacy 59 

82 

7 

10 

8 

9 1 (1, 1) 
Maths 33 4 2 

7.3 HST 

contribute to high 

levels of collab 

between admin & 

consultants 

Literacy 15 

16 

9 

13 

50 

71 3 (3, 3) 
Maths 3 6 30 

7.4 HST 

promotes 

democratic 

decisions with 

teachers & admin 

Literacy 1 

2 

6 

7 

67 

91 3 (3, 3) 
Maths 1 2 36 

Note: Likert Scale responses were grouped (1-Agree, 2-Neutral, 3-Disagree). The median 
score is the 50th percentile. Interquartile range is the range of the middle 50% of the 
data. It excludes the lowest and highest 25% of data values. 

As illustrated in Table 4.5, respondents were most likely to agree that administrator 

work satisfaction declined when the focus was on HST. They were least likely to agree 

that administrator morale was high because of HST or that HST promoted democratic 

decision making between teachers and administrators. More generally, two of the 

statements (SQ 7.1 and SQ 7.4) were in the disagree (3) interval, and one other 

statement (SQ 7.2) was in the agree (1) interval. These results accord with other 

research regarding school administrator morale and professional practice in the HST 

context. Anderson, Cameron-Standerford, Bergh and Bohjanen (2019) reported, 

“increased stress and anxiety” and the creation of a “hostile environment” in the HST 

context (p. 145). 

There appear to be minor differences in responses, by gender, associated with 

responses to SQ 7.1. Male consultants obtained higher scores on average than female 
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consultants in terms of their agreement with the proposition that administrator morale 

was high because of HST in relation to consultant collaboration with administrators. It 

may well be that this difference is not related to gender but to curriculum focus. This 

may be the case since females were more likely to have a Literacy focus while males 

tended to have a Mathematics focus. As stated earlier, a feature of the survey data was a 

propensity towards response concentration resulting in a narrow Interquartile range. 

This situation made statistical modelling of participants demographics as explanatory 

factors in their response unsuitable. It is suggested that further research would be 

needed to investigate gender / curriculum differences. Median scores indicated that HST 

constrained consultant collaboration with administrators.  Interquartile range scores for 

Question 7 indicated a convergence of respondent views that HST constituted a 

constraint on consultant/administrator collaboration.  

After reversing item 7.2, Cronbach’s Alpha >.659 was consistent with the four 

items contributing to the SQ 7 scale score at a minimally acceptable level. The 

calculation of Cronbach's alpha was to test the internal consistency of SQ 7 items within 

a subscale. Cronbach's alpha reflects the length of a scale and the average correlation 

among items within a scale. Because a higher alpha indicates more reliability, the small 

Cronbach's alpha score for SQ 7 may indicate that the scale had too few items. 

Alternatively, it may be the case that the items did not reliably measure the construct 

(Helfrich, Li, Mohr, Meterko & Sales, 2007).  

The responses to the four statements contained in SQ 7 indicated that 

respondents associated the HST environment with lower administrator morale and 

reduced collaborative practice. That is, consultants perceived the work of administrators 

to be negatively influenced by HST. 
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4.6 RQ3a. HST and influences on collaborative work with teachers 

RQ3a. Does high stakes testing have an influence on consultants’ collaborative 

work with teachers? (Survey Q 4) 

Teacher collaboration is considered to be a key element in teacher improvement 

(Tichenor & Tichenor, 2018; Datnow & Park, 2018; Mundy, 2018). On this basis 

questions regarding evidence of teacher collaboration were included to establish the 

level of collaboration available in the high stakes environment in this research. Research 

Question Three/A (RQ3a) was quantitatively addressed by survey Q-4 (SQ 4).  

Participants were asked to respond to six statements about their consultancy 

practice and collaboration with teachers in schools. The questions addressed teacher 

morale, work satisfaction, consultancy practice and consultant collaboration with 

teachers in schools. Previous research had indicated that teachers’ work-related stress 

and perceptions of self-efficacy was influenced by the high-stakes testing environment 

(Gonzalez, Peters, Orange & Grigsby, 2017; Singh, Märtsin & Glasswell, 2015). 

The focus of SQ 4 was to establish consultant views regarding HST environment 

and its association with improved or diminished teacher practice. The areas of teacher 

practice addressed related to opportunities for teachers to experiment, opportunities for 

collaboration and the effective allocation of time and resources across subject and curricula 

areas. Teacher morale and work satisfaction were also addressed. 

Participant responses to the six items included in SQ 4 are contained in Table 4.6.  
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Table 4.12 Responses to survey question 4. The influences of HST on the practice of 

teachers by consultant curriculum focus.  

 

Question 4 

 

 

Consult 

Focus 

Response Sum, Percentage & Median for Question 4. 

Agree 

Response 

 (1) 

 

% 

Neutral 

Response 

(2) 

 

% 

 Disagree 

Response 

 (3) 

 

% 

Median Score 

(Interquartile range) 

4.1 Teacher 

morale has 

increased because 

of HST 

Literacy  1 

1 

2 

4 

71 

  95 3 (3, 3) 
Maths 0 2 37 

4.2 Teacher work 

satisfaction 

declines when the 

focus is on HST 

Literacy  62 

83 

3 

7 

9 

 10 1 (1, 1) 
Maths 32 5 2 

4.3 HST increased 

opportunities for 

teachers to 

experiment 

Literacy  6 

7 

4 

7 

64 

 86 3 (3, 3) 
Maths 2 4 33 

4.4 HST builds 

collaborative 

environment 

between teacher  

& consultant 

Literacy  11 

15 

6 

7 

57 

 78 3 (3, 3) 
Maths 6 2 31 

4.5 HST leads to 

narrowing of the 

instruction focus 

Literacy  60 

87 

4 

4 

10 

9 1 (1, 1) Maths 38 1 0 

4.6 HST enables 

effective allocat of 

time/resources 

across subject & 

curricula areas 

Literacy  4 

8 

4 

8 

66 

84 3 (3, 3) 
Maths 5 5 29 

 Note: Likert Scale responses were grouped (1-Agree, 2-Neutral, 3-Disagree). The median 
score is the 50th percentile. Interquartile range is the range of the middle 50% of the 
data. It excludes the lowest and highest 25% of data values. 

 

As indicated in Table 4.6 ninety-five percent of respondents disagreed that 

teacher morale had increased because of HST (SQ: 4.1). The responses to the survey 

questions including SQ 4.2 and SQ 4.5 which were reverse-scored, indicated that HST 

mechanisms were associated by respondents with reduced teacher morale, work 

satisfaction, consultancy practice and consultant collaboration with teachers in schools. 

Respondents also associated HST with a narrowing of the instructional focus. 

There appeared to be differences in survey responses, by participant gender, 

associated with responses to SQ 4.6. Male consultants obtained higher scores on 

average than female consultants in terms of their agreement with the contention that 
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HST enabled the effective allocation of time and resources in relation to their 

collaboration with teachers. It may well be that this difference was not related to gender 

but to curriculum focus. This may be the case since females were more likely to have a 

Literacy focus while males tended to have a Mathematics focus. These differences may 

not be significant since they do not influence the results of the question. As with the 

case of SQ 7.1. noted above, a feature of the survey data was a propensity towards 

response concentration resulting in a narrow Interquartile range. This situation made 

statistical modelling of participants demographics as explanatory factors in their 

response unsuitable. However, it is suggested that further research may be needed to 

further investigate gender / curriculum differences. 

Table 4.7 also indicates that the median scores for consultants’ perceptions of 

HST influence on consultants’ collaborative work with teachers were uniformly low. 

What is striking about these mean responses is the six statements lie at opposite ends of 

the agreement scale. That is, four (SQ’s 4.4, 4.6, 4.3, 4.1) were in the disagree interval 

and two others (SQ’s 4.5, 4.2) were in the agree interval. 

This view was maintained for SQ 4.2 and SQ 4.5 which were reverse scored. 

Median responses for question 4 fell into a negative range. Interquartile range scores for 

SQ 4 indicated a convergence of respondent views. These indicated disagreement with 

the proposition that HST was associated with a more collaborative environment, 

effective allocation of time and resources across subject and curriculum areas, increased 

opportunities for teachers in this school to experiment with their teaching or increased 

teacher morale. 

Four of the six items (SQ 4.2 & SQ 4.5 excluded) loaded at acceptable levels to 

form a single scale solution, with Cronbach’s Alpha >.714 consistent with the 4 items 
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contributing to the SQ 4 scale score at a reasonably acceptable level. As a further 

indication of the reliability of the factor structure, the single factor solution explained 

55% of the variance (KMO=.687, Bartlett’s test of sphericity, p <.001). The responses 

to the six statements contained in survey Question 4 indicated that respondents linked 

HST to adverse outcomes related to teacher morale, work satisfaction consultancy 

practice and consultant collaboration with teachers in schools. Respondents also 

disagreed with the contention that the HST environment enabled the effective allocation 

of time and resources across subject and curriculum areas. These results accord with 

previous research related to teacher practice in the HST context by Hardy and Lewis 

(2017). Their research suggested that, “performative, data-driven practices could be 

contradictory and involve compliance but without any real sense of the value of this 

compliance” (p. 671).  

4.7 RQ3b. HST and influences on collaborative work with administrators 

RQ3b. Does high stakes testing have an influence on consultants’ collaborative 

work with administrators? (Survey Q. 8) 

Research Question Three/B (RQ3b) was quantitatively addressed by survey Q. 8 

(SQ 8), which consisted of eight statements regarding the extent to which HST 

contributed to effective consultancy practice with school administrators. The areas of 

consultancy work with administrators included discussing, planning and evaluating 

curriculum assessment, Common Core State Standards (CCSS) initiatives, professional 

development, budgeting and resource allocation, reform leadership and the planning 

and evaluation of efforts to improve student learning outcomes.  

The survey question was, “Does high stakes testing facilitate or constrain your 

work as an education consultant with administrators. The question base was, “To what 
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extent would you agree that high stakes testing has contributed to more effective 

consultancy work in each of the following areas with administrators in your school”?  

Summary data for the participant responses to the eight items included in SQ 8 

are contained in Table 4.7. 

Table 4.7 Results of survey question 8. HST has contributed to more effective 

consultancy work with administrators by consultant curriculum focus. 

 

 

Question 8 

 

 

Consult 

Focus 

Response Sum, Percentage & Median for Q 8. 
Agree 

Response 

(1) 

 

% 

Neutral 

Response 

(2) 

 

% 

Disagree 

Response 

(3) 

 

% 

Median Score 

(Interquartile range) 

8.1 Discuss & 

evaluate student 

performance  

Literacy 16 

19 

8 

      9 

50 

72 3 (2, 3) 
Maths 6 2 31 

8.2 Discuss, 

plan & evaluate 

curriculum 

assessment 

Literacy 11 

14 

13 

        16 

48 

70 3 (2, 3) 

Maths 4 4 28 

8.3 Discuss, 

plan & evaluate 

CCSS initiatives 

Literacy 17 

22 

12 

         15 

45 

63 3 (2, 3) 
Maths 8 5 26 

8.4 Discuss, 

plan & evaluate 

strategies for PD 

Literacy 16 

21 

14 

        15 

44 

64 3 (2, 3) 
Maths 8 3 28 

8.5 Discuss, 

plan evaluate 

budget & 

resource allocat 

strategies 

Literacy 5 

10 

15 

20 

53 

70 3 (2, 3) 

Maths 6 7 26 

8.6 Discuss & 

evaluate reform 

leadership 

Literacy 2 

5 

17 

20 

55 

75 3 (3, 3) 
Maths 4 5 30 

8.7 Discuss, 

plan & evaluate 

improve student 

learning results 

Literacy 15 
20 

8 
9 

51 
71 3 (2, 3) 

Maths 8 2 29 

8.8 Discuss, 

plan & evaluate 

the use of 

research-based 

reforms 

Literacy 7 
9 

10 
14 

57 
77 3 (3, 3) 

Maths 3 6 30 

 Note: Likert Scale responses were grouped (1-Agree, 2-Neutral, 3-Disagree). The median 
score is the 50th percentile. Interquartile range is the range of the middle 50% of the 
data. It excludes the lowest and highest 25% of data values. 

 

As indicated in Table 4.7 seventy one percent of participants disagreed that the 

HST environment contributed to more effective consultancy work with administrators in 
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the area of discussing and evaluating student performance. A majority of respondents 

disagreed that HST contributed to more effective consultancy work with administrators 

in the area of discussing, planning and evaluating curriculum assessment, Common 

Core State Standards (CCSS) initiatives, professional development, budgeting and 

resource allocation, reform leadership, the planning and evaluation of efforts to improve 

student learning outcomes or research-based reform practices. Essentially survey 

participants disagreed with the contention that HST had contributed to more effective 

consultancy work with administrators in a range of key result areas. 

The survey responses regarding effective consultancy practices with school 

administrators in the context of HST were all in the neutral (2) to disagree (3) interval. 

These results indicate that consultants do not associate HST with the promotion of 

discussions regarding, reform leadership, research-based reform practices, resource 

allocation, student performance or curriculum assessment. This is both interesting and 

contradictory as one of the key reasons that consultants were initially hired was to 

increase schools’ performance in the context of HST. 

As indicated in Table 4.7 the median scores for consultants’ perceptions of HST 

and consultants’ collaborative work with administrators were uniformly low. Median 

responses for SQ 8 fell into a negative range. Interquartile range scores for SQ 8 

indicated a convergence of respondent views. These scores indicated disagreement with 

the proposition that HST was associated with effective discussions, planning or 

evaluation of professional development, CCSS, improved student learning outcomes, 

evaluating curriculum assessment, student performance, budgeting and resource 

allocation strategies, research-based reform practices or reform leadership. More 

generally, all eight of the statements were in the disagree to neutral interval. 
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The Cronbach’s Alpha >.950 was consistent with the eight items contributing to 

the SQ 8 scale score at an acceptable level.  

The responses to the eight statements contained in survey question 8 indicated 

that respondents linked HST to less effective consultancy practice with school 

administrators. The areas of consultancy work with administrators negatively associated 

with HST included discussing, planning and evaluating curriculum assessment, 

Common Core State Standards (http://www.corestandards.org) initiatives, professional 

development, budgeting and resource allocation, reform leadership, the planning and 

evaluation of efforts improve student learning outcomes and reform practices. 

4.8 Summary of Quantitative Findings 

 In this chapter the results of quantitative analyses investigating the impact of 

HST on teacher and administrator practice in New York Schools from the perspective of 

education consultants were presented. The survey questions addressed key areas of 

consultancy where HST would potentially promote or hamper teacher or administrator 

practice and planning. The results of the study revealed that the HST environment was 

associated with adverse influences on: 

RQ1. The practice of teachers and administrators in schools (SQ. 2) 

RQ2a. The work of teachers (SQ 5 and SQ 10). 

RQ2b. The work of school administrators (SQ 7). 

RQ3a. Consultants’ collaborative work with teachers (SQ 4). 

RQ3b. Consultants’ collaborative work with administrators (SQ 8). 

There was no significant evidence that consultant gender or curriculum focus 

influenced the views of the respondents to the survey.  

The following chapter presents the qualitative results obtained from open ended 

http://www.corestandards.org/
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survey responses and 8 interviews conducted with selected consultants. It provides a 

thematic analysis of the findings of the qualitative data collected for the study. Results 

are presented according to the key themes derived from the analysis. 
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Chapter 5 

Qualitative Results 

5.1 Introduction 

This study investigated the influence of mandated high stakes testing (HST) on 

teacher and administrator practice in New York Schools from the perspective of 

education consultants. The previous chapter presented the quantitative results of the 

research. This chapter will focus on themes which emerged from text based online 

survey responses and in the course of interviews with eight education consultants. It is 

presented in 2 parts. Part 1 overviews Foucauldian theoretical framework guiding the 

analysis. Part 2 presents the quantitative results of the research. 

This study applied Foucauldian theory and incorporated governmentality as a 

way of representing influences on administrator and teacher practice in the context of 

mandated High Stakes Testing. Neoliberal approaches to governmentality apply the use 

of market principles to influence to conduct of educators Gordon (1991) and to guide or 

direct their behaviours (Lemke, 2001).  

These data have informed the contention that the HST environment impacts the 

work of teachers and school administrators in New York Schools.  

5.1.1 Presentation of Qualitative Results  

As noted in Chapter 3 the qualitative component of the research involved the 

application of thematic analysis to the voluntary text-based responses made by survey 
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respondents and the interview transcripts. For this research the focus was not primarily 

on key words but on significant themes elaborated in the transcript datasets. 

Quotations from consultants are followed by an identification code.  Quotes 

from the interviews are coded as T (Transcripts). The next letter (A, B, C etc) identified 

the interview transcript the quote comes from and the line numbers identify the section 

of the transcript being quoted. The interview transcripts are included in appendices 20-

27. Consultant quotations from the survey are coded as S (Survey). The first number 

identifies the survey text question and the final number is the response identification 

number. The collated voluntary survey responses are presented in appendices 8-11. 

This thesis applied Foucault’s concept of Governmentality as a lens to 

investigate the influences of HST on teacher and administrator practice in schools. 

Governmentality expresses itself in the ways governing institutions interact with those 

who are governed (Barthes, 2013). Foucauldian theory understands neo-liberal 

governmentality as a representation of social and market operations. In this context, 

people and institutions capable of defining and controlling the way that HST outcomes 

are interpreted as measures for teacher proficiency, administrator competence and 

school quality may hold significant governing authority. The influence of neoliberalism 

in schools may be observed through policies, pedagogies and evaluative processes 

emplaced to produce global workers (Peters, 2017). The neoliberal goals of education 

influence the role of teachers. Singh (2018) suggested that,  

While teachers are positioned as autonomous professionals their work is 

increasingly measured against students’ performance on national and 

international tests. These tests, in turn, regulate what is taught (curriculum) 

and how it is taught (pedagogy) (p. 3). 



  

 

 

              

215  

 

This thesis presents neoliberalism as a form of governmentality which may influence 

the practice of educators (Dean, 2010). This occurs since staff professional 

competencies are gauged and their practice is governed on the basis of student learning 

outcomes on state assessments.  

System wide education reform measures in the United States have included the 

introduction of state-based assessment systems. The assessment results provide metrics 

which contribute to school effectiveness ratings including teacher and administrator 

evaluations. 

Neoliberal policies of governmentality in schooling are associated with centrally 

prescribed national curricula (Common Core) and mandated high stakes testing (HST). 

Au (2017) stated that schools in the United States are subjected to, 

high-stakes, standardized tests, which are used as the central tool for 

educational policy and accountability systems there - often under the guise 

of promoting racial justice and civil rights (p. 1). 

Contrasting this position, neoliberal ideologies reframe education as an economic 

investment. The neoliberal narrative has a focus on market orientated outcomes. 

Neoliberal goals for schooling included efforts to prepare students to enter and compete 

in a global economy (Sondel, 2015). Dean (2010) identified a changed focus in the aims 

of government policies suggesting that governments operate to engage with global 

markets by “optimizing and using all prospective resources from the population” (p. 

29). System mandates challenged planning and practice as a requirement for 

professional accountability (Tschannen-Moran, 2009) and position teaching practice as 

a governed activity constrained within particular limits imposed by HST accountability. 
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These policy changes place neoliberal policy at the fulcrum of education, school 

governance and the economy. In this policy context, school preparations for and the 

outcomes of state assessments have profound consequences for students and school 

staff. Efforts to ensure students success in state exams have involved changes to 

pedagogical practice and management in schools. Foucault (1987) suggested that 

Governmentality was a management technology residing, “between the games of power 

and the states of domination” (p. 19). Foucault (1983) also described governmentality as 

an effort to assist in guiding another person’s conduct or direct, “the possible field of 

action of others” (p. 221). In education, these management efforts influence policy and 

practice. The interplay between neoliberal policies and traditional roles of education 

position schools as sites of contest. Through mandated state assessment and evaluation, 

schools become locations for competing interests and imperatives. These theoretical 

perspectives will be applied to the interview evidence and survey data in presenting the 

research results.  

5.2 Governing schools through High Stakes Testing   

 Teachers and administrators are required to simultaneously support students to 

produce improved learning outcomes and bear the responsibility for final assessment 

results. As noted in Ch 2, the term governmentality relates to a variety of programs and 

policy settings that seek to influence how people understand and conduct themselves 

(Burchell, Gordon & Miller, 1991) and to direct or guide their conduct towards 

particular ends. In schools, administrators and teaching staff carry risks as “responsible” 

and “rational” subjects. There are known consequences for student underperformance 

and for diversion from required instructional strategies and these realities influence 

school operations.  



  

 

 

              

217  

 

HST results provide metrics used to rate students, educators and school sites. 

The significance of HST and its outcomes influence strategic planning and instructional 

practice across schools. 

This section will present the evidence presented by the consultants is response to 

the research questions. Themes which emerged from analysis of the interview 

transcripts and the survey responses indicated a range of HST related influences which 

had significant consequences for teacher and administrator practice and planning. An 

awareness of Education Department policy in school practices in the context of HST is 

evident in the comments made by consultants. Comments from consultant interviews 

and from the text based survey responses are presented to illustrate the ways in which 

HST was seen by consultants to impact school practice.  

Savannah, a consultant with 9 years’ experience in the high school context 

commented on increased adverse consequences school faced related to state test 

outcomes over time. Savannah commented that, 

In all of the schools that I went into … about 16 over nine and a half years, 

… I can compare what it was when I began to what it was like progressively 

over time. It was a different form of checking and monitoring of school 

outcomes and of individual student outcomes, of threats of school closures, 

of changes in funding. It meant really strategically that the principal was 

required to focus on the external demands that were imposed on the school 

(T: D Lines 101-107). 

This response indicated that there were multiple concurrent challenges for 

administrators to contend with. Research indicates that the accountability regimes 

implicit in HST may be increasing rather than reducing educational inequalities by 

prescribing test-oriented school curricula and hindering teacher professionalism (Singh, 
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2015). The departure from regular teaching and learning and the dismissal of 

cognitively challenging tasks in favor of more generic test readiness coaching may lead 

to declining standards in schools. Savannah’s comments align with theorist perspectives 

that HST is associated with increasingly teacher-centered, skills-based rote forms of 

teaching and learning (Lipman, 2003; Ravitch, 2010).  

5.2.1 Curriculum narrowing as a response to State tests 

There was a general view in the interviews and survey responses that Test 

preparation (TP) became a major focus of instruction prior to state assessments. The 

instructional routines associated with TP supplanted more analytical and conceptual 

learning with a relatively narrow focus on test skills and test related content. Pressures 

to improve student learning outcomes appeared to drive schools to narrow the 

curriculum experience of students so that more instructional time was devoted to the 

subjects which would be tested.  

Participant responses identifying curriculum narrowing as a negative component 

of instruction related to standardised assessment. The following survey responses focus 

on the constraining effects of state assessment preparation tasks. 

“High stakes testing dampens curiosity and promotes a narrow range of 

superficial professional strategies that do not include a collaborative 

engagement with professional peers” (Survey: 9.5.3). 

 “…the use of standardised test preparation instruments that promotes a 

narrow skill base” (Survey: 6.5.5). 

“These materials quick take up instructional time, narrow the curriculum 

and focus on test taking strategies” (Survey: 9.4.22). 

 “The Test Prep materials do not allow for any creativity” (Survey: 6.4.7). 

As the comments indicate, respondents associated HST and the related test readiness 

instruction with a deterioration in the planning and instructional practice. In particular 
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the TP programs were associated with curriculum narrowing a reduction in 

collaboration and restricted opportunities for creativity. In commenting on the impact of 

HST on instruction a survey respondent wrote that the assessment focused instruction, 

… compresses in-class work so that test preparation and narrow test 

related instructional work displace opportunities for the collaborative 

pursuit of more broad evidence based instructional practice. The narrow 

instructional repertoire related to high stakes testing restricts student 

learning and instructional capacity building with teachers (Survey: 6.21). 

Another survey respondent commented that state assessment outcomes have,  

important consequences for the person taking the test. Whilst the 

purpose/intent of high stakes testing - standardised testing - could well be 

valid the results have become so important that many schools, fearing less 

than favourable results, spend inordinate amounts of time teaching 

superficial and largely irrelevant skills to the point of narrowing the 

curriculum and promoting highly diminished engagement for all involved 

(Survey: 1.13). 

As the respondent noted, assessment preparation lessons may involve, considerable time 

being spent on trivial and irrelevant skills that were not appropriate for all classes. The 

state assessments were standardised and this reality was associated with standardised 

curriculum practice in TP work. Differentiated instruction did not figure in TP work 

since it did not readily fit with the whole-class, teacher-centred instructional model 

applied for test coaching. 

Theorists have associated neoliberal policy agendas in education with 

curriculum narrowing as a strategy to boost test scores through TP without improving 

instruction (Shiller, 2011; Verger, Fontdevila, Rogan & Gurney, 2019). The strategy of 

restricted instruction for non-tested subjects might be applied as an effort to concentrate 

on key skills to improve school results. Theorists have further suggested that increased 
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requirements for the application ‘data-based’ or ‘evidence-based’ instructional practice 

may be linked to models of common instruction (Spillane, 2012).  

Au (2007) suggested that the, “primary effect of high-stakes testing is that 

curricular content is narrowed to tested subjects, subject area knowledge is fragmented 

into test-related pieces, and teachers increase the use of teacher-centered pedagogies” 

(p. 258). Theorists have also suggested that national assessment testing might be linked 

and a narrowing of curricula materials (Ramirez, Schofer & Meyer, 2018; Raymond, 

2018). Berliner (2011) suggested that curriculum narrowing, “as a response to high 

stakes testing is perhaps the most rational [response]” (p. 287). As Lemke (2002) noted, 

One key feature of the neoliberal rationality is the congruence it endeavours 

to achieve between a responsible and moral individual and an economic-

rational individual (p. 15). 

The suggestion that curriculum narrowing is rational relates to the idea that in the HST 

context, schools could be expected to focus on the content being assessed. The evidence 

suggests that school practice adjustments are enacted in an effort to improve test scores. 

Transcript data indicated that the work of teachers was influenced by the policy 

context of HST across a number of dimensions. The TP arrangements resulted in a 

narrowing of instructional opportunities and restricted subject teachers to, 

“…teaching in the same way or at the same time” (T: C Lines 87-88). 

This arrangement of common instruction was required for whole grade TP. In some 

schools there might be six classes working on the same three pages of a Math coaching 

booklet. This occurred as a result of class pacing to ensure that students all completed 

TP instruction at a time suitably close to the dates that the state assessments 
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commenced. In reflecting on HST and its impact on school administration a survey 

respondent noted that, 

School administrators are focused on the school wide results of the tests and 

everything that gets in the way is made redundant. They also looked for 

quick fixes and instant results. The changes to teaching or pedagogy are 

very shallow and often not sustainable. It's often not a coordinated effort. 

Anything you do is often not valued, as it seems to get in the way of test 

prep and practice and the raising of the test scores. Administrators often feel 

you are only in their building to raise test scores, and that it will happen in 

12 months! (Survey: 9.4.16). 

This comment described a school setting where conventional models of instruction were 

not considered relevant to the test readiness effort. It may be that narrowed instruction 

provides a short-term benefit but undermines students learning in the longer term.  

Regardless of causation, a focus on test performance rather than effective 

teaching and learning processes is likely to interfere with and compromise improvement 

efforts in schools. Responses from interview participants and survey respondents 

present examples and experiences indicating that school communities may be 

undermined by the HST milieu. A survey respondent noted that the TP context may 

compromise understanding because, “It tends to put learning into subject silos and 

undercut connection-making, creativity, inquiry, collaboration and other 21st Century 

Skills” (Survey: 1.19). The comment indicates that the high level of specificity 

associated with HST preparation meant that there was little integration of ideas between 

or across subjects.  

This section has presented consultants evidence related to the impact of HST on 

teacher practice. The themes which emerged from analysis of the interview transcripts 
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and the survey responses indicated a range of adverse HST related influences on teacher 

practice. 

5.2.2 Narrow Assessments and the exclusion of key competencies 

Survey respondents had criticisms of the content of state assessments. The state 

English literacy examination format did not reflect all of the elements included in the 

state curriculum. A respondent was critical of differences between the state tests and the 

state curriculum commenting that, 

Testing severely narrows the curriculum to those things that can be easily 

measured by pen and paper. No consideration is given to speaking and 

listening for example (Survey: 6.62).  

This comment illustrated some of the difficulties associated with implementing state 

testing programs. In the school context assessments can be devised to evaluate a broad 

range of competencies. At a state level tests may be framed by time and resource 

constraints. State tests may have a narrow emphasis in that they may examine and 

assess competencies in isolated ways. It is a standard goal in education policy that 

schools support students in acquiring the skills required to be literate, numerate and 

have the ability to make logical decisions and to reflect critically and creatively. The 

narrow focus of the Literacy exams on reading comprehension and writing neglects the 

importance of speaking and listening in all contexts.  

5.2.3 Test Preparation and Performativity. 

This section presents consultant views regarding the impacts of HST on teaching 

and learning processes. Consultant evidence related to the impact of HST on 

instructional practice. The introduction of TP lessons supplanted other teaching and 

learning activities and involved changes to school pedagogies. TP programs replaced a 

range of differentiated teaching activities with more narrow whole class focused 
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instruction. Many schools across New York made bulk purchases of class set TP 

materials which wholly replaced regular teaching and learning processes prior to the 

state examinations. In this regard TP represented a broad scale intrusion on 

conventional classroom pedagogy.  The introduction of TP monopolised instructional 

time and represented a significant departure from the rich tasks which were 

conventionally part of English Literacy and Math classes.  

Decisions regarding the purchase of TP resources were usually made by school 

administrators. Interview and survey transcript data indicated that respondents were 

aware of pressures on administrators to supply and incorporate specific TP routines. A 

survey respondent explained the limited nature of TP tasks as resulting from test 

providers and the texts, “… focused on a narrower set of external performance criteria” 

(Survey: 9.5.9). In this sense the TP resources were decontextualized and did not relate 

to other work that classes had been engaged in. Following are a number of brief survey 

responses to provide a tenor of views regarding HST. The first group of comments 

concern administrator practice and indicate some sympathy for the whole school 

challenges that principals faced. Firstly, a survey respondent commented on the reasons 

that class sets of test practice programs were introduced. 

Administrators often believe that that they have no option but to introduce 

short-term standard responses via test prep materials such as Kaplan 

(Survey: 9.50).  

A survey respondent wrote that administrators,  

are subject to high pressure from peers and the publishing companies to 

purchase specific NYC test preparation student booklets and teacher 

resources (Survey: 9.59).  

Another commented on the consequences of the use of TP materials.  
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High-stakes testing is associated with the use of centrally produced 

materials. It constrains experimentation with strategies with school 

administrators (Survey: 9.17). 

A survey respondent explained the existential nature of the pressures, challenges and 

potential consequences that school administrators faced. In this context, 

High stake testing contributed significantly to the stress of the Principal and 

teachers as school closure was threatened (Survey: 1.6). 

These comments indicate some sympathy for administrators and describe a context 

where administrators are constrained in the actions that they can take in the HST 

environment. Principals and administrators generally felt the need to implement a 

separate curriculum focusing on preparation for the tests. These comments may also be 

taken as indicators that state assessments are associated with a focus on audit, 

performance measurement and compliance.  

 Survey comments indicated that school administrators were subject to pressures 

related to student learning outcomes however there are indications that the process had 

adverse impacts on teacher practice. Claire, a literacy consultant with three years of 

experience in the New York schools offered an opinion that the role of teachers was 

being marginalized. She commented that, “The teachers were really performers of work 

that they were given by their administrations, by the (instructional) coaches” (T: H 

Lines 123-124).  

Teachers may have believed that if the delivered the assigned course material 

then they would be safe from criticism or reprimand. Savannah, a consultant with 9 

years’ experience in the high school context suggested that HST had a significant, 

adverse impacts on effective instructional practice. She reported that, 
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…over a series of several years, in the main High school that I am thinking 

of … there was an increasing lack of choice for teachers … no matter what 

they really would have preferred to do … teachers who felt compelled to 

focus on getting high - the best results they could possibly get …Not exactly 

meeting individual needs but just going to try and get these kids through the 

high-stakes testing (T: D Lines 65-69). 

That is, while teachers presented the TP content, they did not necessarily consider it the 

best way to help their students to learn. A survey respondent commented that, 

Test prep is superficial. It discourages teacher collaboration. (e.g. what are 

you doing today? page 3!) When teachers work together their professional 

skills are engaged and their pedagogical abilities are promoted (Survey: 

6.5.5). 

TP was seen to supplant conventional teaching and learning practice. Teachers were 

subject to accountability measures in that they were required to keep to year level 

pacing schedules. Teachers and were also constrained in what they could present based 

on their pre-packaged materials. As indicated by the survey comments there is a concern 

that TP removed the opportunities that teachers needed to provide differentiated 

instruction based on student needs. 

Consultants suggested that it was problematic that teachers were presenting 

instructional materials without participating in the tasks associated with lesson 

preparation. Teachers were potentially being de-professionalised by the removal of a 

core professional task closely associated with the art and discipline of the profession. In 

addition, the highly structured instructional environment was a made it difficult for 

teachers to apply their professional skills. There were also larger issues related to the 

broad scale use of TP as a program of instruction. A respondent wrote about the lack of 
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interest associated with entire grade levels concurrently participating in TP. The 

respondent noted that,  

High stakes testing tends to constrain implementing processes or practices 

that are not already in place. The high stakes test effort often involves whole 

grade levels all going through the same test prep material day by day at a 

standard rate. There is very little chance for innovation or reflection. 

Teachers may report that they are stressed. Administrators may also report 

this however the school may be very dull from an instructional or planning 

perspective. These procedures do not seem to lift student performance on 

the tests. If anything the students make no gains when their methods are in 

place. Schools that implement school wide test prep strategies are the ones 

in most trouble. Schools that use consultants in dynamic ways often have a 

sense of enthusiasm and which fosters interest in innovation. These schools 

do a better job of engaging students and building teacher capacity and 

confidence (Survey: 3.32).  

As is indicated by the participants statement the TP phase of the school year may 

represent a time when effective teaching and learning is disrupted. Prior to the 

introduction of TP students may be engaged with project based work that is engaging 

and challenging. With the commencement of TP instructional practice in some schools 

is transformed. Consultants reported that students may be required to sit and complete 

short tasks while their teacher delivers the content. Data supported the contention that 

HST has adverse impacts on instructional practices since practices conventionally 

considered effective (See von der Embse, Schoemann, Kilgus, Wicoff & Bowler, 2017) 

may be abandoned in favor of test preparation practices. During the TP student-centered 

pedagogies such as inquiry-based, project-based learning and collaborative 

instructional approaches were replaced by largely teacher centred instructional methods. 

The dismantling of instruction left non-tested subject areas neglected. Sondel (2015) 
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asserted that these interferences may call, “… into question the assumption that 

increased test scores are an indication of successful reforms” (p. 289). 

 The instructional practices applied in the HST environment were reported by 

respondents to be dull rather than challenging and engaging. The timetabling and 

coaching arrangements arranged by administrators were rigid and impacted teacher 

practice in unexpected ways. Textual evidence indicated that previously administered in 

state tests were reused for training purposes in some schools. Natalie was a consultant 

with eight and a half years of experience as a literacy consultant in New York schools. 

She commented that, 

… a lot of the time then when I met with teachers, either individually or in 

groups, we'd be looking at old tests and working out ways that we could 

plan lessons, lesson plan around using the old tests (T: A Lines 49-55).  

Natalie characterised the instructional routines associates with test readiness as tedious 

and dreary. TP produced distortions in the curriculum since instruction related to test 

readiness skills supplanted projects and other learning. Exam tips and tricks were a 

focus rather than more substantial curriculum-based instruction.  

Respondents believed that teachers and administrators were constrained by the 

context of HST. As a respondent reported in the survey,  

High stakes testing is linked to a climate of fear. It discourages risk taking 

and exploration. The strategies that are associated with test preparation 

provide a narrow base for learning (Survey: 3.27). 

These comments appear to be supported by previous research by Wronowski & Urick 

(2019) indicating that, “teacher deprofesssionalisation and demoralization increased 

from the state-to federal-level accountability periods” (p. 1). Education theorists have 
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maintained that neoliberal approaches to education and assessment act to de-

professionalise teaching and constrain critical thinking (Giroux, 2014).  

 The text-based evidence suggested that schedules for uniform TP were major 

concerns in schools. One survey respondent exclaimed, “It's all about the test! Teaching 

and Learning is not the focus, the test is” (Survey: 3.6). 

Furthermore, textual evidence from the survey and interviews suggested that TP 

routines act as a device to interrupt effective teaching and learning. TP involves a 

narrow focus on assessment and which restricts student engagement and teacher agency. 

The scripted nature of the TP materials also implied governing teacher practice at a 

distance (Rose & Miller, 1992) since all participating teachers are presenting duplicated 

instructional sequences produced by school administrators or commercial test providers. 

Broadly, Test preparation (TP) or test coaching routines adversely influenced school 

operations in a range of ways in the weeks and sometimes months prior to the 

administration of state tests. 

 The next section of the qualitative results report will address the issue of 

teacher practice in the HST Environment. 

5.3 Teacher Practice in the HST Environment 

Teacher training programs include three elements. These are of professional 

knowledge, specialized curriculum knowledge and professional practice. Mastery in 

these areas are key elements of teacher quality. The textual evidence suggested that 

teacher practice including planning and instruction appeared to be distorted in a number 

of ways as a result of influences in the of HST environment. Neoliberal educational 

reforms and approaches to system wide assessment are characterized by competitive a 

market-driven approaches to pedagogy and curriculum (Ball, 2012). Data from the 
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interview and survey transcripts indicated a concern that the HST milieu was associated 

with changing and deteriorating teacher practice.  

Mason was a literacy consultant with five years in New York Schools. In 

reflecting on school operations prior to the annual state tests he commented that,  

…However, I think the circumstances with which the tests are actually 

administered probably lead to excessive amounts of pressure being applied 

on students, on teachers, on principals, on other school personnel, and also 

tend to skew the curriculum towards just teaching for the test, which is not 

really the intention of those - or should not be the intention of those tests. So 

there are - if I painted a picture of an ideal curriculum, no, that's not what it 

would look like - or an ideal pedagogy - it's not what it looked like  

(T: C, Lines 48-53). 

Mason confirmed that the interruption of regular instruction and the removal of higher 

order thinking activities from classes occurred during the State exam preparation phase. 

Notably, Mason did not necessarily believe that these impacts were the intention of 

HST.  

Schools implemented strategies to help students attain the skills thought 

necessary to pass state assessments. In some schools this involved students being given 

additional lessons and support in the core tested subjects. This focus necessitated less 

instructional time in non-tested subjects. Where student learning outcomes improved in 

the HST context there have been suggestions that the gains are related to a narrowed 

curriculum and the neglect of non-tested subject areas (Harlen, 2005; Noguera, Darling-

Hammond & Friedlaender, 2015). That is the narrowed instruction enabled students to 

pass the tests by depriving them of participation and access to rich and varied learning 

experiences. Curriculum narrowing also adversely impacts teacher practice since 
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restricted teaching and learning time in non-tested curriculum areas means that learning 

goals including state standards may not be achieved. 

5.3.1 Teacher Evaluation and influences on Practice  

The New York State assessments had a relatively narrow focus on student 

proficiency in Literacy, Math and Science and excluded technical and liberal arts 

studies areas. Since teachers were evaluated largely on state test results their evaluations 

reflected a narrow range teacher instruction and learning.  

For Foucault (1982) neoliberal accountability processes constituted a, “mode of 

objectification” (p. 783) which, in this context, shaped the professional identities of 

teachers and administrators. The evaluated work practice of teachers was restricted to 

the readily quantifiable and measurable components of practice evident in test metrics. 

It is proposed that this assessment focus tended to constrain the instructional repertoire 

teacher could apply. Reflecting on teacher practice in the HST environment a survey 

respondent noted that, 

Teachers are acutely aware that not only is their students' performance being 

evaluated; their own performance is too. Consequently teachers focus on 

quick fix teach to the test behaviours rather than focus on good teaching, 

good facilitation (Survey: 3.11).  

In this regard the annual state tests and the routines associated with them may be 

considered to be disruptive since they dramatically impacted teaching processes and 

schedules in schools. The narrowing of curriculum offerings mentioned related to the 

fact that non-state assessed subjects were lost instructional time during the exam 

preparation phase. In a further comment on teacher compliance with test coaching a 

survey respondent commented that, 
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Teachers are not trying rich activities and are not allowing students to learn 

through discovery in a collaborative environment. There is far more 

emphasis on a procedural approach to teaching and less emphasis on a 

conceptual approach (Survey: 6.51). 

The view that the HST environment removed opportunities for collaborative practice 

was pervasive. There appeared to be fundamental incompatibilities between the narrow 

focus of HST and the broad scope and choice associated with effective, professional 

teacher practice. A survey respondent described the influences of HST in generating 

changes in Federal, State and city policy and restricting teacher evaluation,  

Based on the students' performance in the tests, teachers are rated by the 

Department of Education and these results are published publicly, regardless 

of the students' backgrounds/needs/ beginning levels when they arrived in 

each class. With recent teacher evaluations in NYC, the results of the tests 

form 60% of the teacher's final "score" for the year- again regardless of 

differences in experiences, backgrounds, needs of students. Thus the tests 

form a high priority and often an enormous pressure is felt to "teach to the 

test" to ensure the teacher's results are achieved! (Survey: 1.56). 

Foucault (1982) referred to, “dividing practices” (p. 777) and “systems of 

differentiation” (p. 792) as technologies of power. These terms were related to the 

processes and technologies of measurement. In the HST instructional environment 

teacher practice moves away from strategies involving division and differentiation as 

whole class coaching procedures become the dominant teaching model.  

Miguel was a math consultant of eleven years in New York Schools. He 

suggested that the escalation of assessment across year levels New York Schools was 

associated with the introduction of performance management practices in 2010-2011. 

Miguel suggested that teacher performance evaluations were based largely on “student 

performance” as evidenced by HST outcomes. Data suggested that School staff are 



  

 

 

              

232  

 

cognizant of the potential consequences of ongoing poor student progress as measured 

by state assessments. Poor student results may carry the risk of transfer or dismissal for 

teachers and administrators. Au (2009) correlates staff evaluation based on student HST 

results with key aspects of neoliberal education reform and a singular focus on 

measurement accountabilities. The high stakes assessment environment is associated 

with school and district adoption of a range of planning, instructional and assessment 

preparation provisions to rehearse state test routines, monitor student achievement and 

attempt to improve student outcomes. In these ways HST processes are associated with 

a range of modifications to school operations. 

The observations and anecdotes of consultants showed that evaluation processes 

influenced the work of teachers. Teacher evaluation privileged a narrow range of 

practices and disregarded social and economic factors relevant to the instructional 

context of teachers. In this way teaching across whole school districts was shaped by 

assessment. 

5.3.2 Declines in school curriculum preparation and teacher agency  

Consultant responses suggested that the HST environment was associated with a 

transfer of responsibility for instructional planning. Conventionally, groups of teachers 

would have significant opportunities to shape and direct curriculum content. This 

opportunity was removed during the period prior to state tests. During this phase school 

administrators in many schools assumed responsibility for lesson content and 

sequencing to ensure that relevant skills were covered prior to the administration of the 

state assessments. 

Curriculum control by school administrators was possibly instituted as a formal 

narrative indicator that school instructional processes were compliant with test practise 
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and preparation conventions. Thrupp (2013) suggested, “accountability today is a core 

concept of neoliberal policy-making in education around the world” (p. 90). Curriculum 

control by administrators might secure improved school review ratings however it also 

contributed to increasingly performative teacher practice.  

Ethan was a literacy consultant with 3.5 years of in New York Middle Schools 

and High Schools. The transcript from the interview with Ethan indicated that he 

believed that the HST environment was associated with a teacher focus on completing 

all components of a course rather than ensuring that students were becoming more 

skilled and confident in dealing with assigned tasks. Ethan explained that he observed 

what appeared to be an,  

… imperative that teachers felt to get through the work so that in their mind 

at least they had ticked everything off come testing time. … So whilst they 

may have been on point in terms of getting through the calendar of lessons, 

the kids were still so far back that the gap between the two was just like the 

Grand Canyon (T: B, Lines 33-37). 

 The contention that teachers focused on completing the curriculum rather than ensuring 

student learning was, for Ethan, a critical issue. Rather than the curriculum being an 

opportunity for investigations using a range of relevant skills and approaches, the 

classroom approach to study units was to complete the instructional content in a timely 

manner. Ethan reported that he had approached teachers to discuss teaching and 

learning issues. He emphasised the importance of ensuring that students were able to 

acquire and master the content taught. These comments are echoed in a voluntary 

survey response which included the observation that, “High stakes testing becomes an 

end in itself, rather than the means to implement and measure effective learning 

programs” (Survey: 3.15). Overall, respondents suggested that teachers were not 
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rewarded for devising and implementing more engaging or creative instructional 

practices. The goal rather, was to complete the course of study or revision on time with 

other grade level teachers.  

The TP approach prioritized course completion over teaching and learning and 

mastery of learning by students. In these ways the test coaching can be associated with a 

decline in authentic instruction. This strategy was further elaborated by a voluntary 

survey response which included the observation that,  

The high stakes testing environment is how schools operate when state test 

results determine teacher and administrator tenure and promotion. If low-

test scores can result in the school getting closed, then the tests have high 

stakes for everyone (Survey: 1.63). 

In this context, it may be difficult for consultants to gain support to implement or 

maintain practices that could underpin high-quality teaching and learning. Ethan 

reported that he approached associate principals to, “Build the capacity in the calendar 

of lessons for re-teaching but, as I said, it was in vain” (T: B lines 57-58). For Ethan, the 

term ‘capacity’ included an ability to review, revise and reteach material to ensure that 

students understood key components of the curriculum.  

 Ethan’s comment suggested that he associated HST with an instructional process 

that was not effective. From his perspective, the pressure to complete the course of 

study compromised effective teaching and learning and failed to ensure that students 

were ready for the state or school-based assessment processes. Implicit in these 

comments is the concern that pre and re-teaching, checking for understanding and 

classroom discussions were sidelined by the imperative to complete the course of study 

which was to be the focus of state tests. Furthermore, his response suggests that there 
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was little or no quality assurance in checking for learning. Students were only ready for 

the exams in the sense that they had attended and completed the course of instruction.  

In terms of conventional school operations school administrators carry the 

burden of governance (Falabella, 2014). In the HST context governmentality is 

associated with the increasing centralization of tasks conventionally assigned to 

teachers. Processes of governmentality refocus instructional planning as an aspect of 

school management rather than as a pedagogical or teaching function. Test coaching 

introduced a phase where teaching without the responsibility for planning became the 

norm. The Test Preparation (TP) phase transformed the relationship of teachers with 

their professional roles by removing responsibility and installing processes of 

performativity. The work of teachers became increasingly prescribed and their 

supervision became more direct and omnipresent (Foucault, 1991). A criticism of 

principals was that their imposition of a prescribed TP curriculum was reactive, as a 

survey respondent stated,  

School administrators are focused on the school wide results of the tests and 

everything that gets in the way is made redundant. They also look for quick 

fixes and instant results. The changes to teaching or pedagogy are very 

shallow and often not sustainable (Survey: 9.46). 

Some schools required closely aligned grade level based supervision to ensure 

consistency but there appeared to be a lack of quality in the TP lessons. 

The links between the students state test outcomes and professional evaluations 

imposed constraints on teaching and administrative practice in a number of areas. These 

constraints may have interfered with the preferred practices of teachers and 

administrators. The reform mandates across the education system challenge policy, 

pedagogy and assessment practice and impact teacher and administrator self-identity 
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(Ball, 2003; Buchanan, 2015). Traditional concepts of teacher performance and 

professionalism are challenged by more recently introduced models of instruction that 

supported increased accountability for teachers and school administrators. As an 

example, a traditional role of educators was to teach students skills and standards of 

conduct. Dewey (1938/1997), considered that, “Teachers are the agents through which 

knowledge and skills are communicated and rules of conduct enforced” (p. 18). This 

perspective anticipated a level of teacher autonomy and capacity to design curriculum 

content, provide instruction and maintain behavioural standards. 

5.3.3 HST and teacher collegiality and conflict 

Mandated state testing may be regarded as a vehicle and mechanism of 

governmentality. Examination preparations, procedures and outcomes act to shape, 

guide and drive the conduct, focus and operation of school communities. The decline in 

collaborative planning between teachers increased a sense of isolation and also 

increased potential for discord. In commenting on teacher practice prior to state tests a 

respondent stated that, 

Competition between teachers increases as a result of high stakes testing but 

this is profoundly negative. The competition is not collaborative. It is 

corrosive and counter professional (Survey: 9.49). 

Concerns regarding adverse outcomes sometimes led to competition between teachers. 

HST pressures did not foster collegiality. Another respondent associated HST with 

conflict commenting that,  

High stakes testing sets up competition between teachers - who has the best 

test scores is seen as the most effective teacher when in reality there are so 

many other variables to consider. I don't believe it supports a collaborative 

culture (Survey: 6.23). 
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These comments position the HST environment in opposition to collective effort 

between teachers. Apple (1999) proposed that in the neoliberal context staff may change 

from seeing themselves as collegial group members to adopting a self-interested, 

individual focus. The HST school-work context therefore becomes less cooperative. 

Teacher competition and isolation, according to participants, did not support the 

cooperation needed to contribute to improved student learning outcomes. The 

association between teacher rivalry and TP suggests that the HST context undermined 

professionalism between teachers. Blackman, Cromby, Hook, Papadopoulos and 

Walkerdine (2008) applied Foucauldian approaches in describing subjectivity and 

suggested that, 

We begin to see a distinction between subjects as produced in 

power/knowledge and subjectivity, which we could call the experience  

of being subjected (p. 6).  

In the context of HST, subjectivity resides in performativity resulting in the dismissal of 

conventional planned instructional practices. These presentation models reflect 

governmentality framed by neoliberal policy technologies through the power relations 

of teachers and administrators (Ball, 2016). The dismissal of autonomous teacher 

instruction in favour of centrally devised TP kits reduced teacher agency and increased 

the focus on teacher performativity in a scripted lesson context. Reflecting on this a 

survey respondent observed, 

… anxiety over student results, competitions between year levels and 

academies within the same school, led to the consultants being used very 

strategically before the ELA tests. Teachers were given PLT meetings in 

class time, workshops were identified and delivered, professional learning 

focus actioned, resources purchased by the bucket load, all in order to see 



  

 

 

              

238  

 

improvement in any of the tests. Principals considered these tests to be the 

most important data about their school and their teachers. It was personal. 

So, this high level of performance anxiety obviously led to education 

interrupted. So, in that sense, the high stakes testing environment consumed 

everything, took all the air out and the real work of learning and teaching 

could be got on with - everyone agreed to this collusion (Survey: 6.12). 

The HST environment was associated with fear and impacted teacher autonomy and 

agency. The survey comments reported declines in collaboration and portrayed a 

climate of concern and unease. Neoliberal policies implicit in TP routines reduced 

agency while directing responsibility towards the teacher and away from the social and 

economic context of the school. This was particularly relevant in Title 1 (high poverty) 

schools. Cairns (2011) suggested that,  

Critical studies of education show how discourses of neoliberal selfhood 

obscure enduring structural inequalities, presenting particular challenges for 

women, working class, and racialized individuals, who are encouraged to 

interpret structural constraints through the lens of individual agency (p. 23). 

In this context blame is apportioned to school staff for unsatisfactory student learning 

outcomes. In a broader sense Sullivan (2018) suggested that neoliberal reform, “blames 

the victim for performance failure and individualizes the responsibility for that failure 

onto students, families, and teachers” (p. 31).  

The impact of HST on school climate could be surprisingly damaging. A survey 

respondent described some of the adverse impacts of HST on staff relationships,  

It sets up competition between classes and shuts down learning 

conversations. It also stops teachers taking risks with new ideas or new 

research and stops them thinking for themselves (Survey: 6.42). 
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Another respondent identified potential longer-term damages that HST brought to 

school communities. They wrote that, 

Teachers are not committed to collaborating when testing places them in 

competition against one another (Survey: 6.5.11). 

The period before and during the state tests was considered to be stressful for the whole 

school community. Instances of rivalry between teachers working at the same grade 

level were not productive. One survey respondent linked instances of school 

dysfunction with the challenges associated with the HST environment commenting, 

It focuses far too much attention on test preparation rather than good 

educational practices. As such it inhibits the work of the consultant and 

often leads to conflict between what the administration of the school want 

and what the teachers want and need (Survey: 3.49). 

The conflicts associated with the HST environment according to consultants took time 

to repair and interfered with effective teacher practice.  

5.3.4 State examinations and performativity 

Interview and voluntary survey textual data indicated a belief that the practice of 

teachers and administrators was adversely influenced by the context of HST in schools. 

There was concern that the HST environment had a negative influence on the practice of 

teachers and administrators. Test prep were associated with less engaging and effective 

instruction, it removed teacher agency while being associated with increased staff 

concern. A survey respondent noted that it was, 

difficult to build a collaborative environment when teachers are concerned 

about the test scores rather than the education of their students (Survey: 

3.49). 

It was proposed that the various pressures associated with HST reduced opportunities 

for planning and constrained the ability to implement good educational practice because 
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the tests dominated the focus of school planning. A survey respondent described a 

school context where effective instruction ceased because,  

Test practice was carried out throughout the day, each day for weeks 

leading up to the testing date at the expense of everything else (Survey: 

3.13). 

This response illustrates that test practice can supplant innovation in instructional 

practice and come to dominate instructional time. This arrangement would offer few 

opportunities for the discussion, planning, introduction and evaluation of instructional 

practices devised for specific groups or classes.  

Claire, a literacy consultant indicated that TP routines reflected a restricted 

definition of literacy. These comments indicated that consultants did not consider TP to 

be good instruction. In broad terms the HST environment was associated with less 

effective instructional practices. Consultant responses indicated a perception that the 

work of teachers was adversely influenced by the policy context of HST. More 

generally, the observations indicated that consultants observed increased anxiety and 

generally negative influences on the practice of teachers and administrators in the 

context of HST in schools.  

 Interview comments also indicated that the pressure to complete the course of 

instruction was associated with reduced instructional effectiveness at an organisational 

level. Claire suggested that the pressures related to HST made testing a central concern. 

In general respondents believed that there was a need to revisit effective instructional 

practice. Claire proposed that there was a need for more substantial work on specific 

units. She suggested, 



  

 

 

              

241  

 

a broad curriculum, slow down the curriculum, deep units rather than doing 

lots of units very quickly to get through a whole lot of things (T: H, line 95-

96).   

There was a general view that concerns related to the state tests were associated with 

short termism and reactive planning. Schools with experienced leadership were perhaps 

better able to withstand the pressures associated with HST. As an example, a survey 

respondent outlines the experience of working with a more positive and self-assured 

school context. The respondent noted that confident teachers were better able to engage 

with the consultant and make independent decisions about relevant activities for their 

class. The respondent reflected on the qualities of good schools writing that, 

 Good schools are very local. They reflect local cultures and understandings. 

Every class and classroom is different because the teachers know what is 

"best practice" with each student group. These schools sound like they 

would be very challenging to work in but that is not the case. Teachers are 

enjoying their work, they are learning professionally and they are not 

stressed in a negative way (Survey: 6.21).  

This comment represents a positive school context which enables collaboration and 

promotes democratic participation. Reflecting on HST the same respondent noted that, 

“High stakes testing constrains my work because it dis-empowers teachers and 

administrators” (Survey: 6.21). The position of many respondents was that the HST 

context isolates and undermines teachers by reducing their ability to devise, implement 

and evaluate instructional processes relevant to their students. 

5.4 Governmentality and administrator practice in the HST environment 

 The analysis of the interview and survey transcripts indicated a view that the 

HST environment had adverse consequences for administrator practice. In explaining 
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the link between practice, state test results and principals evaluations a survey 

respondent explained that, 

In NYC the Principal's Final Evaluation also rests on the results of the tests, 

seen in the very public letter score the school is given through the Progress 

Report (Survey: 1.56). 

Principals were aware that poor student learning outcomes as evidenced by the state 

tests had potentially extreme penalties for them as administrators. The penalties were 

associated with accountabilities which prioritized state examinations results in 

administrator evaluation processes. The role of principals in introducing TP programs 

was a source of conflict in some schools.  Survey respondents described a number of 

contexts where administrator work may have had negative consequences for school 

functioning. In commenting on administrator actions one respondent noted that,  

Unfortunately they remain very punitive in their dealings with under-

performing teachers that only serve to make teachers more cynical (Survey: 

9.19). 

Regarding school administration in the HST environment a respondent noted that,  

High stakes testing pushes administrators to carry out surveillance on 

teachers instead of work with them. In this context the consultant is left 

challenging administrator practice (Survey: 9.50).  

The pattern of responses in the qualitative data suggest a level of blame for 

administrators for practices associated with HST. School principals are managers and as 

Styhre (2015) noted, “neoliberalism is the theory and management the practice” (p. 89). 

School leaders may be considered somewhat responsible for staff morale as well as 

teacher supervision and pedagogy in the school context. One respondent remarked, 

“The high stakes test environment is not a 'no blame' environment” (Survey: 3.2.3).  
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In this regard system wide reforms and the emergence of a High Stakes 

assessment environment directs school policy and curriculum arrangements. HST 

framed the school context for administrators and teachers and the interactions between 

them. The HST context also presented a challenge for school staff. Neoliberal 

assessment arrangements shaped what being a professional meant for educators 

(Popkewitz, 1998). State mandates required compliance with HST and data-driven 

educator evaluation systems. These governance mandates used test results as metrics for 

quality (Shore & Wright, 2015). The neoliberal education policies imposed an audit 

culture that generated metrics which were used for student and also staff evaluation. 

5.4.1 Administrators as subjects of neoliberal policy 

While administrators received some criticism that that they were involved with 

the institution of test readiness activities, some respondents regarded school 

administrators as victims of the HST environment. Some respondents had previously 

worked as school administrators themselves. They were aware of the pressures school 

leaders coped with. A survey respondent noted that,  

As a former school administrator, I want to help the administrator look at 

the options available. High stakes testing does constrain this process 

(Survey: 9.50). 

In common with teachers many school administrators were undermined by the HST 

policy context. As one survey respondent noted, “administrators regard high stakes 

testing as a threat to their personal career trajectory” (Survey: 9.14). 

Other respondents took a broader view and reported school wide challenges. One 

respondent commented that, 
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 Administrators in … schools are under so much accountability pressure that 

at times their capacity for truly autonomous decision-making is quite limited 

(Survey: 9.6.7). 

School administrators were required to work with their district superintendents and a 

range of school staff who could be critical of specific school-based strategies. As a 

survey respondent commented,  

High stakes testing hampers collaboration and undermines the confidence of 

school administrators (Survey: 9.52).  

These comments indicate a perception that the conventional role and traditional 

practices of administrators are compromised in the context of HST in schools. 

Minarechová (2012) asserted that the HST environment was associated with 

administrator efforts, “to increase test scores but not necessarily increase learning, … 

reallocate resources to tested subjects, … waste resources on test preparation [and 

disregard] … other school needs and problems (p. 924). Neoliberal policies rewarded 

results but not necessarily effective teaching and learning programs. 

The pressures applied to the administrator role was associated with principals 

behaving as "managers" rather than "professionals" as they contended with procedural 

mandates (Holland, 2004). In the neoliberal context school principals were required to 

manage people, resources and data to meet narrow statistical goals (Carless, 2009). 

These statistical goals of testing are narrower than the traditional expansive goals of 

life-long-learning and citizenship which is often associated with quality education.  

Neoliberal policies in education have introduced shifts in educational 

governance and leadership. Mulcahy (2019) observed that system reforms, “seek to 

transform the role of school principal to that of corporate executive” (p. 151). The 

neoliberal structures of competition, managerialism and accountability are implicit in 

role of the school administrator. Teacher evaluation mechanisms reflect HST 
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accountabilities. As Garver (2019) stated, “neoliberal teacher evaluation policies 

structure interactions among teachers …and administrators in ways that erode 

professional culture” (p. 1). In this way student assessment as a school quality has 

impacted the traditional roles of school principals. School failure carried the risk of 

neoliberal interventions including principal dismissal and school closure.  

The next section will address the issue of poverty and its influence on practice 

in the HST school environment. 

5.5 Neoliberalism, Poverty and School staffing in Title 1 Schools.  

Poverty is a risk and a burden in all nations. As Payne (2003) stated, “Poverty 

occurs in all races and in all countries” (p. 10). In the education context poverty has 

been associated with poor learning outcomes. There is evidence that state assessment 

results reveal test score achievement gaps between wealthy and poor students and also 

between different racial groups (Ravitch, 2013). This indicates that low-income and 

minority children may be more at risk of unsatisfactory state assessment outcomes. One 

of the reasons why NCLB (2001) was enacted was to focus resources and 

accountabilities on disadvantaged groups. Lashway (2003) reported that the NCLB Act, 

sharpened the focus on test scores by requiring schools to boost 

achievement across all subgroups (including low-income, racial minorities, 

and second-language learners) (p. 2). 

These mandates have been retained with the, Every Student Succeeds Act, (ESSA), 

(2015) and continue to be associated with unintended negative consequences and 

subject to ongoing criticisms.  

The neoliberal focus on accountability mandates implicit in both the NCBL 

and ESSA Acts do not appear to support improved teaching and administration practice. 
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As Thomas and Brady (2005) suggested, “…schools and districts cannot be held 

accountable under a policy with underfunded initiatives and unrealistic objectives” 

(p. 63). A number of respondents identified poverty rather that teaching and learning as 

the critical obstacle schools confronted. Reflecting on the influence of poverty a survey 

respondent wrote that, 

 Low performing schools and regions are directly related to socio economic 

factors, an area that is well researched. So high stakes testing results have an 

adverse effect on low socioeconomic communities … it is a highly charged 

debate with educators and welfare groups equally vested in providing for 

better educational outcomes (Survey: 1.32). 

Where sanctions have been enacted against low performing schools in high poverty 

areas the consequences may be unanticipated. Teachers in schools with low-achieving 

students may choose to move to higher achieving schools, leaving high-poverty 

districts with staff vacancies and unqualified or inexperienced incoming staff (Betts, 

Rueben & Danenberg, 2000).  

 In New York, consultants were generally deployed to schools at risk of failure. 

Failure in this context is determined by student learning outcomes.  Failing schools 

tended to be minority schools in socioeconomically disadvantaged areas. 

Concentrations of minority students attending schools in economically disadvantaged 

areas occurs due to a range of factors including taxation. If a school is located in a 

community that is poor, then school funding is likely to be low because the property 

taxes in the neighbourhood are relatively low (McCrary & Ross, 2016). Research 

indicates that minorities groups including African-Americans and Hispanics are 

disproportionately represented among those who endure severe poverty (Mishel, 

Bernstein & Allegretto, 2005). Furthermore, poor children from financially 
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disadvantaged homes begin school academically and behaviourally behind their more 

affluent peers. Their disadvantage continues to widen during the school years 

(Duncan, Kalil, & Ziol-Guest, 2013). 

Consultants allocated to Title 1 schools were in a position to observe the 

impact of socio-economic factors on school operations. Title 1 schools may have 

histories of poor student learning outcomes and could be at greater risk of state 

intervention than schools in more prosperous communities. Survey respondents 

volunteered a number of comments regarding HST policy settings and impacts on 

Title 1 schools. A survey respondent commented that, “In high poverty schools high 

stakes testing is doing a lot of damage” (Survey: 9.50). Miguel commented that there 

appeared to be a socioeconomic dimension in the way that some schools responded to 

the HST environment. He noted that generally, “the poorer schools … [lacked 

effective] communication processes and management structures” (T: G, Lines 121-

122). This meant that socioeconomically disadvantaged schools may be at increased 

risk of a range of adverse consequences for students and staff as a result of poor state 

test outcomes. Reflecting this a survey respondent wrote that, 

High stakes testing removes hope from teachers and administrators …  

this is particularly evident in high poverty schools (Survey: 9.14).  

This theme was elaborated by another respondent who noted that, 

 If they are in a poor school high stakes testing persuades them that they 

cannot do much to build student achievement (Survey: 9.15).  

Respondents regarded poorer schools as less well-resourced and suggested that 

teachers and administrators dealt with increased challenges related to teaching learning 

and potentially adverse outcomes on state assessments. 
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5.6 Test focus and reduced student engagement  

The broad scale replacement of regular lessons with coaching for the test was 

associated with a number of unanticipated and adverse outcomes. Administrators 

placed core subject lessons (Literacy, Math and Science) in the morning classes.  The 

purpose of this arrangement was to ensure that core subject lessons were focussed on 

the same content on any given day.  

The reduction of teaching and learning in non-core subjects was associated with 

increased incidents of off task student behaviour. Savannah stated that while they had, 

…more lessons devoted to math and English … the students didn’t respond 

well to that …It was boring. Over time the kids lost some engagement (T: D 

Lines 139-142).  

This response alludes to student behaviour challenges, which may be associated with 

models of instruction that fail to engage students. A survey respondent noted that, 

Test practice was a waste of everyone's time, a shocking waste of paper, and 

must surely be responsible for students’ bad behaviour and disenchantment 

with school (Survey: 1.6). 

Transcript evidence suggested that instructional practices associated with Test 

preparation appeared to be less engaging for students. Respondents associated TP with 

disruptive and off task student behaviour. Claire commented that the policy 

environment associated with HST impacted instructional processes, which were 

possibly linked to less effective behaviour management. Claire observed that, 

Quite often behaviour, like misbehaviour, was confused with illiteracy. 

Some students - some teenagers - in the High schools, who were quite old, 

were quite capable, but very disobedient. They were seen as illiterate (T: H 

Lines 61-63). 
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This comment reflects research by Morris (2016) who identified racially based 

responses from teachers to student behaviours. Morris (2016) found that African 

American girls might be considered to have a poor attitude or be oppositional if they 

expressed opposing views. In this context the highly structured and perhaps rather less 

engaging lessons had a corrosive impact on teaching and learning as off task 

behaviours tended to sideline teacher efforts to engage, support and prepare students.  

The uniform instructional arrangements resulted in some non-tested subject 

area classes losing instructional time to core subjects. A survey respondent wrote that, 

So many areas that make learning accessible to all and help develop well-

rounded, thoughtful citizens have been eliminated (i.e. art, music, poetry, 

physical education etc.) (Survey: 3.17). 

In the TP context core subjects became the focus of instruction at the expense of other 

subjects. For some students the change in instructional routine was unwelcome. A 

survey respondent suggested that the HST context restricted skill development as it, 

may compromise students' opportunities to be taught how to think as they 

will tend to lack control over what they are taught and how they are taught 

and find that they are being readied for an externally devised exam (Survey: 

1.68). 

Disadvantaged schools committed significant resources to supporting instruction in 

tested subjects. Some respondents considered that the pressures to achieve in the state 

tests were associated with the neglect of important but untested subjects. 

5.7 HST, Performativity and transitions to procedural instruction  

There were concerns that the pressures of HST were associated with a retreat 

from deep instruction in classes to an increased focus on test skills based on the lowest 

common denominator in student skills. This approach to instruction appeared to be at a 
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distance from evidence-based pedagogies which aim to promote critical thinking skills. 

Paul (1995) suggested that critical thinking is vital since it is required in a context of, 

“continuous change” (p. xi). Since the instructional method during TP features largely 

whole class instruction, teachers tended to pitch lessons to a particular ability cohort in 

the class. Savannah considered that the TP instructional focus was restricted and stated 

that, “…in the individual teachers' classes it meant they were focussing … only a much 

narrower range of skills” (T: D Lines 88-92). This was not simply as a result of TP 

instruction but reflected broader concerns regarding supervision in the school. Savannah 

indicated that administration-based planning compromised teachers autonomy since 

teachers, 

…felt that they needed to and they felt as if their bosses, indirectly and 

directly, were shaping what they could do. Therefore, that meant that my 

job was changing too because the principal didn't want the school to close. 

So we were working hand in glove all the way through with a much more 

test-driven focus in the consultative work (T: D Lines 92-96). 

Miguel also expressed concern that the HST policy environment adversely influenced 

instruction and commented that, 

Typically, the educational practices associated with high-stakes testing 

involved a lot of teacher anxiety, a lot of repetitive … and in mathematical 

curriculum areas, procedurally oriented lesson plans (T: G Lines 31-33). 

In this regard the instructional processes described in the Math lesson represented 

inadequate instructional pedagogy. One respondent commented on the less secure 

position of teachers in the HST context noting that, 

High stakes testing engenders fear and teachers find it difficult to plan for 

the long term when they are in fear of losing their jobs or their school is at 

risk of closure. A skilled workforce requires a sense of permanence and this 
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is compromised by the NCLB policy frameworks as they are implemented 

via high stakes testing (Survey: 3.22). 

This fear and uncertainty, together with the primacy of the state test results as evaluative 

measures appears to impact instructional practice. In reflecting on practice in the HST 

environment a survey respondent commented that, 

… testing environment constrains good educational practice as many 'good' 

practices are dropped months before the assessment. The culture of 'test 

preparation' replaces good instruction, often leading to instruction around 

test taking strategies rather than teaching thinking strategies in both literacy 

and numeracy. It the worst instances, students are subjected to numerous 

practice tests in the false belief that doing practice tests will improve 

performance (Survey: 3.23). 

These comments raise the issue of TP as ineffective instruction and of little assistance in 

supporting whole school efforts to improve student learning outcomes as measured by 

the tests. It may be that those schools which are able to resist the lure of TP resources 

may sustain better quality teaching and also more consistent student learning outcomes. 

5.8 Test preparation and declines in instructional quality 

High stakes test outcomes may have the potential to reward or penalise school-

teachers and administrators. Policies linked to assessment practice make test results 

central to planning and instructional efforts in schools. One survey respondent found 

the HST environment compromised effective instruction writing that, 

 The High Stakes Testing environment is a paradox. The conventional 

thinking was that increased pressure on teachers and administrators via the 

status of student learning outcomes would focus instruction and 

administration to leverage better student results over time. The actual 

outcome appears to be increased stress, instructional conservatism and a 

failure of professional confidence and initiative. Teachers and 
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administrators do not appear to believe that that have the capacity to 

improve student outcomes in the high stakes context and they increasingly 

use mass-produced test prep and instructional materials. There has been a 

collapse of initiative at the local level. Short-term strategies may even 

depress results because they do not effectively take into account existing 

student abilities (Survey: 1.62). 

From this perspective the achievement of better student learning outcomes as a product 

of increased pressure of teachers and administrators was not a logical link. The 

reference to “instructional conservatism” indicated a belief that teachers were not trying 

to extend students but to assist them over the obstacle presented by HST. Teachers’ 

were potentially de-professionalised by the removal of a core professional task closely 

associated with the art and discipline of teaching. Teachers have special skills that 

include designing, planning, sequencing, assessing and evaluating resources that align 

with state curriculum forms. There were concerns that the materials associated with TP 

were of inferior quality and led to inferior instruction. A survey respondent associated 

TP instruction with poor quality instruction and poorly designed resources since, 

Curriculum implemented was often designed around the test, and test 

results, thus not developmentally appropriate. There was little or no use of 

formative data to inform instruction. Practice test materials were purchased 

at the expense of good quality children's literature (Survey: 6.30). 

 

In this regard the TP materials may have replaced higher quality, more relevant and 

engaging materials devised by teacher teams within the school. Smith (1991) warned 

that the use of external assessments and preparations may, “potentially reduce the 

capacities of teachers to teach content and to use methods and materials that are 

incompatible with standardized testing formats” (p. 8). Boyles (2018) suggested that 

this context contributed to, “the proletarianization of teachers” (p. xvii). This may be the 
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case since the specialised skills required for instructional planning for specific classes is 

not required where teachers are presenting materials devised by others. There is 

potential therefore, that in some schools, the use of TP materials negatively impacted 

student learning and assessment outcomes. 

5.9 Education consultancy in the high stakes assessment context 

In a number of cases the survey respondents considered that state tests provided 

an opportunity but denied the means to work effectively. One respondent commented, 

Ironically, it is a school's underperformance in high stakes testing that gets 

me through the door as a consultant and it is then the same high stakes testing 

that limits what we focus on once I’m there (Survey: 9.1.2). 

 

In this example the HST context both required and prevented meaningful change. This 

contradictory situation was reinforced by another survey respondent who commented, 

 … the pressure of high stakes testing has increased the work opportunities 

for consultants. Under the pressure to raise scores, schools are hiring more 

consultants, hoping they are the "magic bullet". In doing so, it necessitates the 

need for administrators to arrange for grade level meetings and PLC's 

(Survey: 6.33). 

In these ways school planning and operation may involve increasingly constrained 

practice. The inordinate focus on state assessment appears to be associated with declines 

in teacher and administrator agency to devise pedagogies to meet state standards and 

productively engage students. The increased level of scrutiny on individual teachers 

indicates that the elements of governmentality implicit in HST is associated with 

increasingly disciplined and coerced professional practice. 
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5.10 Summary of Qualitative Findings 

This chapter has presented the inferences from the interviews and also the 

voluntary survey responses that comprised the qualitative data of the study. The 

qualitative findings indicate a general consultant perspective that the HST environment 

had an adverse influence on the practice of administrators and teachers.  

A number of themes were drawn from the qualitative data regarding the 

influence of HST on the practice of teachers and school administrators. Consultants 

reported substantial pressures for teachers and administrators to plan and prepare for the 

state tests in ways that reduced their capacity to engage students. In some cases, these 

pressures further undermined the potential for collaboration between teachers and 

administrators and teachers and their colleagues. 

One way that administrators coped with these performance pressures was to 

purchase class sets Test practise kits from education publishers. This is a conventional 

response. The significant curriculum content coverage for HST is associated with pre-

packaged resources which risked a potentially teacher-proof curriculum (Taylor, 

2013).  

5.11 Conclusions 

In this chapter the themes identified in responses to the research questions were 

addressed using the textual data generated from the interviews and the survey responses. 

First, the qualitative findings of the study confirmed that consultants observed that 

teacher and administrator efforts to implement what they considered to be good 

educational practice was constrained in the context of HST in schools. Second, 

consultants perceived that the work of teachers and administrators was negatively 

influenced by the policy context of HST. The use of HST preparation resources was 
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considered corrosive in that it hampered collaboration and blocked the adoption of 

effective pedagogical practices. The HST environment was also considered to have 

negative consequences for positive professional relationships between teachers and with 

school administrators. Thus, the influence of the HST environment was found to be 

negative.  

In the final chapter, the results of the study and influences on teacher and 

administrator practice are discussed and recommendations for policy, practice and 

future research are suggested.  
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Chapter 6 

Discussion 

6.1 Introduction 

In this study the influence of High Stakes Testing (HST) on the practice of 

teachers and school administrators in New York Schools was investigated from the 

perspective of education consultants. The participants in this study outlined their views 

regarding the influence of HST in relation to the research questions which were derived 

by identifying gaps in the existing literature on HST. The research questions provided 

hypotheses that could be tested using empirical data gathered from consultants.  

In this chapter the key quantitative and qualitative findings are presented in 

relation to the initial research questions. This section begins with an overview of how, 

why and where the study was done. In addition, recommendations for action and further 

study in relation to the perceptions of the effects of high-stakes testing (HST) are 

included.  

 In the course of this research quantitative data were obtained through an online 

survey. Qualitative data were gathered through voluntary response questions included in 

the online survey and from semi-structured interviews conducted with eight consultants. 

The interviews were semi‐structured to ensure consistency across the sample and to 

facilitate less restricted discussion between the interviewer and participants. The 

research process aimed to integrate quantitative and qualitative results and draw on the 
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strengths of both approaches (Creswell, 2015). This chapter provides a summary of the 

study in relation to the research questions through a presentation of the combined key 

quantitative and qualitative findings. The chapter also includes an overview of the 

strengths and limitations of the study together with a discussion of research implications 

and the recommendations of the research for practice.  

As outlined in Chapter 4, the research questions addressed central areas of 

consultancy where HST could potentially promote or hamper teacher or administrator 

practice and planning. The questions were addressed in an online survey and also in 

interviews with 8 consultants. The key research question was; 

Do consultants observe an influence on the practice of teachers and 

administrators in the context of high-stakes testing in schools?  

Four subsidiary questions enabled further examination of the influences of HST. The 

ancillary questions were; 

RQ2a. Do consultants perceive the work of teachers to be influenced by the policy 

context of high-stakes testing?  

RQ2b. Do consultants perceive the work of school administrators to be influenced by the 

policy context of high-stakes testing?  

RQ3a. Does high stakes testing have an influence on consultants’ collaborative work with 

teachers?  

RQ3b. Does high stakes testing have an influence on consultants’ collaborative work with 

administrators? 

Following is a summary of the research process. 

6.2 Summary of the Research Process 

The research involved a sequential mixed methods study (Creswell, 

2009) which commenced with an online survey. The survey was made available 

to consultants who had registered an interest in participating in the study. At the 
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conclusion of the survey, interview subjects were selected by purposeful 

sampling (Palinkas, Horwitz, Green, Wisdom, Duan, Hoagwood & Northwest, 

2016) and the interviews were conducted and digitally recorded. The recordings 

were professionally transcribed, and the resulting textual evidence was analysed 

using thematic analysis. Finally, the quantitative data, the quantitative results 

and qualitative themes were combined and synthesized to derive the research 

findings. 

6.2.1 Where and when the investigation was conducted 

Ethical approval to conduct the research was granted in November 

2013. In June 2014 the researcher briefed education consultants in a meeting in 

New York regarding the proposed research. Consultants were invited to 

nominate to participate in the research study. Consultants wishing to be 

involved in the study provided email contact details. The survey was web-based 

and interviews were conducted using skype. The choice of conducting the 

interviews in a remote format was influenced by research indicating that remote 

interviews, should be seen as equivalent to or even superior to in-person 

interviews (Johnson, Scheitle & Ecklund, 2019).  

purposeful sampling 

6.2.2 Quantitative data collection methods 

Consultants wishing to participate in the research were emailed a research 

information package which contained details of the purpose of the study and a link to 

the online survey. As outlined in Chapter 3, electronic consent was acquired from all 

participants as a specific task prior to participation in the online survey.  The survey was 

available online from June until October in 2014. Following the closure of the survey 
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data were exported to the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) and 

analysed statistically. 

6.2.3 Quantitative statistical tools applied to collected data 

The online survey attracted 112 participants who completed most or all of the 

survey items. 56% (N=63) of respondents were female. The online survey data were 

initially analysed using Spearman Rank-Order correlation. Kruskal-Wallis tests were 

used to examine the significance of associations between the participants' demographic 

profile and this data informed consultant selection processes for the interviews. As 

noted in Chapter 4, significant group differences were most commonly found in relation 

to sector of education group differences, and to a lesser extent in relation to educational 

attainment group differences. It followed that an option for selecting interview 

candidates was to select consultants first in terms of whether their sector of education 

was elementary, middle or high school and second in terms of their level of educational 

attainment. 

6.3 Qualitative Data Collection 

The qualitative data consisted of four voluntary response questions included in 

the online survey which required text-based responses. A total of 267 responses were 

received with between 62 and 68 written responses received for each of the four 

questions. Responses ranged from single sentence comments to detailed responses of 

several hundred words. Respondent comments were analysed qualitatively in the first 

instance using Leximancer, a computer-based tool used to explore textual data, then 

scrutinized and evaluated along with the interview data using thematic analysis. 

The survey data was used in the preparation of an interview schedule for 

interviews with 8 consultants following the sequential mixed methods approach. The 
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interviews, held in February 2016, were digitally recorded, professionally transcribed 

and analysed using thematic analysis. 

6.4 The research hypothesis: Governmentality and HST mandates  

The theoretical basis selected for this study and outlined in chapter 2, was 

Foucault’s work on Governmentality which provided a framework for review of the 

factors guiding school operations including curriculum planning and institutional 

practice. Foucault (1982) suggested that Governmentality is focused on, “…the different 

modes by which, in our culture, human beings are made subjects” (p. 777). This study 

shows how the systems of management including state tests and the associated teacher 

and administrator practices are embedded in education arrangements at a system level 

by metrics and surveillance systems associated with HST. It is the case that HST 

generates metrics. These metrics establish classrooms as panoptic spaces (Foucault, 

1977) where student, teacher and administrator merit is ascertained by student 

assessment data. This process occurs without reference to the social and economic 

constraints and challenges school communities may contend with. As suggested by Ball, 

(1990), the HST mechanism provides a technology for the probability of, “blaming the 

school” (p. 161). Discourses associated with HST were found to have, disciplining 

effects, on staff and school operations. 

6.5 Foucauldian Theory and Education policy  

In this study Foucauldian perspectives on governmentality facilitated an 

investigation and understanding of a number of unaddressed issues relating to staffing, 

planning and instructional practice in relation to the influence of HST on the practice of 

teachers and school administrators. Chapter 2 noted that Federal agencies have codified 
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domestic economic and security concerns as national education challenges. In relation 

to the economy, Hanushek and Woessmann (2015). identified, “economic output that is 

lost because of poor education policies and practices” (p. 9). Regarding national 

security, Klein and Rice (2012) asserted, “The education crisis is a national security 

crisis” (p. 7). These representations of national security and economic problems as 

education problems have diverted attention from issues such as inequality, poverty, 

unequal access to medical services, low wages and poor neighbourhoods.  

In this way, education standards, processes and outcomes have been codified as 

responsible for a broad range of issues related to equity and opportunity. The focus for 

intervention is removed from a raft of social crises and presented singularly as an 

education crisis. Simultaneously, top down mandates including HST and school 

accountability measures were presented as solutions for national concerns. The U.S. 

constitution of 1787 specified state rather than Federal authority for education 

administration. (Meyer, 1979; Saultz, Fusarelli, & McEachin, 2017). Despite this, 

mandated assessments linked to the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001, and the 

later, Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015 provided mechanisms for federal 

intervention in state education policy to align state education practices with federal 

educational priorities. The empirical data obtained through the surveys and interviews 

have enabled the hypothesis of neoliberal governmentality in education implemented 

through high stakes testing (HST) to be examined.  

Chapter 2 introduced the term assemblage as a descriptor for the components of 

education policy settings in the context of HST. Regarding assemblages, DeLanda 

(2016) commented that, “…the parts that are fitted together are not uniform either in 

nature or in origin” (p. 1). Furthermore, DeLanda (2016), suggested that the assemblage 
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actively links these parts together by establishing relations between them (p. 2). Connell 

(2009) applied the term assemblage as an amalgam of the, “…competencies attributed 

to good teachers” (p. 217). Koyama and Kania (2016) noted that, “The reform 

assemblage privileged linear and undifferentiated conceptions of space, structure and 

causality, …” (p. 18). In these ways policy assemblages in the HST context may be 

associated with increasingly regulated practice and corresponding reductions in teacher 

autonomy and opportunities for collaborative practice.  

HST policy may support the establishment of practices such as Test preparation 

(TP) which appears to sideline or erode teacher agency. State exam readiness activities 

are introduced to prepare students to undertake the state exams. Beyond this modest 

goal, TP incorporates technologies of audit and surveillance by state authorities. 

Teachers lose control of pedagogic practice since instructional routines are planned by 

others. The teacher role is reduced to one of presentation. The audit approaches implicit 

in TP planning and presentation constitute an assemblage which imposes self-governing 

technologies associated with adverse professional practice implications for teachers. 

Routines associated with the HST environment demanded diligent compliance 

as evidenced by the emergence of whole grade pacing calendars prior to the 

administration of state assessments. Leat and Thomas (2018) asserted that national 

policies associated with broadscale assessment, “have discouraged teachers' creativity 

and curriculum innovation and negated teacher agency” (p. 201). While interpretations 

of assemblage are associated with components of government, education and policy 

some theorists also identify neoliberal transformations in teaching and administration 

with the supervisory and managerial practices implicit in the functioning of commerce 

(Hursh, 2015). Lingard and Lewis (2016) suggested that HST may be linked with 
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concerns regarding the national economy. Lingard and Lewis (2016) also identified a 

neoliberal emphasis in, “…top-down, test-driven modes of accountability, and the 

expression of a strong privatization agenda” (p. 393). These approaches offered a 

description of how system wide policy mandates may determine the way schools and 

districts recognise, react and implement instructional, assessment and evaluative 

policies and practices.  

In the context of state test preparation, the practice of school administrators is 

disciplined and constrained. The strategies available to administrators were restricted by 

district mandates and influenced by the processes used to examine and appraise their 

own performance. The administrator role in enforcing teacher compliance with whole 

school instruction mandates was also associated with teacher perceptions of increasing 

surveillance and control of their classroom practice. Provisions contained in exam 

preparation often tended to remove teacher agency for classroom curriculum decisions 

and lead to division between teachers and school administrators. In the HST 

environment teachers may be simultaneously blamed for poor student learning 

outcomes and prevented from introducing more effective leaching and learning practice. 

6.5.1 Assessment metrics as technologies of governance 

Foucauldian perspectives adopted for this study conceptualised state tests and 

the resulting assessment datasets as technologies of governance. The assessment results 

provide ongoing comparative metrics which were available to measure, judge and 

govern the conduct of actors at multiple levels in the education system. While state 

assessment results have relevance for students, they provide both de facto and formal 

measures of teaching practice and school administration. In this way state assessment 

metrics are deployed to constitute systems of governance, through surveillance for the 
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purposes of supervising and regulating the behaviour of teachers and school 

administrators.  

6.6 The influence of HST on the practice of teachers and administrators 

RQ1. Do consultants observe an influence on the practice of 

teachers and administrators in the context of high stakes testing 

in schools?  

The quantitative data indicated a respondent view that the HST environment 

may impose constraints placed on teacher and administrator practice. The qualitative 

information from the semi-structured interviews and the voluntary survey responses 

suggested that participants associated HST with changes in the way teaching and 

learning occurred in schools. Respondents reported an awareness among administrators 

that poor student learning outcomes as evidenced by state test results could have direct 

and adverse consequences for them personally. Reportedly, administrators were aware 

that their professional evaluations would incorporate measures including student 

performance data, based on state assessment metrics. 

The routines associated with TP were also associated with a narrowing of 

pedagogical approaches and less positive staff relationships. Respondents linked TP 

with increasingly regulated and systematic top-down models of curriculum management 

with reduced opportunities for collaborative teacher planning. Whole grade pacing 

calendars and instructional plans were often introduced as part of TP for state 

assessments. Curriculum resources were not prepared by teachers but were issued to 

teaching staff by administrators. Consultants observed the test practice arrangements to 

be coupled with reduced teacher agency and less positive relationships between teachers 

and administrators. The schools state assessment results were also included as measures 
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contributing to teacher evaluations. This reality was a source of concern for staff 

particularly those working in disadvantaged school communities.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, Title 1 schools are identified as schools providing 

services to communities with large concentrations of low-income students. In Title 1 

schools, assessment results were likely to identify schools as failing. Research by 

Owens, (2018) indicates that, “Large achievement gaps exist between high and low-

income students and between black and white students” (p. 1). In this context, poverty 

remained a largely unacknowledged factor which contributed to poor student learning 

outcomes. School rating arrangements ascribe poor exam results to school failure rather 

than the outcome of social and economic disadvantage. Teachers and administrators 

were therefore responsibilised for student learning failures on state assessments. 

It is noted that the risk of negative evaluations for teachers and administrators in 

disadvantaged schools could be associated with staff leaving Title 1 schools leaving for 

more successful and better-resourced school settings. This situation carries with it the 

potential to create issues with continuity of curriculum delivery and staff resourcing in 

poorer schools. 

6.7 Consultants’ perceptions of the influence of high-stakes testing policies 

on the work of teachers. 

RQ2a. Do consultants perceive the work of teachers to be 

influenced by the policy context of high-stakes testing? (Survey 

Q. 5 and Q. 10) 

The quantitative data indicated a consultant perception that the policy context of 

HST adversely influenced the work of teachers. Quantitative survey results suggested 

that HST processes compromised teacher efforts to build and sustain collaborative 
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practices and set measurable goals for student achievement. The findings from the 

qualitative research aligned with the quantitative findings. Respondents reported that 

HST impacted negatively on the work of both teachers and administrators. The HST 

environment was associated with the increased use of commercially developed and 

packaged curriculum materials. Test related coaching programs were increasingly 

directing work in schools as observed by consultants. There was a view among 

consultants that the HST environment was generally associated with what they regarded 

as less effective instructional practice.  

Participants reported that teachers were concerned that their instructional 

practice was not effective in the Test preparation (TP) context. Regular classroom 

instruction outside the TP phase was supported by a schedule of collaborative planning 

with and between teachers and consultants. This planning required significant individual 

teacher commitment to teams but also provided support. However, collaborative 

planning was not required for TP since schedules and processes were centrally 

scheduled.  Sequencing and pacing was determined by school administrators or 

prescribed in the instructional packets purchased from publishers.  

Respondents considered that the HST environment had an adverse impact on the 

quality of work of teachers. Teachers were under pressure from school administrations 

to improve student scores and this focus drove an emphasis on TP in state tested subject 

areas. The focus on state tested subject areas further was linked to reduced attention to 

non-tested subjects. Reduced time and in non-tested subjects is referred to as curriculum 

narrowing (Au, 2007; Rogan & Gurney, 2019).  

The perspective of Foucault’s governmentality makes it possible to view ‘data-

based’, or ‘best practice’ test preparation practices as neither ‘neutral’, nor ‘objective’. 
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Respondents associated the HST environment with reduced teacher agency and 

increased compliance with TP routines. A further challenge associated with TP 

preparation is that is associated with a narrowing of the pedagogical approaches in that 

TP routines tend to feature whole grade instruction. As discussed in Chapter 2 the term 

performativity indicates increasing external direction and control over school 

curriculum, pedagogy and personnel. TP is associated with increased managerialism and 

performativity since school administrators and the TP resource publishers, not teachers, 

sequenced the instructional routine.  

Respondents also reported increased instances of off-task and disruptive student 

behavior during TP sessions. This may be an indication that TP was not considered to 

be an especially engaging learning activity by some students. The additional time 

devoted to state tested subjects at the expense of non-tested subjects was also related to 

student disengagement according to consultants. The intensified oppositional and ‘off 

task’ student behaviour during TP classes increased strain for both staff and students. 

Foucault’s governmentality perspective offers a view that HST assessment 

approaches may constrain and reshape teacher and administrator practice. Respondent 

comments aligned with this perspective. Testing preparation practices may be 

maintained even if they appear to be ineffective. The teacher evaluation policies which 

included student learning outcomes as evaluative metrics appeared to adversely impact 

interactions between teachers and administrators in ways that were corrosive for 

relationships and school culture. 
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6.8 Consultants’ perceptions of the influence of high-stakes testing policies 

on the work of school administrators. 

RQ2b. Do consultants perceive the work of school administrators 

to be influenced by the policy context of high-stakes testing? 

(Survey Q. 7). 

Participants in this study suggested that the work of school administrators was 

adversely influenced by the policy context of HST. The tenor of qualitative data from 

the interviews and the text-based survey responses aligned with the quantitative data on 

this question. 

Respondents reported that the HST environment hampered collaborative 

consultant work with administrators. Administrators in New York schools were under 

significant accountability pressure and respondents reported that their capacity for 

autonomous decision-making was restricted. School administrator practice was 

increasingly constrained and their leadership roles compromised by growing work 

intensification. This occurred as the burden of curriculum planning was transferred from 

teachers to administrators in the TP phase. The added responsibilities increased the 

number of tasks administrators were required to complete. The HST environment was 

associated with increasing accountability pressures and heightened managerialism. 

Respondents suggested that the primacy of state tests compromised substantial 

teaching and learning and introduced a climate of fear. As a survey respondent wrote,  

High stakes testing is actually an inhibitor to assisting with the implementation 

of good teaching practice. Teachers and Principals seem to be highly influenced 

by what they see as the "sword of Damocles" hovering above them (Survey: 

3.5.6). 



  

 

 

              

269  

 

Many administrators believed that they had no option but to introduce and manage 

examination simulation activities from commercial agencies. One respondent suggested 

that, “There may be directives or strong suggestions from districts to this effect” 

(Survey: 9.4.18). In this context schools with histories of poor student learning 

outcomes appeared willing to adopt and implement common preparation strategies in 

efforts to improve assessment outcomes.  

In addition to assessment coaching efforts, some schools implemented checks to 

ensure that teachers were faithfully implementing common exam preparation strategies. 

Checking strategies included inspections and curriculum-based meetings to reinforce 

pacing arrangements for grade level TP instruction. These top down strategies reflected 

a panoptic model of school operations. Respondents suggested that professional 

relationships between teachers and administrators were damaged by concerns related to 

the ordeal of TP. A survey respondent noted that, 

High stakes testing pushes administrators to carry out surveillance on teachers 

instead of work with them. In this context, the consultant is left challenging 

administrator practice (Survey: 9.4.18). 

These comments suggest a highly charged work context where some administrators and 

system wide measures ascribed poor student results to ineffective teaching practice. 

Consultants suggested that the HST work context sometimes compromised professional 

working relationships. Consultants also reported that the HST environment 

compromised effective consultancy practice with school administrators. A survey 

respondent reflecting on the impact of testing on the whole school curriculum 

commented that, 

…the focus with administrators is much narrower due to the intensity of the 

testing. Between the high stakes testing and introduction of Common Core, 
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there is a lot of pressure on administrators and they juggle it the best they 

can (Survey: 9.21). 

In this way, the HST environment directed administrator actions to accountability 

processes which were contradictory with respect to best practice, likely to be divisive 

and likely to have adverse influences on staff morale.  

6.9 Consultants’ perceptions of the influence of high stakes testing on their 

collaborative work with teachers 

RQ3a. Does high stakes testing have an influence on consultants’ 

collaborative work with teachers?  

Survey research results and the interview evidence indicated that the replacement 

of teacher managed instruction and curriculum with programmed TP represented a 

retreat from productive pedagogical practice. In the context of uniform instruction, there 

were only limited opportunities for engagement and collaboration. The state exam 

revision process model was linked to reduced efforts to engage students and reduced 

demand for instructional skills and expertise. While teachers had less influence on 

curriculum content they were increasingly responsible and held to account for learning 

outcomes. In this context, teachers sometimes blamed students. A survey respondent 

observed that in the HST context, “it was easy to say the students, for reasons of race, 

socio- economic situation, behaviour, parenting etc. couldn't learn” (Survey: 6.30). 

Teachers and administrators were appraised and rated just as students as graded 

by the metrics of state test results. The HST school environment had the effect of 

isolating and disciplining teachers by making them responsible for student outcomes. 

Neoliberal approaches to assessment produce responsibilisation but also, largely 

disregard context. A systemic disregard for socioeconomic factors impacting on school 
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performance and resourcing factors appeared to unfairly assign responsibility to 

teachers and administrators in disadvantaged school communities. Consultants reported 

that, for some teachers, the work context was increasingly regulated and unsatisfactory. 

6.10 Consultants’ perceptions of the influence of high stakes testing on 

their collaborative work with administrators 

RQ3b. Does high stakes testing have an influence on consultants’ 

collaborative work with administrators?  

Generally, consultants employed in schools worked with administrators in 

evaluating school programs and in planning and providing professional development. 

This centrality of student test results to school and staff evaluations meant that state 

assessments were the focus for much administrator planning during the period prior to 

the assessments. Respondents reported that school administrators were required to 

acquire and introduce programs that often, disrupted existing instructional programs. 

Administrators assumed control of the scope and sequencing for test revision in state 

tested subject areas. The time allocated to TP was associated with less effective 

instruction. The quantitative and qualitative findings of the study indicated that a 

majority of respondents disagreed that HST contributed to more effective consultancy 

work with school administrators. The highly structured TP instructional model and the 

HST context had adverse impacts on consultants’ collaborative work with 

administrators.  

6.11 Unintended Consequences 

As discussed in Chapter 2, unintended consequences have featured in the 

management and implementation of education policy. Davidson (2016) warned that 
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interventions in large complex organisations might produce unexpected outcomes. 

Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard and Henry (1997) proposed that educational policy in particular 

is value-laden and policy implementation may result in unintended consequences. 

Fusarelli (2004) reported that the intended goal of NCLB was, “to enhance equity and 

opportunity by reducing the achievement gap” (p. 71). In this context, a focus on 

student achievement may disregard important non-school factors which impact student 

achievement.  

Some of the worst unintended consequences related the HST environment 

involved the reactive blaming of teachers and administrators for poor student learning 

outcomes. The accountability mandates associated with HST sanction teachers and 

administrators who may work in challenging school contexts. The consequences of the 

sanctions removed teacher agency, compromised teacher and administrator practice and 

may have further disadvantaged poorly resourced school communities. 

In the HST environment, assessment is presented as a neutral measure of 

student learning outcomes. Non-school socioeconomic factors relevant to 

school performance are regarded largely as irrelevant to student achievement.  

This is problematic since, as discussed in Chapter 2, Ali, Sensoy-Bahar et al., 

2018, established, about 31% of children in New York City lived in poverty (p. 3). 

Poverty is a social and political factor beyond the immediate influence of schools. 

Berliner (2014) stated that, non-school factors are 3 times more powerful than in-school 

influences in terms of their contribution to student learning outcomes. That is, the 

socioeconomic status of students impacts their test results and this factor is beyond the 

control of teachers and schools (Croizet & Dutrévis, 2004). On this basis, poverty may 

be a critical but overlooked factor in student achievement. 
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The sanctions placed on schools for poor student outcomes on state assessments 

may further fuel school disadvantage. Poor results produced by schools in 

socioeconomically disadvantaged areas impacted negatively as measures of 

instructional and school effectiveness. HST outcomes were predicted to influence 

teacher and administrator evaluations.  

The evaluation of teachers based partially on student learning outcomes was 

intended to ensure staff accountability and improve school performance. A significant 

adverse unintended consequence may be that the evaluations contributed to an increased 

staff turnover rate. Research from Carver-Thomas and Darling-Hammond (2019) 

confirmed significant staff turnover in Title I schools. Their research found that staff 

turnover in, “Title I schools is nearly 50% greater than that in non-Title I schools” (p. 

8). The use of HST metrics to determine teacher and administrator effectiveness may 

contribute to this high level of staff turnover. As Hay (2009) suggests, “Risk 

responsibilises and individualises by exhorting people to adopt a calculative attitude 

towards possible futures and to make strategic investments in themselves” (p. 89). The 

unstable staffing context presents a challenge to HST-led models of teacher evaluation 

and this may further disadvantage schools due to high rates of teacher turnover.  

Professional development and longer-term planning in disadvantaged schools 

may be further compromised by the need to commence each year with a largely new 

staff base. There are indications that the system wide focus of HST compounds 

challenges in disadvantaged schools. It may be that a greater focus on teacher 

development and increased support for collaboration would contribute to improved 

planning and instructional practice in schools.  
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6.12 Key Findings 

Adverse test outcomes may be linked to negative school quality evaluations and 

escalating harmful school interventions by state agencies. Furthermore, poor student test 

outcomes may trigger unfavourable representations and evaluations of staff competence. 

The use of state assessment outcomes as school quality metrics meant that 

assessment and evaluation processes influenced and directed school practices in both 

teaching and administration. Schools categorized as failing, or at-risk, faced a range of 

possible imminent and escalating sanctions and interventions for teachers, 

administrators and school communities. The mandated assessments tended to reduce 

school autonomy and to centralize decision making towards administrators and away 

from teachers. This governing process was found to be exacerbated by system mandates 

and has tended to disregard the challenges of poverty and inequity faced by individual 

schools.  

High stakes testing operates in ways which simultaneously dictate and constrain 

effective school operations and governance practices. Referencing HST, a survey 

respondent stated, “It has become the underlying engine behind all curriculums and 

lessons” (Survey: 1.22). Mandated assessment processes function to govern, discipline 

and regulate school operations by constraining individuals. This governmentality 

structure is associated with the imposition of a range of procedural routines which 

replaced more engaging teaching and learning processes and prevented the development 

of more conceptual approaches. The result of a singular focus on tests and result 

outcomes was a narrowing of the purpose and processes of schooling. The primacy of 

state test outcomes was associated with standardizations of pedagogy and constrictions 

of teaching and administration as normalized practice.  
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6.12.1 Key conclusions of the study 

A number of critical findings emerge from this study. First, respondents 

questioned significantly the fairness of HST and largely concluded they were not an 

equitable form of assessment in disadvantaged schools. Respondents identified the role 

of poverty and disadvantage as a constraint on student and school performance in the 

HST environment. Murray (2012) argued that, “The United States is stuck with a large 

and growing lower class that is able to care for itself only sporadically and 

inconsistently...” (p. 298-299). The impact of poverty on teaching and learning has not 

been widely examined. 

There was a perspective advanced by consultants that effective teaching and 

learning practices were disrupted by state tests and that this was particularly the case in 

high poverty contexts. There was also a concern that adverse effects of poverty were 

disregarded in the state test process. More generally, issues of poverty and social justice 

are largely omitted from the assessment processes as extraneous to teaching, learning or 

assessment. 

Second, this research found that HST has immediate adverse impacts on 

collaboration with teachers and administrators. These adverse impacts were observed in 

a number of ways.  

1. School scheduling changes before state tests caused disruption to regular 

instruction and TP replaced collaborative teacher planning.  

2. Instruction in subjects not included in state test mandates was frequently 

disrupted or sidelined. Accordingly, this research confirms the position that 

HST is associated with curriculum narrowing. 

3. HST created significant pressures for schools to 'teach to the test'. This 

pressure was associated with curriculum narrowing. It was more evident in 
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low socioeconomic school communities with histories of poor learning 

outcomes as evidenced by state test results.  

4. The static nature of TP lessons were associated with an increase in 

disruptive student behaviours and indicating reduced student engagement. 

Third, the state assessments reflect and encompass neoliberal values which 

frame learning and evaluation as a process of surveillance and a measure of value and 

potential.  The HST context was associated with adverse impacts on teacher and also 

teacher-administrator relationships. Professional and collegial relationships were 

harmed by changes to teaching and collaborative planning schedules. Teachers felt that 

they were not trusted to prepare lessons as the state assessment dates approached. 

Resource sharing declined and staff anxiety increased. The impacts of this distrust may 

not be benign and may contribute to reduced staff wellbeing and result in increased staff 

turnover particularly in schools eligible for Title I funding support.  

While some participants believed that standardised tests offered an independent 

and external measure of student progress there was a broad perception that the high 

stakes assessment context had fundamental flaws. This study has shown that HST had a 

significant and generally adverse influence on teacher and administrator practice in 

schools. The introduction of TP activities prior to the annual state tests is widespread 

and this practice is associated with less effective instructional and administrative 

practice for administrators and teachers. 

6.13 Strengths of the study 

An advantage of this study is that it has sought to systematically integrate 

qualitative and quantitative data in a sequential mixed methods process of data 

collection and analysis and reporting. The incorporation of both quantitative and 
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qualitative approaches contributed to a deeper understanding and interpretation of 

specific issues. The process of combining methods reflected an effort to reduce design 

and process weaknesses associated with the use of a single research method (Lingard, 

Albert & Levinson, 2008). 

This study has sought and presented education consultant perspectives to 

develop a system wide view of the impacts of HST on teacher and administrator 

practice. Furthermore, the education consultants were able to observe teacher and 

administrator practice and so, offer a school wide perspective of the impacts of HST. 

Often, education studies have sought the views of either teachers or administrators 

perspectives and studies generally focus on individual schools sites.  

The quantitative survey enabled the generation of a dataset containing the broad 

perspectives of consultants. The qualitative data, including the interviews and the 

voluntary survey responses enabled deeper insights regarding school operations in the 

HST context. The combined use of mixed methods in a single research project 

supported the detailed analysis of results produced through qualitative and quantitative 

approaches (Feilzer, 2010; Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2004; Wisdom, Cavaleri, 

Onwuegbuzie & Green, 2012). 

This study begins to address a significant gap in the literature regarding the 

challenges confronted by teachers and administrators in HST school environments. 

Furthermore, this research provides evidence of the challenges teachers and 

administrators encounter from the perspective of education consultants. The research 

findings also fit and further develop previously published research regarding the 

harmful influences of high stakes testing on teacher and administrator practice.  
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The focus on consultants as informers added credibility to this study. The 

respondents were experienced educators who each had at least ten years teaching 

experience before becoming consultants. Many of the consultants had worked as school 

administrators and were familiar with a range of school settings. An additional strength 

of the study is that it has produced research data from a large number of consultants’ 

working in a large number of schools across NY, regarding their perceptions of work in 

the context of HST in schools. In particular, the text-based questions in the survey 

generated detailed and extensive response data. This research therefore adds depth to an 

area that has been under-researched empirically.  

This study contributes to existing research literature regarding the ways that 

HST is reflected in and influences classroom and school-wide practice.  

6.14 Limitations of the study 

A number of limitations need to be considered in relation to this research. The 

study was restricted to a specific geographic area in the United States. The school sites 

were likely to be mostly urban. There is potential that results in other areas; other cities 

and states may vary considerably. The participating consultants, while independent 

contractors, had been working through the same agency. If this study was replicated 

with other groups of consultants’ different research outcomes may have been generated. 

A further factor regarding this study is that it relied on consultant self-reports to gain 

evidence related to the impact of HST on their professional practice. In this regard, the 

findings should be interpreted as being exploratory and in need of further investigation. 

The respondents were all experienced teachers. The consultants shared a number of 

characteristics and this may, in turn, contribute to a level of homogeneity in respondent 

views regarding some elements of this study. 
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In addition, this study was limited to a sample size of 112 usable responses for 

the survey, 8 for the interviews with an average of 66 respondents for each of the four 

voluntary survey text questions. A larger sample size may have provided a broader 

range of responses regarding the HST school context. 

Finally, the issue of HST is complex. The current testing procedures in the 

United States are linked to Federal, State legislation and District level policy mandates 

and initiatives. HST is subject to a range of ongoing political and policy processes. 

These policy processes are evolving and intrinsically intricate. This complexity 

constitutes a limitation to this study due to its timing and location. Over time, school 

and district strategies for evaluation and assessment protocols are likely to change. A 

longitudinal study would provide an opportunity to identify and map the changes in 

assessment preparation, processes and outcomes. 

6.15 Research Implications 

It has been noted that the findings of this study should not necessarily be 

generalised across other state education systems in the U.S. While HST is a Federal 

mandate it has been introduced into states which already operated assessment systems. 

Individual states in the U.S. have their own histories of education and their own 

approaches to the mandated assessment project and to the engagement of consultants.  

The practice of HST associated with current Federal policy mandates has been in 

place for some time. This research indicates that high stakes testing is associated in 

many school sites with an increase in TP activities, curriculum narrowing and a range of 

other constraints on teaching and administrative practices.  

In Title 1 and socioeconomically disadvantaged schools HST is a process which 

tends to label and isolate rather than generate support for students and their teachers. In 
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the context of adverse test outcomes disadvantaged schools may be further penalized. 

HST in high poverty schools appears linked to conservative approaches to pedagogy 

and increasingly compliant teaching and administrative practice. Anyon (1997) asserted 

that poverty was a key cause for poor learning outcomes in disadvantaged schools. She 

suggested that to improve school outcomes, “we must ultimately, therefore, eliminate 

poverty; we must eliminate the ghetto school by eliminating the underlying causes of 

ghettoization” (p. 164). 

The escalating sanctions associated with continued poor state test outcomes do 

not appear calculated to address the key causes of poor student achievement. There may 

be value in undertaking research in schools to identify instructional and administrative 

practices which promote teacher and administrator capacity and are more closely linked 

to improving student learning outcomes in the HST context.  

6.16 Policy Implications  

Technologies of governance regarding school performance tend to have a 

narrow focus on individual responsibility which apply state assessment outcomes as 

performance metrics. This focus tends bracket out and invisibilise socio-economic and 

other non-school factors which impact student learning outcomes. As outlined in 

Chapter 2, research by Berliner (2014) indicated the influence of non-school factors. On 

this basis, the sanctions placed on schools and staff for poor student outcomes on state 

examinations is misplaced. The technologies of assessment and the evaluative 

mechanisms currently in place appear to disregard non-school factors and assign 

accountability for assessment outcomes to teachers and administrators. Assessment 

technologies have primacy as mechanisms for evaluation. That is, state test outcomes 

present an immediate measure of school quality.  
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As outlined in Chapter 2 the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 

(1965) was enacted to provide financial support to schools in disadvantaged 

communities to support underprivileged children. Thomas and Brady (2005) remarked 

that the reauthorisations of the ESEA Act through NCBL and ESSA, “were developed 

from a theoretical perspective and lacked an understanding of the complex issues 

involved in serving disadvantaged schoolchildren” (p. 51). The neoliberal focus on 

accountability mandates implicit in both the NCBL and ESSA Acts represent a 

departure from the initial aims of ESEA and do not appear to support improved teaching 

and administration practice. Furthermore, Thomas and Brady (2005) suggested that, 

“…schools and districts cannot be held accountable under a policy with underfunded 

initiatives and unrealistic objectives” (p. 63). In this regard teachers and administrators 

working in disadvantaged schools may be unfairly criticised for student learning 

outcomes. 

A consistent criticism from participants in this study was that TP was part of a 

top-down approach that sidelined effective planning and instruction. Teachers were 

generally not involved in the development and revision of the TP curriculum guides, 

which were purchased from commercial suppliers. The TP process interfered with and 

disrupted teaching and learning. There appeared to be little scope for integrated 

instruction in the school curriculum planning context since TP replaced regular 

curriculum-based instruction.  

Participants suggested that TP programs generally displaced or replaced teacher 

planned instructional practice. They also reported that TP compromised effective 

curriculum planning and instruction in schools. Test preparation activities sidelined 

conceptual learning, replacing it with more restricted procedural and didactic forms of 
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instruction. Data from the survey and responses from the interviews suggest that TP 

routines did not promote effective learning. This outcome appears to be aligned with 

previous research (Berliner, 2011; Madaus & Russell, 2010; Welsh, Graham & 

Williams, 2019).  

As discussed in Chapter 2, Kane and Cantrell (2010) found that classrooms 

which featured significant levels of TP, “…rarely show the highest value-added on state 

tests” (p. 5). Current TP routines appear to be excessive, and detrimental to effective 

teaching and learning. 

School-based personnel were required to present lessons featuring TP for 

periods leading up to the state tests. Some respondents reported that TP in some schools 

commenced 6 months prior to the exams. The materials were sometimes wholly 

prepared by publishers while some schools developed their own packages. Informants 

widely reported the extensive use of TP materials to be associated with student 

disengagement, growing behaviour management problems and increased teacher and 

administrator stress. School curriculum documents and pacing documents need to allow 

for teacher and administrator input and ongoing revisions would better enable teachers 

to cater for the individual needs of their students. School exam readiness processes are 

currently delivered as, “teacher-proof” (Golden, 2018), resources undermining teacher 

professionalism. For all assessment and practice it is a legitimate expectation that 

teachers are included in curriculum and assessment planning. This process would 

contribute to increased assessment relevance and also teacher collaboration and 

commitment. 

The findings of this study suggest that the HST environment does not appear to 

play to the strengths of schools or the professional skills and resources of teachers and 
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administrators. The environment fosters uncertainty, isolation and undermines effective 

school operation. In schools which are already difficult to staff, an unintended 

consequence of HST has been to perpetuate a challenging human resources context 

where teachers and administrators are more likely to leave when they can to avoid the 

risk of being deemed professionally ineffective. On this basis, mandated HST has 

negative consequences for many schools. The policy of HST is associated with 

entrenching school failure in those schools that the governing Federal Acts of NCLB 

and ESSA were purportedly emplaced to support. Disadvantaged schools are then more 

likely to be staffed by less experienced teachers and administrators who may be less 

able to establish and maintain the services required in Title 1 school communities.  

6.17 Recommendations 

Recommendations are based on the results of data analysis conducted in light of 

the three research questions guiding this study. It was noted that broad agreement in the 

general perspectives provided by consultants was evident in the two research datasets 

(online survey, interviews). The collected data underscored a number of the unintended 

consequences associated with HST which appeared to undermine teacher and 

administrator effectiveness. The mandated state test program is implemented with little 

regard for equity concerns in high poverty communities and operates at the expense of a 

broad curriculum. It may be that the reactive, short-term test coaching activities 

implemented in schools prior to testing operates paradoxically, working to entrench 

historic poor student learning outcomes especially in socio-economically disadvantaged 

schools. 

High stakes testing is one component of a series of accountability mandates 

which adversely impact disadvantaged schools. The imposition of HST and associated 
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mandates appear to disrupt and interrupt effective school operation and compromise 

teacher and administrator agency. Schools need the opportunity and resources to 

integrate assessment with effective pedagogical and practice (Hegazy & Barton, 2017). 

The evaluation of learning through assessment may be more effective when it is 

embedded in school-based formative assessments which provide teachers with accurate 

and timely feedback regarding student progress (Moss & Brookhart, 2019).  

This study recommends a renewed focus on proven approaches for effective 

teacher and administrator professional development. These would include collaborative 

instructional planning and resource preparation. Teachers need opportunities to share 

productive pedagogies and approaches to review and foster student progress. These 

approaches would be achievable, effective, research-based, and have broad support 

among educators (Andreas, 2018; Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree, Richardson & 

Orphanos, 2009; Fullan & Hargreaves, 2016; Harris, 2008; Jackson & Bruegmann, 

2009; Lave & Wegner, 1991; Norris, Aapland, Macdonald, Schostak & Zamorski, 1996; 

Rodgers & Pinnell, 2002; Sahlberg, 2011). 

At the time of writing, as the time for the state tests approach curriculum-based 

instruction and teacher devised pedagogies are replaced by test preparation. 

Incorporating a small number of test readiness activities into the regular teaching 

schedule as progressive assessment may be beneficial. A restricted number of practice 

assessments included in regular classes would help ensure that students understand the 

assessment format. Developed by teachers, the instructional process could be more 

relevant, engaging and effective. 

Regarding education policy, the study’s findings suggest the need prioritize 

effective teaching and learning as primary goals. The narrow focus on HST has been 
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shown to disregard the importance of quality pedagogy and student engagement. 

Additionally, it is crucial that policymakers ensure that equity goals are established and 

disadvantaged schools are fairly resourced across the academic year. 

The findings of this study suggest that HST could be replaced with a return to 

school-based, formative and low-stakes assessment which would allow for more 

planned and effective, evidence-based instruction. These initiatives would promote 

collaborative practice and provide an environment for teachers and administrators to 

develop their professional practice. These approaches have been shown to lead to 

improved student (Andersson & Palm, 2018; Cizek, 2010). In addition, these programs 

would also contribute to improved standards of teaching and school administration.  

6.18 Conclusions 

This study has illuminated awareness of the effects of high stakes testing on the 

practice teachers and administrators in the context of statewide HST. These research 

results challenge the instructional processes associated with HST as undermining 

effective teaching and learning. The NCLB and ESSA Acts have increased the 

frequency and intensity of state tests in elementary, middle and secondary schools. HST 

is associated with cultures of surveillance and blame which have fueled teacher and 

administrator anxiety, while serving unintentionally to constrain their potential 

effectiveness. The HST environment has reduced collaborative practice, adversely 

impacted instructional and administrative routines, narrowed curriculum offerings and 

also enlarged the programmed use of TP materials in state tested subjects. This study 

associated HST with reduced teacher and administrator autonomy while increasing their 

accountability for assessment outcomes. 



  

 

 

              

286  

 

The U.S. Department of Education has acknowledged that despite significant 

investment in educational reform over 30 years there has little or no progress to show 

for it (US Department of Education, 2010). Furthermore, the U.S. Digest of Educational 

Statistics (Snyder & Dillow, 2012) has reported persistent and enduring gaps in 

achievement between different ethnic groups that show persistent patterns of socio-

economic disadvantage. Despite ongoing investment, neoliberal education policy, 

including HST governance regimes in education, have not produced the gains in U.S. 

student learning outcomes that these initiatives sought to achieve. Despite this failure, 

neoliberal education policy settings have been retained.  

It is imperative that educators and policymakers are aware that HST and the 

mandates associated with it may have unanticipated and undesirable outcomes. These 

outcomes carry the risk of disadvantaging students and compromising the well-being, 

capacity and effectiveness of teachers and administrators. Practices which promote 

collaborative effort and participation need to be preserved to ensure effective school 

operations. Collaborative practice may also contribute to building teacher and 

administrator capacity and foster improved student learning outcomes.   
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Croizet, J.-C., & Dutrévis, M. (2004). Socioeconomic Status and Intelligence: Why 

Test Scores Do Not Equal Merit. Journal of Poverty, 8(3), 91–107. 

 

Crow, G., & Wiles, R. (2008). Managing Anonymity and Confidentiality in Social 

Research: The Case of Visual Data in Community Research. The 

Universities of Manchester and Leeds: ESRC National Centre for Research 

Methods. Working Paper 8/08. http://eprints.ncrm.ac.uk/459/ 

 

Cummins, J. (2014). Beyond language: Academic communication and student success. 

Linguistics and Education, 26(1), 145-154. 

 

Curran, P. G. (2016). Methods for the detection of carelessly invalid responses in 

survey data. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 66(1), 4-19. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.07.006 

 

Curry, K. A., Mwavita, M., Holter, A., & Harris, E. (2016). Getting assessment right at 

the classroom level: Using formative assessment for decision making. 

Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability, 28(1), 89-104. 

 

Darden, E. C. (2008). Restructuring: NCLB’s final solution. Forecast: Emerging issues 

in public education. New York State Schools Boards Association, 6(1), 1-4. 

 

http://eprints.ncrm.ac.uk/459/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.07.006


  

 

 

              

315  

 

Darling-Hammond, L. (1999). Teaching quality and student achievement: A review of 

state policy evidence. Seattle: University of Washington, Center for the 

Study of Teaching and Policy. 

 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2004a). Standards, accountability, and school reform. 

Teachers College Record, 106(6), 1047-1085. 

 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2004b). Inequality and the right to learn: Access to qualified 

teachers in California's public schools. Teachers College Record, 106(10), 

1936-1966. 

 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2006). No Child Left Behind and High School Reform. 

Harvard Educational Review, 76(4), 642-667. 

 

Darling‐Hammond, L. (2007a). Race, inequality and educational accountability: The 

irony of ‘No Child Left Behind’. Race Ethnicity and Education, 10(3), 

245-260. 

 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2007b). Third annual Brown lecture in education research—

The flat earth and education: How America’s commitment to equity will 

determine our future. Educational researcher, 36(6), 318-334. 

 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2008). Teacher learning that supports student learning. 

Teaching for intelligence, 2(1), 91-100. 

 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2010). The Flat World and Education. How America’s 

Commitment to Equity will Determine Our Future. New York: Teachers 

College Press. 

 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2014). What Can PISA Tell Us about U.S. Education Policy? 

New England Journal of Public Policy. 26(1), 1-14. 

http://scholarworks.umb.edu/nejpp/vol26/iss1/4 

http://scholarworks.umb.edu/nejpp/vol26/iss1/4


  

 

 

              

316  

 

Darling-Hammond, L., & Berry, B. (2006). Highly qualified teachers for all. 

Educational Leadership, 64(3), 14-20. 

 

Darling-Hammond, L. & Bransford, J. (2005). Preparing teachers for a changing 

world. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  

 

Darling-Hammond, L., Holtzman, D. J., Gatlin, S. J., & Heilig, J. V. (2005). Does 

Teacher Preparation Matter? Evidence about Teacher Certification, Teach 

for America, and Teacher Effectiveness. Education Policy Analysis 

Archives, 13(42). Retrieved on 29th June 2012 from: 

https://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/147 

 

Darling-Hammond, L., & Mclaughlin, M. (1995). Policies that support professional 

development in an era of reform. Phi Delta Kappan, 76(8), 597-604. 

 

Darling-Hammond, L., & Richardson, N. (2009). Research review/teacher learning: 

What matters. Educational leadership, 66(5), 46-53. 

 

Darling-Hammond, L., Wei, R. C., Andree, A., Richardson, N., & Orphanos, S. 

(2009). Professional learning in the learning profession. Washington, DC: 

National Staff Development Council. 

 

Daly, J., Kellehear, A., & Gliksman, M. (1997). The public health researcher: A 

methodological approach. Melbourne, Australia: Oxford University Press. 

 

Datnow, A., & Hubbard, L. (2016). Teacher capacity for and beliefs about data-driven 

decision making: A literature review of international research. Journal of 

Educational Change, 17(1), 7-28. 

 

Datnow, A., & Park, V. (Eds.), (2018). Professional Collaboration with Purpose: 

Teacher Learning Towards Equitable and Excellent Schools. New York: 

Routledge. 

https://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/147


  

 

 

              

317  

 

Davidson, E., Reback, R., Rockoff, J., & Schwartz, H. L. (2015). Fifty ways to leave a 

child behind: Idiosyncrasies and discrepancies in states’ implementation of 

NCLB. Educational Researcher, 44(6), 347-358. 

 

Davidson, E. K. (2016). Were children left behind? Essays on the impact of No Child 

Left Behind on state policy and school closure. New York: Columbia 

University. 

 

Davies, B., & Bansel, P. (2005). The time of their lives? academic workers in 

neoliberal time(s). Health Sociology Review 14(1). 1-22. 

 

Davies, B., & Hentschke, G. (2006). Public–Private Partnerships in Education: 

Insights from the Field. School Leadership & Management 26(3), 205–

226. doi:10.1080/13632430600736977  

 

Davies, W. (2014). The limits of neoliberalism: Authority, sovereignty and the logic of 

competition. London, UK: Sage. 

 

Davis, M. R. & Molnar, M. (2018). Educators carefully watch Pearson as it moves to 

see K-12 curriculum business. Education Week. Retrieved from 

https://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2018/03/07/educators-carefully-

watch-pearson-as-it-moves.html 

 

Dawes, J. (2008). Do data characteristics change according to the number of scale 

points used? An experiment using 5-point, 7-point, and 10-point scales. 

International Journal of Market Research, 50(1), 61–77. 

 

Day, C., & Hong, J. (2016). Influences on the capacities for emotional resilience of 

teachers in schools serving disadvantaged urban communities: Challenges 

of living on the edge. Teaching and Teacher education, 59, 115-125. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2016.05.015 

 

https://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2018/03/07/educators-carefully-watch-pearson-as-it-moves.html
https://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2018/03/07/educators-carefully-watch-pearson-as-it-moves.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2016.05.015


  

 

 

              

318  

 

Dean, M. (1994a). Critical and effective histories: Foucault's methods and historical 

sociology. London: Routledge.  

 

Dean, M. (1994b). A social structure of many souls: Moral regulation, government, 

and self-formation. Canadian Journal of Sociology/Cahiers canadiens de 

sociologie, 19(2), 145-168. DOI: 10.2307/3341342 

 

Dean, M. (2002). Critical and effective histories: Foucault's methods and historical 

sociology. London: Routledge. 

 

Dean, M. (2003). Critical and effective histories –Foucault’s methods and historical 

sociology. London: Routledge. 

 

Dean, M. (2010). Governmentality: Power and Rule in Modern Society (2nd Edition.). 

London UK: Sage. 

 

Dean, M. (2014). Rethinking neoliberalism. Journal of Sociology, 50(2), 150-163. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783312442256 

 

Dean, M. (2015). Foucault must not be defended. History and theory, 54(3), 389–403. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/hith.10767 

 

De Bruijn, H. (2002). Performance measurement in the public sector: strategies to 

cope with the risks of performance measurement. International Journal of 

Public Sector Management, 15(7), 578-594. 

 

De Bruijn, H. (2007), Managing Performance in the Public Sector, (2nd Edition). New 

York: Routledge. 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1440783312442256
https://doi.org/10.1111/hith.10767


  

 

 

              

319  

 

Dee, T. S., Dobbie, W., Jacob, B. A., & Rockoff, J. (2016). The causes and 

consequences of test score manipulation: Evidence from the New York 

regents examinations (No. w22165). National Bureau of Economic 

Research. 

 

Dee, T., Jacob, B, & Schwartz, N. (2013). The effects of NCLB on school resources 

and practices. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 35(2), 252-

279. 

 

Deem, R. (2001). Globalisation, New Managerialism, Academic Capitalism and 

Entrepreneurialism in Universities: Is the local dimension still important? 

Comparative Education, 37 (1), 7-20. 

 

DeForest, P. A. (1991).  The effect of consultation model and consultee personal 

teaching efficacy on ratings of consultant effectiveness and intervention 

acceptability. Ph.D. dissertation, Texas A&M University, United States -- 

Texas. Proquest Publication No. AAT 9206486). 

 

DeLanda, M. (2016). Assemblage theory. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 

 

DeLanda, M. (2019). A new philosophy of society: Assemblage theory and social 

complexity. London: Bloomsbury Publishing. 

 

De Lisle, J., Hyland-Joseph, S., & Bowrin-Williams, C. (2011). A little leaven 

corrupteth the whole lump: academic cheating as a hindrance to achieving 

quality in higher education. The Caribbean Teaching Scholar, 1(1), 5-19. 

 

DeMatthews, D. (2014). Deconstructing systems of segregation: Leadership 

challenges in an urban school. Journal of Cases in Educational 

Leadership, 17(1), 17-31. 

 



  

 

 

              

320  

 

Deming, D. J., & Figlio, D. (2016). Accountability in US education: Applying lessons 

from K–12 experience to higher education. The Journal of Economic 

Perspectives, 30(3), 33-55. 

 

de Maria, W. (2001). Commercial‐in‐Confidence: An Obituary to Transparency? 

Australian Journal of Public Administration, 60(4), 92-109. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8500.00252 

 

DeMonte, J. (2013). High-Quality Professional Development for Teachers: Supporting 

Teacher Training to Improve Student Learning. Washington DC: Center 

for American Progress. 

 

Denscombe, M. (2008). Communities of practice: A research paradigm for the mixed 

methods approach. Journal of mixed methods research, 2(3), 270-283. 

 

Denton, C. A., Swanson, E. A., & Mathes, P. G. (2007). Assessment-based 

instructional coaching provided to reading intervention teachers. Reading 

and Writing: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 20(6), 569–590. 

 

Denzin, N. K. & Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.), (1994). Handbook of Qualitative Research, (2nd 

Edition). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publishing. 

 

Deruy, E. (2016). How perceptions about opportunity vary by race. The Atlantic. 

March 2016. Retrieved from: 

http://www.theatlantic.com/education/archive/2016/03/americans-

different-perceptions-of-opportunity/473127 

 

DeSaxe, J. (2015). A Neoliberal Critique: Conceptualising The Purpose of School. 

Catalyst: A Social Justice Forum, 5(1), Article: 7. (1-10). Retrieved on 5th 

May 2017 from: https://trace.tennessee.edu/catalyst/vol5/iss1/7 

 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8500.00252
http://www.theatlantic.com/education/archive/2016/03/americans-different-perceptions-of-opportunity/473127
http://www.theatlantic.com/education/archive/2016/03/americans-different-perceptions-of-opportunity/473127
https://trace.tennessee.edu/catalyst/vol5/iss1/7


  

 

 

              

321  

 

DeSaxe, J. G., Bucknovitz, S., & Mahoney-Mosedale, F. (2018). The 

Deprofessionalization of Educators: An Intersectional Analysis of 

Neoliberalism and Education “Reform.” Education and Urban Society. 

52(1), 51-69. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124518786398 

 

Desimone, L. M. (2009). Improving impact studies of teachers’ professional 

development: Toward better conceptualizations and measures. Educational 

Researcher, 38(3), 181-199. 

 

Desimone, L. M., & Pak, K. (2017). Instructional coaching as high-quality 

professional development. Theory Into Practice, 56(1), 3-12. 

 

Desimone, L. M., & Garet, M. S. (2015). Best practices in teachers’ professional 

development in the United States. Psychology, Society and Education, 

7(3), 252-263. 

 

Detel, W. (2005). Foucault and classical antiquity: power, ethics and knowledge. 

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Deville, C. & Chalhoub-Deville, M. (2011). Accountability-assessment under No 

Child Left Behind: Agenda, practice, and future. Language Testing, 28(3), 

307–321. 

 

Dewey, J. (1938/1997). Experience and education. New York: Touchstone.  

 

Diamond, J., & Spillane, J. (2004). High-stakes accountability in urban elementary 

schools: Challenging or reproducing inequality? Teachers College Record, 

106(6), 1145-1176. 

 

Dimitriadis, G., & Kamberelis, G. (1997). Shifting terrains: Mapping education within 

a global landscape. The Annals of the American Academy of Political and 

Social Science, 551(1), 137-150.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124518786398


  

 

 

              

322  

 

Doherty, R. A. (2007). Education, neoliberalism and the consumer citizen: After the 

golden age of egalitarian reform. Critical Studies in Education, 48(2), 269-

288. 

 

Donnison, S., Edwards, D., Itter, D., Martin, D, & Yager, Z. (2009). Reflecting on 

Improving our Practice: Using Collaboration as an Approach to Enhance 

First Year Transition in Higher Education, Australian Journal of Teacher 

Education: 34(3), 18-29. Article 2. Retrieved on 12th February 2012 from: 

https://ro.ecu.edu.au/ajte/vol34/iss3/2/ 

 

Dowdy, S., Wearden, S., & Chilko, D. (2011). Statistics for research (Vol. 2). New 

York: John Wiley & Sons. 

 

Drori, G. S. (2008). Institutionalism and globalization studies. In R. Greenwood, C. 

Oliver, R. Suddaby & K. Sahlin-Andersson (Eds.), The Sage handbook of 

organizational institutionalism, (pp. 449-472). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications. 

 

Duckor, B., & Perlstein, D. (2014). Assessing habits of mind: Teaching to the test at 

Central Park East Secondary School. Teachers College Record, 116(2), 1-

33. 

 

Duffin, E. (2019). Educational attainment distribution in the United States from 1960 

to 2018. www.Statistica.com retrieved on 19th March 2019 from:  

https://www.statista.com/statistics/184260/educational-attainment-

in-the-us/ 

 

DuFour, R. (2004). Schools as Learning Communities. Educational Leadership, 

61(8), 6-11. 

 

 

https://ro.ecu.edu.au/ajte/vol34/iss3/2/
http://www.statistica.com/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/184260/educational-attainment-in-the-us/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/184260/educational-attainment-in-the-us/


  

 

 

              

323  

 

DuFour, R., & DuFour, R. (2010). The role of professional learning communities in 

advancing 21st century skills. In J. A. Bellanca (Ed.), 21st century skills: 

Rethinking how students learn, (pp. 77-95). Bloomington, IN: Solution 

Tree Press. 

 

DuFour, R., & Eaker, R. (2009). (Eds.), On common ground: The power of 

professional learning communities. Bloomington, IN: Solution Tree Press. 

 

DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & DuFour, R. (2005). Recurring themes of professional 

learning communities and the assumptions they challenge. On common 

ground: The power of professional learning communities, (pp. 7-29). 

Bloomington, IN: Solution Tree Press. 

 

DuFour, R., & Mattos, M. (2013). How do principals really improve schools? 

Educational Leadership, 70(7), 34–40. 

 

Duke, D. L. (2016). The Children Left Behind: America's Struggle to Improve Its 

Lowest Performing Schools. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.  

 

Dumas, M. J. (2016). Against the dark: Antiblackness in education policy and 

discourse. Theory Into Practice, 55(1), 11-19. 

 

Duncan, A. (2009). U.S. Department of Education. Statement by U.S. Secretary of 

Education Arne Duncan: States Open to Charters Start Fast in 'Race to 

Top' Education Secretary Seeking Autonomy with Real Accountability for 

School Innovators. Press Release. Retrieved on 18th May 2010 from: 

https://www2.ed.gov/news/pressreleases/2009/06/06082009a.html 

 

 

 

 

https://www2.ed.gov/news/pressreleases/2009/06/06082009a.html


  

 

 

              

324  

 

Duncan, A. (2011). U.S. Department of Education. Statement by U.S. Secretary of 

Education Arne Duncan on the Release of the 2011 TIMSS and PIRLS 

Assessments. December 11, 2012. Retrieved on 17th October 2012 from: 

http://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/statement-us-secretary-education-

arne-duncan-release-2011-timss-and-pirls-assessments. 

 

Duncan, G. J., Kalil, A., & Ziol-Guest, K. M. (2013). Early childhood poverty and 

adult achievement, employment and health. Family Matters, 93(1), 306–

325. 

 

Duncan, G. J., Magnuson, K., & Murnane, R. J. (2016). Reforming preschools and 

schools. Academic pediatrics, 16(3), S121-S127. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acap.2015.12.003 

 

Duncan, G. J., Ziol-Guest, K. M., & Kalil, A. (2010). Early-childhood poverty and 

adult attainment, behavior, and health. Child Development, 81, 306–325.  

 

Dutro, E., & Selland, M. (2012). I Like to Read, but I Know I'm Not Good at It: 

Children's Perspectives on High‐Stakes Testing in a High‐Poverty School. 

Curriculum Inquiry, 42(3), 340-367.  

 

Dworkin, A. G. (2005). The No Child Left Behind Act: Accountability, high-stakes 

testing, and roles for sociologists. Sociology of Education, 78(2), 170-174. 

 

Eastman, N. J. (2016). Dropout Factories: The Profitability of “At-Risk” Students. 

Philosophical Studies in Education, 47, 68-77. 

https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1113121 

 

Easterling, D., Arnold, E. M., Jones, J. A., & Smart, A. J. (2013). Achieving synergy 

with collaborative problem solving: The value of system analysis. The 

Foundation Review, 5(1), 105-120.  

 

http://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/statement-us-secretary-education-arne-duncan-release-2011-timss-and-pirls-assessments
http://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/statement-us-secretary-education-arne-duncan-release-2011-timss-and-pirls-assessments
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acap.2015.12.003
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1113121


  

 

 

              

325  

 

Edgerton, A. K., & Desimone, L. M. (2019). Mind the gaps: Differences in how 

teachers, principals, and districts experience college-and career-readiness 

policies. American Journal of Education, 125(4), 593-619. 

 

Edwards, R., & Holland, J. (2013). What is qualitative interviewing? London, UK: 

Bloomsbury Publishing.  

 

Edwards, P., Roberts, I., Clarke, M., DiGuiseppi, C., Pratap, C., Wentz, R., & Kwan, I. 

(2002). Increasing response rates to postal questionnaires: Systematic 

review. British Medical Journal, 324(7347), 1-9. 

https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.324.7347.1183 

 

Eikenberry, A. M., & Mirabella, R. M. (2018). Extreme philanthropy: 

Philanthrocapitalism, effective altruism, and the discourse of 

neoliberalism. PS: Political Science & Politics, 51(1), 43-47. 

 

Elmore, R. F. (1993). The role of local school districts in instructional improvement. 

In S. H. Fuhrman (Ed.), Designing coherent education policy: Improving 

the system, (pp. 96-124). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 

 

Elmore, R. F. (1996). Commentary: School reform, teaching and learning. Journal of 

Education Policy, 11(4), 499-504. 

 

Elmore, R. F. (2002). Bridging the gap between standards and achievement: The 

imperative for professional development in education. Washington, DC: 

The Albert Shanker Institute. 

 

Elmore, R. F. (2003). Details, details, details. New York University Review of Law and 

Social Change, 28, 315-318.  

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.324.7347.1183


  

 

 

              

326  

 

Elmore, R. F., & Burney, D. (1997). Investing in teacher learning: Staff development 

and instructional improvement in Community School District# 2, New 

York City. National Commission on Teaching & America's Future. New 

York: Teachers College, Columbia University.  

 

Elmore, R. F., & Rothman, R. (Eds.). (2000). Testing, teaching, and learning: A guide 

for states and school districts. Washington, DC.: National Academy Press. 

 

Endacott, J, & Goering. C. (2014). Reclaiming the Conversation on Education. 

English Journal, 103(5), 89-9. Retrieved on 5th July 2016 from: 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/24484255\ 

 

Engelhart, M. D. (1950). Examinations. In W. S. Monroe (Ed.), Encyclopedia of 

educational research. (pp. 407-414). New York: Macmillan. 

 

Epstein, J. L. (2005). Attainable goals? The spirit and letter of the No Child Left 

Behind Act on parental involvement. Sociology of education, 78(2), 179-

182. 

 

Erchul, W. P., & Raven, B. H. (1997). Social power in school consultation: A 

contemporary view of French and Raven’s bases of power model. Journal 

of School Psychology, 35(2), 137-171. 

 

Erickson, J. D. (2018). Maintaining Developmentally Appropriate Literacy Practices 

in Standardized Classrooms: A Freirean Framed Review of the Literature. 

Early Child Development and Care, 188(3), 296-309. 

 

Erlenbusch-Anderson, Verena. (2018). Philosophical Practice Following Foucault. 

Foucault Studies. 25(1), 55-83. Retrieved on 12th February 2018 from: doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.22439/fs.v25i2.5574 

 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/24484255/
http://dx.doi.org/10.22439/fs.v25i2.5574


  

 

 

              

327  

 

Ermolaeva, E., & Ross, J. (2011). Unintended consequences of human actions. 

Lanham MD: University Press of America. 

 

Eslinger, J. C. (2012). Navigating Between a Rock and a Hard Place: Lessons from an 

Urban School Teacher. Education and Urban Society. Published online 

May 2012, https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124512446221 

 

Esposito, L. (2011). White Fear and US Racism in the Era of Obama: The Relevance 

of Neoliberalism. Theory in Action, 4(3), 1-24. 

 

Eva, K.W. (2002). Teamwork during education: the whole is not always greater than 

the sum of the parts. Medical Education, 36(4), 314-316. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2923.2002.01204.x  

 

Evans, G. W., & Kim, P. (2012). Childhood poverty and young adults’ allostatic load: 

The mediating role of childhood cumulative risk exposure. Psychological 

Science, 23(9), 979-983. 

 

Evans, T., Evans, B., & Marsh, H. (2008). Australia. In M. Nerad & M. Heggelund 

(Eds.), Toward a global PhD? Forces and forms in doctoral education 

worldwide. (pp.171-203). London: University of Washington Press.  

 

Evans-Stout, K. (1998). Implications for collaborative instructional practice. In D. G. 

Pounder (Ed.), Restructuring schools for collaboration: Promises and 

pitfalls, (pp. 121–134). Albany: State University of New York Press. 

 

Fabricant, M., & Fine, M. (2015). Charter schools and the corporate makeover of 

public education: What's at stake? New York: Teachers College Press. 

 

Fairclough, N. (1992). Discourse and Social Change, Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0013124512446221
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2923.2002.01204.x


  

 

 

              

328  

 

Falabella, A. (2014). The Performing School: The Effects of Market & Accountability 

Policies. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 22(70). 

http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.v22n70.2014 

 

Farmer, S. C. (2010). Politics, AIDS Epidemic, and Educational Planning: 

Discovering HIV/AIDS Awareness Among College Students in Beijing, 

China. Doctoral dissertation, Los Angeles: University of California.  

 

Farah, M. (2017). Accountability issues and high stakes standardized assessment: 

practices, challenges, and impact for English language learners (Doctoral 

dissertation). New Jersey: Rutgers University. Graduate School of 

Education. 

 

Faudzi, M. H. M. (2018). Globalization and its Discontents Revisited: Anti-

Globalization in the Era of Trump. International Journal of Economics, 

Management and Accounting, 26(1), 247-251. 

 

Feilzer, M. Y. (2010). Doing Mixed Methods Research Pragmatically: Implications for 

the Rediscovery of Pragmatism as a Research Paradigm. Journal of Mixed 

Methods Research, 4(1), 6-16. https://doi.org/10.1177/1558689809349691  

 

Feiman-Nemser, S. (2001). From preparation to practice: Designing a continuum to 

strengthen and sustain teaching. Teachers College Record, 103(6), 1013-

1055. 

 

Fereday, J., & Muir-Cochrane, E. (2006). Demonstrating rigor using thematic analysis: 

A hybrid approach of inductive and deductive coding and theme 

development. International journal of qualitative methods, 5(1), 80-92. 

 

Ferguson, J. (2010). The uses of neoliberalism. Antipode, 41(s1), 166-184. 

doi:10.1111/j.1467-8330.2009.00721.x 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.v22n70.2014
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1558689809349691
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8330.2009.00721.x


  

 

 

              

329  

 

Feuer, M., Towne, L. & Shavelson, R. (2002). Scientific culture and educational 

research. Educational Researcher, 31(8), 4-14.  

 

Fincham, R. (1999). The Consultant-client Relationship: Critical Perspectives on the 

Management of Organizational Change. Journal of Management Studies 

36(3), 335–351. 

 

Fine, M. (2012). Disrupting peace/provoking conflict: Stories of school closings and 

struggles for educational justice. Peace and Conflict: Journal of Peace 

Psychology, 18(2), 144-146. 

 

Finn, C. E., Jr. (1991). We must take charge: Our schools and our future. New York: 

Macmillan. 

 

Finnan, C. (2018). Accelerating the learning of all students: Cultivating culture 

change in schools, classrooms and individuals. New York: Routledge. 

 

Firestone, W. A., & Hirsch, L. S. (2006). A formative evaluation of New Jersey’s 

professional development requirements for teachers: Year 5. New 

Brunswick, NJ: Center for Educational Policy Analysis. 

 

Firestone, W., Schorr, R., & Monfils, L. (Eds.), (2004). The ambiguity of teaching to 

the test: standards, assessments and educational reform. Mahwah: 

Lawrence Erlbaum.  

 

Firmin, M. W., Markham, R. L., & Gruber, S. S. (2015). Unintended Consequences: 

Ohio’s Required Retake of the Teacher Licensure Exam for Teachers in 

Low-Performing Schools. International Journal of Educational Reform, 

24(2), 80-90. 

 



  

 

 

              

330  

 

Fischman, G. E., & Tefera, A. (2014). Qualitative inquiry in an age of educationalese. 

Education policy analysis archives, 22(7), 1-19. Retrieved on 11th July 

2016 from: https://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/1592 

 

Fisher-Ari, T., Kavanagh, K. M., & Martin, A. (2017). Sisyphean neoliberal reforms: 

The intractable mythology of student growth and achievement master 

narratives within the testing and TFA era. Journal of Education Policy, 

32(3), 255-280. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2016.1247466 

 

Flew, T. (2019). Populism and Globalization: Towards a Post-Global Era? 

Presentation to School of Media and Public Affairs seminar series. George 

Washington University, Washington DC. SSRN Electronic Journal (1556-

5068). http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3321448  

 

Flodén, J. (2019). Doing Research on Your Colleagues: Practical and Ethical 

Challenges in Being Closely Related to Your Research Subjects. SAGE 

Publications. https://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781526477873 

 

Fonseca, M. (2016). Gramsci's Critique of Civil Society: Towards a New Concept of 

Hegemony. New York: Routledge. 

 

Ford, T. G., Van Sickle, M. E., Clark, L. V., Fazio-Brunson, M., & Schween, D. C. 

(2017). Teacher self-efficacy, professional commitment, and high-stakes 

teacher evaluation policy in Louisiana. Educational Policy, 31(2), 202-

248. 

 

Foucault, M. (1972). The archaeology of knowledge (Translated: S. Smith), New 

York: Pantheon Books. 

 

Foucault, M. (1995).  Discipline & Punish: The birth of the prison. (Translated: A. 

Sheridan: 1977).  New York: Vintage Books. 

 

https://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/1592
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2016.1247466
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3321448
https://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781526477873


  

 

 

              

331  

 

Foucault, M. (1977/1984a). Discipline and Punish. In P. Rabinow, (Ed.). The Foucault 

Reader, (pp 170-256). New York: Pantheon Books. 

 

Foucault, M. (1980). Power-knowledge: selected interviews and other writings, 1972-

1977. C. Gordon (Ed.), (pp. 63–77). New York: Pantheon Books. 

 

Foucault, M. (1982). The Subject and Power, Critical Inquiry 8(4), 777-795. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/448181 

 

Foucault, M. (1983a). The Subject and Power, In H. L. Dreyfus & P. Rabinow (Eds.), 

Michel Foucault: Beyond Structuralism and Hermeneutics, (2nd Edition.), 

(pp. 208-226). Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

 

Foucault, M. (1984a). Polemics, Politics, and Problemizations: An Interview with 

Michel Foucault. In P. Rabinow, (Ed.), The Foucault Reader, (pp. 381–

390). London: Penguin. 

 

Foucault, M. (1987). The Ethic of Care for the Self as a Practice of Freedom, In J. 

Bernauer & D. Rasmussen (Eds.). The Final Foucault, Cambridge, MA: 

MIT Press. 

 

Foucault, M. (1990). The History of Sexuality, Volume One: An Introduction, 

(Translated: R. Hurley). New York: Vintage Books. 

 

Foucault, M. (1991). Governmentality. In G. Burchell, C. Gordon & P. Miller (Eds.), 

The Foucault effect: Studies in governmentality. (pp. 87-104). Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 

 

Foucault, M. (1997a). Ethics: Subjectivity and Truth, edited by Paul Rabinow, 281-

301. Vol. 1: The Essential Works of Michel Foucault 1954-1984. 

(Translated: R. Hurley). New York, NY: Penguin Books. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1086/448181


  

 

 

              

332  

 

Foucault, M. (1997b). What is Critique? In S. Lotringer & L. Hochroch, (Eds.), The 

Politics of Truth: Michel Foucault. (Translated: L. Hochroth), (pp. 23–82). 

New York, NY, Semiotext. 

 

Foucault, M. (2003a). Society Must be Defended: Lectures at the College de France, 

1975-1976, M. Bertani & A. Fontana (Eds.), (Translated: D. Macey). New 

York: Picador. 

 

Foucault, M. (2003b). The Subject and Power, In P. Rabinow & N. Rose (Eds.), The 

Essential Works of Foucault: selections from essential works of Foucault 

1954-1984. (pp. 126-144). London and New York: The New Press. 

 

Foucault, M. (2007). Security, Territory, Population: Lectures at the Collège de 

France, 1977-78. A.I. Davidson (English Series Ed.). (Translated: G. 

Burchell). Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Foucault, M. (2008). The birth of biopolitics. Lectures at the College de France 1978–

79. M. Senellart (Ed.). A.I. Davidson (English Series Ed.). (Translated: G. 

Burchell). Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Franco, S. (2007). Reauthorization of NCLB: Time to reconsider the scientifically 

based research requirement. Third Education Group Review / Essays, 3(6). 

Retrieved on 26th March 2011 from: 

https://nonpartisaneducation.org/Review/Essays/v3n6.pdf 

 

Freire, P. (2004). Pedagogy of indignation. Boulder: Paradigm Publishers. 

 

Frey, C. B., & Osborne, M. A, (2017). The future of employment: how susceptible are 

jobs to computerisation? Technological forecasting and social change, 

114, 254-280. 

 

https://nonpartisaneducation.org/Review/Essays/v3n6.pdf


  

 

 

              

333  

 

Friedman, T. L. (2009). The new untouchables. (Op Ed: The New York Times). 

Retrieved on 21st October 2009 from: 

 https://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/21/opinion/21friedman.html 

 

Friend, M., & Cook, L. (1990). Collaboration as a predictor for success in school 

reform. Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation, 1(1), 69-

86. https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532768xjepc0101_4 

 

Fryer, R. (2011). Teacher incentives and student achievement: Evidence from New 

York City public schools. Technical report, National Bureau of Economic 

Research Working Paper. No. 16850. https://doi.org/10.1086/667757 

 

Fukuyama, F. (1992). The End of History and the Last Man. New York: Free Press. 

 

Fullan, M. (2000). The return of large-scale reform. Journal of educational Change, 

1(1), 5-27. 

 

Fullan, M. (2001). Leading in a Culture of Change. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass/Wiley. 

 

Fullan, M. (2007). The new meaning of educational change. (4th Edition.). London: 

Routledge. 

 

Fullan, M. (2009). Large scale education reform comes of age. Journal of Educational 

Change, 10(2), 101-113. 

 

Fullan, M. (2010). All systems go: The change imperative for whole school reform. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 

 

 

 

 

https://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/21/opinion/21friedman.html
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532768xjepc0101_4
https://doi.org/10.1086/667757


  

 

 

              

334  

 

Fullan, M. (2011). Choosing the wrong drivers for whole system reform. Centre for 

Strategic Education Seminar Series Paper No. 204. Retrieved on 19th  

October 2011 from: https://ccee-

ca.org/documents/CCEE%20Local%20Control%20and%20Continuous%2

0Improvement%20Workshop%20Handout.pdf 

 

Fullan, M. & Hargreaves, A. (2016). Bringing the profession back in: Call to action. 

Oxford, OH: Learning Forward. 

 

Fullan, M., & Levin, B. (2009). The Fundamentals of Whole-System Reform: A Case 

Study From Canada. Retrieved on 9th February 2012 from: 

http://www.michaelfullan.ca/wp-

content/uploads/2016/06/13396080290.pdf 

 

Fullan, M., & Quinn, J. (2015). Coherence: The right drivers in action for schools, 

districts, and systems. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 

 

Fuller, G. W. (1999). Getting the Most Out of Your Consultant: A Guide to Selection 

through Implementation. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press. 

 

Furceri, D., Loungani, P., & Ostry, J. D. (2016). Neoliberalism: oversold. Finance & 

Development, 53(2), 38-41. 

https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/fandd/2016/06/pdf/ostry.pdf 

 

Fusarelli, L. D. (2004). The potential impact of the No Child Left Behind Act on equity 

and diversity in American education. Educational policy, 18(1),71-94. 

 

Fusarelli, L. D., & Fusarelli, B. C. (2018). Instructional Supervision in an Era of High‐

Stakes Accountability. In S. J. Zepeda & J. A. Ponticell (Eds.), The Wiley 

Handbook of Educational Supervision. (pp. 131-155). Hoboken: John 

Wiley. 

 

https://ccee-ca.org/documents/CCEE%20Local%20Control%20and%20Continuous%20Improvement%20Workshop%20Handout.pdf
https://ccee-ca.org/documents/CCEE%20Local%20Control%20and%20Continuous%20Improvement%20Workshop%20Handout.pdf
https://ccee-ca.org/documents/CCEE%20Local%20Control%20and%20Continuous%20Improvement%20Workshop%20Handout.pdf
http://www.michaelfullan.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/13396080290.pdf
http://www.michaelfullan.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/13396080290.pdf
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/fandd/2016/06/pdf/ostry.pdf


  

 

 

              

335  

 

Gabbard, D. (Ed.), (2007). Knowledge and Power in the Global Economy: The Effects 

of School Reform in a Neoliberal/Neoconservative Age. Mahwah, NJ: 

Lawrence Erlbaum. 

 

Gallimore, R., Ermeling, B. A., Saunders, W. M., & Goldenberg, C. (2009). Moving 

the learning of teaching closer to practice: Teacher education implications 

of school‐based inquiry teams. The Elementary School Journal, 109(5), 

537-553. 

 

Gane, N. (2012). The governmentalities of neoliberalism: panopticism, post-

panopticism and beyond. The Sociological Review, 60(4), 611-634. 

 

Garcia, E., & Weiss, E. (2019). The teacher shortage is real, large and growing, and 

worse than we thought. Washington, DC: Economic Policy Institute. 

Retrieved June 14, 2019, from https://www.epi.org/publication/the-

teacher-shortage-is-real-large-and-growing-and-worse-than-we-thought-

the-first-report-in-the-perfect-storm-in-the-teacher-labor-market-series/ 

 

Gardner, H. J., & Martin, M. A. (2007). Analyzing ordinal scales in studies of virtual 

environments: Likert or lump it! Presence: Teleoperators and Virtual 

Environments, 16(4), 439-446. 

 

Gardner, P. (2018). Unpacking the global refugee crisis: deploying the ethical and 

political work of border crossing. Communication Research and Practice, 

4(1), 35-51. 

 

Garver, R. (2019). Evaluative relationships: teacher accountability and professional 

culture. Journal of Education Policy, 34(1), 1-25. 

 

Gerrard, J. (2015). Public education in neoliberal times: memory and desire. Journal 

of Education Policy, 30(6), 855-868. 

 

https://www.epi.org/publication/the-teacher-shortage-is-real-large-and-growing-and-worse-than-we-thought-the-first-report-in-the-perfect-storm-in-the-teacher-labor-market-series/
https://www.epi.org/publication/the-teacher-shortage-is-real-large-and-growing-and-worse-than-we-thought-the-first-report-in-the-perfect-storm-in-the-teacher-labor-market-series/
https://www.epi.org/publication/the-teacher-shortage-is-real-large-and-growing-and-worse-than-we-thought-the-first-report-in-the-perfect-storm-in-the-teacher-labor-market-series/


  

 

 

              

336  

 

Gershman, J., & Irwin, A. (2000). Getting a grip on the global economy. In J. Y. Kim, 

J. V. Millen, A. Irwin, Alec & J. Gershman (Eds.). Dying for growth: 

Global inequality and the health of the poor, (pp. 11-43). Monroe, ME: 

Common Courage Press  

 

Gerstl-Pepin, C. I. (2006). The paradox of poverty narratives: Educators struggling 

with children left behind. Educational Policy, 20(1), 143-162. 

 

Gewirtz, S., Mahony, P., Hextall, I., & Cribb, A. (Eds.), (2009). Changing teacher 

professionalism: International trends, challenges and ways forward. 

London: Routledge. 

 

Gibson-Graham, H. K. (2006). A Post-Capitalist Politics. Minneapolis, MN: 

University of Minnesota Press. 

 

Gilbert, J. (2013). What kind of thing is 'neoliberalism'? New Formations, 80(80),  

7-22. 

 

Gilbert, T. (2006). Mixed methods and mixed methodologies: The practical, the 

technical and the political. Journal of research in nursing, 11(3), 205-217. 

 

Giroux, H. A. (2004). Public pedagogy and the politics of neo-liberalism: Making the 

political more pedagogical. Policy Futures in Education, 2(3-4), 494-503. 

 

Giroux, H. (2008). Against the Terror of Neoliberalism. Boulder, CO: Paradigm 

Publishers. 

 

Glasswell, K., Singh, P., & McNaughton, S. (2016). Partners in design: Co-inquiry for 

quality teaching in disadvantaged schools. Australian Journal of Language 

and Literacy, The, 39(1), 20. 

 



  

 

 

              

337  

 

Glazier, J. A., Boyd, A., Bell Hughes, K., Able, H., & Mallous, R. (2017). The elusive 

search for teacher collaboration. The New Educator, 13(1), 3-21. 

 

Glewwe, P. & Jacoby, H. G. (2004), Economic Growth and the Demand for 

Education: Is There a Wealth Effect? Journal of Development Economics, 

74(1), 33–51. 

 

Goddard, Y. L., Miller, R., Larsen, R., Goddard, R., Madsen, J., & Schroeder, P. 

(2010). Connecting Principal Leadership, Teacher Collaboration, and 

Student Achievement. (Conference Paper), American Education Research 

Association Annual Conference, Denver, Co. 

 

Goddard, R., Goddard, Y., Sook Kim, E., & Miller, R. (2015). A theoretical and 

empirical analysis of the roles of instructional leadership, teacher 

collaboration, and collective efficacy beliefs in support of student learning. 

American Journal of Education, 121(4), 501-530. 

 

Goker, S. D. (2006). Impact of peer coaching on self-efficacy and instructional skills 

in TEFL teacher education. System, 34(2), 239-254. 

 

Golann, J. W. (2015). The paradox of success at a no-excuses school. Sociology of 

education, 88(2), 103-119. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038040714567866 

 

Goldacre, B. (2012). Five Minutes With: Ben Goldacre. Retrieved on 9th April 2017 

from: https://www.bbc.com/news/av/science-environment-19517224/five-

minutes-with-ben-goldacre 

 

Golden, N. A. (2018). Narrating neoliberalism: Alternative education teachers’ 

conceptions of their changing roles. Teaching Education, 29(1), 1-16. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0038040714567866
https://www.bbc.com/news/av/science-environment-19517224/five-minutes-with-ben-goldacre
https://www.bbc.com/news/av/science-environment-19517224/five-minutes-with-ben-goldacre


  

 

 

              

338  

 

Goldberg, D. T. (2009). Enduring occupations (on racial neoliberalism). In The threat 

of race: Reflections on racial neoliberalism (pp. 327-376). Massachusetts: 

Blackwell Publishing.  

 

Goldhaber, D., & Koretz, D. (2018). Needs Improvement A gloomy perspective on 

high-stakes testing: The Testing Charade: Pretending to Make Schools 

Better. Education Next, 18(2), 79-81. 

 

Goldring, R., Gray, L., Bitterman, A. & Broughman, S. (2013). Characteristics of 

public and private elementary and secondary school teachers in the United 

States: Results from the 2011–12 schools and staffing survey. Washington, 

DC: National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of 

Education. Retrieved on 5th May 2015 from: 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2013/2013314.pdf  

 

Goldstein, D. (2014). The teacher wars. A history of America's most embattled 

profession. New York: Doubleday. 

 

Gomez-Velez, N. (2016). Common Core State Standards and Philanthrocapitalism: 

Can Public Law Norms Manage Private Wealth's Influence on Public 

Education Policymaking? Michigan State Law Review, (1), 161-214. 

 

Gonzalez, A., Peters, M. L., Orange, A., & Grigsby, B. (2017). The influence of high-

stakes testing on teacher self-efficacy and job-related stress. Cambridge 

Journal of Education, 47(4), 513-531. 

 

Goodling, W. F. (1997). quoted by M, Walsh in Edweek article: Bill Goodling, 

Influential U.S. House Republican on Education. Retrieved on 24th 

September 2018 from: http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/campaign-k-

12/2017/09/bill_goodling_educator_who_bec.html 

 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2013/2013314.pdf
http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/campaign-k-12/2017/09/bill_goodling_educator_who_bec.html
http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/campaign-k-12/2017/09/bill_goodling_educator_who_bec.html


  

 

 

              

339  

 

Goodman, S., & Turner, L. (2010). Teacher Incentive Pay and Educational Outcomes: 

Evidence from the NYC Bonus Program. Program on Education Policy 

and Governance Working Papers Series. Prepared for the PEPG 

Conference Merit Pay: Will It Work? Is It Politically Viable? (June 3-4). 

Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard Kennedy School. Retrieved on 9th 

April 2017 from: 

https://www.educationnext.org/files/ednext_20112_GoodmanTurner_Una

bridged.pdf 

 

Gordon, C. (1991) Governmental Rationality: An Introduction. In G. Burchell, C. 

Gordon & P. Miller, (Eds.). The Foucault Effect. Studies in 

Governmentality. (pp. 1-52). Chicago: The University of Chicago Press. 

 

Gordon, R. J. (2012). Is US economic growth over? Faltering innovation confronts the 

six headwinds (No. w18315). National Bureau of Economic Research. 

Retrieved on 9th April 2016 from: https://www.nber.org/papers/w18315 

 

Gordon, S. P., & Reese, M. (1997). High-stakes testing: worth the price? Journal of 

school leadership, 7(4), 345-368. 

 

Gorski, P. C. (2016). Poverty and the ideological imperative: a call to unhook from 

deficit and grit ideology and to strive for structural ideology in teacher 

education. Journal of Education for Teaching, 42(4), 378-386. 

 

Gorski, P. C. (2017). Reaching and teaching students in poverty: Strategies for 

erasing the opportunity gap. New York: Teachers College Press. 

 

Gostin, L. O. (2019). Global Health Security in an Era of Explosive Pandemic 

Potential. Asian Journal of WTO & International Health Law and Policy, 

14(1), 267-285.  

 

https://www.educationnext.org/files/ednext_20112_GoodmanTurner_Unabridged.pdf
https://www.educationnext.org/files/ednext_20112_GoodmanTurner_Unabridged.pdf
https://www.nber.org/papers/w18315


  

 

 

              

340  

 

Goulart-Sztejnberg, R., & Giovanardi, M. (2017). The ambiguity of place branding 

consultancy: Working with stakeholders in Rio de Janeiro. Journal of 

Marketing Management, 33(5-6), 421-445. 

Doi:10.1080/0267257X.2017.1319404 

 

Graue, M. E. (1993). Integrating theory and practice through instructional assessment. 

Educational Assessment, 1(4), 283-309. 

 

Green, A., & Troup, K. (Eds.), (1999). The houses of history: A critical reader in 

twentieth century history and theory. New York: New York University 

Press.  

 

Green, J., Franquiz, M., & Dixon, C. (1997). The myth of the objective transcript: 

Transcribing as a situated act. TESOL Quarterly, 31(1), 172–176. 

 

Greene, J. P., & Forster, G. (2003). Public High School Graduation and College 

Readiness Rates in the United States. Education Working Paper No. 3. 

Center for Civic Innovation. Retrieved on 11th April 2014 from:   

https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED498138 

 

Greene, S. (2016). Transforming Awareness into Action: An Examination of the Lack 

of Resources in the Urban Education Crisis and What Stops Us From 

Moving Forward. The International Undergraduate Journal For Service-

Learning, Leadership, and Social Change, 5(2), 9-18. 

 

Grewcock, M. (2018). Immigration Detention and the Limits of Human Rights. In E. 

Stanley (Ed.). Human Rights and Incarceration: Critical Explorations, 

(pp. 103-128). Switzerland, Cham: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Grissom, J. A., Kalogrides, D., & Loeb, S. (2015). Using student test scores to 

measure principal performance. Educational Evaluation and Policy 

Analysis, 37(1), 3-28. 

https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED498138


  

 

 

              

341  

 

Grissom, J. A., & Loeb, S. (2017). Assessing principals’ assessments: Subjective 

evaluations of teacher effectiveness in low-and high-stakes environments. 

Education Finance and Policy, 12(3), 369-395. 

 

Grob, C., & Kieser, A. (2006). Are consultants moving towards professionalization? In 

R. Greenwood & R. Suddaby, (Eds.). Professional Service Firms 

(Research in the Sociology of Organizations, Vol. 24), (pp. 69-100), 

Bingley: Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0733-558X(06)24004-7 

 

Grossman, P., Cohen, J., Ronfeldt, M., & Brown, L. (2014). The test matters: The 

relationship between classroom observation scores and teacher value 

added on multiple types of assessment. Educational Researcher, 43(6), 

293-303. 

 

Guarino, C. M., Reckase, M. D., & Wooldridge, J. M. (2015). Can value-added 

measures of teacher performance be trusted? Education Finance and 

Policy, 10(1), 117-156. 

 

Guba, E. G., and Lincoln, Y. S. (2005). Paradigmatic Controversies, Contradictions, 

and Emerging Confluences, In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The 

Sage Handbook of Qualitative Research (3rd Edition), (pp. 191-215). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

 

Guin, K. (2004). Chronic teacher turnover in urban elementary schools. education 

policy analysis archives, (12)42, 1-20. Retrieved 18 November 2016 from 

http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v12n42/ 

 

Guiney, E. (2001). Coaching isn't just for athletes: The role of teacher leaders. Phi 

Delta Kappan, 82(10), 740-743. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0733-558X(06)24004-7
http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v12n42/


  

 

 

              

342  

 

Guisbond, L., & Neill, M. (2004). Failing our children: No Child Left Behind 

undermines quality and equity in education. The Clearing House: A 

Journal of Educational Strategies, Issues and Ideas, 78(1), 12-16. 

 

Gunter, H. M. (2015). Consultants, Consultancy and Consultocracy in Education 

Policymaking in England. Journal of Education Policy. 30(4), 518-539. 

 

Gutierrez, R. R., & Lipman, P. (2016). Toward social movement activist research. 

International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, 29(10), 1241-

1254. 

 

Gurantz, O., & Borsato, G. N. (2012). Building and implementing a college readiness 

indicator system: Lessons from the first two years of the CRIS Initiative. 

Voices in Urban Education, 35(Fall), 5-15. 

 

Guskey, R. (2002). Professional Development and Teacher Change. Teachers and 

Teaching: theory and practice, 8(3), 381-391. 

 

Hacker, J. S., & Pierson, P. (2017). American amnesia: How the war on government 

led us to forget what made America prosper. New York: Simon and 

Schuster. 

 

Hacking, C. (1991) How should We Do the History of Statistics? In G. Burchell, C. 

Gordon & P. Miller, (Eds.). The Foucault Effect. Studies in 

Governmentality. (pp. 181-196). Chicago: The University of Chicago 

Press. 

 

Hackmann, D. G., Malin, J. R., & Ahn, J. (2019). Data use within an education-

centered cross-sector collaboration. Journal of Educational 

Administration. 57(2), 118-133. 

 



  

 

 

              

343  

 

Haertel, E., & Herman, J. L. (2005). A historical perspective on validity arguments for 

accountability testing. National Center for Research on Evaluation, 

Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST), Malden, MA: Blackwell. 

 

Haggard, S., & Kaufman, R. R. (Eds.), (1992). The politics of economic adjustment: 

international constraints, distributive conflicts and the state. NJ: Princeton 

University Press. 

 

Haggarty, L. (2004). An Alternative Vision for the Thoughtful Teacher (Thematic 

Review: Professional Knowledge, Professional Lives: Studies in 

Education and Change by I. F. Goodson; Teaching in the Knowledge 

Society: Education in the Age of Insecurity by A. Hargreaves; The Activist 

Teaching Profession by J. Sachs). British Educational Research Journal. 

30(4), 591–600.  

 

Haggerty, K. & Ericson, R. (2000). The surveillant assemblage. British Journal of 

Sociology, 51(4), 605-622. 

 

Haladyna, T. M. (2006). Perils of standardized achievement testing. Educational 

Horizons, 85(1), 30-43. 

 

Halinen, I. (2015). What is Going on in Finland? – Curriculum Reform 2016 [Blog 

post]. Retrieved from the Finnish National Agency of Education Blog on 

September 19, 2019). 

https://www.oph.fi/english/current_issues/101/0/what_is_going_on_in_finl

and_curriculum_reform_2016 

 

Hall, R., & Pulsford, M. (2019). The impacts of neoliberal policy on the lived 

experiences of primary school communities U.K.: DORA (De Montfort 

University Open Research Archive). 

https://www.dora.dmu.ac.uk/handle/2086/17885 

 

https://www.oph.fi/english/current_issues/101/0/what_is_going_on_in_finland_curriculum_reform_2016
https://www.oph.fi/english/current_issues/101/0/what_is_going_on_in_finland_curriculum_reform_2016
https://www.dora.dmu.ac.uk/handle/2086/17885


  

 

 

              

344  

 

Hall, S. (2011). The neo-liberal revolution. Cultural studies, 25(6), 705-728. 

 

Hall, S., & O'Shea, A. (2013). Common-sense neoliberalism. Soundings, 55(12), 9-25. 

https://doi.org/10.3898/136266213809450194 

 

Hamilton, L. S., & Stecher, B. M. (2006). Measuring instructional responses to 

standards-based accountability. Santa Monica, CA: RAND. 

 

Hammersley, M. (2000). Taking Sides in Social Research: Essays On Partisanship 

and Bias. London: Routledge. 

 

Hammersley, M. (2005). Is the evidence-based practice movement doing more good 

than harm? Reflections on Iain Chalmers' case for research-based policy 

making and practice. Evidence & Policy: a journal of research, debate and 

practice, 1(1), 85-100. 

 

Hammersley, M., & Cooper, B. (2012). Analytic induction versus qualitative 

comparative analysis. In B. Cooper, J. Glaesser, R. Gomm & M. 

Hammersley, (Eds.), Challenging the qualitative-quantitative divide: 

Explorations in case-focused causal analysis. (pp. 129-169). London: 

Continuum Press. 

 

Humphrey, C. (2013). Dilemmas in doing insider research in professional education. 

Qualitative Social Work, 12(5), 572-586. 

 

Han, J., Fang, M., Ye, S., Chen, C., Wan, Q., & Qian, X. (2019). Using Decision Tree 

to Predict Response Rates of Consumer Satisfaction, Attitude, and Loyalty 

Surveys. Sustainability, 11(8), 2306. doi:10.3390/su11082306  

 

Handal, G. (1999). Consultation using critical friends. New Directions for Teaching 

and Learning, 79, 59–70.  

 

https://doi.org/10.3898/136266213809450194


  

 

 

              

345  

 

Handelzalts, A. (2019). Collaborative curriculum development in teacher design 

teams. In Collaborative Curriculum Design for Sustainable Innovation and 

Teacher Learning. In J. Pieters, J. Voogt & N. Pareja Roblin (Eds.). 

Collaborative Curriculum Design for Sustainable Innovation and Teacher 

Learning. (pp. 159-173). Cham: Springer. 

 

Handler, B. R. (2006). Two acts, one goal: Meeting the shared vision of no child left 

behind and individuals with disabilities education improvement act of 

2004. The Clearing House: A Journal of Educational Strategies, Issues 

and Ideas, 80(1), 5-8. 

 

Hanushek, E. A. (2016). What matters for student achievement. Education Next, 16(2), 

18-26. 

 

Hanushek, E. A., & Rivkin, S. G. (2010). Using Value Added Measures of Teacher 

Quality. CALDER Policy Brief 9. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. 

 

Hanushek, E. A., Ruhose, J., & Woessmann, L. (2015). Economic Gains for US States 

from Educational Reform (No. w21770). National Bureau of Economic 

Research. 

 

Hanushek, E. A., & Woessmann, L. (2007). The Role of Education Quality for 

Economic Growth. Policy Research Working Paper 4122, Washington, 

DC: World Bank. 

 

Hanushek E. A., & Woessmann, L. (2015). Universal Basic Skills: What Countries 

Stand to Gain. France: OECD Publishing. 

 

 

 

 



  

 

 

              

346  

 

Hardoon, D. (2017). An economy for the 99%: It’s time to build a human economy that 

benefits everyone, not just the privileged few. Retrieved on 11th May 2018 

from: 

https://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/file_attachments/bp-

economy-for-99-per-cent-160117-summ-en.pdf 

 

Hardy, I. (2018). Governing teacher learning: Understanding teachers’ compliance 

with and critique of standardization. Journal of Education Policy, 33(1), 1-

22. 

 

Hardy, I., Heimans, S., & Lingard, B. (2011). Journal Rankings: positioning the field 

of educational research and educational academics. Power and Education, 

3(1), 4-17. 

 

Hardy, I., & Lewis, S. (2017). The ‘doublethink’ of data: Educational performativity 

and the field of schooling practices. British Journal of Sociology of 

Education, 38(5), 671-685. 

 

Hargreaves, A. (1991). Contrived collegiality: The micropolitics of teacher 

collaboration. In J. Blase (Ed.), The politics of life in schools (p. 46-72). 

New York: Sage Publications. 

 

Hargreaves, A., & Fullan, M. (1992). Understanding Teacher Development. New 

York: Teachers College Press. 

 

Hargreaves, A. (2005). Editorial Statement. The Educational Forum, 69(2), 101–110. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00131720508984674 

 

Hargreaves, A., & O’Conner, M. (2017). Cultures of professional collaboration: their 

origins and opponents, Journal of Professional Capital and Community. 

2(2), pp. 74-85. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPCC-02-2017-0004  

 

https://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/file_attachments/bp-economy-for-99-per-cent-160117-summ-en.pdf
https://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/file_attachments/bp-economy-for-99-per-cent-160117-summ-en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131720508984674
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPCC-02-2017-0004


  

 

 

              

347  

 

Hargreaves, A., & O'Connor, M. T. (2018). Collaborative professionalism: When 

teaching together means learning for all. California: Corwin Press. 

 

Harlen, W. (2005). Teachers’ summative practices and assessment for learning –

tensions and synergies. The Curriculum Journal, 16(2), 207-223. 

 

Harpe, S. E. (2015). How to analyze Likert and other rating scale data. Currents in 

Pharmacy Teaching and Learning, 7(6), 836-850. 

 

Harris, A., & Jones, M. (2018). Why context matters: a comparative perspective on 

education reform and policy implementation. Educational Research for 

Policy and Practice, 17(3), 195-207. 

 

Harris, D. (2008). The policy uses and policy validity of value-added and other teacher 

quality measures. In D. H. Gitomer (Ed.), Measurement Issues and the 

Assessment of Teacher Quality. (pp. 99-130). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications. 

 

Harris, D. M. (2012). Postscript Urban Schools, Accountability, and Equity: Insights 

Regarding NCLB and Reform. Education and Urban Society, 44(2), 203-

210. 

 

Harris D. N., Herrington C. D. (2015). Editors’ introduction: The use of teacher value- 

added measures in schools: New evidence, unanswered questions, and 

future prospects. Educational Researcher, 44, 71–76. 

 

Harris, J., Carrington, S., & Ainscow, M. (2018). Promoting equity in schools: 

Collaboration, inquiry and ethical leadership. New York: Routledge. 

 

Hartney, M., & Flavin. P, (2011). From the schoolhouse to the statehouse: teacher 

union political activism and U.S. state education reform policy. State 

Politics & Policy Quarterly. 11(3), 251–68. 



  

 

 

              

348  

 

Harvey, D. (2005). A brief history of neoliberalism. Oxford, UK: Oxford University 

Press. 

 

Hasson, F., Keeney, S., & McKenna, H. (2000). Research guidelines for the Delphi 

survey technique. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 32(4), 1008-1015.  

 

Hatch, L. A. (2002). Doing qualitative research in education settings. Albany, NY: 

State University of New York Press.  

 

Hatcher, R. (2006). Privatization and sponsorship: the re-agenting of the school system 

in England, Journal of Education Policy, 21(5), 599–619. 

 

Hawley, W. D., & Valli, L. (1998). Guide to the national partnership for excellence 

and accountability in teaching (NPEAT). (pp. 1-8). ERIC Identifier: 

ED426056. Washington DC. ERIC Clearinghouse on Teaching and 

Teacher Education. 

 

Hay, S. J. (2009). Managing Globalisation: Governing the Subject and Spaces of 

Queensland Education in the First Decade of the 21st Century. (Doctoral 

Thesis). Brisbane: University of Queensland. 

 

Heckman, J. J. & LaFontaine, P. A. (2010). The American high school graduation rate: 

Trends and levels. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 92(2), 244-

262. 

 

Hegazy, H., & Barton, G. (2017). Formative assessment in the middle years: a review 

of literature and alignment with the Guiding Principles for Junior 

Secondary. Australian Journal of Middle Schooling, 17(2), 6-19. 

 

 

 

 



  

 

 

              

349  

 

Helfrich, C. D., Li, Y. F., Mohr, D. C., Meterko, M., & Sales, A. E. (2007). Assessing 

an organizational culture instrument based on the Competing Values 

Framework: Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. Implementation 

Science, 2(1), 1-14.  

 

Heilig, J. V., Santoro, D., Doucet, F., Garcia, L., Tierney, W., Baker, S., & Irizarry, J. 

(2011). Understanding the interaction between high-stakes graduation tests 

and English learners. Teachers College Record, 113(12), 2633-2669. 

 

Heilig, J., Young, M., & Williams, A. (2012). At risk student averse: Risk 

management and accountability. Journal of Educational Administration, 

Vol. 50(5), pp. 562-585. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09578231211249826 

 

Hemphill, C., & Nauer, K. (2009). The new marketplace: How small-school reforms 

and school choice have reshaped New York City’s high schools. New 

York: Center for New York City Affairs, The New School for 

Management and Urban Policy. 

 

Hendricks, M. D. (2014). Does it pay to pay teachers more? Evidence from Texas. 

Journal of Public Economics, 109, 50-63. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2013.11.001 

 

Henig, J. R. (1990). Privatization in the United States: Theory and practice. Political 

Science Quarterly, 104(4), 649-670. 

 

Henig, J. R. (2013). The end of exceptionalism in American education: The changing 

politics of school reform. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Education Press. 

 

Henry, S. D. (2017). Charter schools: A critical appraisal. State Education Standard, 

17(1), 44–46. 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09578231211249826
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2013.11.001


  

 

 

              

350  

 

Hess, F. M., & Finn, C. E. (2007). Crash Course: NCLB Is Driven by Education 

Politics, Education Next, 4(7), 40-45. 

http://educationnext.org/files/ednext_20074_40.pdf 

 

Hess, F. M., & Petrilli, M. J. (2004). The Politics of No Child Left Behind: Will the 

Coalition Hold? The Journal of Education, 185(3), 13-25. 

 

Hess, F. M., & Petrilli, M. J. (2006). No Child Left Behind primer. New York: Peter 

Lang Publishing. 

 

Hess, F. M., Petrilli, M. J., & Rotherham, A. J. (2006). No child left behind primer 

(Vol. 11). New York: Peter Lang Publishing. 

 

Hewitt, K. K., & Amrein-Beardsley, A. (2016). Introduction: The Use of Student 

Growth Measures for Educator Accountability at the Intersection of Policy 

and Practice. In K. Kappler Hewitt & A. Amrein-Beardsley (Eds.), Student 

Growth Measures in Policy and Practice. (pp. 1-25). New York: Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

 

Higginbottom, G. M. A. (2004). Sampling issues in qualitative research. Nurse 

Researcher (through 2013), 12(1), 7. 

 

Hill, H. C. (2009). Fixing teacher professional development. Phi Delta Kappan, 90(7), 

470-476. 

 

Hill, S. (2017). Speaking Truth to Power: Building Automatons: Fait Accompli for 

Urban Schools. English Journal, 106(3), 83-86. 

 

 

 

 

http://educationnext.org/files/ednext_20074_40.pdf


  

 

 

              

351  

 

Hirsh, S. (2009). Creating effective professional learning systems to bolster teaching 

quality and student achievement. In L. Darling-Hammond, R.C., Wei, A., 

Andree, N., Richardson, S. Orphanos, (Eds.), Professional learning in the 

learning profession: A status report on teacher development in the united 

states and abroad. National Staff Development Council and the School 

Redesign Network at Stanford University. Retrieved on 22nd July 2012 

from: http://www.nsdc.org/news/NSDCstudy2009.pdf 

 

Hirsh, S., & Killion, J. (2009). When educators learn, students learn: 8 principles of 

professional learning. Phi Delta Kappan, 90(7), 464-469. 

 

Hitt, D. H., & Tucker, P. D. (2016). Systematic review of key leader practices found to 

influence student achievement: A unified framework. Review of 

Educational Research, 86(2), 531-569. 

 

Hoecht, A., & Trott, P. (2006). Innovation risks of strategic outsourcing. 

Technovation, 26(5), 672-681. 

 

Hoffman, J. V., Assaf, L. C., & Paris, S. G. (2001). High-stakes testing in reading: 

Today in Texas, tomorrow? The reading teacher, 54(5), 482-492. 

 

Holbein, J. B., & Ladd, H. F. (2017). Accountability pressure: Regression 

discontinuity estimates of how No Child Left Behind influenced student 

behavior. Economics of Education Review, 58, 55-67. 

 

Holland, P. E. (2004). Beyond measure: Neglected elements of accountability. 

Larchmont, NY: Routledge.  

 

Holloway, J., & Brass, J. (2018). Making accountable teachers: the terrors and 

pleasures of performativity. Journal of Education Policy, 33(3), 361-382. 

 

http://www.nsdc.org/news/NSDCstudy2009.pdf


  

 

 

              

352  

 

Holme, J. J., Richards, M. P., Jimerson, J. B., & Cohen, R. W. (2010). Assessing the 

effects of high school exit examinations. Review of Educational Research, 

80(4), 476-526. 

 

Hope, W. C., Brockmeier, L. L., Lutfi, G. A., & Sermon, J. M. (2007). High stakes 

test’s influence on principals’ beliefs. Paper presented at the annual 

meeting of the Southeast Evaluation Association, Tallahassee, FL.  

 

Hope, W. C., Lufti, G. & Brockmeier, L. L. (2009). High Stakes Test’s Influence on 

Teachers’ Beliefs. In Proceedings of the 1st Annual University Research 

Summit Building Research Capacity Through Collaborations. March 25-

27, 2009 Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University. The Center for 

Faculty Development & Research. 

 

Hout, M., & Janus, A. (2011). Educational Mobility in the United States Since the 

1930s. In Duncan. G., & Murnane. R., (Eds.), Whither Opportunity? (pp. 

165–86). New York: Russell Sage.  

 

Howard, T. C., & Reynolds, R. (2008). Examining parent involvement in reversing the 

underachievement of African American students middle- class schools. 

Educational Foundations, 22(1-2), 79-98. 

 

Hoxby, C. M. (2005). Inadequate yearly progress: Unlocking the secrets of NCLB. 

Education Next, 5(3), 46-51.  

 

Hudson, P., & Hudson, S. (2010). Mentor educators understandings of mentoring 

preservice primary teachers. The International Journal of Learning, 17(2), 

157-170. 

 

Huffer, L. (2012). Foucault and Sedgwick: The Repressive Hypothesis Revisited. 

Foucault Studies, (14), 20-40. DOI: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.22439/fs.v0i14.3888 

http://dx.doi.org/10.22439/fs.v0i14.3888


  

 

 

              

353  

 

Hughes, M., & Tucker, W. (2018). Poverty as an adverse childhood experience. North 

Carolina medical journal, 79(2), 124-126. 

 

Hulten, C. R. (2018). Education, skills, and technical change: implications for future 

US GDP growth (Vol. 77). Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

 

Humphrey, C. (2013). Dilemmas in doing insider research in professional education. 

Qualitative Social Work, 12(5), 572-586. 

 

Hursh, D. (2000). Neoliberalism and the control of teachers, students, and learning. 

Cultural Logic: A Journal of Marxist Theory & Practice, 7(1), 1-9. 

 

Hursh, D. (2001). Neoliberalism and the Control of Teachers, Students, and Learning: 

The Rise of Standards, Standardization, and Accountability. Cultural 

Logic, 4(1), 1-9. 

 

Hursh, D. (2005). The growth of high‐stakes testing in the USA: accountability, 

markets and the decline in educational equality. British Educational 

Research Journal, 31(5), 605-622. 

 

Hursh, D. (2007a). Introduction. Policy Futures in Education, 5(2), 115-118.  

 

Hursh, D. (2007b). Exacerbating inequality: The failed promise of the No Child Left 

Behind Act. Race Ethnicity and Education, 10(3), 295-308. 

 

Hursh, D. (2007c). Assessing No Child Left Behind and the Rise of Neoliberal 

Education Policies. American Educational Research Journal; 44(3), 493-

518. 

 

Hursh, D. (2011). Explaining Obama: The Continuation of Free Market Policies in 

Education and the Economy. Journal of Inquiry & Action in Education, 

4(1), 31-47.  



  

 

 

              

354  

 

Hursh, D. (2013). Raising the stakes: High-stakes testing and the attack on public 

education in New York. Journal of Education Policy, 28(5), 574-588. 

 

Hursh, D. W, (2015). The end of public schools: The corporate reform agenda to 

privatize education. New York: Routledge. 

 

Hursh, D. (2017). Education policy, globalization, commercialization: An interview 

with Bob Lingard by David Hursh. Policy Futures in Education, 15(4), 

526-536. 

 

Hursh, D. (2020). Editor’s introduction: The end of neoliberalism. Policy Futures in 

Education. 18(1), 1-8. 

 

Hursh, D., & Martina, C. A. (2003). Neoliberalism and schooling in the US: How state 

and federal government education policies perpetuate inequality. Journal 

for Critical Education Policy Studies, 1(2), 1-13. 

 

Iceland, J. (2013). Poverty in America: A handbook. Berkeley, CA: University of 

California Press. 

 

Ilon, L. (2011). Can education equality trickle-down to economic growth? The case of 

Korea. Asia Pacific Education Review. 12, 653–663. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-011-9166-9 

 

Ingersoll, R. M., & Collins, G. J. (2017). Accountability and control in American 

schools. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 49(1), 75-95. 

 

Ingersoll, R., Merrill, L., & May, H. (2016). Do accountability policies push teachers 

out? Educational Leadership, 73(8), 44-49. 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-011-9166-9


  

 

 

              

355  

 

Inglehart, R. F., & Norris, P. (2016). Trump, Brexit, and the rise of populism: 

Economic have-nots and cultural backlash. Harvard Kennedy School 

Faculty Research Working Paper Series RWP16-026. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard University. 

 

Ingvarson, L., Meiers, M. & Beavis, A. (2005). Factors affecting the impact of 

professional development programs on teachers’ knowledge, practice, 

student outcomes & efficacy. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 13(10), 

1-28. 13(10). Retrieved on 20th May 2013 from: 

http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v13n10/. 

 

Irwin, B., & Seasons, M. (2012). School closure decision-making processes: Problems 

and prospects. Canadian Journal of Urban Research, 21(2), 45-67. 

 

Isin, E. F. (2004). The neurotic citizen. Citizenship studies, 8(3), 217-235. 

 

Jabbar, H., Chanin, J., Haynes, J., & Slaughter, S. (2020). Teacher power and the 

politics of union organizing in the charter sector. Educational Policy, 34(1), 

211-238. 

 

Jackson, C. K., & Bruegmann. E. (2009). Teaching students and teaching each other: 

The importance of peer learning for teachers. American Economic 

Journal: Applied Economics, 1(4), 85-108. 

 

Jacob, B. & Levitt. S. (2003). Rotten Apples: An Investigation of the Prevalence and 

Predictors of Teacher Cheating, The Quarterly Journal of Economics 

118(3), 843-877. 

 

Jaimovich, N., & Siu, H. E. (2012). The trend is the cycle: Job polarization and 

jobless recoveries (No. w18334). National Bureau of Economic Research. 

Retrieved on 11th May 2016 from: http://www.nber.org/papers/w18334. 

 

http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v13n10/
http://www.nber.org/papers/w18334


  

 

 

              

356  

 

James, C. R., Dunning, G., Connolly, M., & Elliott, T. (2007). Collaborative practice: 

A model of successful working in schools. Journal of Educational 

Administration, 45(5), 541-555.  

 

James, J. (2005). An Evaluation of NCLB Assessment Policy Mandates Issues, 

Implications and Recommendations. A Policy Analysis. Seton Hall 

University. College of Education and Human Resources. 

 

Jarke, J., & Breiter, A. (2019). The datafication of education. Learning, Media and 

Technology, 44(1), 1-6. 

 

Jarzabkowski, P., & Kaplan, S. (2015). Strategy tools‐in‐use: A framework for 

understanding “technologies of rationality” in practice. Strategic 

management journal, 36(4), 537-558. 

 

Jennings, J. L., & Bearak, J. M. (2014). “Teaching to the Test” in the NCLB Era How 

Test Predictability Affects Our Understanding of Student Performance. 

Educational Researcher, 43(8), 381-389. 

 

Jessop, B. (2002) Liberalism, neoliberalism, and urban governance: a state-theoretical 

perspective, Antipode, 34(3), 452-472. 

 

Jick, T. D. (1979). Mixing qualitative and quantitative methods: Triangulation in 

action. Administrative Science Quarterly, 24(4), 602-611. 

 

Jochim, A., & Lavery, L. (2019). An Unlikely Bargain: Why Charter School Teachers 

Unionize and What Happens When They Do. Center on Reinventing 

Public Education. Retrieved on 19th November 2019 from: 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED594061.pdf 

 

Johanningmeier, E. V. (2010). A Nation at risk and Sputnik: Compared and 

reconsidered. American Educational History Journal, 37(1-2), 347-366. 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED594061.pdf


  

 

 

              

357  

 

Johnson, A. W. (2013). “Turnaround” as shock therapy: Race, neoliberalism, and 

school reform. Urban Education, 48(2), 232-256. 

 

Johnson, C. S. (2009). History of New York State Regents Exams. Online Submission. 

Retrieved on 18th November 2012 from: 

http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED507649.pdf 

 

Johnson, D. R., Scheitle, C. P., & Ecklund, E. H. (2019). Beyond the in-person 

interview? How interview quality varies across in-person, telephone and 

Skype interviews. Social Science Computer Review, 1-17. doi: 

10.1177/0894439319893612  

 

Johnson, R. B., & Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2004). Mixed methods research: A research 

paradigm whose time has come. Educational researcher, 33(7), 14-26. 

 

Johnson, R. B., Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Turner, L. A. (2007). Toward a definition of 

mixed methods research. Journal of mixed methods research, 1(2), 112-

133. 

 

Johnston, W. R., & Tsai, T (2018). The Prevalence of Collaboration Among American 

Teachers: National Findings from the American Teacher Panel, Santa 

Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-2217-BMGF, 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2217.html 

 

Jones, G. M., Jones, B. D., & Hargrove, T. Y. (2003). The unintended consequences of 

high-stakes testing. New York: Rowman & Littlefield. 

 

Jones, K. L. & Tymms, P. B. (2014). Ofsted's role in promoting school improvement: 

the mechanisms of the school inspection system in England., Oxford 

review of education, 40(3), 315-330. 

 

http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED507649.pdf
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2217.html


  

 

 

              

358  

 

Jones, R. G., & Culbertson, S. S., (2011). Why Performance Management will Remain 

Broken: Authoritarian Communication. Industrial and Organizational 

Psychology 4(2), 179-181. 

 

Joo, M., & Kim, J. (2016). National High School Graduation Rate: Are Recent Birth 

Cohorts Taking More Time to Graduate? Education and Urban Society, 

48(2), 126-150. 

 

Joseph, D., & Heading, M, (2010). Putting theory into practice: moving from student 

identity to teacher identity, Australian journal of teacher education, 35(3). 

75-87. 

 

Joyce, B. R., & Showers, B. (1983). Power in staff development through research on 

training. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development, Stock No. 611-83304. 

 

Joyce, B. R., & Showers, B. (2002). Student achievement through staff development 

(3rd Edition). Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development. 

 

Kabandula, A., & Shaw, T. M. (2018). Rising powers and the horn of Africa: 

conflicting regionalisms. Third World Quarterly, 39(12), 1-20. 

 

Kane, E. W. (2018). The Neoliberal Baseline? A Community-Based Exploration of 

Beliefs about Poverty and Social Policy. Journal of Poverty, 22(1), 65-87. 

 

Kahn, K. (2018). Work and Wealth. A Report from the 2017 Aspen Institute Economic 

Security Summit. Washington: The Aspen Institute. 

 

Kalleberg, A. L. (2018). Precarious lives: Job insecurity and well-being in rich 

democracies. U.K.: John Wiley & Sons. 

 



  

 

 

              

359  

 

Kamens, D. H. (2013). Globalization and the emergence of an audit culture: PISA and 

the search for ‘best practices’ and magic bullets. In, H. D. Meyer & A. 

Benavot (Eds.), PISA, power and policy: The emergence of global 

educational governance, (117-140). Oxford, UK: Symposium Books. 

 

Kane, E. W. (2018). The Neoliberal Baseline? A Community-Based Exploration of 

Beliefs about Poverty and Social Policy. Journal of Poverty, 22(1), 65-87. 

 

Kane, M. T. (2013). Validating the interpretations and uses of test scores. Journal of 

Educational Measurement, 50(1), 1-73. 

 

Kane, T., & Cantrell, S. (2010). Learning about teaching: Initial findings from the 

measures of effective teaching project. MET Project Research Paper, Bill 

& Melinda Gates Foundation, 9. 

 

Kane, T. J., Rockoff, J. E., & Staiger D. O. (2006). What Does Certification Tell Us 

About Teacher Effectiveness? Evidence from New York City. NBER 

Working Paper 12155. 

 

Kane, T. J., & Staiger, D. O. (2008). Estimating teacher impacts on student 

achievement: An experimental evaluation. NBER Working Paper No. 

14607. 

 

Kaplan, R. S. (2017). Assessment of Current Economic Conditions and Implications 

for Monetary Policy. An Essay, July 13, 2017. No. 170). President R. S. 

Kaplan, Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas. 

 

Kascák, O., & Pupala, B. (2011). Governmentality-neoliberalism-education: The risk 

perspective. Journal of Pedagogy, 2(2), 145-158. 

 



  

 

 

              

360  

 

Keddie, A. (2016). Children of the market: performativity, neoliberal 

responsibilisation and the construction of student identities. Oxford Review 

of Education, 42(1), 108-122. 

 

Kemerer, F. (2000). Legal issues involving educational accountability and 

privatization National Center for the Study of Privatization in Education, 

Occasional Papers Series, No. 6, 1-56. 

 

Kena, G., Musu-Gillette, L., Robinson, J., Wang, X., Rathbun, A., Zhang, J., & Velez, 

E. D. V. (2015). The Condition of Education 2015. NCES 2015-144. 

National Center for Education Statistics. 

 

Kerr, S. P., Kerr, W., Özden, C., & Parsons, C. (2016). Global talent flows. Journal of 

Economic Perspectives. 30(4), 83-106. 

 

Kezar, A., Chambers, A. C., & Burkhardt, J. C. (Eds.), (2005). Higher education for 

the public good: Emerging voices from a national movement. Hoboken, 

NJ: John Wiley & Sons. 

 

Kiel, D. (2015). No caste here? Toward a structural critique of American education. 

Penn State Law Review, 119(3), 611–644. 

 

Kiely, R. (2018). The Neoliberal Paradox. London: Edward Elgar. Accessed on 9th 

June 2019 at: https://www.elgaronline.com 

 

Kindleberger, C. P. & Aliber, R. Z. (2011). Manias, Panics, and Crashes: A History of 

Financial Crises. London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

King, C. (2012). A Foucauldian analysis of NCLB: Student data as panoptic 

surveillance. (PhD Thesis). Atlanta, GA. College of Education, Georgia 

State University. 

 

https://www.elgaronline.com/


  

 

 

              

361  

 

King, N., Finlay, L., Ashworth, P., Smith, J. A., Langdridge, D., & Butt, T. (2008). 

“Can't Really Trust That, So What Can I Trust?”: A Polyvocal, Qualitative 

Analysis of the Psychology of Mistrust. Qualitative Research in 

Psychology, 5(2), 80-102. 

 

King, R., Marginson, S., & Naidoo, R. (Eds.), (2011). Handbook on Globalization and 

Higher Education. London: Edward Elgar.  

 

Kirk, R. E. (2003). The Importance of Effect Magnitude. In S. F. Davis, (Ed.), 

Handbook of Research Methods in Experimental Psychology, (pp. 83–

105). Malden, MA: Blackwell.  

 

Kirshner, B., & Pozzoboni, K. M. (2011). Student Interpretations of a School Closure: 

Implications for Student Voice in Equity-Based School Reform. Teachers 

College Record, 113(8), 1633-1667. 

 

Klein, J. (2010). Retiring NYC Schools Chief Reflects on his Tenure. All Things 

Considered. Nov. 10, 2010. Interview by Melissa Block. New York, PBS. 

  https://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=131223278 

 

Klein, J. I., & Rice, C. (2012). U.S. education reform and national security. 

(Independent Task Force Report No. 68). New York: Council on Foreign 

Relations. 

 

Knight, D. S. (2012). Assessing the cost of instructional coaching. Journal of 

Education Finance, 38(1), 52-80. 

 

Knight, P. A. (2016). The Impact of No Child Left Behind on Principal Leadership 

Practices in Public High Schools in one New York State School District 

(Doctoral dissertation), Prescott Valley, AZ: Northcentral University. 

 

https://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=131223278


  

 

 

              

362  

 

Knoester, M., & Au, W. (2017). Standardized testing and school segregation: like 

tinder for fire? Race Ethnicity and Education, 20(1), 1-14. 

 

Knowles, J., Cole, A., & Presswood, C. (1994). Through preservice teachers' eyes: 

exploring field experiences through narrative and inquiry. New Jersey: 

Prentice Hall.  

 

Koehler, M., & Mishra, P. (2009). What is technological pedagogical content 

knowledge (TPACK)? Contemporary issues in technology and teacher 

education, 9(1), 60-70. 

 

Kohli, A. (2004). State-directed development: political power and industrialization in 

the global periphery. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Kohn, A. (2000). The case against standardized testing: Raising the scores, ruining 

the schools. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 

 

Kotok, S., Frankenberg, E., Schafft, K. A., Mann, B. A., & Fuller, E. J. (2017). School 

choice, racial segregation, and poverty concentration: Evidence from 

Pennsylvania charter school transfers. Educational Policy, 31(4), 415-447. 

 

Kollmeyer, C., & Peters, J. (2019). Financialization and the Decline of Organized 

Labor: A Study of 18 Advanced Capitalist Countries, 1970–2012. Social 

Forces, 98(1), 1-30. 

 

Kose, B., & Lim, E. Y. (2011). Transformative Professional Learning Within Schools: 

Relationship to Teachers' Beliefs, Expertise and Teaching. The Urban 

Review, Springer. 43(2), 196-216.  

 

Koyama, J., & Kania, B. (2016). Seeing through transparency in education reform: 

Illuminating the “local.” Education Policy Analysis Archives, 24(91). 

http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.24.2379 

http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.24.2379


  

 

 

              

363  

 

Koyama, J. P., & Varenne, H. (2012). Assembling and dissembling: Policy as 

productive play. Educational Researcher, 41, 157–162. 

doi:10.3102/0013189X12442799 

 

Kraft, M. A., Blazar, D., & Hogan, D. (2018). The effect of teacher coaching on 

instruction and achievement: A meta-analysis of the causal evidence. 

Review of Educational Research, 88(4), 547-588. 

 

Kraft, M. A., Papay, J. P., Johnson, S. M., Charner-Laird, M., Ng, M., & Reinhorn, S. 

(2015). Educating amid uncertainty: The organizational supports teachers 

need to serve students in high-poverty, urban schools. Educational 

Administration Quarterly, 51(5), 753-790. 

 

Krashen, S., Lee, S. Y., & McQuillan, J. (2012.) Is the library important? Multivariate 

studies at the national and international level. Journal of Language and 

Literacy Education, 8(1): 26-36. 

 

Kremer, M., van Lieshout, P., & Went, R. (Eds.), (2009). Doing good or doing better: 

development policies in a globalizing world (Vol. 21). The Netherlands: 

Amsterdam University Press. 

 

Krosnick, J. A., Judd, C. M., & Wittenbrink, B. (2014). The measurement of attitudes. 

In D, Albarracin, B. T. Johnson & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), The Handbook of 

Attitudes, (pp 21-77). New York: Psychology Press. 

 

Kuhn, D. (2015). Thinking together and alone. Educational Researcher, 44(1), 46-53. 

 

Kuhn, T. (1970). The structure of scientific revolutions. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press. 

 

Kumashiro, K. K. (2012). Bad teacher! How blaming teachers distorts the bigger 

picture. New York: Teachers College Press. 



  

 

 

              

364  

 

Kvale, S. (1996). Interviews: An introduction to qualitative research interviewing. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 

Kvale, S. (2006). Dominance through interviews and dialogues. Qualitative Inquiry, 

12(3), 480-500. doi: 10.1177/1077800406286235 

 

Labaree, D. F. (2014). Let’s measure what no one teaches: PISA, NCLB, and the 

shrinking aims of education. Teachers College Record, 116(9), 1-14. 

 

Ladd, H. F. (2009). Teachers' Perceptions of Their Working Conditions: How 

Predictive of Policy-Relevant Outcomes? Working Paper 33. National 

Center for Analysis of Longitudinal Data in Education Research. 

 

Ladd, H. F. (2012). Education and poverty: Confronting the evidence. Journal of 

Policy Analysis and Management, 31(2), 203-227. 

 

Ladd, H. F. (2017). No Child Left Behind: A Deeply Flawed Policy. Journal of Policy 

Analysis and Management. 36(2), 461-469. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21978 

 

Ladd, H. F. (2019). How Charter Schools Threaten The Public Interest. Journal of 

Policy Analysis and Management, 38(4), 1063-1071. 

 

Ladewig, C. (2017). Power, Epistemology and Pedagogy: Female Teacher Education 

in Oman. Doctoral dissertation, Canberra: Australian National University. 

 

Lafortune, J., Rothstein, J., & Schanzenbach, D. W. (2018). School finance reform and 

the distribution of student achievement. American Economic Journal: 

Applied Economics, 10(2), 1-26. 

 

Lakes, R. (2011). Work-ready testing: Education and employability in neoliberal 

times. Journal for Critical Education Policy Studies, 9(1), 317-340. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21978


  

 

 

              

365  

 

Lambert, L. (2003). Leadership capacity for lasting school improvement. Alexandria, 

VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD). 

 

Lambert, N. M. (1973). The school psychologist as a source of power and influence. 

Journal of School Psychology, 11(3), 245-250. 

 

Lankford, H., Loeb, S., & Wyckoff, J. (2002). Teacher sorting and the plight of urban 

schools: A descriptive analysis. Educational evaluation and policy 

analysis, 24(1), 37-62. 

 

Lashway, L. (2003). The Mandate To Help Low-Performing Schools. ERIC 

Clearinghouse on Educational Management. Eugene Oregon: ERIC 

Digest. 

 

Lasley, T., Mactczynski, T., & Williams, J, (1992). Collaborative and collaborative 

partnership structures in teacher education. Journal of Teacher Education, 

43(4), 257-261.  

 

Lather, P. (2006). Paradigm proliferation as a good thing to think with: Teaching 

research in education as a wild profusion. International journal of 

qualitative studies in education, 19(1), 35-57. 

 

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Lavigne, A. L. (2014). Exploring the intended and unintended consequences of high-

stakes teacher evaluation on schools, teachers, and students. Teachers 

College Record, 116(1), 1-29. 

 

 

 



  

 

 

              

366  

 

Lazarín, M. (2014). Testing Overload in America's Schools. Center for American 

Progress. Retrieved on 1st June 2016 from: 

https://cdn.americanprogress.org/wp-

content/uploads/2014/10/LazarinOvertestingReport.pdf 

 

Lazonick, W., & O'Sullivan, M. (2000). Maximizing shareholder value: a new 

ideology for corporate governance. Economy and society, 29(1), 13-35. 

 

Leachman, M., Albares, N., Masterson, K., & Wallace, M. (2016). Most states have 

cut school funding, and some continue cutting. Center on Budget and 

Policy Priorities, Washington, D.C. Retrieved on 2nd December 2017 from: 

http://www.cbpp.org/sites/default/files/atoms/files/12-10-15sfp.pdf  

 

Leana, C. (2011). The Missing Link in School Reform. Stanford Social Innovation 

Review. 9(4), 30-35. 

 

Leat, D., & Thomas, U. (2018). Exploring the role of ‘brokers’ in developing a 

localised curriculum. The Curriculum Journal, 29(2), 201-218. 

 

Lee, D. H. (2019). Undergraduate Student Debt and Graduate Degree Attainment 

Decision Making: Student Debt as a Roadblock (Doctoral dissertation), 

Washington: Georgetown University. 

 

Lee, J., & Reeves, T. (2012). Revisiting the impact of NCLB high-stakes school 

accountability, capacity, and resources: State NAEP 1990–2009 reading 

and math achievement gaps and trends. Educational Evaluation and Policy 

Analysis, 34(2), 209-231. 

 

Legg, S. (2011). Assemblage/apparatus: Using Deleuze and Foucault. Area, 43(2), 

128–133.  

 

https://cdn.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/LazarinOvertestingReport.pdf
https://cdn.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/LazarinOvertestingReport.pdf


  

 

 

              

367  

 

Le Heron, R. (2016). ‘Globalisation’ and ‘Local Economic Development’ in a 

Globalising World: Critical Reflections on the Theory-Practice Relation. 

In J. E. Rowe (Ed.). Theories of Local Economic Development (pp. 115-

134). London: Routledge. 

 

Lemke, T. (2000). Foucault, governmentality and critique. Paper presented at the 

Rethinking Marxism Conference, University of Amherst MA, 21-24 

September 2000; Retrieved on 17th April 2017 from: 

www.thomaslemkeweb.de/publikationen/Foucault,%20Governmentality,%

20and%20Critique%20IV-2.pdf  

 

Lemke, T. (2001). 'The birth of bio-politics': Michel Foucault's lecture at the Collège 

de France on neo-liberal governmentality. Economy and society, 30(2), 

190-207. 

 

Lemke, T. (2002). Foucault, governmentality, and critique. Rethinking Marxism, 

14(3), 49-64. 

 

Leonardatos, H., & Zahedi, K. (2014). Accountability and “racing to the top” in New 

York State: A report from the frontlines. Teachers College Record, 116(9), 

1-23. 

 

Levin, B. (2008). How to change 5000 schools. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Education 

Press.  

 

Levis, M. (2011). FLT3/ITD AML and the law of unintended consequences. Blood, 

117(26), 6987-6990. 

 

Lewis, S, Sellar, S & Lingard, B. (2016), PISA for schools: topological rationality and 

new spaces of the OECD’s global educational governance, Comparative 

education review, 60(1), pp. 27-57.  

 

http://www.thomaslemkeweb.de/publikationen/Foucault,%20Governmentality,%20and%20Critique%20IV-2.pdf
http://www.thomaslemkeweb.de/publikationen/Foucault,%20Governmentality,%20and%20Critique%20IV-2.pdf


  

 

 

              

368  

 

Leys, C. (2003). Market-driven politics: Neoliberal democracy and the public interest. 

New York, NY: Verso. 

 

Leys, C. (2006). The cynical state. In L. Panitch & C. Leys (Eds.), Socialist register 

2006: Telling the truth, (pp. 1-27). London: Merlin Press. 

 

Leyva, R. (2018). Towards a cognitive-sociological theory of subjectivity and habitus 

formation in neoliberal societies. European Journal of Social Theory. (pp. 

1-22). Retrieved on 11th March 2018 from: 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/1368431017752909 

 

Liasidou, A. (2015). Neoliberal Reforms and the Crisis of Education. In Inclusive 

Education and the Issue of Change. (pp. 5-25), UK: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Liasidou, A., & Miller, L. (2011). Learning communities. Journal of Staff 

Development, 32(4), 16-20. 

 

Lieberman, A., & Miller, L. (2004). Teacher leadership. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-

Bass.  

 

Ligon, G. D. (2004). A Technology Framework to Support Accountability and 

Assessment. How States Can Evaluate Their Status for No Child Left 

Behind. In U.S. Department of Education (2004) Helping Practitioners 

Meet the Goals of No Child Left Behind. Office of Educational 

Technology. Washington, D.C. 

 

Lima, J. A. (2001). Forgetting about friendship: Using conflict in teacher communities 

as a catalyst for school change. Journal of Educational Change, 2(2), 97-

122. 

 

 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/1368431017752909


  

 

 

              

369  

 

Lindert, P. H. & Williamson, J. G. (2003). Does Globalization Make the World More 

Unequal? In M. D. Bordo, A. M., Taylor & J.G. Williamson, (Eds.). 

Globalization in Historical Perspective. (pp. 227-275), Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 

 

Lingard. B. (2009). Testing Times: The need for new intelligent accountabilities. QTU 

Professional Magazine. 24. 13-19. 

 

Lingard, B. (2021). Enactments and resistances to globalizing testing regimes and 

performance-based accountability in the USA, In S. Grek, C. Maroy & A. 

Verger (Eds.), World Yearbook of Education 2021: Accountability and 

Datafication in the Governance of Education (257-271). New York, NY: 

Routledge. 

 

Lingard, B., & Lewis, S. (2016). Globalization of the Anglo-American approach to 

top-down, test-based educational accountability. In G. T. L. Brown & L. 

R. Harris (Eds.), Handbook of Social and Human Conditions in 

Assessment. (pp. 1-30), New York: Routledge. 

 

Lingard, B., Martino, W., Rezai-Rashti, G., & Sellar, S. (2016). Globalizing 

educational accountabilities. New York: Routledge. 

 

Lingard, B., Sellar, S., & Savage. G. (2014). Re-articulating social justice as equity in 

schooling policy: The effects of testing and data infrastructures. British 

Journal of Sociology of Education 35(5), 710-730. 

 

Linn, R. L. (2005). Conflicting demands of No Child Left Behind and state systems: 

Mixed messages about school performance. education policy analysis 

archives, 13, 33. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 13(33). Retrieved 

on 4th May 2014 from: http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v13n33/ 

 

http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v13n33/


  

 

 

              

370  

 

Linn, R. Baker, E., & Betebenner, D. (2002). Accountability Systems: Implications of 

Requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Educational 

Researcher, 31(6), 3-16. 

 

Lipman, P. (2003). High Stakes Education: Inequality, Globalization, and Urban 

School Reform. New York, NY: Routledge. 

 

Lipman, P. (2006). The politics of education accountability in a post-9/11 world. 

Cultural Studies Critical Methodologies, 6(1), 52-72. 

 

Lipman, P. (2007). No Child Left Behind: Globalization, Privatization, and the Politics 

of Inequality. In E. W. Ross, & R. Gibson, (Eds.), Neoliberalism and 

education reform, (pp 35-58). Cresskill, N.J.: Hampton Press. 

 

Lipman, P. (2011). Neoliberal education restructuring dangers and opportunities of the 

present crisis. Monthly Review, 63(3), 114-127. 

 

Lipman, P. (2011a). The New Political Economy of Urban Education: Neoliberalism, 

Race, and the Right to the City. New York: Routledge. 

 

Lipman, P. (2016). Obama’s Education Policy: More Markets, More Inequality, New 

Urban Contestations. In J. DeFilippis, (Ed.). Urban Policy in the Time of 

Obama. Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press. 

 

Lipman, P. (2017). The landscape of education “reform” in Chicago: Neoliberalism 

meets a grassroots movement. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 25(54), 

1-32. http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.25.2660 

 

Lipps, O. & Pollien, A. (2019). Effects of topic distribution and topic importance on 

interest and follow-up response. FORS Working Paper Series, paper 2019-

2. University of Lausanne, Switzerland: FORS. DOI: 10.24440/FWP-

2019-00002 

http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.25.2660


  

 

 

              

371  

 

Little, J. (1990). The persistence of privacy: Autonomy and initiative in teachers’ 

professional relations. Teachers College Record, 91(4), 509‑536. 

 

Little, J. W. (1993). Teachers' professional development in a climate of educational 

reform. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 15(2), 129-151. 

 

Locke, R. M. (2003). The promise and perils of globalization: The case of Nike. 

Management: Inventing and delivering its future. Industrial Performance 

Centre: MIT IPC Working Paper 02-008. Cambridge, MA Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology. 

 

Lortie, D. C. (1975). Schoolteacher: A sociological study. Chicago: University of 

Chicago. 

 

Loughran, J. (2012). Keeping the focus on teaching and learning. Teachers and 

Teaching, 18(3), 277-280. 

 

Lubienski, C. A., & Lubienski, S. T. (2013). Public School Advantage. Chicago, IL: 

University of Chicago Press. 

 

Lubinski, C. A., & Weitzel, P. C. (Eds.), (2010). The charter school experiment: 

Expectations, evidence, and implications. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

Education Press. 

 

Luke, A. (2002). Beyond science and ideology critique: Developments in critical 

discourse analysis. Annual review of applied linguistics, 22(1), 96-110. 

 

Lynch, K. (2017). New Managerialism in education: the organisational form of 

neoliberalism. In A. Abraham-Hamanoiel, D. Freedman, G. Khiabany, K. 

Nash & J. Petley (Eds.). Liberalism in Neoliberal Times: Dimensions, 

Contradictions, Limits. (pp. 159-163). London: Goldsmiths Press.  

 



  

 

 

              

372  

 

Lyon, D. (2006). The search for surveillance theories. In D. Lyon (Ed.), Theorising 

surveillance: The panopticon and beyond. (pp. 3–20). Portland: Willan 

Publishing. 

 

Lyotard, J. F. (1980). The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge. 

(Translated: G. Beinnington & B. Massumi). Minneapolis MN: University 

of Minnesota Press. 

 

McCall, C. (2016). Rituals of Conduct and Counter-Conduct, Foucault Studies, vol. 

21, (pp. 52-79), https://rauli.cbs.dk/index.php/foucault-studies/index 

 

McCotter, S. (2001). Collaborative groups as professional development. Teaching and 

Teacher Education, 17(6), 685-704. 

 

McDermott, K. (2011). High Stakes Reform: The Politics of Educational 

Accountability. Washington: Georgetown University Press. 

 

MacEwan, A. (2005). Neoliberalism and democracy: market power versus democratic 

power. In A. Saad-Filho & D. Johnston. Neoliberalism: A critical reader. 

(pp. 170-83): London: Pluto Press. 

 

McGregor, G. (2017). Counter-narratives that challenge neo-liberal discourses of 

schooling ‘disengagement’: Youth professionals informing the work of 

teachers. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 38(4), 551-565. 

 

McGuinn, P. (2006). Swing issues and policy regimes: Federal education policy and 

the politics of policy change. Journal of Policy History, 18(2), 205-240. 

 

McGuinn, P. (2012a). Stimulating reform: Race to the Top, competitive grants and the 

Obama education agenda. Educational Policy, 26(1), 136-159. 

 

https://rauli.cbs.dk/index.php/foucault-studies/index


  

 

 

              

373  

 

McGuinn, P. (2012b). The State of Teacher Evaluation Reform: State Education 

Agency Capacity and the Implementation of New Teacher-Evaluation 

Systems. Washington, D.C.: Center for American Progress. 

 

McGuinn, P. (2016). From no child left behind to the every student succeeds act: 

Federalism and the education legacy of the Obama administration. 

Publius: The Journal of Federalism, 46(3), 392-415. 

 

Maguire, M., Gewirtz, S., Towers, E., & Neumann, E. (2019). Contextualising policy 

work: policy enactment and the specificities of English secondary schools. 

Research Papers in Education, 1-22. DOI: 

10.1080/02671522.2019.1601758 

 

McKinsey & Company. (2009). The Economic Impact of the Achievement Gap on 

America’s Schools. Retrieved on 12th August 2011 from: 

http://www.mckinsey.com/appmedia/images/pageimages/offices/socialsecto

r/pdf/achievementgapreport.pdf 

 

McLaren, P., & Farahmandpur, R. (2001). Teaching against globalization and the new 

imperialism: Toward a revolutionary pedagogy. Journal of Teacher 

Education. 52(2), 136-150. 

 

McLaughlin, M. W., & Talbert, J. E. (2001). Professional communities and the work 

of high school teaching. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

 

McLaughlin, M. W., & Talbert, J. E. (2006). Building school-based teacher learning 

communities: Professional strategies to improve student achievement. 

(Vol. 45). New York: Teachers College Press. 

 

McCrary, N. E., & Ross, E. W. (Eds.). (2016). Working for social justice inside and 

outside the classroom: A community of students, teachers, researchers, 

and activists. New York: Peter Lang. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2019.1601758
http://www.mckinsey.com/app_media/images/page_images/offices/socialsector/pdf/achievement_gap_report.pdf
http://www.mckinsey.com/app_media/images/page_images/offices/socialsector/pdf/achievement_gap_report.pdf


  

 

 

              

374  

 

McCray, V. (2018). With hymns and prayers, ex-APS educator reports for prison in 

cheating scandal. (October 9, 2018). The Atlanta Constitution-Journal. 

Retrieved on 12th January 2019 from: https://www.ajc.com/news/local-

education/educators-convicted-aps-cheating-scandal-report-for-prison-

today/tAZrJhxSzDVieSHvVjrr2J/  

 

Macrine, S. (2016). Pedagogies of Neoliberalism, In S. Springer, K. Birch & J. 

MacLeavy (Eds.), The Routledge Handbook of Neoliberalism (Ch. 26), 

(pp. 308-319). New York, NY: Routledge. 

 

McWayne, C. M., Fantuzzo, J. W., & McDermott, P. A. (2004). Preschool 

competency in context: An investigation of the unique contribution of 

child competencies to early academic success. Developmental Psychology, 

40(4), 633-645. 

 

Madaus, G. F. (1988a). The distortion of teaching and testing: High‐stakes testing and 

instruction. Peabody Journal of Education, 65(3), 29-46. 

 

Madaus, G. (1988b). The influence of testing on the curriculum. In L. N. Tanner (Ed.), 

Critical issues in curriculum: Eighty-seventh yearbook of the national 

society for the study of education. (pp. 83–121), Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press. 

 

Madaus, G., Russell, M., & Higgins, J. (2009). The paradoxes of high stakes testing: 

How they affect students, their parents, teachers, principals, schools, and 

society. Charlotte, NC: Information Age Publishing. 

 

Madaus, G., & Russell, M. (2010). Paradoxes of high-stakes testing. Journal of 

Education, 190(1/2), 21–30 

 

Maister, D., Green, C., & Galford, R. (2000). The Trusted Advisor, New York: Simon 

and Schuster. 



  

 

 

              

375  

 

Majchrzak, A., & Markus, M. L. (2013). Methods for policy research: Taking socially 

responsible action (Vol. 3). California: Sage Publications. 

 

Manna, P., & Ryan, L. L. (2011). Competitive grants and educational federalism: 

President Obama’s race to the top program in theory and practice. Publius: 

The Journal of Federalism, 41(3), 522-546. 

 

Mann, S., & Walsh, S. (2017). Reflective practice in English language teaching: 

Research-based principles and practices. London: Routledge. 

 

Markow, D., Moessner, C., & Horowitz, H. (2006). The Met Life Survey of the 

American Teacher 2006: Expectations and Experiences. New York: Harris 

Interactive. 

 

Marsh, J. A., & Farrell, C. C. (2015). How leaders can support teachers with data-

driven decision making: A framework for understanding capacity building. 

Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 43(2), 269-289. 

 

Marshall, C., & Rossman, G. B. (2011). Designing qualitative research (5th Ed). Los 

Angeles, CA: Sage. 

 

Mathis, W. J. (2009). NCLB's Ultimate Restructuring Alternatives: Do They Improve 

the Quality of Education? Education Policy Research Unit. Boulder, CO: 

National Education Policy Center. 

 

Mathis, W. J. (2010). The “Common Core” standards initiative: An effective reform 

tool. Boulder and Tempe: Education and the Public Interest Center & 

Education Policy Research Unit.  

 

 

 



  

 

 

              

376  

 

Mathis, W. J. & Trujillo, T. M. (2016). Lessons from NCLB for the Every Student 

Succeeds Act. Boulder, CO: National Education Policy Center. Retrieved 

on 24th August 2017 from http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/lessons-

from-NCLB 

 

Mathison, S. (2013). The Accumulation of Disadvantage: The Role of Educational 

Testing in the School Career of Minority Children. Workplace: A Journal 

for Academic Labor, 5(2). Retrieved on 16th August 2014 from: 

http://www.louisville.edu/journal/workplace/ issue5p2/mathison.html 

 

Mathison, S., & Wayne-Ross, E. (2002) The hegemony of accountability in schools 

and universities. Workplace: A Journal of Academic Labor. 9. Retrieved 

on 10th January 2011 from: 

http://www.louisville.edu/journal/workplace/issue5p1/mathison.html  

 

Marti, S. (2019). Precarious work—Informal work: Notions of ‘insecure’ labour and 

how they relate to neoliberalism. Journal of Modern European History, 

17(4), 396-401. https://doi.org/10.1177/1611894419880410 

 

Martina, C. A., Hursh, D., & Markowitz, D. (2009). Contradictions in educational 

policy: Implementing integrated problem-based environmental health 

curriculum in a high stakes environment. Environmental Education 

Research, 15(3), 279-297.  

 

Marx, K, & Engels, F. (1845/2011). The German Ideology: In I. Szeman & T. Kaposy 

(Eds.), Cultural Theory: An anthology (pp. 161-1870). U.K.: Wiley 

Blackwell. 

 

Mason, C., & Weber, J. (2003). And learning for all. Principal Leadership (High 

School Edition), 3(8), 30-33. 

 

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/lessons-from-NCLB
http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/lessons-from-NCLB
http://www.louisville.edu/journal/workplace/%20issue5p2/mathison.html
http://www.louisville.edu/journal/workplace/issue5p1/mathison.html
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1611894419880410


  

 

 

              

377  

 

Matsumura, L. C., Garnier, H. E., & Resnick, L. B. (2010). Implementing literacy 

coaching: The role of school social resources. Educational Evaluation and 

Policy Analysis, 32(2), 249-272. 

 

Mayer, A., Woulfin, S., & Warhol, L. (2015). Moving the center of expertise: 

Applying a communities of practice framework to understand coaching in 

urban school reform. Journal of Educational Change, 16(1), 101-123. 

 

Mayer, J. (2016). Dark money: The hidden history of the billionaires behind the rise of 

the radical right. New York: Doubleday. 

 

Mazzucato, M. (2015). The entrepreneurial state: Debunking public vs. private sector 

myths (Vol. 1). London: Anthem Press. 

 

Meadmore, D. (1995). Linking goals of governmentality with policies of assessment. 

Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy & Practice, 2(1), 9-22. 

 

Meadmore, D. 2001. Uniformly testing diversity? National testing examined. Asia-

Pacific Journal of Teacher Education, 29(1), 19–29. 

 

Meadmore, D., & McWilliam, E. (2001). The corporate curriculum: Schools as sites of 

new knowledge production. The Australian Educational Researcher, 

28(1), 31-45. 

 

Meier, D., & Wood, G. (2004). Many children left behind: How the No Child Left 

Behind Act is damaging our children and our schools. Boston: Beacon 

Press. 

 

Menken, K. (2010). NCLB and English language learners: Challenges and 

consequences. Theory Into Practice, 49(2), 121-128. 

 



  

 

 

              

378  

 

Menken, K. (2016). High-stakes tests as de facto language education policies. In E. 

Shohamy, I. G. Or, & S. May (Eds.), Language education and assessment: 

Encyclopedia of language and education (3rd Ed), (pp. 385-396). Cham, 

Switzerland: Springer. 

 

Mensink, W. (2011). Subject of Innovation, or: how to redevelop 'the patient' with 

technology. Brussels, Belgium: Wouter Mensink. Retrieved on 1st May 

2019 from: 

https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/bitstream/handle/1887/18258/Wouter%20

Mensink%20-%20Subject%20of%20Innovation%20-

%20final.pdf?sequence=1 

 

Meroni, E. C., Vera-Toscano, E., & Costa, P. (2015). Can low skill teachers make 

good students? Empirical evidence from PIAAC and PISA. Journal of 

Policy Modeling, 37(2), 308-323. 

 

Merriam, S. B., Johnson-Bailey, J., Lee, M. Y., Kee, Y., Ntseane, G., & Muhamad, M. 

(2001). Power and positionality: Negotiating insider/outsider status within 

and across cultures. International Journal of Lifelong Education, 20(5), 

405-416. 

 

Merryfield, M. (2000). Why aren’t teacher prepared to teach for diversity, equity and 

global connectedness? Teaching and Teacher Education, 16(4), 429- 443. 

 

Merton, R. K. (1936). The Unanticipated Consequences of Purposive Social Action. 

American Sociological Review. 1(6), 895-94. 

 

Met Life. (2010). Met Life survey of the American teacher: Collaborating for student 

success. Retrieved on 5th June 2014 from: 

http://www.metlife.com/about/corporate-profile/citizenship/metlife-

foundation/metlife-survey-of-the-american-teacher.html 

 

https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/bitstream/handle/1887/18258/Wouter%20Mensink%20-%20Subject%20of%20Innovation%20-%20final.pdf?sequence=1
https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/bitstream/handle/1887/18258/Wouter%20Mensink%20-%20Subject%20of%20Innovation%20-%20final.pdf?sequence=1
https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/bitstream/handle/1887/18258/Wouter%20Mensink%20-%20Subject%20of%20Innovation%20-%20final.pdf?sequence=1
http://www.metlife.com/about/corporate-profile/citizenship/metlife-foundation/metlife-survey-of-the-american-teacher.html
http://www.metlife.com/about/corporate-profile/citizenship/metlife-foundation/metlife-survey-of-the-american-teacher.html


  

 

 

              

379  

 

Mette, I. M., & Davis, B. W. (2016). An Excerpt from Walden and a Plea to Engage in 

Civil Disobedience: Meaningful Reform and School Improvement for 

Innovative Instruction. The Journal of the Effective Schools Project, 23, 6-

10. 

 

Meyer, J. W. (1979). The Impact of the Centralization of Educational Funding and 

Control on State and Local Organizational Governance. Stanford, CA: 

Stanford University: Institute for Research on Educational Finance and 

Governance. 

 

Mishel, L., Bernstein, J., & Allegretto, S. (2005). The state of working America 

2004/2005. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.  

 

Milanovic, B. (2016). Global Inequality: A New Approach for the Age of 

Globalization. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

 

Miller, A. D., Murdock, T. B., & Grotewiel, M. M. (2017). Addressing academic 

dishonesty among the highest achievers. Theory Into Practice, 56(2), 121-

128. 

 

Miller, L., & Hill, P. (2005). Strengthening Title I to help poverty schools: How Title I 

funds fit into district allocation patterns. Seattle, University of 

Washington. Center on Reinventing Public Education. Retrieved on 2nd 

January 2014 from: 

http://www.crpe.org/workingpapers/pdf/TitleIreportWeb.pdf 

 

Miller, P., & Rose, N. (1990). Governing economic life. Economy and Society, 19(1), 

1-31. 

 

Miller, P., & Rose, N. (2008) Governing the Present. Cambridge, MA: Polity Press. 

 

http://www.crpe.org/workingpapers/pdf/TitleIreportWeb.pdf


  

 

 

              

380  

 

Minarechová, M. (2012). Negative impacts of high-stakes testing. Journal of 

Pedagogy/Pedagogický Casopis, 3(1), 82-100. 

https://doi.org/10.2478/v10159-012-0004-x 

 

Mintrop, H. (2003). The limits of sanctions in low-performing schools. Education 

Policy Analysis Archives, 11(3), 1-30. Retrieved on 3rd May 2013 from: 

https://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/231 

 

Mintrop, H., & Sunderman, G. L. (2009). Predictable failure of federal sanctions-

driven accountability from school improvement - And why we may retain 

it anyway. Educational Researcher, 38(5), 353-364. 

 

Mircioiu, C., & Atkinson, J. (2017). A comparison of parametric and non-parametric 

methods applied to a likert scale. Pharmacy, 5(2), 26. doi: 

10.3390/pharmacy5020026 

 

Miron, G. & Applegate, B. (2009). Review of “Multiple choice: Charter school 

performance in 16 states.” Boulder and Tempe: Education and the Public 

Interest Center & Education Policy Research Unit. Retrieved 12th June 

2014 from http://epicpolicy.org/thinktank/review-multiple-choice 

 

Miron, G., Urschel, J. L., Mathis, W, J., & Tornquist, E. (2010). Schools without 

Diversity: Education Management Organizations, Charter Schools and the 

Demographic Stratification of the American School System. Boulder and 

Tempe: Education and the Public Interest Center & Education Policy 

Research Unit. Retrieved 10th November 2011 from 

http://epicpolicy.org/publication/schools-without-diversity. 

 

Misra, J., & Merz, S. N. (2015). Neoliberalism, globalization, and the International 

Division of Care. In A. L. Cabezas, E. Reese & M. Waller (Eds.), Wages 

of Empire (pp. 121-134). London: Routledge. 

 

https://doi.org/10.2478/v10159-012-0004-x
https://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/231
http://epicpolicy.org/thinktank/review-multiple-choice
http://epicpolicy.org/publication/schools-without-diversity


  

 

 

              

381  

 

Mitchell, K. (2006). Neoliberal governmentality in the European Union: education, 

training, and technologies of citizenship. Environment and planning D: 

Society and Space, 24(3), 389-407. 

 

Mitchell, K. (2017). Metrics millennium: Social impact investment and the 

measurement of value. Comparative European Politics, 15(5), 751-770. 

 

Mitchell, K., & Lizotte, C. (2016). Governing through Failure: Neoliberalism, 

Philanthropy and Education Reform in Seattle. In M. Brady & R. Lippert 

(Eds.), Governing Practices: Neoliberal Governmentalities and the 

Ethnographic Imaginary. (pp. 221-244), Toronto: University of Toronto 

Press. 

 

Mitchell, K., & Sparke, M. (2016). The new Washington Consensus: Millennial 

philanthropy and the making of global market subjects. Antipode, 48(3), 

724-749. 

 

Moats, L. (2007). Whole-Language High Jinks. New York: Fordham Foundation. 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED498005.pdf 

 

Moe, T. M. (2011). Special interest: Teachers unions and America's public schools. 

Washington: Brookings Institution Press. 

 

Molnar, A. (2018). Giving kids the business: The commercialization of America's 

schools. New York: Routledge. 

 

Moore, A., & Clarke, M. (2016). ‘Cruel optimism’: Teacher attachment to 

professionalism in an era of performativity. Journal of Education Policy, 

31(5), 666–677.  

 

Moore Johnson, S (1984). Merit Pay for Teachers: A Poor Prescription for Reform. 

Harvard Educational Review: 54(2), 175-186.  

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED498005.pdf


  

 

 

              

382  

 

Mora, R. (2011). "School Is So Boring": High-Stakes Testing and Boredom at an 

Urban Middle School. The University of Pennsylvania Graduate School of 

Education's Online Urban Education Journal: Perspectives on Urban 

Education, 9(1), 1-9. 

 

Morgan, D. L. (2007). Paradigms lost and pragmatism regained methodological 

implications of combining qualitative and quantitative methods. Journal of 

mixed methods research, 1(1), 48-76. 

 

Morgan, H. (2016). Relying on High-Stakes Standardized Tests to Evaluate Schools 

and Teachers: A Bad Idea. The Clearing House: A Journal of Educational 

Strategies, Issues and Ideas, 89(2), 67-72. 

 

Morris, M. (2016). Pushout: The criminalization of Black girls in schools. New York: 

The New Press. 

 

Morris, P. (2016). Education policy, cross-national tests of pupil achievement, and the 

pursuit of world-class schooling. London: UCL Institute of Education 

Press. 

 

Morrish, L., & Sauntson, H. (2016). Performance management and the stifling of 

academic freedom and knowledge production. Journal of Historical 

Sociology, 29(1), 42-64. 

 

Morrison, G. R., Ross, S. J., Morrison, J. R., & Kalman, H. K. (Eds.), (2019). 

Designing Effective Instruction. (8th Edition). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley Inc. 

 

Moses, M. S., & Nanna, M. J. (2007). The testing culture and the persistence of high 

stakes testing reforms. Education and Culture, 23(1), 55-72. 

 

Moss, C. M., & Brookhart, S. M. (2019). Advancing formative assessment in every 

classroom: A guide for instructional leaders (2nd Ed.), ASCD. 



  

 

 

              

383  

 

Mowat, J. G. (2018). Closing the Attainment Gap–a Realistic Proposition or an 

Elusive Pipe-dream? Journal of Education Policy, 33(2), 299–321. 

 

Mulcahy, D. E. (2019). The Role of the School Principal in Educational 

Reform. International Journal of Educational Reform, 28(2), 151-161. 

 

Mullis, I. V., & Martin, M. O. (Eds.), (2014). TIMMS Advanced 2015 Assessment 

Frameworks. International Association for the Evaluation of Educational 

Achievement. Boston College, Chestnut Hill, MA: TIMSS & PIRLS 

International Study Center, Lynch School of Education. 

 

Mundy J. A. (2018) Shared Voice and Vision: Fostering Professional Communities for 

Student Success. In D. Touchton, M. Rodríguez, G. Ivory, & M. Acker-

Hocevar (Eds.), Quandaries of School Leadership, (pp. 157-179). Cham, 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Murphy, S. (2015). Beyond Governmentality: The Responsible Exercise of Freedom 

in Pursuit of Literacy Assessment. In M. Hamilton, R. Heydon, K. Hibbert, 

R. Stooke (Eds.). Negotiating Spaces for Literacy Learning: Multimodality 

and Governmentality, (pp. 25-56). New York: Bloomsbury. 

 

Murray, C. (2012). Coming apart: The state of White America, 1960-2010. New York: 

Crown Forum. 

 

Nair, P. (2019). Preparing 21st Century Teachers for Teach Less, Learn More (TLLM) 

Pedagogies. In Preparing 21st Century Teachers for Teach Less, Learn 

More (TLLM) Pedagogies (pp. 1-9). IGI Global. www.igi-global.com 

 

Namey, E., Guest, G., Thairu, L., & Johnson, L. (2008). Data Reduction Techniques 

for Large Qualitative Data Sets. In G. Guest & K. MacQueen (Eds.), 

Handbook for team-based qualitative research, (Vol. 1), (pp 137-161). 

Lanham, MD: Altamira Press. 

http://www.igi-global.com/


  

 

 

              

384  

 

National Governors Association Center for Best Practices (NGA Center), & Council 

of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO). (2009). Forty-Nine States and 

Territories Join Common Core Standards Initiative.  

 

National Governors Association. (2010). Common core state standards. Washington, 

DC. Retrieved on 18th May 2017 from: 

http://preview.fadss.org/resources/webinars/webinar2/FSBAPresentationfo

rCommunities_transcribed.pdf 

 

National Intelligence Council. (2008). Global Trends 2025: A Transformed World. US 

Government Printing Office. Washington DC. NIC 2008-003. Retrieved 

on 14th January 2012 from: www.dni.gov/nic/NIC_2025_project.html 

 

National Science Foundation. (2015). White paper for privacy in an era of big data 

workshop, Temple University, Philadelphia, PA. Retrieved on 11th August 

2017 from http://www.fox.temple.edu/cms_research/privacy-in-the- era-

of-big-data/privacy-in-an-era-of-big-data-2/  

 

Nathaniel, P., Sandilos, L. E., Pendergast, L., & Mankin, A. (2016). Teacher stress, 

teaching-efficacy, and job satisfaction in response to test-based educational 

accountability policies. Learning and Individual Differences, 50(August), 

308-317. 

 

Nehmeh, G., & Kelly, A. M. (2018). Urban Science Teachers in Isolation: Challenges, 

Resilience, and Adaptive Action. Journal of Science Teacher Education, 

29(6), 527-549. 

 

Neill, M. (2016). The testing resistance and reform movement. Monthly Review, 

67(10), 8-28. 

 

http://preview.fadss.org/resources/webinars/webinar2/FSBAPresentationforCommunities_transcribed.pdf
http://preview.fadss.org/resources/webinars/webinar2/FSBAPresentationforCommunities_transcribed.pdf
http://www.dni.gov/nic/NIC_2025_project.html


  

 

 

              

385  

 

Nerad, M (2007). Doctoral education in the USA. In S, Powell & H, Green (Eds.), The 

Doctorate Worldwide. (pp. 133-140). Berkshire, England: McGraw-Hill 

Education.  

 

Nespor, J. (2016). Future imaginaries of urban school reform. Education Policy 

Analysis Archives, 24(2). 1-27 

 

Neto, F., & Leite, J. (2018). Michel Foucault and Qualitative Research in Human and 

Social Sciences. In Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung/Forum: Qualitative 

Social Research 19(3), 1-18. 

 

New York State Department of Education (2017). Retrieved on 1st September 2018 

from: http://www.p12.nysed.gov/assessment/schedules/schedule-hs.html 

 

New York State Department of Education (2018). DOE Data at a Glance Retrieved on 

2nd October 2018 from: https://www.schools.nyc.gov/about-us/reports/doe-

data-at-a-glance 

 

New York State Department of Education (2019). School Quality. Retrieved on 18th 

February 2019 from: 

http://schools.nyc.gov/Accountability/tools/report/default.htm 

 

Newmann, F. M., King, M. B., & Carmichael, D. L. (2007). Authentic instruction and 

assessment. Des Moines, IA: Iowa Department of Education. 

 

Ngwudike, B. C. (2010). Progress In International Reading Literacy Study (PIRS) 

2001 And 2006: Reading Literacy Achievement Of America's Fourth-

grade Students In A National And International Context. NAAAS 

Conference Proceedings; Scarborough (pp. 657-673). Scarborough:  

 National Association of African American Studies. 

 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/assessment/schedules/schedule-hs.html
https://www.schools.nyc.gov/about-us/reports/doe-data-at-a-glance
https://www.schools.nyc.gov/about-us/reports/doe-data-at-a-glance
http://schools.nyc.gov/Accountability/tools/report/default.htm
https://search.proquest.com/pubidlinkhandler/sng/pubtitle/NAAAS+Conference+Proceedings/$N/40215/DocView/1315733328/fulltext/699201548FC44F8FPQ/1?accountid=35635
https://search.proquest.com/pubidlinkhandler/sng/pubtitle/NAAAS+Conference+Proceedings/$N/40215/DocView/1315733328/fulltext/699201548FC44F8FPQ/1?accountid=35635


  

 

 

              

386  

 

Nichols, S., & Berliner, D. (2007). Collateral damage: How high-stakes testing 

corrupts America’s schools. Cambridge Journal of Education, 41(3), 287-

302. 

 

Nichols, S. L., & Dawson, H. S. (2012). Assessment as a context for student 

engagement. In S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly & C. Wylie (Eds.), 

Handbook of research on student engagement. (pp. 457- 477). New York 

U.S.: Springer. 

 

Nichols, S., Glass, G., & Berliner, D. (2012). High-stakes testing and student 

achievement: Updated analyses with NAEP data. Education policy 

analysis archives, 20(20), 1-31. Retrieved on 6th May 2014 from: 

https://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/1048 

 

Nichols, S. L., & Harris, L. R. (2016). Accountability Assessment Effects on Teachers 

and Schools. In G.T. L. Brown & L. R. Harris (Eds.), Handbook of Human 

and Social Conditions in Assessment. (pp 40-56). New York: Routledge. 

 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110, § 115, Stat. 1425 

(2002). 

 

Noguera, P., Darling-Hammond, L., & Friedlaender, D. (2015). Equal opportunity for 

deeper learning. Students at the center: Deeper learning research series. 

Boston, MA: Jobs for the Future. 

 

Norman, G. (2010). Likert scales, levels of measurement and the “laws” of statistics. 

Advances in health sciences education, 15(5), 625-632. 

 

Norris, N., Aapland, R., Macdonald, B., Schostak, J., & Zamorski, B. (1996). An 

independent evaluation of comprehensive curriculum reform in Finland. 

Helsinki, Finland: National Board of Education. 

 

https://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/1048


  

 

 

              

387  

 

Nulty, D. D. (2008). The adequacy of response rates to online and paper surveys: what 

can be done? Assessment & evaluation in higher education, 33(3), 301-

314. 

 

Nunnaly, J. (1978). Psychometric theory. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

 

Oakes, J., Maier, A., & Daniel, J. (2017). Community schools: An evidence-based 

strategy for equitable school improvement. Palo Alto, CA: Learning Policy 

Institute.  

 

Obama, B. (2009a). Remarks by the President on Education. The White House. July 

24, 2009. Office of the Press Secretary. Retrieved on 28th January 2016 

from: https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/realitycheck/the-press-

office/remarks-president-department-education 

 

Obama, B. (2009b). Promoting Innovation, Reform, and Excellence in America’s 

Public Schools www.whitehouse.gov Retrieved on 29th September 2011 

from: http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/fact-sheet-race-top 

 

Odom, S. L. (2009). The tie that binds: Evidence-based practice, implementation 

science, and outcomes for children. Topics in Early Childhood Special 

Education, 29(1), 53-61. 

 

Olmedo, A., & Ball, S. J. (2015). Competition, governance and global education 

policy. In M. Souto-Otero (Ed.), Evaluating European Education Policy-

Making, (pp. 25-52). London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Olssen, M. (1993). Science and individualism in educational psychology: Problems for 

practice and points of departure. Educational Psychology, 13(2), 155-172. 

 

Olssen, M. (2016). Michel Foucault: materialism and education. New York: 

Routledge. 

https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/realitycheck/the-press-office/remarks-president-department-education
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/realitycheck/the-press-office/remarks-president-department-education
http://www.whitehouse.gov/
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/fact-sheet-race-top


  

 

 

              

388  

 

Olszewski-Kubilius, P., & Corwith, S. (2018). Poverty, academic achievement, and 

giftedness: A literature review. Gifted Child Quarterly, 62(1), 37-55. 

 

Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2003). Effect sizes in qualitative research: A prolegomenon. 

Quality & Quantity: International Journal of Methodology, 37 (4), 393–

409.  

 

Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Leech, N. L. (2004). Enhancing the interpretation of 

“significant” findings: The role of mixed methods research. The 

Qualitative Report, 9(4), 770-792.  

 

Orfield, G., & Kornhaber, M. L. (Eds.), (2001). Raising standards or raising barriers? 

Inequality and high-stakes testing in public education. New York: Century 

Foundation Press. 

 

Orfield, G., & Wald, J. (2000). Testing, testing: The high-stakes testing mania hurts 

poor and minority students the most. The Nation, 270(22), 38–40. 

 

Orfield, G., Kucsera, J., & Siegel-Hawley, G. (2012). E pluribus . . . separation: 

Deepening double segregation for more students. Los Angeles, CA: The 

Civil Rights Project. https://escholarship.org/uc/item/8g58m2v9 

 

Organisation of Economic Cooperation and Development. (2003) Education at a 

Glance, 2003. Paris: OECD. Retrieved on 4th March 2016 from: 

http://www.oecd.org/education/skills-beyond-

school/educationataglance2003-home.htm 

 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2004). Learning for 

tomorrow’s world: First results from PISA 2003. Paris: OECD. 

 

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). (2011). Towards 

Green Growth. Paris: OECD. 

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/8g58m2v9
http://www.oecd.org/education/skills-beyond-school/educationataglance2003-home.htm
http://www.oecd.org/education/skills-beyond-school/educationataglance2003-home.htm


  

 

 

              

389  

 

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). (2016). OECD 

Review: Assessment and Recommendations for Finland. Paris: OECD. 

Retrieved on 20th June 2017, from http://www.oecd.org/eco/surveys/Over-

view-OECD-Finland-2016.pdf 

 

Osborne, D., & Gaebler, T. (1992). Reinventing Government: How the 

Entrepreneurial Spirit is Transforming the Public Sector from 

Schoolhouse to Statehouse. City Hall to Pentagon. Reading, MA: 

Addison-Wesley. 

 

Owens, A. (2018). Income segregation between school districts and inequality in 

students’ achievement. Sociology of Education, 91(1), 1-27. 

 

Padgett, D. K. (2016). Qualitative methods in social work research. (3rd Edition). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

 

Pandya, J. Z. (2011). Overtested: How high-stakes accountability fails English 

language learners. New York: Teachers College Press. 

 

Paletta, A. (2012). Public Governance and School Performance. Improving student 

learning through collaborative public management. Public Management 

Review. 14(8), 1125-1151. 

 

Palinkas, L., Horwitz, S., Green, C., Wisdom, J., Duan, N., Hoagwood, K., & 

Northwest, K. P. (2015). Purposeful sampling for qualitative data 

collection and analysis in mixed method implementation research, 

Administration and Policy in Mental Health and Mental Health Services 

Research 42(5), 533-544. 

 

Pampel, F. C., Krueger, P. M., & Denney, J. T. (2010). Socioeconomic disparities in 

health behaviors. Annual review of sociology, 36(1), 349-370  

 

http://www.oecd.org/eco/surveys/Over-view-OECD-Finland-2016.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/eco/surveys/Over-view-OECD-Finland-2016.pdf


  

 

 

              

390  

 

Parker, A., & Neuharth-Pritchett, S. (2006). Developmentally appropriate practice in 

kindergarten: Factors shaping teacher beliefs and practice. Journal of 

Research in Childhood Education, 21(1), 65–78. 

 

Patrick, F. (2013). Neoliberalism, the knowledge economy, and the learner: 

Challenging the inevitability of the commodified self as an outcome of 

education. International Scholarly Research Network: Education, 8.  

 

Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods. Thousand Oaks, 

CA: Sage. 

 

Paufler, N. A. (2018). Declining morale, diminishing autonomy, and decreasing value: 

Principal reflections on a high-stakes teacher evaluation system. 

International Journal of Education Policy and Leadership, 13(8), 1-15. 

 

Paul, R. (1995). Critical thinking: How to prepare students for a rapidly changing 

world. Santa Rosa, CA.: Foundation for Critical Thinking. 

 

Payne, R. K. (2003). A framework for understanding poverty, (3rd Ed.). Highlands, 

TX: aha! Process, Inc. 

 

Peck, J. (2012). Constructions of neoliberal reason. Oxford, UK: Oxford University 

Press.  

 

Peneder, M. (2017). Competitiveness and industrial policy: from rationalities of failure 

towards the ability to evolve. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 41(3), 

829-858. 

 

Penfield, R. D. (2010). Test-based grade retention: Does it stand up to professional 

standards for fair and appropriate test use? Educational Researcher, 39(2), 

110–119. doi:10.3102/0013189X10363007 

 



  

 

 

              

391  

 

Penuel, W., Meyer, E., & Valladares, M. R. (2016). Making the most of the Every 

Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)—Helping states focus on school equity, 

quality and climate. Boulder, CO: National Education Policy Center. 

Retrieved on 17th May 2018 from: http://nepc.colorado.edu/files/pub-

lications/PM%20Penuel-Meyers-Valladeres%20ESSA_0.pdf 

 

Perez, M. S., & Cannella, G. S. (2011). Disaster capitalism as neoliberal instrument for 

the construction of early childhood education/care policy: Charter schools 

in post-Katrina New Orleans. International Critical Childhood Policy 

Studies Journal, 4(1), 47-68. 

 

Perkins, G., & Wellman, N. (2008). The impact of high-stakes testing: 

Recommendations for professional school counselors and other support 

personnel. Academic Leadership: The Online Journal, 6(4), 15. Retrieved 

on 12th January 2012 from: https://scholars.fhsu.edu/alj/vol6/iss4/15/ 

 

Perna, L. W., & Thomas, S. L. (2009). Barriers to College Opportunity. The 

Unintended Consequences of State-Mandated Testing. Educational Policy. 

23(3), 451-479. 

 

Perrone, D., & Pratt, T. C. (2003). Comparing the quality of confinement and cost-

effectiveness of public versus private prisons: What we know, why we do 

not know more, and where to go from here. The Prison Journal, 83(3), 

301-322. 

 

Perry, L. B., & McConney, A. (2010). Does the SES of the school matter? An 

examination of socioeconomic status and student achievement using PISA 

2003. Teachers College Record, 112(4), 1137-1162. 

 

Perryman, J. (2002). Surviving Special Measures: A case study of a ‘Fresh Start’ 

school. Improving Schools, 5(3), 46–59. 

 

http://nepc.colorado.edu/files/pub-lications/PM%20Penuel-Meyers-Valladeres%20ESSA_0.pdf
http://nepc.colorado.edu/files/pub-lications/PM%20Penuel-Meyers-Valladeres%20ESSA_0.pdf
https://scholars.fhsu.edu/alj/vol6/iss4/15/


  

 

 

              

392  

 

Perryman, J. (2006). Panoptic performativity and school inspection regimes: 

disciplinary mechanisms and life under special measures, Journal of 

Education Policy, 21(2), 147-161, DOI: 10.1080/02680930500500138  

 

Perryman, J. (2009). Inspection and the fabrication of professional and performative 

processes. Journal of education policy, 24(5), 611-631. 

 

Perryman, J., Maguire, M., Braun, A., & Ball, S. (2018). Surveillance, 

governmentality and moving the goalposts: the influence of Ofsted on the 

work of schools in a post-panoptic era. British Journal of Educational 

Studies, 66(2), 145-163. 

 

Perryman, J., Ball, S. J., Braun. A., & Maguire. M. (2017). Translating policy: 

governmentality and the reflective teacher, Journal of Education 

Policy, 32:6, 745-756, DOI: 10.1080/02680939.2017.1309072 

 

Peske, H. G., & Haycock, K. (2006). Teaching Inequality: How Poor and Minority 

Students Are Shortchanged on Teacher Quality: A Report and 

Recommendations by the Education Trust. Washington: Education Trust. 

 

Peters, J. (2011). Sustaining School Colleagues’ Commitment to a Long-term 

Professional Experience Partnership, Australian Journal of Teacher 

Education: 36(5), 1–15.  

 

Peters, M. A. (2017). From state responsibility for education and welfare to self-

responsibilisation in the market. Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics 

of Education, 38(1), 138-145. 

 

Peters, S. & Oliver, L. A., (2009). Achieving quality and equity through inclusive 

education in an era of high-stakes testing. Prospects. 39(3), 265–279. 

 

https://doi-org.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/10.1080/02680930500500138
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2017.1309072


  

 

 

              

393  

 

Petrilli, M. J., & Wright, B. L. (2016). America's mediocre test scores: education crisis 

or poverty crisis? Education Next, 16(1), 46-53. 

 

Phelan, S., & Salter, L. A. (2019). The journalistic habitus, neoliberal(ized) logics, and 

the politics of public education. Journalism Studies, 20(2), 154-172. 

 

Phelps, R. P. (2012). The effect of testing on student achievement, 1910–2010. 

International Journal of Testing, 12(1), 21-43. 

 

Phillips, D., Nichols, W. D., Rupley, W. H., Paige, D., & Rasinski, T. V. (2016). 

Efficacy of Professional Development: Extended Use of Focused 

Coaching on Guided Reading Instruction for Teachers of Grades One, 

Two, and Three. International Research in Higher Education, 1(2), 32-61. 

 

Pianta, R. C., & Ansari, A. (2018). Does Attendance in Private Schools Predict 

Student Outcomes at Age 15? Evidence From a Longitudinal Study. 

Educational Researcher, 47(7), 419-434. 

 

Pierre, T. (2016). The impact of high-stakes testing: Low-income students and students 

of color (Unpublished Thesis) State University of New York. Empire State 

College. 

 

Pierce, C. (2012). Education in the Age of Biocapitalism: Optimizing Educational Life 

for a Flat World. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Piketty, T. (2014). Capital in the Twenty-First Century. (Translated: A. Goldhammer). 

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

 

Piketty, T. (2015). Putting distribution back at the center of economics: Reflections on 

capital in the twenty-first century. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 

29(1), 67-88. 

 



  

 

 

              

394  

 

Pini, M. E., & Gorostiaga, J. M. (2008). Teacher education and development policies: 

Critical discourse analysis from a comparative perspective. International 

Review of Education, 54(3-4), 427. doi: 10.1007/s11159-008-9094-z  

 

Piomelli, A. (2004). Foucault's Approach to Power: Its Allure and Limits for 

Collaborative Lawyering. Utah Law Review. 2004(2), 395–482. 

 

Plano Clark, V., & Creswell, J. (2008). The mixed methods reader. Thousand Oaks, 

CA: Sage Publications.  

 

Popkewitz T. (1999). Critical traditions, modernism and the Posts. In T. Popkewitz & 

L. Fendler (Eds.), Critical theories in education: Changing terrains of 

knowledge and politics. (pp. 1-17). New York, NY: Routledge.  

 

Polesel, J., Rice, S., & Dulfer, N. (2014). The impact of high-stakes testing on 

curriculum and pedagogy: A teacher perspective from Australia. Journal 

of Education Policy, 29(5), 640-657. 

 

Pozen, D. E. (2018). Transparency’s ideological drift. Yale Law Journal, 128(1) 100-

165 

 

Putnam, R. T., & Borko, H. (2000). What do new views of knowledge and thinking 

have to say about research on teacher learning? Educational researcher, 

29(1), 4-15. 

 

Pratt, D. D. (1991). Conceptions of self within China and the United States: 

Contrasting foundations for adult education. International Journal of 

Intercultural Relations, 15(3), 285-310. 

 

Rank, M. R. (2004). One nation, underprivileged: Why American poverty affects us 

all. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

 

/Users/test/Desktop/NEWNEW/10.1007/s11159-008-9094-z


  

 

 

              

395  

 

Ramanathan, A. K. (2008). Paved with Good Intentions: The Federal Role in the 

Oversight and Enforcement of the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act (IDEA) and the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). Teachers College 

Record, 110(2), 278-321. 

 

Ramirez, F. O., Schofer, E., & Meyer, J. W. (2018). International tests, national 

assessments, and educational development (1970–2012). Comparative 

Education Review, 62(3), 344-364. 

 

Rampton, B. (2016). Foucault, Gumperz and governmentality: Interaction, power and 

subjectivity in the twenty-first century. In N. Coupland, (Ed.), 

Sociolinguistics: Theoretical Debates. (pp. 303-328). Cambridge, UK: 

Cambridge University Press. 

 

Raskin, M. S. (1994). The Delphi study in field instruction revisited: Expert consensus 

on issues and research priorities. Journal of Social Work Education, 30(1), 

75-89. 

 

Rautalin, M., Alasuutari, P., & Vento, E. (2019). Globalisation of education policies: 

does PISA have an effect? Journal of Education Policy, 34(4), 500-522. 

 

Ravitch, D. (2010a). The Death and Life of the Great American School System: How 

Testing and Choice Are Undermining Education. New York: Basic Books. 

 

Ravitch, D. (2010b). Why public schools need democratic governance. Phi Delta 

Kappan, 91(6), 24-27. 

 

Ravitch, D. (2013). Reign of Error: The Hoax of the Privatization Movement and the 

Danger to America’s Public Schools. New York: Knopf Books. 

 

 



  

 

 

              

396  

 

Raymond, K. (2018). M is not just for STEM: How myths about the purposes of 

mathematics education have narrowed mathematics curricula in the United 

States. Education Sciences, 8(2), 1-11. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci8020047 

 

Reardon, S. F., Kalogrides, D., & Shores, K. (2019). The geography of racial/ethnic 

test score gaps. American Journal of Sociology, 124(4), 1164-1221. 

https://www.gwern.net/docs/sociology/2019-reardon.pdf 

 

Reardon, S. F., Weathers, E. S., Fahle, E. M., Jang, H., & Kalogrides, D. (2019). Is 

Separate Still Unequal? New Evidence on School Segregation and Racial 

Academic Achievement Gaps (CEPA Working Paper No.19-06). Retrieved 

from Stanford Center for Education Policy Analysis: 

http://cepa.stanford.edu/wp19-06 

 

Reeves, D. B. (2007). Leading to change: Coaching myths and realities. Educational 

Leadership, 5(2), 89-90.  

 

Reeves, P. M., Pun, W. H., & Chung, K. S. (2017). Influence of teacher collaboration 

on job satisfaction and student achievement. Teaching and Teacher 

Education, 67, 227-236. 

 

Reserve, F. (2019). Report on the Economic Well-Being of US Households in 2018, 

May 2019. Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 

Washington, DC.: Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. 

 

Resnik, J. (2013). Globalization (s), privatization (s), constitutionalization, and 

statization: Icons and experiences of sovereignty in the 21st century. 

International journal of constitutional law, 11(1), 162-199. 

 

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci8020047
https://www.gwern.net/docs/sociology/2019-reardon.pdf
http://cepa.stanford.edu/wp19-06


  

 

 

              

397  

 

Rezai-Rashti, G., Segeren, A., & Martino, W. (2017). The new articulation of equity 

education in neoliberal times: the changing conception of social justice in 

Ontario. Globalisation, Societies and Education, 15(2), 160-174. 

 

Rich, W. (2003). Historical High‐Stakes Policies Relating to Unintended 

Consequences of High‐Stakes Testing. Educational Measurement: Issues 

and Practice, 22(1), 33-35. 

 

Richardson, J. T. E., & King, E. (1998). Adult students in higher education. burden or 

boon? Journal of Higher Education, 69(1), 65-88. 

 

Richardson, V. (2003). The Dilemmas of Professional Development. Phi Delta 

Kappan. 84(5), 401-406. 

 

Riddell, W. C. (2004). The social benefits of education: new evidence on an old 

question. Department of Economics, University of British Columbia. 

 

Riep, C. B. (2017). Fixing contradictions of education commercialisation: Pearson plc 

and the construction of its efficacy brand. Critical Studies in Education, 

60(4), 407-425. https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2017.1281828 

 

Rizvi, F. (2016). Privatization in Education: Trends and Consequences, Education 

Research and Foresight Working Papers, No. 18, UNESCO. 

 

Rizvi, F. & Lingard, B. (2006). Globalisation and the Changing Nature of the OECD’s 

Educational Work. In H. Lauder, P. Brown, J. Dillabough & A. H. Halsey. 

(Eds.), Education, Globalisation and Social Change. Oxford, UK: Oxford 

University Press. 

 

Rizvi, F., & Lingard, B. (2009). Globalizing education policy. New York: Routledge. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2017.1281828


  

 

 

              

398  

 

Rizvi F., & Lingard, B. (2009a). The OECD and Global Shifts in Education Policy. In 

R, Cowen & A. M. Kazamias (Eds.). International Handbook of 

Comparative Education. pp 437–453. Springer (Vol 22). Switzerland: 

Springer Dordrecht. 

 

Robinson, B. K., & Dervin, A. (2019). Teach to the Student, Not the Test. Urban 

Education Research & Policy Annuals, 6(2). 34-44. 

 

Robinson, K. (2018). Q. and A. with Sir Ken Robinson. New York Edition of the New 

York Times. P. F11. Retrieved on 8th April 2018 from: 

https://www.nytimes.com/2018/04/05/education/learning/an-experts-view-

sir-ken-robinson.html 

 

Rockoff, J. E. (2004). The Impact of Individual Teachers on Student Achievement: 

Evidence from Panel Data. The American Economic Review. 94(2), 247-

252. 

 

Rodgers, E. M., & Pinnell, G. S. (Eds.), (2002). Learning from teaching in literacy 

education: New perspectives on professional development. Portsmouth, 

NH: Heinemann. 

 

Rodriguez, A., & Magill, K. R. (2016). Diversity, Neoliberalism and Teacher 

Education. International Journal of Progressive Education. 12(3). 

 

Rogelberg, S. & Stanton, J. (2007). Understanding and dealing with organizational 

survey non-response. Organizational Research Methods, 10, 195–209. 

 

Ronfeldt, M., Farmer, S. O., McQueen, K., & Grissom, J. A. (2015). Teacher 

collaboration in instructional teams and student achievement. American 

Educational Research Journal, 52(3), 475-514. 

 

https://www.nytimes.com/2018/04/05/education/learning/an-experts-view-sir-ken-robinson.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/04/05/education/learning/an-experts-view-sir-ken-robinson.html


  

 

 

              

399  

 

Ronfeldt, M., Loeb, S., & Wyckoff, J. (2013). How teacher turnover harms student 

achievement. American Educational Research Journal, 50(1), 4-36. 

 

Rooney, P. (2005). Researching from the inside, does it compromise validity: A 

discussion. Level 3, 3(1), 1-19. 

 

Rose, M. (2015). Reform fails the test. American Scholar, 84(1), 18-30.  

 

Rose, N. (1996). Governing advanced liberal democracies, In A. Barry, T. Osborne & 

N. Rose. (Eds.), Foucault and Political Reason, (pp. 37–65). Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 

 

Rose, N. (1998). Inventing ourselves: Psychology, power and personhood. Cambridge, 

UK: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Rose, N. (1999). Powers of Freedom. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

 

Rose, N., & Miller, P. (1992). Political power beyond the state: Problematics of 

government. British Journal of Sociology, 43(2), 173-205. 

 

Rosenholtz, S. J. (1989). Workplace conditions that affect teacher quality and 

commitment: Implications for teacher induction programs. The Elementary 

School Journal, 89(4), 421-439. 

 

Rosenau, J. N., Czempiel, E. O., & Smith, S. (Eds.), (1992). Governance without 

government: order and change in world politics (Vol. 20). Cambridge 

University Press. 

 

Ross, E. W., & Gibson, R. (Eds.), (2007). Neo-liberalism and education reform 

Cresskill, NJ: Hampton Press. 

 



  

 

 

              

400  

 

Rossi, P. R, Freeman, H. E., & Lipsey, M. W. (2003). Evaluation: A Systematic 

Approach. (6th Edition). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

 

Rotberg, I. C. (2014). Charter schools and the risk of increased segregation.  

 Phi Delta Kappan, 95(5), 26-31. 

 

Rowan, B. (1990). Commitment and control: Alternative strategies for the 

organizational design of schools. Review of research in education, 16, 353-

389. 

 

Rubin, D. I. (2011). The Disheartened Teacher: Living in the Age of Standardisation, 

High-stakes Assessments, and No Child Left Behind (NCLB). Changing 

English, 18(4), 407-416. 

 

Rubinstein, G, (2018). Who Survives Success? [Blog post]. Retrieved on 23rd May 

2018 from: https://garyrubinstein.wordpress.com/2018/03/27/who-

survives-success/. 

 

Rutkowski, D. (2015). The OECD and the local: PISA-based Test for Schools in the 

USA. Discourse: Studies in the cultural politics of education, 36(5), 683-

699. 

 

Ryan, G. W., & Bernard, H. R. (2000). Data management and analysis methods. In N. 

K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research, (2nd 

Edition), (pp. 769-802). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 

Ryan, R., & Weinstein, N. (2009). Undermining quality teaching and learning: A self-

determination theory perspective on high-stakes testing. Theory in 

Research in Education, 7(2), 224-233. 

 

Saad-Filho, A. (2019). Value and Crisis: Essays on Labour, Money and Contemporary 

Capitalism. London: Brill Books. 

https://garyrubinstein.wordpress.com/2018/03/27/who-survives-success/
https://garyrubinstein.wordpress.com/2018/03/27/who-survives-success/


  

 

 

              

401  

 

Sahlberg, P. (2007). Education policies for raising student learning: The Finnish 

approach. Journal of education policy, 22(2), 147-171. 

 

Sahlberg, P. (2011). Finnish Lessons: What Can the World Learn from Educational 

Change in Finland? New York: Teachers College Press. 

 

Sahlberg, P. (2016). The Global Educational Reform Movement and Its Impact on 

Schooling. In K. Mundy, A. Green, B. Lindgard, & A. Verger (Eds.), 

Handbook of Global Education Policy. (pp. 128–144). Chichester, UK: 

John Wiley and Son, Ltd. 

 

Sailors, M., & Price, L. (2015). Support for the Improvement of Practices through 

Intensive Coaching (SIPIC): A model of coaching for improving reading 

instruction and reading achievement. Teaching and Teacher Education, 

45(1), 115-127. 

 

Sailors, M., & Shanklin, N. (Eds.), (2010). Coaching, teaching, and learning [Special 

issue]. The Elementary School Journal, 111(1), 1-6. 

 

Saltman, K. (2009). The Rise of Venture Philanthropy and the Ongoing Neoliberal 

Assault on Public Education: The Case of the Eli and Edythe Broad 

Foundation. Workplace, 16, 53-72.  

 

Saltman, K. J. (2015). Capitalizing on disaster: Taking and breaking public schools. 

New York: Routledge. 

 

Saltman, K. J. (2016). Corporate schooling meets corporate media: Standards, testing, 

and technophilia. Review of Education, Pedagogy, and Cultural Studies, 

38(2), 105-123. 

 

 



  

 

 

              

402  

 

Saraisky, N. G. (2019). PISA Rhetoric and the “Crisis” of American Education. In: F. 

Waldow & G. Steiner-Khamsi (Eds.). Understanding PISA’s 

Attractiveness: Critical Analyses in Comparative Policy Studies, (pp. 109-

136), London: Bloomsbury. 

 

Sarason, S. (1996). Revisiting the culture of the school and the problem of change. 

New York: Teachers College Press. 

 

Sauer, P., & Zagler, M. (2014). (In) equality in education and economic development. 

Review of Income and Wealth, 60(Supplement Issue), 353-379. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/roiw.12142. 

 

Saultz, A., Fusarelli, L. D., & McEachin, A. (2017). The Every Student Succeeds Act, 

the decline of the federal role in education policy, and the curbing of 

executive authority. Publius: The Journal of Federalism, 47(3), 426-444. 

 

Saultz, A., & Saultz, J. W. (2017). Measuring outcomes: Lessons from the world of 

public education. The Annals of Family Medicine, 15(1), 71-76. 

 

Savery, J. (2006). Overview of problem-based learning: Definitions and distinction. 

The Interdisciplinary Journal of Problem-Based Learning, 1(1), 9-20. 

 

Saxon, D. P., & Slate, J. R. (2013). Developmental education students in Texas 

Community colleges: Changes over time. The Community College 

Enterprise, 19(1), 34-44. 

 

Sayed, Y., & Ahmed, R. (2015). Education quality and teaching and learning in the 

post-2015 education agenda. International Assignment of Educational 

Development, 40(1), 330-338. 

 

Sayer, A. (2000). Realism and social science. London: Sage Publications. 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/roiw.12142


  

 

 

              

403  

 

Schanzenbach, D. W., Bauer, L., & Mumford, M. (2016). Lessons for broadening 

school accountability under the Every Student Succeeds Act. (pp. 1-27)., 

DC: The Hamilton Project, Brookings Institute. Retrieved on 16th May 

2017 from: 

http://www.hamiltonproject.org/assets/files/lessons_broadening_school_ac

countability_essa.pdf 

 

Schellenberg, K. (2000). Policing the police: surveillance and the predilection for 

leniency. Criminal Justice and Behavior 27(6), 667-87. 

 

Schleicher, A. (2007). Can competencies assessed by PISA be considered the 

fundamental school knowledge 15-year-olds should possess? Journal of 

Educational Change, 8(4), 349-357. 

 

Schleicher, S., & Zoido, P. (2016). The Policies that Shaped PISA, and the Policies 

that PISA Shaped. In K. Mundy, A. Green, B. Lingard, & A. Verger 

(Eds.), The Handbook of Global Education Policy, (1st Ed). (pp 374-384), 

UK: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. 

 

Schmelzer, M. (1993). Panopticism and postmodern pedagogy. In J. Caputo & M. 

Young. (Eds.). Foucault and the Critique of Institutions. (pp. 127-136). 

Pennsylvania: The Pennsylvania State University Press. 

 

Schoen, L., & Fusarelli, L. D. (2008). Innovation, NCLB, and the fear factor: The 

challenge of leading 21st-century schools in an era of accountability. 

Educational Policy, 22(1), 181-203. 

 

Schram, S. F. (2018). Neoliberalizing the Welfare State: Marketizing Social 

Policy/Disciplining Clients. In M. C. Damien Cahill (Ed.), The Sage 

Handbook of Neoliberalism (pp. 308-321). London: Sage Publications Ltd. 

 

http://www.hamiltonproject.org/assets/files/lessons_broadening_school_accountability_essa.pdf
http://www.hamiltonproject.org/assets/files/lessons_broadening_school_accountability_essa.pdf


  

 

 

              

404  

 

Schreiber-Barsch, S. (2018). Global citizenship education and globalism. In I. Davies, 

D. Kiwan, C. Peck, A. Peterson, E. Sant, J. Sim, & Y. Waghid (Eds.), The 

Palgrave handbook of Global Citizenship and Education. (pp. 113-131), 

London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Schul, J. E. (2011). Unintended consequences: Fundamental flaws that plague the No 

Child Left Behind act. JEP: EJournal of Education Policy, 2. Retrieved on 

7th November 2014 from: 

http://nau.edu/uploadedFiles/Academic/COE/About/Projects/Unintended%

20Consequences.pdf  

 

Schwartz, R., & Davidson, A. (2005). The skilled facilitator fieldbook: Tips, tools, and 

tested methods for consultants, facilitators, managers, trainers and 

coaches. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

 

Schwarz, O. (2018). Cultures of choice: towards a sociology of choice as a cultural 

phenomenon. The British journal of sociology, 69(3), 845-864. 

 

Scott, J. (2009). The politics of venture philanthropy in charter school policy and 

advocacy. Educational Policy, 23(1), 106-136. 

 

Scott, J., & DiMartino, C. (2009). Public education under new management: A 

typology of educational privatization applied to New York City's 

restructuring. Peabody Journal of Education, 84(3), 432-452. 

 

Scott, W. R. (2014). Institutions and Organizations: Ideas, Interests and Identities (4th 

Ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 

Seals, G. (1998). Objectively yours, Michel Foucault. Educational Theory, 48(1), 59-

66. 

 

http://nau.edu/uploadedFiles/Academic/COE/About/Projects/Unintended%20Consequences.pdf
http://nau.edu/uploadedFiles/Academic/COE/About/Projects/Unintended%20Consequences.pdf


  

 

 

              

405  

 

Secaur, M. (2017). The impact of New York's Annual Professional Performance 

Review reforms on teacher practice in grades 4-8. St. John's University 

(New York), School of Education and Human Services. 

 

Seidman, I. (2006). Interviewing as qualitative research: A guide for researchers in 

education and social sciences. (3rd Edition). New York: Teachers College 

Press. 

 

Selkrig, M., & Keamy, K. (2015). Promoting a willingness to wonder: moving from 

congenial to collegial conversations that encourage deep and critical 

reflection for teacher educators. Teachers and Teaching, 21(4), 421-436. 

 

Sellar, S., & Lingard, B. (2014). The OECD and the expansion of PISA: New global 

modes of governance in education. British Educational Research Journal, 

40(6), 917-936. 

 

Selwyn, N. (2012). Education in a digital world: Global perspectives on technology 

and education. New York, NY: Routledge. 

 

Sergiovanni, T. J. (2005). Strengthening the heartbeat: Leading and learning together 

in schools. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

 

Shanklin, N. L. (2006). What Are the Characteristics of Effective Literacy Coaching? 

Literacy Coaching Clearinghouse. Denver, CO: University of Colorado. 

 

Shannon, G. S., & Bylsma, P. (2003). Nine Characteristics of High-Performing 

Schools. A research-based resource for school leadership teams to assist 

with the School Improvement Process. Olympia, WA: Office of 

Superintendent of Public Instruction. Retrieved on 24th March 2011 from: 

http://www.k12.wa.us/research/pubdocs/pdf/9charactfor%20SIP.pdf 

 

http://www.k12.wa.us/research/pubdocs/pdf/9charactfor%20SIP.pdf


  

 

 

              

406  

 

Shamir, R. (2008). The age of responsibilization: on market-embedded morality. 

Economy and society, 37(1), 1-19. 

 

Shavelson, R. J., Linn, R. L., Baker, E. L., Ladd, H. F., Darling-Hammond, L., 

Shepard, L. A., & Rothstein, R. (2010). Problems with the use of student 

test scores to evaluate teachers. Washington, DC: Economic Policy 

Institute. 

 

Shepard, L. (2002). The hazards of high-stakes testing. Issues in Science and 

Technology, 19(2), 53-58. 

 

Sheppard, E. (2016). Limits to Globalization: Disruptive Geographies of Capitalist 

Development. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

 

Shernoff, E. S., Frazier, S. L., Marínez-Lora, A. M., Lakind, D., Atkins, M. S., 

Jakobsons, L., Hamre, B. K., Bhaumik, D, K., Parker-Katz, M., Neal, J. 

W., Smylie, M. S., & Patel, D. A. (2016). Expanding the role of school 

psychologists to support early career teachers: A mixed-method study. 

School Psychology Review, 45(2), 226–249. 

 

Shiller, J. (2011). Marketing small schools in New York City: A critique of neoliberal 

school reform. Educational Studies, 47(2), 160 –173.  

 

Shohamy, E. (2014). The power of tests: A critical perspective on the uses of language 

tests. London, UK: Routledge. 

 

Shore, C., & Wright, S. (2015). Governing by numbers: audit culture, rankings and the 

new world order. Social Anthropology/Anthropologie Sociale, 23(1), 22-

28. doi:10.1111/1469-8676.12098 

 

Shulman, L. S. (1986). Those who understand: Knowledge growth in teaching. 

Educational researcher, 15(2), 4-14. 

/Users/test/Desktop/NEWNEW/10.1111/1469-8676.12098


  

 

 

              

407  

 

Shuls, J. V. (2018). Raising the bar on teacher quality: Assessing the impact of 

increasing licensure exam cut-scores. Educational Policy, 32(7), 969-992. 

 

Sim, C. (2010). Sustaining Productive Collaboration Between Faculties and Schools. 

Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 35(5), Article 2. 18-28. 

Retrieved on 8th January 2012 from: http://ro.ecu.edu.au/ajte/vol35/iss5/2 

 

Simon, N. S., & Johnson, S. M. (2015). Teacher turnover in high-poverty schools: 

What we know and can do. Teachers College Record, 117(3), 1–36. 

 

Simpson, D., Loughran, S., Lumsden, E., Mazzocco, P., Clark, R. M., & 

Winterbottom, C. (2017). ‘Seen but not heard’. Practitioners work with 

poverty and the organising out of disadvantaged children’s voices and 

participation in the early years. European Early Childhood Education 

Research Journal, 25(2), 177-188. 

 

Singh, P. (2015). Performativity and pedagogising knowledge: globalising educational 

policy formation, dissemination and enactment. Journal of Education 

Policy 30(3), 363-384. doi:10.1080/02680939.2014.961968 

 

Singh, P. (2018). Performativity, affectivity and pedagogic identities. European 

Educational Research Journal, 17(4), 489-506. 

 

Singh, P., Märtsin, M., & Glasswell, K. (2015). Dilemmatic spaces: High-stakes 

testing and the possibilities of collaborative knowledge work to generate 

learning innovations. Teachers and Teaching, 21(4), 379-399. 

 

Sleeter, C. E. (2001). Epistemological diversity in research and preservice teacher 

preparation for historically underserved children. In W. G. Secada (Ed.), 

Review of research in education, 25, (pp. 209–250). Washington, DC: 

American Educational Research Association. 

 

http://ro.ecu.edu.au/ajte/vol35/iss5/2
/Users/test/Desktop/NEWNEW/10.1080/02680939.2014.961968


  

 

 

              

408  

 

Smith, J. M., & Kovacs, P. E. (2011). The impact of standards‐based reform on 

teachers: the case of ‘No Child Left Behind’. Teachers and Teaching: 

theory and practice, 17(2), 201-225. 

 

Smith, M. L. (1991). Put to the test: The effects of external testing on teachers. 

Educational Researcher, 20(5), 8-11. 

 

Smith, W. C. (2014). The Global Transformation toward Testing for Accountability. 

Education policy analysis archives, 22(116), 1-32. Retrieved on 8th 

January 2015 from: https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1050108.pdf 

 

Smyth, A., & Holian, R. (2008). Credibility Issues in Research from within 

Organisations. In, P. Sikes & A. Potts (Eds.), Researching education from 

the inside, (pp. 33–47). New York, NY: Taylor & Francis. 

 

Smyth, J. (2014). Improving schools in poor areas: It’s not about the organisation, 

structures and privatisation, stupid! Improving Schools, 17(3), 231-240. 

 

Snyder, T. D., & Dillow, S. A., (2012). Digest of education statistics 2011(NCES 

2012-001). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics, 

Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. Retrieved 

from http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012001.pdf  

 

Soederberg, S. (2014). Debtfare States and the Poverty Industry: Money, Discipline 

and the Surplus Population. London, UK: Routledge. 

 

Sondel, B. (2015). Raising citizens or raising test scores? Teach for America, “no 

excuses” charters, and the development of the neoliberal citizen. Theory & 

Research in Social Education, 43(3), 289-313. 

 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1050108.pdf
http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012001.pdf


  

 

 

              

409  

 

Sonu, D., & Benson, J. (2016). The quasi-human child: How normative conceptions of 

childhood enabled neoliberal school reform in the United States. 

Curriculum Inquiry, 46(3), 230-247. 

 

Sørensen, E., & Torfing, J. (Eds.), (2008). Theories of Democratic Network 

Governance. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Speziale, H. S., Streubert, H. J., & Carpenter, D. R. (2011). Qualitative research in 

nursing: Advancing the humanistic imperative. (5th Edition). Philadelphia: 

Lippincott Williams & Wilkins. 

 

Spring, J. (2015). Economization of education: Human capital, global corporations, 

skills-based schooling. New York, NY: Routledge. 

 

Springer, M. G., & Winters, M. A. (2009). The NYC Teacher Pay-for-Performance 

Program: Early Evidence from a Randomized Trial. Manhattan Institute 

for Policy Research, Inc.  

 

Spiliotopoulou, G. (2009). Reliability reconsidered: Cronbach’s alpha and pediatric 

assessment in occupational therapy. Australian Occupational Therapy 

Journal, 56, 150-155. 

 

Spillane, J. P. (2012). Data in practice: Conceptualizing the data-based decision-

making phenomena. American Journal of Education, 118(2), 113-141. 

 doi: 10.1086/663283 

 

Staiger, D. O., & Rockoff, J. E. (2010). Searching for effective teachers with imperfect 

information. Journal of Economic perspectives, 24(3), 97-118. 

 

Steckel, B. (2009). Fulfilling the Promise of Literacy Coaches in Urban Schools: What 

Does It Take to Make an Impact? The Reading Teacher, 63(1), 14-23.   

 



  

 

 

              

410  

 

Steele, N. A. (2010). Three characteristics of effective teachers. Update: Applications 

of Research in Music Education, 28(2), 71-78. 

 

Stefaniak, J. (2017). The role of coaching within the context of instructional design. 

TechTrends: Linking Research and Practice to Improve Learning, 61(1), 

26-31. doi:10.1007/s11528-016-0128-2 

 

Steger, M., & Roy. R. (2010). What’s ‘Neo’ about Neoliberalism? (Ch. 1). In M. 

Steger & R. Roy. Neoliberalism: A Very Short Introduction. (pp. 2-20). 

Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

 

Stevens, L. K. (2014). A Bad Road Paved with Good Intentions: The Impact of No 

Child Left Behind on Poor and Minority Students. Class of 2015 of 

Washington and Lee University School of Law. Capstone Paper. 

 

Stiglitz, J. E. (2005). More instruments and broader goals: moving toward the Post-

Washington Consensus. Wider perspectives on global development (pp. 

16-48). UK: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Stiglitz, J. E. (2017). The overselling of globalization. Business Economics, 52(3), 

129-137. 

 

Stiglitz, J. E. (2018). Trump and globalization. Journal of Policy Modeling, 40(3), 

515-528. 

 

Stone-Johnson, C. (2016). Intensification and isolation: Alienated teaching and 

collaborative professional relationships in the accountability context. 

Journal of Educational Change, 17(1), 29-49. 

 

Stosich, E. L. (2017). Leading in a time of ambitious reform: Principals in high-

poverty urban elementary schools frame the challenge of the Common 

Core State Standards. The Elementary School Journal, 117(4), 539-565. 

/Users/test/Desktop/NEWNEW/10.1007/s11528-016-0128-2


  

 

 

              

411  

 

Stoops, J. W. (1990).  The role of the peer coach/consultant as change agent. Ph.D. 

dissertation, University of Oregon, United States. Oregon. Dissertations & 

Theses: Full Text. (Publication No. AAT 9111141). 

 

Story, D. A., & Tait, A. R. (2019). Survey research. Anesthesiology: The Journal of 

the American Society of Anesthesiologists, 130(2), 192-202. 

 

Stromquist, N. P., & Monkman, K. (Eds.), (2014). Globalization and education: 

Integration and contestation across cultures. (2nd Edition). Lanham, MD: 

Rowman & Littlefield. 

 

Styhre, A. (2015). The Financialization of the Firm: Managerial and Social 

Implications, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.  

 

Sugarman, J. (2015). Neoliberalism and psychological ethics. Journal of Theoretical 

and Philosophical Psychology, 35(2), 103-116.  

 

Sullivan, T. L. (2018). The Swindle of Education Reform. In T. Sullivan, The 

Educationalization of Student Emotional and Behavioral Health. (pp. 31-

47) Cham, Switzerland: Palgrave Pivot. 

 

Sunderman, G., & Kim, J. (2004). Inspiring Vision, Disappointing Results: Four 

Studies on Implementing the No Child Left Behind Act. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard Civil Rights Project. Retrieved on 20th October 2011 from: 

http://faculty.mdc.edu/jmcnair/EDG2701%20All%20Classes/88.pdf 

 

Sunderman, G, L., & Orfield, G. (2006). Domesticating a Revolution: No Child Left 

Behind Reforms and State Administrative Response. Harvard Educational 

Review, 76(4), 226-556. 

 

 

http://faculty.mdc.edu/jmcnair/EDG2701%20All%20Classes/88.pdf


  

 

 

              

412  

 

Suni, P., & Vihriälä, V. (2016). Finland and Its Northern Peers in the great recession. 

ETLA Report. ETLA – The Research Institute of the Finnish Economy. 

http://pub.etla.fi/ETLA-Raportit-Reports-49.pdf 

 

Superfine, B. M., Gottlieb, J. J., & Smylie, M. A. (2012). The expanding federal role 

in teacher workforce policy. Educational Policy, 26(1), 58-78. 

 

Supovitz, J. (2009). Can High Stakes Testing Leverage Educational Improvement? 

Prospects from the last Decade of Testing and Accountability Reform. 

Journal of Educational Change, 10(2), 211-227. 

 

Sutcher, L., Darling-Hammond, L., & Carver-Thomas, D. (2016). A coming crisis in 

teaching? Teacher supply, demand, and shortages in the US. Palo Alto, 

CA: Learning Policy Institute. 

 

Swanson, C. (2008). Cities in crisis: A special analytic report on high school 

graduation. Bethesda, MD: Editorial Projects in Education. Retrieved on 

13th January 2011 from: 

www.edweek.org/rc/articles/2008/04/01/citiesincrisis.html 

 

Swanson, C. B. (2009). Cities in crisis: Closing the graduation gap. Educational and 

economic conditions in America’s largest cities. Bethesda, MD: Editorial 

Projects in Education. Retrieved on 11th March 2014 from: 

https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED505594 

 

Sykes, G., Schneider, B., & Plank, D. N. (2009). The AERA Handbook on Educational 

Policy Research. New York: Routledge. 

 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. (1996). Using Multivariate Statistics (3rd Edition). 

New York: Harper Collins. 

 

Takahashi, A., & McDougal, T. (2016). Collaborative lesson research: maximizing the 

impact of lesson study. ZDM - Mathematics Education, 48(4), 513-526. 

http://pub.etla.fi/ETLA-Raportit-Reports-49.pdf
http://www.edweek.org/rc/articles/2008/04/01/cities_in_crisis.html
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED505594


  

 

 

              

413  

 

Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (1998). Mixed methodology: Combining qualitative and 

quantitative approaches. (Vol 46). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 

Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (Eds.), (2003). Handbook of mixed methods in social 

and behavioral research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

 

Tatto, M. T., Savage, C., Liao, W., Marshall, S. L., Goldblatt, P., & Contreras, L. M. 

(2016). The emergence of high-stakes accountability policies in teacher 

preparation: An examination of the US Department of Education’s 

proposed regulations. Education policy analysis archives, 24(21), 1-54. 

Retrieved on 19th May 2017 from: 

https://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/2322 

 

Taubman, P. M. (2010). Teaching by numbers: Deconstructing the discourse of 

standards and accountability in education. New York: Routledge. 

 

Tavakol, M., & Dennick, R. (2011). Making sense of Cronbach's alpha. International 

Journal of Medical Education, 2, 53–55. doi: 10.5116/ijme.4dfb.8dfd 

 

Taylor, M. W. (2013). Replacing the ‘teacher-proof’ curriculum with the ‘curriculum-

proof’ teacher: Toward more effective interactions with mathematics 

textbooks. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 45(3), 295-321. 

 

Taylor, J. E. (2008). Instructional coaching: The state of the art. In M. M. Mangin & S. 

R. Stoelinga (Eds.), Effective teacher leadership: Using research to inform 

and reform (pp. 10–35). New York: Teachers College Press. 

 

Taylor, S., Rizvi, F., Lingard, B., & Henry, M. (1997). Educational policy and the 

politics of change. New York: Routledge. 

 

https://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/2322
https://dx.doi.org/10.5116%2Fijme.4dfb.8dfd


  

 

 

              

414  

 

Teddlie, C., & Tashakkori, A. (2009). Foundations of mixed methods research: 

Integrating quantitative and qualitative approaches in the social and 

behavioral sciences. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 

Tellmann, U. (2009). Foucault and the invisible economy. Foucault Studies, No. 6, 5-

24. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.22439/fs.v0i0.2487 

 

Terry, G., Hayfield, N., Clarke, V., & Braun, V. (2017). Thematic analysis. In C. 

Willig, & W. S. Rogers (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of qualitative 

research in psychology,. (pp. 17–37). London, UK: Sage. 

 

Teusner, A. (2016). Insider research, validity issues, and the OHS professional: One 

person’s journey. International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 

19(1), 85-96. 

 

Thomas, J., & Brady, K. (2005). The Elementary and Secondary Education Act at 40: 

Equity, Accountability, and the Evolving Federal Role in Public 

Education. American Educational Research Association, 29(51), 51-67. 

 

Thompson, G. (2013). NAPLAN, MySchool and Accountability: Teacher perceptions 

of the effects of testing. International Education Journal: Comparative 

Perspectives, 12(2), 62-84. 

 

Thompson, G. L., & Allen, T. G. (2012). Four Effects of the High-Stakes Testing 

Movement on African American K-12 Students. The Journal of Negro 

Education, 81(3), 218-227. doi:10.7709/jnegroeducation.81.3.0218 

 

Thrupp, M. (2013). National Standards for student achievement: Is New Zealand's 

idiosyncratic approach any better? Australian Journal of Language and 

Literacy, 36(2), 99-110.  

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.22439/fs.v0i0.2487


  

 

 

              

415  

 

Thrupp, M. (2018). The search for better educational standards. A Cautionary Tale. 

Cham: Springer. 

 

Tichenor, M., & Tichenor, J. (2018). The Many Sides of Teacher Collaboration. 

Kappa Delta Pi Record, 54(3), 139-142. 

 

Tienken, C. H. (2013). Neoliberalism, social Darwinism, and consumerism 

masquerading as school reform. Interchange, 43(4), 295-316. 

 

Tomlinson, S, (2001). Education in a Post-Welfare Society. Buckingham: Open 

University Press 

 

Toppo, G., Amos, D., Gillum, J., & Upton, J. (2011). When test scores seem too good 

to believe. USA TODAY. Retrieved on 29th November 2014 from: 

http://www.usatoday.com/news/education/2011-03-06-school-

testing_N.htm 

 

Torrance, H. (2017). Blaming the victim: assessment, examinations, and the 

responsibilisation of students and teachers in neo-liberal governance. 

Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 38(1), 83-96. 

 

Trachtman, R. (2007). Inquiry and accountability in professional development schools. 

Journal of Educational Research, 100(4), 197-203.  

 

Trujillo, T. M. (2013). The disproportionate erosion of local control: Urban school 

boards, high-stakes accountability, and democracy. Educational Policy, 

27(2), 334-359. 

 

Trump, D. J. (2017). National security strategy of the United States of America. 

Executive Office of the President. Washington DC United States. 

 

http://www.usatoday.com/news/education/2011-03-06-school-testing_N.htm
http://www.usatoday.com/news/education/2011-03-06-school-testing_N.htm


  

 

 

              

416  

 

Trump, D. J. (2018). America First. A Budget Blueprint to make America Great again. 

Retrieved on 19th January 2019 from: https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-

content/uploads/2017/11/2018_blueprint.pdf 

 

Tschannen-Moran, M. (2009). Fostering teacher professionalism in schools: The role 

of leadership orientation and trust. Education & Educational Research, 

45(2), 217-247.  

 

Tsui, A. S., Enderle, G., & Jiang, K. (2017). Income inequality in the United States: 

Reflections on the role of Corporations. Academy of Management Review, 

43(1), 156–168. 

 

Turnbull, M. (2016). Adverse impact of high-stakes testing. Education, 97(7), 6-7. 

 

Tuttle, C. C., Teh, B. R., Nichols-Barrer, I., Gill, B. P., & Gleason, P. (2010). Student 

characteristics and achievement in 22 KIPP middle schools. Mathematica 

Reference Number: 06441.900 Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED511107.pdf 

 

Tyler, I. (2013). The riots of the underclass? Stigmatisation, mediation and the 

government of poverty and disadvantage in neoliberal Britain. Sociological 

Research Online, 18(4), 1-10. 

 

Uekawa, K., Aladjem, D. K., & Zhang, Y. (2006). Impact of comprehensive school 

reform on social capital and pedagogical change. Journal of Education for 

Students Placed at Risk, 11(3-4), 295-307. 

 

Unerman, J., O'Dwyer, B., Gray, R., Bebbington, J., & Collison, D. (2006). NGOs, 

civil society and accountability: making the people accountable to capital. 

Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal. 19(3), 319-348. 

 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/2018_blueprint.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/2018_blueprint.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED511107.pdf


  

 

 

              

417  

 

Unluer, S. (2012). Being an insider researcher while conducting case study research. 

Qualitative Report, 17, 58, 1-14. 

 

U.S. Department of Education. (2002). No child left behind act of 2001. Publ. L, 107-

110. Retrieved on 19th July 2014 from:  

https://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/files/imce/esea/pdf/8x11.pdf 

 

U.S. Department of Education. (2009). States open to charters start fast in “Race to 

Top.” Education Secretary seeking autonomy with real accountability for 

school innovators. Press Release, (June 8, 2009).  

 

U.S. Department of Education. (2010). A blueprint for reform: The reauthorization of 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, US Department of 

Education, Washington, DC. Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy 

Development.  

 

U.S. Department of Education. (2016). The Federal Role in Education. OVERVIEW. 

Last Modified: 07/21/2016 Retrieved on 11th April 2017 from: 

https://www2.ed.gov/about/overview/fed/role.html 

 

U.S. National Commission of Excellence in Education. (1983). A Nation at Risk: The 

Imperative for Educational Reform: A Report to the Nation and the 

Secretary of Education, United States Department of Education by the 

National Commission of Excellence in Education. The Commission: [Supt. 

Of Docs., U.S. G.P.O. distributor]. Washington, DC. 

 

Valli, L., & Buese, D. (2007). The changing roles of teachers in an era of high-stakes 

accountability. American Educational Research Journal, 44(3), 519-558. 

 

Välijärvi, J., Kupari, P., Linnakylä, P., Reinikainen, P., Sulkunen, S., Törnroos, J., & 

Arffman, I. (2007). The Finnish success in PISA: And some reasons 

behind it (Pisa 2003). https://jyx.jyu.fi/handle/123456789/37478 

https://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/files/imce/esea/pdf/8x11.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/about/overview/fed/role.html
https://jyx.jyu.fi/handle/123456789/37478


  

 

 

              

418  

 

Van den Berg, H. (2005). Reanalyzing qualitative interviews from different angles: 

The risk of decontextualization and other problems of sharing qualitative 

data [Art. 30]. Forum Qualitative Social Research, 6. Retrieved on 14th 

February 2015 from: http://www.qualitative-

research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/499/107 

 

Vangrieken, K., Dochy, F., Raes, E., & Kyndt, E. (2015). Teacher collaboration: A 

systematic review. Educational Research Review, 15(1), 17-40. 

 

Van Horn, P. S., Green, K. E., & Martinussen, M. (2009). Survey response rates and 

survey administration in counseling and clinical psychology: A meta-

analysis. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 69(3), 389-403. 

 

Van Houten, J. B. (2009). The state perspective on teacher shortage, certification, and 

recruitment. The Modern Language Journal, 93(2), 274-277. 

 

Van Waeyenberge, E. (2017). The Post Washington Consensus. In H. Veltmeyer & P. 

Bowles (Eds.), The Essential Guide to Critical Development Studies. (pp. 

205-214). New York, NY: Routledge. 

 

Verger, A. (2012). Framing and selling global education policy: the promotion of 

public–private partnerships for education in low-income contexts. Journal 

of Education Policy, 27(1), 109-130. 

 

Verger, A. (2016). The Global Diffusion of Education Privatization: Unpacking and 

Theorizing Policy Adoption. In K. Mundy, A. Green, B. Lingard & A. 

Verger. The Handbook of Global Education Policy. (pp. 64-80). London: 

Wiley.  

 

 

 

http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/499/107
http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/499/107


  

 

 

              

419  

 

Verger, A., Fontdevila, C., Rogan, R., & Gurney, T. (2019). Manufacturing an illusory 

consensus? A bibliometric analysis of the international debate on 

education privatisation. International Journal of Educational 

Development, 64, 81-95. 

 

Verger, A., & Parcerisa, L. (2017). Accountability and education in the post-2015 

scenario: International trends, enactment dynamics and socio-educational 

effects. UNESCO. 

 

Verger, A., and Parcerisa, L. (2018). Test-based accountability and the rise of 

regulatory governance in education: A review of global drivers. In A. 

Wilkins & A. Olmedo (Eds.), Education governance and social theory: 

Interdisciplinary approaches to research. (pp. 139-158). London: 

Bloomsbury. 

 

Verstegen, D. A. (2011). Public education finance systems in the United States and 

funding policies for populations with special educational needs. Education. 

Policy analysis archives, 19(21), 1-26. 

 

Viadero, D. (2007). New thinking on staff development. Teacher Magazine, 1(1), 15-

17. 

 

Villegas, A.M. & Lucas, T. (2002). Preparing culturally responsive teachers: 

Rethinking the curriculum. Journal of Teacher Education, 53(1), 20-32. 

 

Vinovskis, M. (2009). From a Nation at Risk to No Child Left Behind: National 

Education Goals and the creation of federal education policy. New York: 

Teachers College Press. 

 

 

 



  

 

 

              

420  

 

Vinson, K. D. & Ross, E. W. (2003). Controlling images: the power of high-stakes 

testing. In K. J. Saltman and D. A. Gabbard (Eds.), Education as 

enforcement: the militarization and corporatization of schools. (pp. 241-

258). New York: Routledge Falmer. 

 

von der Embse NP, Schoemann AM, Kilgus SP, Wicoff M and Bowler M (2017) The 

influence of test-based accountability policies on teacher stress and 

instructional practices: a moderated mediation model, Educational 

Psychology, 37(3): 312-331. 

 

Wade, R. H., & Alacevich, M. (2018). Why Has Income Inequality Been Neglected in 

Economics and Public Policy? In P. Arestis & M. Sawyer (Eds.), 

Inequality. International Papers in Political Economy. (pp. 323-365). 

Cham: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Waitoller, F. R., & Thorius, K. K. (2015). Playing hopscotch in inclusive education 

reform: examining promises and limitations of policy and practice in the 

US. Support for Learning, 30(1), 23-41.  

 DOI: 10.1080/01443410.2016.1183766 

 

Walberg, H, J., & Bast, J. L. (2003). Education and Capitalism: How Overcoming Our 

Fear of Markets and Economics Can Improve America's Schools. 

Stanford: Hoover Institution Press. 

 

Walks, R. A. (2010). Bailing out the wealthy: the global financial crisis, ponzi 

neoliberalism, and urban social crisis. Human Geography, 3(3), 1-41. 

 

Walpole, S., & McKenna, M. C. (2004). The literacy coach’s handbook: A guide to 

research-based practices. New York: Guilford. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2016.1183766


  

 

 

              

421  

 

Walters, W. (2015). On the Road with Michel Foucault: Migration, Deportation and 

Viapolitics. In M. Tazzioli, S. Fuggle & Y. Lanci (Eds.). Foucault and the 

History of our Present. (pp. 94-110). UK: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Wanless, S. B., Rimm-Kaufman, S. E., Abry, T., Larsen, R. A., & Patton, C. L. 

(2015). Engagement in training as a mechanism to understanding fidelity 

of implementation of the responsive classroom approach. Prevention 

Science, 16(8), 1107-1116. 

 

Warner, M. T. (2013). Small High Schools and Big Inequalities: Course-taking and 

Curricular Rigor in New York City. (Doctoral dissertation). New York: 

Columbia University. 

 

Warner, M., & Sullivan, R. (Eds.), (2004). Putting partnerships to work: Strategic 

alliances for development between government and private sector and civil 

society. Sheffield, UK: Greenleaf Publishing. 

 

Washington Post. (2010). Michelle Rhee’s Greatest Hits: Speech at Aspen Institute 

Education Summit. Published on the 14th October 2010. Retrieved on 12th 

December 2011 from: http://voices.washingtonpost.com/answer-sheet/dc-

schools/michelle-rhees-greatest-hits.html 

 

Watkins, W. (2015). The Assault on Public Education: Confronting the Politics of 

Corporate School Reform. New York: Teachers College Press. 

 

Watanabe, M. (2007). Displaced teacher and state priorities in a high- stakes 

accountability context. Educational Policy, 21(2), 311-368.  

 

Watts, L., & Hodgson, D. (2019). Capitalism and Neoliberalism. In L. Watts & D. 

Hodgson, Social Justice Theory and Practice for Social Work (pp. 59-80). 

Springer, Singapore. 

 

http://voices.washingtonpost.com/answer-sheet/dc-schools/michelle-rhees-greatest-hits.html
http://voices.washingtonpost.com/answer-sheet/dc-schools/michelle-rhees-greatest-hits.html


  

 

 

              

422  

 

Wayne, A. J., Yoon, K. S., Zhu, P., Cronen, S., & Garet, M. S. (2008). Experimenting 

with teacher professional development: Motives and methods. Educational 

Researcher, 37(8), 469-479. 

 

Webb, P. T. (2006). The choreography of accountability. Journal of Education Policy, 

21(2), 201-214. 

 

Webster-Wright, A. (2009). Reframing professional development through 

understanding authentic professional learning. Review of Educational 

Research, 79(2), 702-739. 

 

Weil, D. (2014). The fissured workplace. Boston: Harvard University Press. 

 

Weissberg, R. (2010). Bad Students, Not Bad Schools. New York: Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351297721 

 

Weiss, E. M. (1999). Perceived workplace conditions and first-year teachers’ morale, 

career choice commitment, and planned retention: a secondary analysis. 

Teaching and Teacher Education. 15(8), 861-879. 

 

Welner, K. G., & Mathis, W. J. (2015). Elementary and secondary education act: 

Time to move beyond test-focused policies. National Education Policy 

Center. School of Education, Boulder, CO: University of Colorado. 

 

Welsh, R., Graham, J., & Williams, S. (2019). Acing the test: an examination of 

teachers’ perceptions of and responses to the threat of state 

takeover. Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability, 31(3), 

315-347. 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351297721


  

 

 

              

423  

 

Welton, A., & Williams, M. (2015). Accountability strain, college readiness drain: 

Sociopolitical tensions involved in maintaining a college-going culture in a 

high ‘‘Minority’’, high poverty, Texas high school. The High School 

Journal, 98(2), 181–204. 

 

White, G. W., Stepney, C. T., Hatchimonji, D. R., Moceri, D. C., Linsky, A. V., 

Reyes-Portillo, J. A., & Elias, M. J. (2016). The increasing impact of 

socioeconomics and race on standardized academic test scores across 

elementary, middle, and high school. American Journal of 

Orthopsychiatry, 86(1), 10-23. 

 

Wiarda, H. J. (1997). Consensus found, consensus lost: Disjunctures in US policy 

toward Latin America at the turn of the century. Journal of Interamerican 

Studies and World Affairs, 39(1), 13-31. 

 

Wideen, M., Mayer-Smith, J., & Moon, B. (1998). A critical analysis of the research 

on learning to teach: Making the case for an ecological perspective on 

inquiry. Review of educational research, 68(2), 130-178. 

 

Wiggins, G. P. (1998). Educative assessment: Designing assessments to inform and 

improve student performance. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass 

 

Wilkins, A. (2018) Creating expert publics: A governmentality approach to school 

governance under neoliberalism. In S. Courtney, R. McGinity & H. Gunter 

(Eds.), Educational Leadership: Theorising professional practice in 

neoliberal times. (pp. 125-138). London: Routledge. 

 

Wilkinson, R., & Pickett, K. (2011). The spirit level: Why greater equality makes 

societies stronger. USA: Bloomsbury Publishing. 

 

Wiliam, D. (2010). Standardized testing and school accountability. Educational 

Psychologist, 45(2), 107-122. 



  

 

 

              

424  

 

Wiliam, D., & Leahy, S. (2015). Embedding Formative Assessment: Practical 

techniques for K-12 classrooms. West Palm Beach, FL: Learning Sciences 

International. 

 

Williams, G., Burrows, A., & Williams, D. (2018). “Teachers repositioned and 

governed by dominant political rationalities…” Understanding 

performative pressures experienced by Heads of Physical Education 

(HoPE) within six Free Schools. Educational Review, 1-18. 

 

Williams, J. (2016). Uncritical Theory. In Academic Freedom in an Age of Conformity 

(pp. 131-155). London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

Williams, M. L. (2010). Teacher collaboration as professional development in a large, 

suburban high school. (Doctoral dissertation). Nebraska: University of 

Nebraska - Lincoln. Retrieved on 2nd February 2014 from: 

http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/ 

 

Williamson, B. (2016). Digital education governance: data visualization, predictive 

analytics, and ‘real-time’ policy instruments. Journal of Education Policy, 

31(2), 123-141. 

 

Williamson, J. (1990). What Washington means by policy reform. In J. Williamson, 

Latin American adjustment: how much has happened (pp. 5-20). 

Washington DC: Institute of International Economics. 

 

Williamson, J. (1997). The Washington Consensus re-visited. In L. Emmerij, 

Economic and social development into the XXI century (pp. 48-61). 

Washington DC: Inter-American Development Bank. John Hopkins 

University Press, Baltimore. 

 

Williamson, J. (2000). What should the World Bank think about the Washington 

Consensus? The World Bank Research Observer, 15(2), 251-264. 

http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/


  

 

 

              

425  

 

Williamson, J. (2009). A short history of the Washington Consensus. Law and 

Business Review of the Americas., 15(1), 7-23. 

 

Wills, J. S., & Sandholtz, J. H. (2009). Constrained professionalism: Dilemmas of 

teaching in the face of test-based accountability. Teachers College Record, 

11(4), 1065-1114. 

 

Wilson, J. D. (1981). Student Learning in Higher Education. London: Croom Helm. 

 

Windschuttle, K. (1998). Foucault as historian, Critical Review of International Social 

and Political Philosophy, (1)2, 5-35. DOI: 10.1080/13698239808403236 

 

Winters, M. A., Clayton, G., & Carpenter II, D. M. (2017). Are low-performing 

students more likely to exit charter schools? Evidence from New York 

City and Denver, Colorado. Economics of Education Review, 56, 110-117. 

 

Wisdom, J. P., Cavaleri, M. A., Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Green, C. A. (2012). 

Methodological reporting in qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 

health services research articles. Health services research, 47(2), 721-745. 

 

Wolf, P. (2007). Academic improvement through regular assessment. Peabody 

Journal of Education, 82(4), 690-702.  

 

Wong, K. K. (2015). Federal ESEA waivers as reform leverage: Politics and variation 

in state implementation. Publius: The Journal of Federalism, 45(3), 405-

426. 

 

Wong, V. C., Wing, C., & Martin, D. (2016). Do Schools Respond to Pressure? 

Evidence from NCLB Implementation Details. Society for Research on 

Educational Effectiveness (SREE). Retrieved on 12th November 2017 

from: https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED566978 

 

/Users/test/Desktop/NEWNEW/10.1080/13698239808403236
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED566978


  

 

 

              

426  

 

Wood, B. D. (2011). Agency Theory and the Bureaucracy. In R. F. Durant, (Ed.), 

Oxford Handbook of American Bureaucracy. (pp. 181-206). New York: 

Oxford University Press. 

 

Wood, G. (2004). Introduction. In D. Meier & G. Wood (Eds.), Many children left 

behind: How the No Child Left Behind Act is damaging our children and 

our schools. (pp. vii-xv). Boston: Beacon Press. 

 

Wood, R. A. (2019). NAPLAN Negativity: The Effects that NAPLAN Has on 

Teachers and Students. In G. Geng, P. Smith, P. Black, Y. Budd & L. 

Disney (Eds.), Reflective Practice in Teaching, (pp. 223-227). Singapore: 

Springer Publishing. 

 

Woulfin, S. L., & Rigby, J. G. (2017). Coaching for coherence: How instructional 

coaches lead change in the evaluation era. Educational Researcher, 46(6), 

323-328. 

 

Wright, K. B., Shields, S. M., Black, K., Banerjee, M., & Waxman, H. C. (2018). 

Teacher Perceptions of Influence, Autonomy, and Satisfaction in the Early 

Race to the Top Era. education policy analysis archives, 26(62), 1-26 

 

Wronowski, M., & Urick, A. (2019). Teacher and school predictors of teacher 

deprofessionalization and demoralization in the United States.Educational 

Policy, 1-42.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904819843598  

 

Yates, A., & Johnston, M. (2018). The impact of school-based assessment for 

qualifications on teachers’ conceptions of assessment. Assessment in 

Education: Principles, Policy & Practice, 25(6), 638-654. 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904819843598


  

 

 

              

427  

 

Yoon, K. S., Duncan, T., Lee, S. W. Y., Scarloss, B., & Shapley, K. L. (2007). 

Reviewing the Evidence on How Teacher Professional Development 

Affects Student Achievement. Issues & Answers. REL 2007-No. 033. 

Regional Educational Laboratory Southwest (NJ1). 

 

You, H. M., (2014). The contribution of rising school quality to U.S. economic 

growth. Journal of Monetary Economics. 63(0), 95-106. 

 

Youngs, P., & Lane, J. (2014). Involving teachers in their own professional 

development. In L. E. Martin, S. Kragler, D. Quatroche, & K. Bauserman 

(Eds.), Handbook of professional development in education: Successful 

models and practices, PreK-12. (pp. 284–303). New York: Guilford Press. 

 

Yu, K. (2008). Globalization and Changes in China’s Governance. Leiden: Brill. 

 

Zajda, J. (2015). Globalisation and its impact on education and policy. In J. Zajda 

(Ed.), Second International Handbook of Globalisation, Education and 

Policy Research. (pp. 1-13). Netherlands: Springer. 

 

Zbar, V., Marshall, G. & Power, P. (2007). Better schools, Better teachers; Better 

Results: A handbook for improved performance management in your 

school. Camberwell, Vic: Australian Council for Educational Research 

(ACER) Press. 

 

Zeichner, K., Payne, K. A., & Brayko, K. (2015). Democratizing teacher education. 

Journal of Teacher Education, 66(2), 122-135. 

 

Zepeda, S. J. (2014). Job-embedded professional development: Support, collaboration, 

and learning in schools. New York: Routledge. 

 

 



  

 

 

              

428  

 

Zepeda, S. J. (2016). Teacher Evaluation in a Nutshell. In S. J. Zepeda, The Leader’s 

Guide to Working with Underperforming Teachers The Leader's Guide to 

Working with Underperforming Teachers: Overcoming Marginal Teaching 

and Getting Results. (pp. 32-49). New York: Routledge. 

 

Zhao, Y. (2009). Comments on the common core standards initiative. AASA Journal of 

Scholarship & Practice, 6(3), 46-54. 

 

Zmuda, A., Kuklis, R., & Kline, E. (2004). Transforming schools: Creating a culture 

of continuous improvement. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision 

and Curriculum Development (ASCD). 

 

Zuboff, S. (2019). The age of surveillance capitalism: The fight for a human future at 

the new frontier of power. New York: Profile Books. 

http://125.22.40.134:8080/jspui/bitstream/123456789/4220/1/Shoshana%2

0Zuboff%20-%20The%20Age%20of%20Surveillance%20Capitalism.pdf 

  

http://125.22.40.134:8080/jspui/bitstream/123456789/4220/1/Shoshana%20Zuboff%20-%20The%20Age%20of%20Surveillance%20Capitalism.pdf
http://125.22.40.134:8080/jspui/bitstream/123456789/4220/1/Shoshana%20Zuboff%20-%20The%20Age%20of%20Surveillance%20Capitalism.pdf


  

 

 

              

429  

 

Appendices 

Appendix 1. G.U. Ethics Approval (GU Ref No: EDN/49/13/HREC).  

GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 19-Nov-2013 

 

Dear Dr. Steve, 

 

I write further to the additional information provided in relation to the provisional 

approval granted to your application for ethical clearance for your project "Education 

consultants and high-stakes testing in New York City public schools." (GU Ref No: 

EDN/49/13/HREC). 

 

The additional information was considered by Office for Research. 

This is to confirm that this response has largely addressed the comments and concerns 

of the HREC. 

 

This decision is subject to: 

Please provide a signed copy of the Expedited Ethical Review Checklist.  Please scan 

the signed form and return to the Office for Research as an email attachment. 

 

However, you are authorised to immediately commence this research on the strict 

understanding that these matters are addressed and that you provide details of how they 

were addressed. 

 

Please note that failure to provide a timely response to these matters may result in this 

authorisation being suspended or withdrawn.  The standard conditions of approval 

attached to our previous correspondence about this protocol continue to apply. 

 

It would be appreciated if you could give your urgent attention to the issues raised by 

the Committee so that we can finalise the ethical clearance for your protocol promptly. 

 

Regards 

 

Dr. Kristie Westerlaken 

Policy Officer 

Office for Research 

Bray Centre, Nathan Campus 

Griffith University 

ph: +61 (0)7 373 58043 

fax: +61 (07) 373 57994 

email: k.westerlaken@griffith.edu.au 
 
Researchers are reminded that the Griffith University Code for the Responsible Conduct of 

Research provides guidance to researchers in areas such as conflict of interest, authorship, 

storage of data, & the training of research students. You can find further information, resources 

and a link to the University's Code by visiting 

http://policies.griffith.edu.au/pdf/Code%20for%20the%20Responsible%20Conduct%20of%20

Research.pdf 

 
PRIVILEGED, PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL This email and any files transmitted with it are intended solely for the use of the addressee(s) and may 

contain information which is confidential or privileged. If you receive this email and you are not the addressee(s) [or responsible for delivery of the email to the 

addressee(s)], please disregard the contents of the email, delete the email and notify the author immediately 
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Appendix 2. Permission to use and amend BASRC research survey Schedule 

Dr. Joan Talbert 

Co-Director CRC: School of Education,  

CERAS Building,  

Stanford University, Stanford, 

CA 94305-3084. United States of America                         

E-mail: talbert@stanford.edu 

 

Dear Dr. Talbert, 

  

Subject: Request for permission to use the Bay Area School Reform Collaborative 

(BASRC) Local Collaborative Coach Survey (2004) schedule 

  

I am contacting you to request permission to use a BASRC resource. I am a doctoral student 

from Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia. I am writing my dissertation tentatively titled 

‘Education consultants and their perceptions of high-stakes testing in New York City public 

schools’ under the direction of my dissertation committee chaired by Dr. Steve Hay of Griffith 

University, Queensland. Australia. 

  

I would like your permission to use the survey instrument, ‘Local Collaborative Coach 

Survey (2004)' schedule in my research study. I would amend the survey for use with 

consultants but would cite your work as the source. I would like to use and print your survey 

under the following conditions: 

·         I will use this survey only for my research study and will not sell or 

use it   with any compensated or curriculum development   activities. 

·         I will acknowledge your authorship in referencing the document. 

  

If these are acceptable terms and conditions, please indicate so by signing a copy of this letter 

and returning it to me either through postal mail or e-mail. 

Yours sincerely, 

  

John Farvis 

Doctoral Candidate                                              Email:  john.farvis@griffithuni.edu.au 

  

Possible Citation:  

Bay Area School Reform Collaborative (2004). BASRC Coach Survey. Stanford University. 

Graduate School in Education. Center for Research on the Context of Teaching. 

http://www.stanford.edu/group/suse-crc/cgi-bin/drupal/survey-instruments 

 

John, 

You are welcome to use items from our BASRC Coach Survey, and the attribution you propose 

is fine. Here is an e-signed copy of your permission form.   

Best wishes on your dissertation research, 

 

Joan 

 
Agreed to and accepted:   

Date:   27 October 2013  

Cc: Colleen.mccullough@mdrc.org, prchen@stanford.edu, milbrey@stanford.edu 

mailto:talbert@stanford.edu
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Appendix 3. Permission to use and amend High Stakes Survey Schedule 
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Appendix 4. Information and consent - survey instrument  

 

 
 

Education consultants and their perceptions of  

high-stakes testing in New York City schools. 

 

CONSENT INFORMATION FOR CONSULTANT RESEARCH SURVEY 

 

Research Team Senior Investigator: Dr. Stephen Hay.  

Investigator: Dr. Robert Funnell.  

Doctoral Candidate: John Farvis. 

 

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Griffith University 

P: 001161 (07) 3735 5650 

E: s.hay@griffith.edu.au 

 

Why the research being conducted 

I would like to invite you to participate in this important educational research project. I 

am conducting a research project to examine the effects of High stakes tests on the 

professional practice of education consultants in New York City schools.  

  

The research project is aiming to investigate the perspectives of Education consultants 

who have worked with district officials, school administrators or teachers in New York 

City schools. I wish to examine the influence of high stakes testing on your professional 

practice in schools in New York City. 

 

What you will be asked to do 

Participation in this study asks that you complete an online survey that enquires about 

effects of high stakes tests on your professional practice in New York City schools. It is 

anticipated that survey completion will take approximately thirty minutes.  

 

If you would like to participate in this study, I would ask you to please complete the 

online questionnaire by 30 July 2014. The questionnaire will involve multiple-choice 

questions, as well as an opportunity for you to provide comments. You may choose to 

skip any open –ended question in the survey, and you may choose to withdraw from the 
survey entirely at any point 

 
The basis by which participants will be selected or screened 

The online survey will be available to all people who have worked as education consultants 

in New York City schools. 

 

 

 

 

The expected benefits of the research 
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The research questions will address under-researched aspects of education consultancy. 

This research project will develop knowledge and understandings of how high stakes 

tests influence professional consultant practice. 

 
Risks to you 

Your participation is voluntary and there is no penalty if you do not participate. You 

may stop the survey at any time or skip any questions you do not wish to answer. While 

I will forward the link to the survey to you using your email address there will be no link 

between your access to the survey site and your identity. 

 

There should be minimal to no risk for participation in this research effort. To protect 

your confidentiality, the survey will not contain information that will personally identify 

you, and I will not ask for your name or the names of schools where you have worked 

as an education consultant.  

 

Your confidentiality 

The conduct of this research does not involve the collection or use of identified personal 

information. The survey does not ask you to disclose your name or any school sites. The 

data collected for this research will be reported in general terms and will not involve any 

identifying features. Survey data and typed responses will be anonymised and every 

attempt made to ensure that the records associated with this research remain confidential. 

All data is stored in a password protected electronic format. To help protect your 

confidentiality, the surveys will not contain information that will personally identify you. 

These actions have been taken to minimise the risk of research participants being 

identified directly or indirectly by colleagues or others. 

 

Your participation is voluntary 

Your participation is voluntary and you are not under any obligation to participate in this 

research. If you chose to participate you may discontinue participation at any time 

without penalty and without providing an explanation.  I hope that you will agree to 

participate in this study, while it may not benefit you directly, it may increase our 

understandings of the influence and consequences of high stakes testing in schools. 

Results of this research may be published in scholarly journals or at conferences.  
 

Questions / further information 

If you have any further questions relating to the research, please don’t hesitate to contact 

the research team leader, Dr. Stephen Hay by mail, phone or by email at School of 

Education and Professional Studies (Brisbane, Logan), Faculty of Education, Mount 

Gravatt Campus Griffith University, 176 Messines Ridge Road, Mount Gravatt, 

Queensland, 4122, Australia. (Phone: 3735 5650; Email: s.hay@griffith.edu.au).  

 

The ethical conduct of this research 

The proposed research will be undertaken through Griffith University. Griffith University 

conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 

Research.  If potential participants have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct 

of the research project they should contact the Manager, Research Ethics on (07) 3735 5585 

or  research-ethics@griffith.edu.au 

 

Feedback to you 

The research team will provide you with a summary of the main findings of the study in 

the form of a brief, informal report at the conclusion of the project. 
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Privacy Statement – Non-disclosure of personal information 

You should be aware that the conduct of this research does not involve the collection, 

access or use of your personal information. The information will be de-identified, as it 

is not linked to particular individuals. However, your anonymity will at all times be 

safeguarded. For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at 

www.griffith.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or telephone (07) 3735 5585.  

 
Please retain or print a copy of this consent agreement for your records. 

 

By completing this survey, you are indicating that you have read this document and 

voluntarily agree to take part in this research study.  

 

1. Please click on the button below to take the survey. 
 

3. EXPRESSING CONSENT: Please select your choice below. 

Clicking on the "agree" link below indicates that:  

 

• you have read the above information 

• you voluntarily agree to participate 

• Clicking on the agree button will transfer you to the survey site. 

 
• If you do not wish to participate in the research study, please decline 

participation by deleting this email 

Agree  https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/ZJMDBXR 

If the survey does not open please cut and paste the link into your web 

browser 
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Appendix 5. Online survey schedule 

 

1. What is high stakes testing? As an education consultant what do you understand by the 

high stakes testing environment?  Use the text box to report your response.  

*2. High stakes testing and consultancy practice at your school.  

You may have worked as a consultant at a number of schools in New York City. Choose 

the school you consider to be your main school. Reflecting on your consultancy in the 

context of high stakes testing answer the following questions.  

Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statements regarding your 

consultancy practice and the influences of high stakes testing in your school  
 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

2.1 High stakes testing supports equity goals in 

education delivery and social justice  O O O O O 

2.2 The reality of high stakes testing helps me 

determine how to use assessments effectively to 

measure change in student achievement  
O O O O O 

2.3 High stakes testing helps me to identify 

effective changes in school/classroom practices 

to address student achievement gaps  
O O O O O 

2.4 High stakes testing assists me in setting 

measurable goals for student achievement  
O O O O O 

2.5 High stakes testing helps me develop 

measurable goals for evaluating teacher practices  
O O O O O 

2.6 High stakes tests help me select multiple 

forms of assessment to evaluate students’ 

progress  
O O O O O 

2.7 High stakes tests help me to build teacher 

collaboration in the school  
O O O O O 

2.8 High stakes tests help me to build 

collaboration with teachers from other schools in 

our local area  
O O O O O 

3. Does the high stakes test environment facilitate or constrain your efforts in 

implementing good educational practice in your consultancy work? Use the text box to 

detail your response.  
 

 

 

 

 

Online Survey: The influence of high-stakes testing on the work of 
education consultants in New York schools 
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*4. High stakes testing and consultant collaboration with teachers in schools.  

Indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the statements regarding your consultancy 

practice with teachers and the influences of high stakes testing in schools.  
 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree  Neutral  Agree  Strongly 

Agree  

4.1 Teacher morale has increased because of high 

stakes testing  
O O O O O 

4.2 Teacher work satisfaction declines when the 

focus is on high stakes testing  O O O O O 

4.3 High stakes testing has increased 

opportunities for teachers in this school to 

experiment with their teaching  
O O O O O 

4.4 High stakes testing contributes to a more 

collaborative environment between school 

teachers and consultants  
O O O O O 

4.5 High stakes testing leads to a narrowing of 

the instructional focus  
O O O O O 

4.6 High stakes testing enables the effective 

allocation of time and resources across subject 

and curriculum areas  
O O O O O 

 

*5. Consider and evaluate the influence of high stakes testing on your collaborative work 

in fostering effective planning, instruction and evaluation. Does high stakes testing 

facilitate or constrain collaboration with teachers?  

Question Base: High stakes testing has contributed to more effective consultancy work in each 

of the following areas with teachers in your school.  

Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statements regarding your 

consultancy practice and the influences of high stakes testing in your school  

 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

5.1 Sharing ideas on teaching  

 
O O O O O 

5.2 Discussing what you/they learned at a 

workshop or conference  
O O O O O 

5.3 Sharing and discussing examples of student 

work with teachers  
O O O O O 

5.4 Discussing lessons with teachers  
O O O O O 

5.5 Discussing beliefs about teaching and 

learning  
O O O O O 

5.6 Sharing and discussing research on effective 

teaching methods  
O O O O O 

5.7 Sharing and discussing research on effective 

instructional practices for English Language 

Learners  
O O O O O 

5.8 Exploring new teaching approaches for 

underperforming students  
O O O O O 

5.9 Enabling consultants to facilitate 

collaboration and collegiality  
O O O O O 

5.10 Opportunities for collaboration with teachers 

have increased as a result of high stakes testing  
O O O O O 
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6. How does high stakes testing facilitate or constrain your collaborative work with 

teachers? Use the text box to detail your response.  

 

*7. Does high stakes testing facilitate or constrain consultant collaboration with 

administrators in schools?  

Indicate your level of agreement to the statements regarding your consultancy practice with 

school administrators and the influences of high stakes testing in the school.  

 
 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

7.1 Administrator morale is high because of 

high stakes tests  O O O O O 

7.2 Administrator work satisfaction declines 

when the focus is on high stakes testing  
O O O O O 

7.3 High stakes testing contributes to high 

levels of collaboration between school 

administrators and consultants  
O O O O O 

7.4 High stakes testing promotes democratic 

decision making between teachers and 

administrators  
O O O O O 

 

*8. Does high stakes testing facilitate or constrain your work as an education consultant 

with administrators.  

Question Base: To what extent would you agree that high stakes testing has contributed to more 

effective consultancy work in each of the following areas with administrators in your school?  
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

8.1 Discuss and evaluate student 

performance  O O O O O 

8.2 Discuss, plan and evaluate curriculum 

assessment  
O O O O O 

8.3 Discuss, plan and evaluate Common 

Core State Standards initiatives  
O O O O O 

8.4 Discuss, plan and evaluate strategies 

for professional development  
O O O O O 

8.5 Discuss, plan and evaluate budgeting 

and resource allocation strategies  
O O O O O 

8.6 Discuss and evaluate reform 

leadership  
O O O O O 

8.7 Discuss, plan and evaluate efforts to 

improve student learning outcomes  
O O O O O 

8.8 Discuss, plan and evaluate the use of 

research based reform practices  
O O O O O 

 

9. In your experience as a consultant does high stakes testing facilitate or constrain your 

collaborative work with school administrators? Use the text box to detail your response.  
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*10. The influence of high stakes testing on the morale of practitioners in New York City 

schools.  

What effects do high stakes tests have on teacher, administrator and your own morale as an 

education professional in New York City schools?  

Choose the appropriate response for each item:  
 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

10.1 Teacher morale is high because of high 

stakes tests  O O O O O 

10.2 High stakes testing diminishes the 

desire to remain in the profession  O O O O O 

10.3 Consultant’s work satisfaction declines 

when the focus is on high stakes testing  
O O O O O 

10.4 High stakes testing leads to 

competition between teachers  
O O O O O 

10.5 Consultant stress increases when the 

schools accountability grade declines  
O O O O O 

10.6 Punitive measures associated with high 

stakes testing induce consultant stress  
O O O O O 

10.7 Consultants experience stress in the 

effort to maintain their schools 

accountability grade  
O O O O O 

 

*11. Respondent Profile  

Are you female or male?  

O Female 

O Male 

 

*12. What was your highest level of education attainment when you took up consultancy 

practice in New York City schools?  

 

O Bachelor’s Degree 

 

O Master’s Degree  
 

O Doctorate  

 

Other (please specify)  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

13. What was your nationality when you commenced work in consultancy practice in New 

York City schools?  
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*14. How many years have you worked as a consultant in New York City schools?  

 

 

 

 

 

*15. What was your age when you took up consultancy practice in New York City 

schools?  

 

 

 
16. What sector of education is your key focus as a consultant? • Nominate your main 

sector of consultancy work.  

O Elementary School 

 

O Middle School 

 

O High School 

 

*17. What is the key curriculum area in your consultancy practice?  

 

 

 

 

 
Dear colleague,  

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Your participation will increase our 

understanding of under researched aspects of education consultancy.  

Thank you for your participation.  

 

  

John Farvis 

 

 

 

You have now completed the survey. 

Push the button to submit your survey 
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Appendix 6. Interview Information and consent  

 
Education consultants and their perceptions of high-stakes 

testing in New York City schools. 

 

INFORMATION FOR CONSULTANT INTERVIEWS 

 

Research Team Senior Investigator: Dr. Stephen Hay.  

Investigator: Dr. Robert Funnell.  

Doctoral Candidate: John Farvis. 

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Griffith University 

P: (07) 3735 5650 

E: s.hay@griffith.edu.au 

 
Why the research being conducted 

I would like to invite you to participate in this important educational research project. I 

am conducting a research project to examine the effects of high stakes tests on the 

professional practice of education consultants in New York City schools.  

  

The research project will investigate the perspectives of Education consultants who have 

worked with district officials, school administrators or teachers in New York City 

schools. I wish to examine the influence of high stakes testing on consultant professional 

practice in the schools of New York City.  

 

What you will be asked to do  

Participation in this study involves participation in an interview regarding the effects of 

high stakes tests on the practice of education consultants in New York City schools. It is 

anticipated that the interview would be concluded in approximately forty-five minutes.  

 

The basis by which participants will be selected or screened  

The interviews will be conducted with selected experienced consultants on an individual 

basis.  

 

 

 

The expected benefits of the research  

The research questions will address under-researched aspects of education consultancy. 

This research project will develop knowledge and understandings of how high stakes 

tests influence professional consultant practice.  

mailto:s.hay@griffith.edu.au
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Risks to you 

Your participation is voluntary and there is no penalty if you do not participate. You 

may conclude the interview at any time or skip any questions you do not wish to answer.  

There will be minimal to no for participation in this research effort. To protect your 

confidentiality, the interview transcripts will not contain information that identifies you, 

and I will not ask for your name or the names of schools where you have worked as an 

education consultant.  

 

Your confidentiality  

The conduct of this research does not involve the collection or use of identified personal 

information. The interview will not require you to disclose your name or any school 

sites. Interview responses will be anonymised and every attempt made to ensure that the 

records associated with this research remain confidential.  

 

Your participation  

Your participation is voluntary and you are not under any obligation to participate in this 

research. If you chose to participate you may discontinue participation at any time 

without penalty and without providing an explanation.  This research may not benefit 

you directly, however it may increase our understandings of the influence and 

consequences of high stakes testing in schools. Results of this research may be published 

in scholarly journals or at conferences.  

 

Questions / further information 

If you have any further questions relating to the research, please don’t hesitate to contact 

the research team leader, Dr. Stephen Hay by mail, phone or by email at School of 

Education and Professional Studies (Brisbane, Logan), Faculty of Education, Mount 

Gravatt Campus Griffith University, 176 Messines Ridge Road, Mount Gravatt, 

Queensland, 4122, Australia. (Phone: 3735 5650; Email: s.hay@griffith.edu.au).  

 

The ethical conduct of this research 

The proposed research will be undertaken through Griffith University. Griffith University 

conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 

Research.  If potential participants have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct 

of the research project, they should contact the Manager, Research Ethics on (07) 3735 5585 

or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

Feedback to you 

The research team will provide you with a summary of the main findings of the 

study in the form of a brief, informal report at the conclusion of the project. 
 

Privacy Statement – non-disclosure of personal information 

You should be aware that the conduct of this research does not involve the collection, 

access or use of your personal information. The information will be de-identified, as it 

is not linked to particular individuals. However, your anonymity will at all times be 

safeguarded. For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at 

www.griffith.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or telephone (07) 3735 5585. Please retain this 

information statement for your records. 
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Appendix 7. Interview schedule 

Interview Introduction 

Thank you for reading the information about this interview and agreeing to participate. 

As indicated, I will be asking you questions regarding your work as an education 

consultant and your experience of high stakes testing in New York public schools.  

 

Introduction/Greeting. Ethical issues and request for consent 

Participant consent for recording is to be digitally recorded 

 

This interview will take between 20 and 40 minutes.  

I would like your permission to tape our conversation for the purpose of 

transcription and validity. The digital recording of this interview will be deleted 

when a transcript is produced.  

You are free to ask me to turn off the recorder at any time.  

 

Do I have your permission to tape this interview? YES/NO 

 

Please let me know if at any time during our conversation you do not 

understand a question or you do not feel comfortable answering a question. The 

information you provide will be used in a research study with no indicators of 

your identity or the schools where you work. 
Do you have any questions before we begin?  

Explanation  

High stakes testing is a component of assessment and education reform 

in the United States. The aim of this survey is to investigate the influence 

of high stakes testing on your professional practice as an education 

consultant in New York City Schools.  

Background 
1. Your consultancy area: Math/Literacy/other and Elementary/Middle/High 

School focus  

2. How long did you work as a teacher or administrator prior to your appointment 

as an education consultant in New York? 

3. How long have you worked as an education consultant in New York City 

public schools? 

4. What do you understand by the term ‘high stakes testing? 

 

Section One. This part of the interview is about any influence that high 

stakes testing has on your professional practice. Consider and respond to 

each question in terms of your professional practice at your major school 

site.  

 

What is your goal as a consultant when you work with teachers and school 

administrators? Does the existence of high stakes testing influence your work? 

Explain 
5. To what extent have you been able to provide suitable embedded classroom 

support/PD with teachers and specialists? 
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Section Two. These questions are about high stakes testing and its 

influence on your collaborative work with teachers and administrators. 
6. In what ways does high stakes testing influence strategic planning processes in 

schools? 

7. In what ways does high stakes testing influence curriculum development and 

review processes in schools? 

8. In what ways does high stakes testing influence instructional practices in 

schools? 

9. In what ways does high stakes testing influence collaboration in schools? 

10. In what ways does high stakes testing influence embedded classroom 

support/PD at this school? 

 

Section Three. This last section is about the ways high stakes testing might 

affect your morale as a consultant in New York Public schools. Does the 

existence of high stakes affect your morale as a consultant in New York public 

schools? Consider the following questions regarding your work as a consultant.  
11. In what ways does high stakes testing influence your ability to implement and 

contribute to effective strategic planning at the school site? 

12. In what ways does high stakes testing influence your ability to implement and 

contribute to effective shared teaching goals at the school site? 

 

Closing  

13. Do you have any recommendations in relation to high stakes testing in schools?  

14. Is there anything else you would like to add about your experiences with high 

stakes testing?  

 

Thank You  

 

Interviewer: Thank you for taking the time to meet with me to share your 

experiences and views. You may contact me any time with questions or 

concerns.  
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Appendix 8. Voluntary Comments: Survey Question 1. 

Q1: High stakes testing   Definition of High Stakes Tests. 

Analysis appendix 

1.1 A high stakes testing environment is one where teachers and students 

are on edge and nervous, usually involving a lot of impracticable or 

irrelevant 'test preparation' materials. Students feel the pressure to pass 

to the next level and the test is often not indicative of their capabilities. 

Teachers feel the pressure of superiors judging their performance. 

1.2 Any test or suite of tests with major consequences based on the 

outcome. 

1.3 For all targeted levels of schooling, most notably in NY state and NYC, 

the targeted levels are Grades 3-8 in the elementary and middle years. 

Annually, students are tested in Literacy or Numeracy (Mathematics) 

on a combination of multiple choice, short or extended response 

questions that test the level of student knowledge on a set criteria 

known as "Standards". Schools funding and state funding is in part 

dependent on levels of success by students participating in the tests and 

so the levels of achievement can alter the benefits for schools in 

somewhat dramatic ways. In addition, student 9 digit identifier 

numbers are allocated to teacher identifier numbers and so teacher 

performance can be linked to student performance. As the two 

dependent variables, NYS/NYC funding and Teacher performance are 

linked to student results, the stakes for improvement and success are set 

to a high level of performance or anxiety. For students, there is only 

one performance option and that is pass or fail at the annual test time. 

There is not ongoing record of performance taken into account and so 

almost all is based on a single assessment over two sittings. This then 

is identified as high stakes as the stake is almost identified as "all or 

nothing". 

1.4 High stakes testing ramps up rewards and penalties contingent on students 

learning outcomes. It has reached a crisis point in New York City schools. 

1.5 High stakes testing occurs when as a result of testing students are held 

back. It can result in some students taking an extra two years to complete 

elementary school. It impacts upon the students' self esteem. High stakes 
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testing has implications for the staff, principal and the school. A school can 

be declared a failing school, leading to closure, de staffing and reopening 

with new principal and staff. Principals can receive a bonus. So a lot hinges 

upon these tests. 

1.6 High stake testing contributed significantly to the stress of the Principal 

and teachers as school closure was threatened. This stress had a negative 

influenced in the classroom as students were bombarded with test 

practice, and very little teaching. Students appeared to hate this, as they 

were bored, unmotivated and disengaged. Reviewing previous years test 

answers did not result in additional or new understandings. Students only 

learned the answers to those specific questions. For example if a question 

required an inference, then the teacher told the students the answer, but 

did not necessarily teach the skill of inferring, so that the skill could be 

applied in a new situation. Test practice did not generate new learning that 

could be applied. Test practice was a waste of everyone's time, a shocking 

waste of paper, and must surely be responsible for students’ bad behaviour 

and disenchantment with school. 

1.7 High stakes refers to the consequences of testing for students, teachers, 

school administrators and districts. Previously tests were high stakes for 

students but low stakes for teachers, Now tests have significant 

consequences for whole school communities. 

1.8 High stakes refers to the types of consequences associated with the use of 

test results. High stakes for students could mean admission to schools and 

high stakes for teachers could mean evaluation, tenure, promotion or pay. 

1.9 High stakes testing - assessment/s which are used to determine how well/ 

effective individual students, teachers schools districts - used as an 

accountability tool. - Scores used for purposes such as allocation of funding, 

student advancement, possibly teacher advancement - designed at Federal 

level - Assessments often multiple choice - assessments usually 

standardised 

1.10 High Stakes Testing are standardised tests externally set and scored, 

delivered to identified cohorts across a school system. Results are used to 

rank schools, to monitor school performance, to determine funding levels 

and interventions. 

1.11 High stakes testing applies student state test outcomes to students and also 

whole school communities. 
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1.12 High stakes testing extrapolates test results to all sectors of the education 

system 

 

1.13 High stakes testing has by definition important consequences for the 

person taking the test. Whilst the purpose/intent of high stakes testing - 

standardised testing - could well be valid the results have become so 

important that many schools, fearing less than favourable results, spend 

inordinate amounts of time teaching superficial and largely irrelevant skills 

to the point of narrowing the curriculum and promoting highly diminished 

engagement for all involved. 

1.14 High stakes testing highlights possible adverse consequences for students, 

teachers and administrators in schools. High stakes testing elicits a fear 

response from many New York teachers and school administrators. They 

tend to react with short term strategies calculated to drive improved 

student test results however these strategies impede long term student 

growth and compromise the acquisition of the basics which underpin good 

long term student ability development 

1.15 High stakes testing involves the implementation of standardised tests and 

standardised conditions to evaluate the performance of students in general 

academic areas such as literacy and numeracy in accordance with the 

relevant curriculum. The 'high stakes' component involves some degree of 

external evaluation that might impact upon the progression of students to 

higher grades, funding for schools, or information made public about the 

aggregated performances of students within schools. 

1.16 High stakes testing involves the national, state and city mandated tests that 

schools participate in, for which results are corralled and schools are 

sometimes ranked and scored for these. They can also effect individual 

teacher evaluation scores. 

1.17 High stakes testing involves the national, state and city mandated tests that 

schools participate in, for which results are corralled and schools are 

sometimes ranked and scored for these. They can also effect individual 

teacher evaluation scores. 

1.18 High Stakes Testing is a political juggernaut. It shapes education policy at a 

federal, state and city level. It's effects on curriculum and instruction 

cannot be understated. In education circles the term 'backwash' has 

originated. This refers to the changes in a schools curriculum and 

instructional practice as a result of High Stakes Testing. 
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1.19 High stakes testing is a standardized assessment of teacher performance, 

school culture and the socio-economic status of school children, in the 

guise of an assessment of student skills and knowledge in mandated 

subjects. It is an attempt to collect data for decision-making about school 

funding, teacher evaluation and student readiness. Because results rarely 

arrive in time for adjustments in instruction, it has little use as a formative 

form of assessment. It tends to put learning into subject silos and undercut 

connection-making, creativity, inquiry, collaboration and other 21st 

Century Skills. 

1.20 High stakes testing is any assessment that has a summative outcome. High 

stakes testing is usually aligned to state standards and is a critical 

component of graduation requirements. 

1.21 High stakes testing is essentially end of secondary school examinations; it 

is high stakes because in some countries it has a significant impact on 

tertiary entrance, or at least progression to the next level of education. The 

impact of high stakes testing environment can be seen from the top down 

where the focus is on maximization of success. As a consequence the 

classroom environment is often focused on preparing for examinations and 

thus is focused on the ability to complete questions similar to those found 

on examination papers. Understanding is less important at least in some 

classes. 

1.22 High stakes testing is exactly what it "sounds like": using the results of an 

evaluation to determine consequences that are critical to the student being 

tested, his/her teacher, the administrators and school community. The 

results are used to determine, placement of students, possible career 

choices, teacher, administration and school evaluations. This has created 

an environment of disgruntled teachers, anxious parents and a narrowly, 

shortsighted, limited curriculum geared towards test taking. It has become 

the underlying engine behind all curriculums and lessons. 

1.23 High stakes testing is in place when test results have significant 

consequences for students. In New York the tests have high stakes for 

students, teachers, administrators and also school districts. Poor test 

outcomes for a school may trigger actions associated with the No Child Left 

Behind Act. Students may fail or be required to repeat, teachers may be 

denied promotion or dismissed, administrators may be redeployed or 

dismissed and schools may be closed or taken over by privately managed 

'charter schools'. 
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1.24 High stakes testing is irrelevant to students' learning. It is a political 

constraint to try and standardise a teaching and learning - and will never 

do that, people cannot be standardised. As a consultant in NYC schools I 

attempted to move teachers towards engagement of students by using a 

combination of excellent methodologies. Engaged students do better on 

high stakes tests. 

 High stakes testing is one way to measure learning (not always the best 

way) and teaching 

1.26 High Stakes Testing is standardised testing with high stakes, i.e., where 

funding, student progress or professional status and careers are at stake 

based on student results. The risk with high stakes testing is that it 

introduces unhealthy bias into the education process, compromising real 

learning. There is nothing wrong with standardised testing, provided it is 

used to authentically enhance learning. 

1.27 High Stakes testing is testing which has profound consequences for 

participants. In the New York context the students, teachers and 

administrators all experience state testing as a high stakes activity. 

1.28 High Stakes testing is the process of testing students on a regular basis 

across the system using standardised testing regimes throughout 

elementary and secondary school. Schools are graded on the basis of 

student results. Analysis of the test data is then used to target schools for 

improvement, others for closure. Consequently, plans are implemented 

that result in Principal and staff hiring and firing, staff transfers and future 

funding being dependent on staff, student and school performance. 

129 High stakes testing is the testing of students that is supposed to provide 

results that hold both teachers and schools accountable for student growth 

in a selected number of items. In New York it means schools can close 

when for a number of years a school does not meet a growth target. 

1.30 High stakes testing is the use of externally set tests to rank student results. 

1.31 High stakes testing is when the kids can’t move to the next grade level 

unless they pass the test. They need to go to summer school and pass 

another test. If they don't pass, they still don't go to the next level. Teacher 

placement is impacted as is principal. 

1.32 High stakes testing means an assessment that measures performance, a 

measure that influences funding decisions, an assessment that attempts to 

quantify benchmarks for all, and measure performance against this 

standard. Low performing schools and regions are directly related to socio 
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economic factors, an area that is well researched. So high stakes testing 

results have an adverse effect on low socioeconomic communities. 

Whether that is to reinforce stereotypes or to attract more funding to 

address issues of poverty on education and lifetime opportunities. So, it is a 

highly charged debate with educators and welfare groups equally vested in 

providing for better educational outcomes. 

1.33 High stakes testing means that it's high stakes for the students - perform 

well and you might get into your preferred university. To me it means 

testing by using the best possible tools for testing acquired knowledge and 

application of that knowledge 

1.34 High stakes testing occurs when testing outcomes have significant 

consequences for people involved in education. While testing has often had 

high stakes for students it now has high stakes for teachers, administrators, 

schools and even districts. High stakes testing as a model has been taken to 

extreme lengths in New York Schools 

1.35 High stakes testing relates to the impact of the test results achieved by 

students - for both the students and their teachers. The implication for 

students is that if they attend school in a large city, such as NYC their 

promotion is dependent upon their test scores. Recent changes have meant 

that other factors - portfolio and yearlong data may also be taken into 

account. The impact for teachers is that their performance scores are in 

part calculated using test scores - depending upon the model selected by 

the school or District. 

1.36 High stakes testing rewards or penalizes students, teachers and 

administrators contingent on state test learning outcomes 

1.37 High stakes tests are linked to a mandated curriculum and a narrow 

teaching focus that disregards critical factors in student progress to 

penalize teachers in high poverty schools. 

1.38 High stakes tests measures school outcomes according to student learning 

outcomes indicated by state test results. This process disregards school 

community development processes, instructional practices or the role of 

socio economic factors in student learning outcomes on state tests. While 

research identifies poverty as having a significant impact on student 

learning the high stakes testing displays student opportunities as equal. 

1.39 HST is a test / exam that has significant - usually negative if results are not 

up to scratch - implications for the school, or the test-taker, or both For the 

school / system, implications may include dollar funding, or staff levels, 
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and potentially even closure, public exposure. For the individual, high 

stakes testing generally acts as a gateway to progression (e.g. post-school 

pathway options, or continuance of scholarship funding, etc.) For me, at 

heart HST are about coercion / control HST is marketed as being about 

accountability and transparency but I feel personally that they way the 

results of HST for a school are used, HST is really about power and control. 

Underpinning HST is a certain view as the purpose of schooling and 

education. 

1.40 I consider high stakes testing to be standardised tests that report on 

limited students' skills and measure gains or losses of achievement against 

a broad band of students of a similar chronological age. Tests are 'high 

stakes' for the individual teachers and schools too, as they ostensibly judge 

the standard of teaching. 

1.41 I interpret this to mean that the results from a battery of tests will 

determine some important educational decisions. The impact of these 

decisions rests solely on the results of a testing regime. Most often they are 

standardised and applied in a 'one size fits all' model across large numbers 

of schools and learners. I see this has resulted in a very narrow definition 

of education and of the role of schools in educating children - it has become 

about passing these tests because so much rests on their outcome. 

1.42 I think of standardized testing that has major implications for students and 

educators. Much of the learning time is taken over by test preparation and 

it's high stakes with high stress for all involved. 

1.43 I understand that the results of the test have considerable consequences 

for schools, teachers and students. However the environment has changed 

for students in this regards as a result of policy adjustments. 

1.44 It is State testing that takes place every year for grade 3-8 students in Math 

and ELA. The promotion and securing of high school and middle school 

placements include the results from these tests. All students except those 

with and IEP that indicates modifications or exclusion and ELL's not in the 

country for more than 12 months are excluded. All other students are 

expected to be tested. In the current climate in NYC the teachers are also 

rated according to the results of their students. Many of the schools have 

the test results as one of the MOSL indicators. Even if you don't teach such 

grade levels. Schools are rated on their performance on the state tests and 

this factor is combined with a finites set of indicators to give the school a 

graded rating. The tests are scored away from the school sites and the 
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results are not known before the students and teachers leave for summer 

break. The only aspect communicated is if the student is in the lowest 25% 

and the indication is that they may need to attend summer school. This 

attendance varies according to whether or not the school supports this, the 

parents take the students to summer school or there is a case make for 

exclusion via portfolio of work over the year. 

1.45 It is the practice of using student score on standardised tests to make 

major decisions about schools including closure, resourcing, employment 

of teachers, rating of schools and teachers and most importantly to 

progress of students. It is a very narrow view of learning and achievement. 

1.46 It refers to important testing that can have a significant influence on a 

student's results and on others involved in a student's education - e.g. their 

teachers 

1.47 Mass testing has become big business. In 2007 it was estimated that US 

students took 68 million tests related to the requirements of No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB). While the rhetoric used by commentators and policy 

makers about such things as No Child Left Behind refers to ‘educational 

accountability’, it is really about ‘political accountability’. The politics of 

‘educational accountability’ in countries like the United States and England 

led to large-scale testing at state and national levels. Countries like 

Australia and Canada are now following these trends in national ‘high-

stakes’ testing. Testing that leads to punishments and penalties for 

teachers and schools, or adverse outcomes for students, like not moving up 

a grade or securing a place in a tertiary institution is labeled ‘high-stakes’. 

This kind of focus – using government-derived testing data for the 

purposes of ‘political accountability’ - narrows the curriculum and limits 

true learning. The Arts and Humanities are usually the curriculum areas to 

suffer. Current debates appear to pit politics against pedagogy, with 

politicians and media commentators pitted against teachers, their unions 

and professional organisations, and academics. 

1.48 National testing regional testing at certain ages in America usually 

grade 4 is where they began They can define where children will attend 

middle school. They also drove the school curriculum. 

1.49 Principals and teachers can lose their jobs. Students may not graduate 

or may not get sufficient scores to get to the best option for college or 

career 
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1.50 Question needs a little bit of tweaking. As a education consultant my 

job is to prepare teachers, and in some cases conduct demonstration on 

technique that ensure better results when schools launch, or offer 

promote, or bust assessments. 

1.51 Regular testing assesses individual learning outcomes for students. The 

high stakes testing environment imposes outcome related conditions on 

teachers, administrators and school districts. This is an issue for how 

consultants work. 

1.52 Schools are judged by test marks and decisions are made as to their 

future. Bonuses are awarded to those who do well. 

1.53 Standardized tests tied to school ranking, student ranking, funding etc. 

1.54 State testing that ranks students and schools according to results. 

1.55 Student test results having high stakes consequences for the wider 

school community 

1.56 Testing conducted by the state or federal governments consisting of 

summative assessments for students in particular targeted grades. The 

"high stakes" part comes about for a number of reasons- firstly for 

students. If they don't "pass the test" there are normally repercussions- 

particularly in the States. If the students don't "pass", they get to spend 

the major part of their Summer holiday in an "intensive" (but not data-

related/informed) Summer school to "try" to catch up and "pass" the 

next test, given before school starts for the year again. If they still do 

not pass this test, they are then chosen to repeat the grade. High Stakes 

is also in terms of the teachers. Based on the students' performance in 

the tests, teachers are rated by the department of education and these 

results are published publicly, regardless of the students' 

backgrounds/needs/ beginning levels when they arrived in each class. 

With recent teacher evaluations in NYC, the results of the tests form 

60% of the teacher's final "score" for the year- again regardless of 

differences in experiences, backgrounds, needs of students. Thus the 

tests form a high priority and often an enormous pressure is felt to 

"teach to the test" to ensure the teacher's results are achieved! High 

Stakes also for the principal-this year in NYC the Principal's Final 

Evaluation also rests on the results of the tests, seen in the very public 

letter score the school is given through the Progress Report. 
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1.57 Testing processes that are used to accredit students but also assess 

teachers, administrators and schools based on student results. 

1.58 Testing that has an important effect on both the candidate and the 

teachers involved. It is testing that leads to teacher evaluation and 

access to tertiary study for the students. 

1.59 Testing where teachers are rated by the outcomes, schools are graded 

on the outcomes, school budgets are based on testing outcomes 

1.60 The grade 3,4 and 5 state tests. 

1.61 The high stakes testing environment has important consequences for 

the test taker and those associated with teaching and school 

administration. As a consultant I know that the higher the stakes, the 

more schools focus instruction on the tests. As a result, the teaching 

focus can reduce attention on important but non-tested subjects. 

1.62 The High Stakes Testing environment is a paradox. The conventional 

thinking was that increased pressure on teachers and administrators via 

the status of student learning outcomes would focus instruction and 

administration to leverage better student results over time. The actual 

outcome appears to be increased stress, instructional conservatism and 

a failure of professional confidence and initiative. Teachers and 

administrators do not appear to believe that that have the capacity to 

improve student outcomes in the high stakes context and they 

increasingly use mass-produced test prep and instructional materials. 

There has been a collapse of initiative at the local level. Short-term 

strategies may even depress results because they do not effectively take 

into account existing student abilities. 

 

1.63 The high stakes testing environment is how schools operate when state 

test results determine teacher and administrator tenure and promotion. 

If low-test scores can result in the school getting closed then the tests 

have high stakes for everyone. 

1.64 The process of high-stakes testing is to measure. The high stakes 

system includes any test used to make important decisions about 

students, educators, schools, or districts. In the USA it is state based. 
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1.65 The use of student test results on state tests to differentiate students, 

teachers and schools. Teachers may gain or be denied tenure and 

[promotions based on test outcomes. This can also apply to school 

administrators Schools in New York that have a history of poor student 

results may be closed or reopened as Charter Schools. These realities 

impact on consultant practice. 

1.66 There has always been a high stakes testing environment. Teachers 

have been teaching to the test for at least a decade. Schools' scores 

were published in newspapers. It is worse now, for at least two reasons: 

~ the scores are connected to teachers' evaluations ~ the tests 

themselves are worse (less fair, less connected to teaching and 

learning) than ever 

 

1.67 This is the environment that begins after the Christmas break and 

continues until the state test. It involves students being identified 

through a variety of benchmark tests including such commercial 

products as IReady. These students are then offered before and after 

school tutoring as well as Saturday AM programs to ensure that they 

have the best opportunity to pass the state test. In these times of 

accountability the teachers performance, principals performance and 

the schools rating is all linked to the student’s performance in the state 

test. Therefore it is a very tense environment for all concerned. It is not 

all bad as teachers through more intense formative and summative 

assessments identify not only students who are struggling but also 

ways to improve their teaching performance. This has been particularly 

the case with the introduction of the common core standards that have 

required teachers to gain a deeper understanding of the literacy and 

math standards and the concepts underpinning them. 

1.68 This refers to required elementary and high school level examinations 

that students are required to sit. The results of the test are integral to 

each student's outcome. Consequently, these tests have been given 

considerable weight in students' education so that preparation for the 

test can replace normal classes that form part of a general or a broader 

education. Teachers may be placed in a situation where the quality of 
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their teaching will be judged in terms of the outcomes of their students 

who take the required tests. Thus, the tests are high-stakes as there is a 

lot at stake for the individual student and also for individual teachers. 

In this context students may be placed in an education environment that 

focuses on material likely to be tested in the state tests at the expense of 

'an all-round' or broader education. This may compromise students' 

opportunities to be taught how to think as they will tend to lack control 

over what they are taught and how they are taught and find that they 

are being readied for an externally devised exam instead of being given 

a global education that encourages all students to realise their potential 

and support then to become independent learners. Likewise teachers 

may be compromised by high stakes testing if their students’ results are 

used to measure their performance as a teacher. When teachers have 

students who are required to undertake high-stakes tests, it is likely that 

the system, their principal, their supervisor(s) and their colleagues will 

be implicit in a culture than does focus on the exam and exam skills 

rather than just assuming that 'effective teaching and learning' will be 

sufficient high-stakes testing preparation in and of itself. 

1.69 Using student test scores to make decisions about teachers, 

administrators and school districts in addition to the traditional role of 

assessment to inform and confirm student learning 

1.70 When there is a single test that is given far too much emphasis and the 

score is thought to be an accurate indicator of learning outcomes. 
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Appendix 9. Voluntary Comments: Survey Question 3. 

Q3: Implementing good educational practice in consultancy work 

Analysis appendix 

3.1 Because of the way in which results are used, in most schools there is 

pressure to 'teach to the test'. In my experience, this was very evident in 

NYC, where I worked for 6 years as a consultant. When schools do 

'teach to the test' it impacts in very negative ways on effective teaching 

practice. Much instructional time is spent on learning how to take the 

test at all levels in a primary school. Testing, teaching how to take the 

test and do well, drives curriculum design and delivery. Thus effective 

teaching practice is compromised, if the results from high stakes tests 

are the only form of data used to design curriculum. Working as a 

consultant in this system was at times difficult; my work was 

sometimes severely compromised as a result of the emphasis on HST. 

 

3.2 Both. As a great thinker once said, (and I paraphrase) "If you put 

pressure on a dysfunctional unit, the people within begin to lie and 

cheat. If you put pressure on a functional unit, the people within see 

what they can learn, how they can use it to their advantage." Although 

fear often makes people stupid, it sometimes opens them up when they 

were previously resistant. 

 

3.3 Clearly it constrains the ability to implement good educational practice 

because teachers and schools place to must emphasis on achievement 

in those specific tests. 

3.4 Constrain, because there is too much focus on test results 

 

3.5 Constrain: It may provide some initial information, but as evidence it is 

very weak. All you need to do is to sit and observe students taking 

online testing to notice that what you are getting is a snapshot and not 

often a very real or accurate snapshot. School-based assessment is far 

more powerful and pushes responsibility to the teacher and the local 

school, while enabling Teachers and parents to get a far more realistic 

and longitudinal picture of student standard and progress. This is 
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monitored at a local level by Grade level meetings within subject areas 

which then encourage peer interaction 

3.6 Constrain! It's all about the test! Teaching and Learning is not the 

focus, the test is. High stakes testing goes against everything we talk 

about as consultants and educators. The focus is on one size fit all test, 

not differentiation, not on integrating learning, not on continuous text 

for reading, writing and viewing. Takes the focus away too for 

professional dialogue. 

 

3.7 Constrain. Academic underachievement is the result of a variety of 

factors that are best addressed through a broad, multi-disciplinary 

approach beginning pre-K, not a 'teach to the test' approach from grade 

three onwards. 

3.8 Constrained definitely as principals were often driven by the outcomes 

of these and consequently put pressure on teachers to teach in ways that 

did not support learning for all children especially children who may 

have needed time to grasp concepts or a different way of presenting 

these concepts. 

3.9 Constrains 

3.10 Constrains. Teachers are driven by the tests and their consequences, 

hence best educational practice is overlooked for best test result, so that 

teachers don't appear ineffective. IF the tests were better structured the 

testing and teacher practices could be better aligned to better serve 

educational needs and improve student learning for understanding. 

3.11 Constrains. Teachers are acutely aware that not only is their students' 

performance being evaluated; their own performance is too. 

Consequently teachers focus on quick fix teach to the test behaviours 

rather than focus on good teaching, good facilitation. Consultants know 

that to develop a teacher's ability to develop student thinking requires 

their own thinking to change and develop more deeply the ability to 

ask questions. Their own knowledge requires development. As this can 

take more than one year, the clash between knowing what I need to 

teach now for the test and the deeper content is often constrained. 

There is a restricted time to focus how to teach, rather than for tests 

what to teach. 
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3.12 Efforts are constrained with testing of this nature; ongoing assessment 

of student work is far more valuable as a teaching resource. Having 

current daily information from teacher directed assessments are more 

reliable and useful than high stakes tests 

3.13 Good consultancy work was made difficult because classroom teachers 

were instructed to devote too much instruction time to test practice by 

having students review previous tests. Test practice was carried out 

throughout the day, each day for weeks leading up to the testing date at 

the expense of everything else. So much so that the math consultants 

found it pointless going to a school prior to the literacy test, and 

literacy consultancy were similarity constrained prior to the math test. 

As a consultant I would advocate in-class diagnostic assessments. The 

results can then be used instantly to determine next teaching steps. But 

how could this method be introduced when all time was taken up by 

the high stakes testing that did not even get the test results back to the 

classroom teacher, in some cases, until the following year! What use is 

such old data??? What use is last year’s data with a new class of 

students??? High stake testing certainly prevented the introduction of 

best practices and innovating teaching. 

3.14 High stakes test environment constrains my efforts because everyone is 

in a hurry to "get through." The emphasis is on breath not depth. 

Everyone is in a hurry to teach and test. Students don't understand the 

relationship between the learning experience and assessment and no 

one cares to explain it as only the scores matter. 

3.15 High stakes testing becomes an end in itself, rather than the means to 

implement and measure effective learning programs. Schools can 

become so focused on what the data sets tell them, the public 

perception of their edifice, rather than educational foci, when data is 

delayed to the extent that it is too late to be diagnostic or formative, 

then it is hardly surprising that these assessments are viewed with a 

degree of scorn or distrust by educators. I think parents don't know 

enough to have very strong opinions, but if asked if they were 

beneficial, most would likely say yes. In some way, they know it is an 

accountability measure; they are just not sure who and what is being 

measured. So, educators with whom I worked with on a regular basis, 
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well, they were consumed with test results, past and future, student 

behaviours to testing, stamina, IQ spread, immigration, and assorted 

social emotional issues besetting the local community. Testing 

consumed the professional dialogue and the planning of professional 

development. In fact, a sort of ELA fever consumed my building's AP 

who seemed to be in a race with himself - to better his previous years. I 

built the curriculum scope and sequence around quality reading and 

writing units but Alas, all this great thinking was lost, every year, 

despite everyone's best intentions. We would implore the teachers to 

ignore the ELA until at least a month out (even that was way too much 

time but that was my compromise position) but someone would start 

early, then all common sense flew out as well. They believed they 

could teach vocabulary that would appear on the paper and which 

would be worth more than 50% of the total points, they believed that 

struggling readers could leap years of reading growth because they 

were told to, and that writing sentence stems must be religiously 

followed. All this, and loads of test tips to get through, and I am sure 

that a small percentage of our students felt up to the task. Most were 

consumed with anxiety, whatever their swagger suggested otherwise. 

3.16 High stakes testing constrains efforts for consultants to implement 

good educational practices in my schools. As a consultant my focus is 

on effective teaching and learning rather than succeeding in high-stakes 

tests. When a teacher feels pressured by student outcomes on high-

stakes tests they tend to teach to the test rather than reflecting on the 

needs of their individual students and their capacity to plan and 

implement a program that will support their students to realise their 

individual potential. In this context the focus is not on good 

educational practice but test results. 

3.17 High stakes testing constrains efforts to implement best practices in 

schools. All the new CCSS aligned curriculums that I've seen rely 

heavily on response to literature test prompts. There needs to be more 

authentic, real world assessments that involve problem solving at 

higher levels of thinking. Teachers are now using "Backwards Design" 

to create units of study, where they are working backwards from the 

test, rather than from the goals of students. So many areas that make 
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learning accessible to all and help develop well-rounded, thoughtful 

citizens have been eliminated (i.e. art, music, poetry, physical 

education etc.). 

3.18 High stakes testing constrains good educational practice. The results of 

the test take so long to come that they cannot be used to improve the 

program the classroom. Since we are not supposed to look at the 

questions in the test we cannot even look for areas not addressed and 

include these in subsequent planning. Some teachers are motivated by 

the test and have taken greater notice of the common core standards 

than they previously had done before the test addressed these 

standards. 

3.19 High stakes testing constrains my efforts to implement good 

educational practice but increases my influence in PD for test focused 

subjects 

3.20 High stakes testing drives a fear response and dissuades teachers in 

undertaking the research necessary to investigate and implement local 

education innovation. The high stakes test environment saps teachers 

and administrators of the enthusiasm needed to respond effectively to 

urgent student learning needs. The test prep response does not 

contribute to long-term student skill and ability. It promotes routine 

responses. 

3.21 High stakes testing engenders fear among teachers and administrators 

that contributes to short-term responses to instructional planning. High 

stakes testing hampers long term planning for student learning and 

hampers efforts to foster collaboration and professional collegiality that 

are key channels to build instructional capacity in schools. 

3.22 High stakes testing engenders fear and teachers find it difficult to plan 

for the long term when they are in fear of losing their jobs or their 

school is at risk of closure. A skilled workforce requires a sense of 

permanence and this is compromised by the NCLB policy frameworks 

as they are implemented via high stakes testing. 

3.23 High stakes testing environment constrains good educational practice 

as many 'good' practices are dropped months before the assessment. 

The culture of 'test preparation' replaces good instruction, often leading 

to instruction around test taking strategies rather than teaching thinking 
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strategies in both literacy and numeracy. It the worst instances, 

students are subjected to numerous practice tests in the false belief that 

doing practice tests will improve performance. Schools also use 

practice test to 'inform' instruction and sometime center instruct on 

what they predict will be on the test 

3.24 High stakes testing has a constraining effect in implementing good 

educational practice. Because the types of assessments used require 

short answers, and rely on the ability to reproduce certain skills, in the 

most part they do not encourage deep thinking. As a consequence 

teachers see limited potential for changing their practice unless "the 

runs are on the board" they require evidence for the improved success 

rates which is not always easy to demonstrate in a short period of time. 

3.25 High stakes testing has a huge impact on the quality of work with 

teachers. When teachers are under so much pressure from 

administration to improve student scores, naturally their focus is on test 

preparation. So that means lots of test drills, driven by publishing 

companies. Student learning becomes very disconnected and irrelevant 

to education in the true and wider sense. Time with teachers can turn 

into planning and implementation of test prep. 

3.26 High stakes testing is actually an inhibitor to assisting with the 

implementation of good teaching practice. Teachers and Principals 

seem to be highly influenced by what they see as the "sword of 

Damocles" hovering above them. They regard the achievement of 

students in the standardised tests as being the aim of education. This 

leads to repetitive instructional techniques related to specific tests and 

topics. 

3.27 High stakes testing is linked to a climate of fear. It discourages risk 

taking and exploration. The strategies that are associated with test 

preparation provide a narrow base for learning. High stakes testing 

removes the influence consultants may have to promote collaborative 

professional work with a focus on improved learning outcomes. High 

stakes testing promotes an incremental approach to learning that is 

about surviving the test rather than building capacity 

3.28 High stakes testing promotes a climate of concern and fear that 

promotes short termism in education planning and provision. 
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Administrators and teachers may tend to try out 'quick fixes’ that tend 

to deny discussion planning around long-term strategies that can build 

teacher capacity around sound instructional practices. The high stakes 

text context encourages a more superficial analysis of student learning 

needs. It promotes fear and this hampers the institution of practices that 

contribute to professional confidence, detailed analysis of student 

work, and strategic education planning. Education is fundamentally an 

intellectual process. High stakes testing seems to trigger simplistic 

responses to student learning. The teaching sample answers, structured 

responses and tricks for multiple choice questions seem to increase 

under the high stakes testing environment. A focus on these practices 

does not prepare students for succeed in higher education. It does not 

appear to help students pass the exams in high school either. Good 

educational practice can be implemented in a context of democratic 

participation and professional respect. High stakes testing seems to 

mediate against these requirements. 

3.29 High stakes testing promotes fear and this tends to inhibit opportunities 

for investigation and research into meeting local needs. 

3.30 High stakes testing provokes concern and stress in schools. As 

consultant I could use these concerns to develop a change agenda 

however my goal is to build teacher and administrator capacity and 

confidence. A narrow focus on improved test outcomes does not 

contribute to better instructional practice over the long term. A 

preoccupation with short-term test prep mediates against the longer-

term planning needed to build teacher skill and confidence related to 

teaching and assessment. 

3.31 High stakes testing suppresses innovation and collaboration and 

strengthens centrally produced teacher proof education resourcing. This 

constrains consultancy work. 

3.32 High stakes testing tends to constrain implementing processes or 

practices that are not already in place. The high stakes test effort often 

involves whole grade levels all going through the same test prep 

material day by day at a standard rate. There is very little chance for 

innovation or reflection. Teachers may report that they are stressed. 

Administrators may also report this however the school may be very 



  

 

 

              

463  

 

dull from an instructional or planning perspective. These procedures do 

not seem to lift student performance on the tests. If anything the 

students make no gains when their methods are in place. Schools that 

implement school wide test prep strategies are the ones in most trouble. 

Schools that use consultants in dynamic ways often have a sense of 

enthusiasm and which fosters interest in innovation. These schools do a 

better job of engaging students and building teacher capacity and 

confidence. 

3.33 High stakes tests constrains my ability to implement good educational 

practice in my consultancy work as it detracts from teaching and 

learning and focuses on content and skills that students (and teachers) 

will be assessed on and thus detracts from a general, more rounded 

education. 

3.34 I believe that the high stakes test environment has a negative impact on 

the possibility of implementing good educational practice instruction. 

The structure of the tests restricts broad scale learning and constrains 

effective teaching and learning. The environment fosters fear not 

collaboration. 

3.35 I feel it has a neutral effect overall. If the high stakes testing did not 

exist, the teachers and I would still be talking and interacting about 

how their practice can be enhanced, and how student achievement can 

be improved through effective educational applications and teacher 

created formative and summative assessments. So I guess the high 

stakes tests are another aspect of formative assessment which is utilised 

in this regard, no better or worse in terms of having insights into 

student learning which can be used to inform further instruction. 

3.36 I found HST generally constrains efforts to implement good 

educational practice, given that I feel school / systemic HST as 

generally run in NYC was about ranking and thus about coercion and 

control. However, I feel there is a broader context here, which is the 

debate about the purpose(s) of education. If the teachers and the school 

in which I was working was not able to make a distinction between 

'schooling' and 'education' and generally accepted the prevailing view 

that both are to prepare students for the world of work, then my efforts 

to bring about / influence what I considered good educational practice 
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were constrained. There is little capacity for, or encouragement of, 

formative assessment. The needs of the student seemed secondary to 

the need to get through the curriculum so as to prepare students for 'the 

test' 

3.37 I have always worked in a high stakes testing context. The system 

encourages teachers to pay attention to the consultant. 

3.38 I was compelled to help teachers 'teach to the test', and develop 

strategies to assist students 'do well' rather than actually learn to read 

and write. Good teaching practices needed to be couched in terms of 

improving test scores. 

3.39 In most cases it is certainly an impetus for change. Good instruction 

leads to improved student outcomes 

3.40 In most cases the Principals in my schools are as constrained by the 

curriculum choices available and teacher preparedness to be involved 

in curriculum planning as they are the high stakes testing. I believe the 

tense environment around testing creates a 'them against us' 

atmosphere, in which to be successful in gaining teacher trust and 

support I need to be part of 'us' balanced with the need to improve their 

practices which sometimes makes me part of 'them'! That may sound 

confusing but it is often a challenging path we walk to provide the 

consultancy support required by teachers to ensure the best possible 

education for students in very poverty challenged communities. 

3.41 It adds pressure that can lead to discouraged staff or students, but it 

also adds direction for improvement and an incentive to improve. 

3.42 It constrained my efforts of implementing good educational practice in 

my consultancy work. 

3.43 It constrains creative practice and damps true collaboration. 

3.44 It constrains my efforts to build better practice. It does not take into 

account the diverse needs of the urban student population. 

3.45 It constrains my efforts. Education is too frequently disrupted by 

testing schedules and results are not available in order to do data based 

instruction. Teachers don't know how to use the results and are 

stubborn in their refusal to change the delivery of their instruction. 



  

 

 

              

465  

 

3.46 It constrains somewhat when teachers are focused too much on the 

students passing the test and not on other equally important educational 

goals----especially since the teacher evaluation system has been put in 

place. 

3.47 It does not do either. 

3.48 It does not help 

3.49 It makes it difficult to build a collaborative environment when teachers 

are concerned about the test scores rather than the education of their 

students. It focuses far too much attention on test preparation rather 

than good educational practices. As such it inhibits the work of the 

consultant and often leads to conflict between what the administration 

of the school want and what the teachers want and need. 

3.50 John, I don’t know that my views on your survey will be that helpful to 

you. Just as background info. Of the 51/2 years consultancy work (5 

years ago) – 3+years were spent as … Consultant implementing the 

‘…” in many ‘low performing’ schools. Remember … was part of No 

Child Left Behind Act. The Act was about lifting learning outcomes 

for ‘failing’ schools – years, K -3 – using effective research-based 

reading remediation programs so that children were reading by the end 

of 3rd grade. (Lofty /impossible– though worthwhile ideals) I believe/d 

in the values of this program – what it was trying to do and also how it 

was trying to achieve the outcomes. Pity there were so many glitches. 

The devil is always in the details! (BTW – as you probably know - … 

is now known by another name - … . So – most of my time as a 

consultant was not directly related to working with teachers on Federal 

high stakes testing – but on implementing ... mandates. So – when 

answering your questions – I am thinking of assessments in a … 

context. In this context – assessments related to … were hugely 

important – as they drove all the planning and instruction. The whole 

point of the assessments was to implement good instruction – or 

(research-based reading instruction- as it was called.) Re #2 – there was 

a lot of collaboration between grade level teachers. Collaboration also 

occurred at a regional level between coaches and consultants. So – far 

from ‘constraining efforts in implementing good educational practice’ - 

the assessments ‘drove’ instruction. They were necessary and valuable. 
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Of course there were implementation difficulties and perhaps there 

were too many assessments. Too many assessments - in too many 

inexperienced hands. It was quite a learning curve! 

3.51 Restrain because classes spend so much time on test preparation and 

test practice. 

3.52 Standardised testing is good and useful. High stakes testing is not, 

though it depends on the pressure. In some situations it creates 

momentum for reform, which can be good for consulting practice. The 

key with consulting is to get teachers in schools moving together to 

implement collaborative pedagogy and capacity building. I have found, 

generally, that high-stakes testing undermines this. 

3.53 Testing involves some form of sampling of what students know and 

can do in some contexts and some circumstances. Assessing involves 

processes that involve a much wider sweep to gather information about 

what students know and can do with what they know, in as many 

different circumstances as possible. Assessing should inform wise 

decision-making about curriculum planning and curriculum learning 

and teaching. High stakes testing limits the learning and teaching in 

many (even most?) classrooms to the type of answers to questions that 

are common on tests. So the whole school year is one long practice for 

testing which in the USA is towards the end of the school year. Many 

principals (not all) do not encourage a focus on pedagogy but rather 

look for short cuts for students and teachers to practice to 'improve 

results' or 'value add' 

3.54 The fact that the testing results are not available until after students 

have completed their year of schooling the results can only inform the 

next year of study. The access to student data is made available when 

the systems are operable. Teachers are frustrated by the inability to 

have easy access and support around the findings in the testing process. 

The tests are not all encompassing in that they do not assess everything 

that is required of students to develop and learn, they are one way of 

make judgments about ability. On their own the high stakes tests do not 

provide much support in our work to implement good educational 

practices. The fear that students and teachers alike experience because 

of the 'rhetoric' that surrounds the high stakes testing impedes their 
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ability to continue with positive educational practices for all. Many 

resort to only using limited test preparation materials rather than 

educating the whole student and engage them in thinking and learning. 

Of course there are exception to this, but in my experience there is the 

battle between educational practices that appear to support good test 

performance and those that educate students for life. 

3.55 The high stakes testing environment highlights areas for improvement 

in teaching and learning practices - when able to gain credibility with 

teachers - individual or en masse (if you're lucky), consultancy support 

is more easily facilitated 

3.56 The high stakes environment has a very negative impact on facilitating 

and activating pedagogical change. It greatly reduces the openness of 

teachers to try new practices, to experiment and innovate, because they 

are too fearful of not getting their children 'test ready'. Even if they are 

open to change, often the leaders (principals and district leaders) place 

so many restrictions on their work that they are unable to step outside 

'one way' of teaching. 

3.57 The high stakes environment pressures teachers to apply practices that 

they believe may improve test outcomes but the consultancy effort is 

often about collaborative planning which may not have a short-term 

test focus. As a result good educational practice is not supported by the 

consultancy. 

3.58 The high stakes test environment degrades opportunities for action 

research with teachers. It moves the focus to institutionalized forms of 

preparation for the test (booklets for each grade level). This reduced 

opportunities for implementing good educational practice in my 

consultancy work 

3.59 The high stakes test environment does not facilitate my efforts in 

implementing good educational practice because the teachers I work 

with are: a. so nervous about their students not passing that they cannot 

let go of their commercially produced "Test Prep" resources and follow 

them word for word. b. Very aware of their administrations 

expectations for them and do not want to be seen doing anything but 

"Test Prep" exercises c. cannot think past "Main Idea" and "finding two 

details" to support an answer. d. Given lists of acronyms to drum into 
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the students so that they will have a strategy to use on the day of the 

test e. teaching at surface level because they have so many text forms 

to cover ... fiction extracts, nonfiction articles, poetry, advertisements, 

letters, articles, etc. 

3.60 The high stakes test environment is not a 'no blame' environment. 

Everyone wants success but no one wants to be responsible for bad test 

scores. People do exactly what I say when they think I know more than 

them about preparing for tests 

3.61 The high stakes testing environment constrains my consultancy efforts 

considerably. The pressure to have students pass the test, to guess what 

might be "on" the test, to think whether the curriculum being taught is 

going to be "on" the test is enormous on teachers and principals. Being 

confident that quality teaching is the best "test prep" is not a shared 

feeling for many. I work hard to build teacher capacity based on 

principles of effective teaching and learning- in the face of very strong 

pressure on teachers to do the exact opposite and bow to the multi-

million dollar test prep business and "teach to the test"! 

3.62 The schools that worked in over a period of three years were under 

enormous pressure and were fearful of trying different pedagogical 

practices. Their curriculum had become very narrow and a focus on 

discrete skills out of a meaningful context dominated the program. 

There was a lot of teaching to the test and test prep, not sustainable or 

engaging. The scores at one school in literacy improved steadily while 

I was there - so very thankful! We tried very hard to shift the thinking 

and that of the leadership to develop more holistic literacy learning 

practices. Developing understandings of the balanced literacy approach 

did get traction and supporting educators in their understanding of 

running record analysis to drive planning was a win for me. I made 

little progress is developing broader understandings of literacy learning 

and how intellectual processes and nurturing dispositions for learning 

within relevant meaningful contexts should actually achieve greater 

student achievement and engagement. I introduced book making for K 

and First grade this was quite a coup and did give educators and leaders 

and insight to how students viewed themselves as writers. 
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3.63 The testing generally constrains efforts to implement good educational 

practices, such as creating activities to encourage student voice and 

ownership, however, for very poor teachers high stakes testing the test 

results I have used as leverage to encourage the teacher to change their 

practices. But it's pretty low-level stuff. Improved teacher training 

would be more effective. 

3.64 This type of testing is the biggest blocker to any new initiative or 

change to instructional practices. It gives teachers a sense that it is OK 

to march through curriculum and to deliver lessons in a procedural / 

traditional way. 

3.65 This very much depends on the school principal. If the principal is 

realistic and innovative then the teachers are encouraged to look 

outside the box and this allows me an opportunity to support the school 

in developing structures and practices that lead to student 

improvement. 

3.66 To some degree high stakes testing avails me with sufficient 'clout' to 

rally teachers to change instruction and improve practice to address 

specific deficits in students' skills as reported in the tests. It gives me a 

basis to apply a sense of urgency to my professional development 

plans. 

3.67 Undue stress doesn't help teachers develop craft. The timelines and 

implied "rating" associated with testing results just adds to instructional 

stress. With gifted teachers who have the skillset to adapt to pressure 

and can create differentiated instruction for their cohorts - we will see 

results. However, those instructors are in the minority with the bulk of 

teachers feeling & reacting to the pressure(s) in a negatively manner 

along with their students. 

3.68 When only the final data is used NO However if the data is broken 

down to skills and to cohorts, then it can be useful in making decisions 

about professional development, coaching and student intervention and 

support. 

3.69 Working as a consultant in Jersey City for five years was quite a 

challenge. None bigger than the emphasis that administrators placed on 

HST. As a result of this epidemic, school improvement and coaching 

support was often misguided. An example of this would the preparation 
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that went into supporting students to respond to writing prompts. 

Rather that analyzing writing examples and other data forms to develop 

patterns of improvement, and then determine the most effective 

instructional pathway to build the motivation, knowledge and skills of 

the students as writers. The work was about low level prompts and 

practice. Coaching and consulting became about supporting the most 

ineffective teachers who most unlikely to lift the quality of writing. 
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Appendix 10. Voluntary Comments: Survey Question 6 

 

Q6: Collaborative work with teachers 

Analysis appendix 

 

6.1 As I wrote previously, teachers who were resistant in the past are more 

open to finding solutions that will have an impact on their evaluations. 

Often they come-out of "private practice" to work together. In a 

negative, they accept published curricula, giving-up autonomy, 

ownership and decision-making so that they can have something 

outside themselves to blame. Even with this, they will collaborate to 

make the lessons better. 

6.2 As mentioned is constrains collaborative effort because the focus is on 

short-term gains. 

6.3 As previously mentioned - the high level of stress associated with high 

stakes testing creates a limited focus in most instructors. They have 

little time for anything else other than specific test-prep. As a result 

depth of knowledge, fluency, pleasure and the profession get 

undermined with the narrow foci of this type of testing. 

6.4 As states teachers get worried and they listen to me as they know I can 

help out 

6.5 As written in response to Q 4 high stakes testing constrains my work 

with teachers. 

6.6 At the start teachers were desperate to know what the right way of 

teaching literacy was because they were frightened of getting bad 

scores. As we built a relationship and built greater understandings of 

literacy pedagogy the deeper the dialogue became. When we could use 

the data to inform or change what we were doing it was useful. Doing 

more just doesn't change the result, it was doing things differently and 

they were able to take more risks. We built collaboration through 

developing units of work and moderating writing samples, reflecting 

on running records and working together on different literacy 

practices. We would have moved further if the threat of bad scores 

wasn't always over their heads. Having been through two reviews with 
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one school I could see how the reign of fear worked. Not good for 

educators or students. 

6.7 Because of the link to teacher performance I have found that all 

teachers are looking for ways to improve their students’ performance. 

This has led to teachers within grades sharing their ideas and teachers 

planning collaboratively. Most of my schools have a focus on tracking 

student growth and this is supported by the implementation of vertical 

grade teams. These teams focus on identifying areas of need across the 

school and establish within grade strategies to address them. In both 

grade teams and vertical teams I have both a lead and supporting role. 

6.8 Constrain collaborative work. (Again - from RF perspective) 

Understandably - there were many teachers who found the assessment 

regime 'threatening' - for a number of reasons. - Negative mood / 

dynamics within the group when discussing assessments /results - 

Resistance to examining the results - Excuses for ‘poor’ results 

(students’ fault) Our response was to: - Try and win them over with 

‘positives’ - (Try to) Convince them that it was not that about THEM 

– but about the students - Show how the assessment can be of benefit 

to the students. (Can work out their level / needs / provide appropriate 

supports etc.) - Show examples of how and where it has worked with 

other teachers / schools - Provide more additional teacher support in 

terms of time (helping with assessment administration and analysis of 

assessments, teacher interclass visitations) - Celebrate with the 

teachers - student/s ‘successes’ - no matter how small (private / public 

acknowledgement) - Present the ‘negatives’ - You don’t have a choice 

in this! Facilitate collaborative work: Where teachers were ‘on board’ 

– teacher collaboration was reasonably high. - Analysing student data 

together provided a variety of responses / ways of looking at results 

(rather than ‘top down’ approach) Teacher were encouraged to ‘own’ 

the data. They were encouraged to ask questions and make 

suggestions and analysis. - This lead to many teachers prepared to 

share resources and teaching ideas. - These teachers are able to stand 

back and see how it could support students and how it could improve 

their teaching practice and make them more professional. 
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6.9 Constrain. The testing and the results become the focus rather than the 

teaching and learning, preparation and differentiation, scaffolding and 

elaboration 

6.10 Constrain. Narrowed focus. Work undermined by futility of practices 

not supported by research. 

6.11 Constrains work with teachers as the agenda becomes about the tests 

rather than about excellent instruction 

6.12 Exhausted if the high stakes testing contexts I worked in, it can be said 

that teachers considered their AUSSIE as someone who could help 

them, and be blamed, for testing results! I think the anxiety over 

student results, competitions between year levels and academies 

within the same school, led to the consultants being used very 

strategically before the ELA tests. Teachers were given PLT meetings 

in class time, workshops were identified and delivered, professional 

learning focus actioned, resources purchased by the bucket load, all in 

order you see improvement in any of the tests. Principals considered 

these tests to be the most important data about their school and their 

teachers. It was personal. So, this high level of performance anxiety 

obviously led to education interrupted. So, in that sense, the high 

stakes testing environment consumed everything, took all the air out 

and the real work of learning and teaching could be got on with - 

everyone agreed to this collusion. 

6.13 Facilitate because all teachers want to find out how to teach toward 

test questions. Constrains because project work or longer-term inquiry 

learning is disregarded. 

6.14 High stakes testing compresses in class work so that test preparation 

and narrow test related instructional work displace opportunities for 

the effective pursuit of more broad evidence based instructional 

practice. The narrow instructional repertoire related to high stakes 

testing restricts student learning and instructional capacity building 

with teachers. 

6.15 High stakes testing constitutes a constraint on my productive work 

with teachers. The state tests are quite reductionist in their design and 

focus and do not adequately measure student learning across the 

curriculum. 
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6.16 High stakes testing constrains my collaborative work with teachers 

because: a. any common prep meetings become sessions where 

teachers want to "vent" their frustrations with how their students are 

"not getting it!" b. teachers are not experiencing much success with 

their instruction c. the "Test Prep" materials do not allow for any 

creativity. 

6.17 High stakes testing engenders fear and concern. Effective 

collaboration is hampered when teachers are concerned that the 

outcomes of the state tests may mean they lose their job. Effective 

collaboration required teachers to share practices, resources and 

approaches. High stakes testing promotes short term responses to 

complex issues which are more effectively addressed over the longer 

term 

6.18 High stakes testing engenders fear. Fear of failure and fear that one’s 

skills do not match state assessment requirements. This results in a 

retreat from collaboration and promotes the use of standardised test 

preparation instruments that promotes a narrow skill base. As 

consultant is I can get teachers to work together to design work units 

then I know their professional curiosity will provide real enthusiasm 

for higher quality instruction and student effort. Test prep is 

superficial. It discourages teacher collegiality. (e.g. what are you 

doing today? page 3!) When teachers work together their professional 

skills are engaged and their pedagogical abilities are promoted. 

6.19 High stakes testing increases the pressure on me to promote new 

forms of test prep. It promotes short termism and undermines 

professional relationships in the building. 

6.20 High Stakes testing inhibits collegiality amongst teachers as a result of 

staff seeing each other as competitors rather than colleagues. They 

also see administrators as people for whom they must "jump hurdles" 

simply to retain their job, rather than to educate students. In some 

schools where staff have not been used to meeting and discussing 

student outcomes and teaching processes, High stakes testing may 

have resulted in schools ensuring that meetings do at least occur and 

staff are required to attend. Often however meetings cannot be 
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conducted when all required staff can attend due to organisational 

issues within schools 

6.21 High stakes testing is an anathema to collaboration. If we want 

teachers to do more, to improve their instructional practices we need 

to use a carrot not a stick. The stick of high stakes testing actually 

seems to remove ownership for the instructional process from the 

classroom teacher. The teacher might say, "well this is what we have 

been told to do". What we want them to say is that "I read about this 

strategy and it is relevant to my Math class". Teaching is an 

intellectual process and the teacher who is curious will do a better job 

that the teacher who is presenting material which they do not own and 

have no sense of ownership for. Confident teachers are delighted to 

share effective practice with their colleagues. The consultant 

facilitates this process and it can become self-managing so that the 

consultant does not have to be there. Confident teacher can listen to 

strategies and make effective decisions as to whether these practices 

have application in their classroom. Good schools are very local. They 

reflect local cultures and understandings. Every class and classroom is 

different because the teachers know what is "best practice" with each 

student group. These schools sound like they would be very 

challenging to work in but that is not the case. Teachers are enjoying 

their work, they are learning professionally and they are not stressed in 

a negative way. So high stakes testing constrains my work because it 

dis-empowers teachers and administrators. 

6.22 High stakes testing means that teachers will do anything I suggest if 

they believe that it will improve tests scores. It disables the 

professional confidence of teachers. 

6.23 High stakes testing sets up competition between teachers - who has the 

best test scores is seen as the most effective teacher when in reality 

there are so many other variables to consider. I don't believe it 

supports a collaborative culture - one that critically reflects on 

teaching and learning and is open to playing with ideas, innovating, 

reflecting and acknowledging that no one has all the answers. 

Teachers want a quick answer and a quick fix to 'problems' - when 
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they aren't actually problems, just children learning to learn, to be 

literate and numerate. 

6.24 High stakes testing tends to constrain collaborative work with 

teachers. Teachers who believe that they do not have the skills 

required tend to use packaged materials that keep students busy but do 

not encourage activities involving a review of student work. When 

groups of teachers can discuss student work and discuss the steps 

required to move a student forward they tend to grow professional. 

The collaborative environment is democratic. Beginning teacher have 

the opportunity to contribute their views and experienced teachers are 

encouraged to share their skills and expertise. The collaborative 

environment invites participation. The high stakes test environment 

discourages participation and tends to isolate teachers from each other. 

In particular beginning teachers may experience pressure, as they may 

not have confidence in their ability to work with their professional 

colleagues in reviewing student work or devising plans to meet 

student-learning needs. 

6.25 HST artificially promotes collaboration between teachers, consultants 

and coaches in schools. Only those schools that truly believed in 

balanced literacy and high levels of teacher collaboration through 

models like professional learning communities were able to achieve 

powerful learning results. An effective example of this was at … 

school. The former principal was prepared to challenge the status quo 

and provide a model of support that built high levels of teacher’s 

knowledge and understanding on instructional practice. HST wasn't on 

the menu, balanced literacy was. 

6.26 HST generally constrained my collaborative work with teachers. I 

found that whilst within a particular department (e.g., ELA) the 

teachers were happy to discuss collaboration, their efforts to 

implement suggested new strategies and/or approaches to planning 

were hampered by the 'mile wide inch deep' curriculum and the 

calendar of lessons they were compelled to work through so as to 

prepare their students for the test (Regents) I recall one conversation I 

has with a (good) teachers ... "How's the work going …?" I asked. … 
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replied that he was a day and a half behind on the work-program. I 

asked how far behind were the kids. 

6.27 I worked mostly in school that were labeled 'under performing', in 

areas of high poverty and social discourse. Teachers would politely 

listen to my suggestions, but were not prepared to alter the practices 

that they had adhered to in the past. Such as, using specific NYC test 

preparation material sold to school by the huge publishing companies. 

There was a sense of comfort in holding onto past practice. I 

conducted many specific workshops around thinking strategies that 

help students when taking tests, especially on developing vocabulary 

and communicating mathematical reasoning. It neither facilitated nor 

constrain my collaboration with teachers. I would do my upmost to 

help them with whatever their particular program demanded, working 

my ideas, some of which were taken up. 

6.28 If trust is established between consultants and teachers, then they will 

come to us for any number of reasons but mostly for emotional 

support. They care deeply about their students' achievement but can't 

make sense of the testing madness that has taken over the learning 

environment. 

6.29 In essence the constraint is brought about by the testing of skills that 

can be easily assessed in a pencil and paper environment. 

Understanding is more difficult to assess in timed assessments, 

therefore, teachers are more focused on how do I get my students to 

pass and are interested in your bag of tricks and less on developing a 

rapport between the consultant and the teacher. There are exceptions, 

but in my experience very few in NYC HS. 

6.30 In many cases collaboration between teachers and a consultant was 

challenging. Often I was viewed with suspicion, as being a 'spy' for 

the Principal - teachers were observed and scored on their practice 

regularly, by the Principal, in the name of improving teacher 

performance. The 'best' teachers were placed in the 'testing' grades, so 

teachers knew where they ranked in terms of perceived performance 

and often teaching practice reflected this unsaid ranking. Teachers in 

the testing grades, often under incredible pressure, easily blamed 

previous teaching practices and developed resentments towards their 
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colleagues. The testing grade teachers often were treated as an elite 

group within the school, dividing the staff. 'Kid' blaming was common 

- improving student performance was difficult under such a regime, 

even though sometimes teachers were working hard, so it was easy to 

say the students, for reasons of race, socio- economic situation, 

behaviour, parenting etc. couldn't learn. Curriculum implemented was 

often designed around the test, and test results, thus not 

developmentally appropriate. There was little or no use of formative 

data to inform instruction. Practice test materials were purchased at 

the expense of good quality children's literature. These were the 

constraints, I faced. 

6.31 In many instances it is difficult to ascertain which factor/s have 

greatest impact on facilitating/constraining collaborative work - lack 

of interest, negative attitude to coaching/mentoring, pressure of high 

stake testing, burn out. 

6.32 In practice it constrains collaborative work with teachers. Despite the 

fact that many teachers are interested in collaborating and trying out 

different approaches to student learning, unless this support comes 

from administrators they tend to go back to test preparation booklets. 

6.33 Ironically, the pressure of high stakes testing has increased the work 

opportunities for consultants. Under the pressure to raise scores, 

schools are hiring more consultants, hoping they are the "magic 

bullet". In doing so, it necessitates the need for administrators to 

arrange for grade level meetings and PLC's. 

6.34 It constrains collaborative work because it does not accommodate the 

diverse needs of students in urban schools 

6.35 It constrains it for all the same reasons as for the previous question. 

The teachers are only focused on what their kids can/can’t do, as they 

know the impact the results have on them. They know they will be 

removed from the grade level or if they do well, have to stay there 

forever. 

6.36 It does neither, except with a very poor teacher or with a teacher who 

wants to improve their practice, which has nothing to do with whether 

there is high stakes testing or not. The only thing the high stakes 

testing does is provide data that can be analyzed together. I also think 
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it depends on the Principal and the style of the consultant too. If the 

Principal has set up times for collaboration then it will occur, whether 

there is high stakes testing or not. In New York, it's so top down, that 

if the … says there is to be collaboration there will be. If not, then it 

will depend on the principal or team leader. 

6.37 It does not affect my work. 

6.38 It facilitates in that there is a general direction for academic 

improvement, but it constrains if substantial improvement is 

considered to be unattainable. 

6.39 It has changed the focus of collaboration. 

6.40 It has constrained collaborative work with teachers, as teachers feel 

bound to focus on what will be tested. 

6.41 It is a constant constraint- ever in the background of discussions about 

effective practice is the question...."but what about the test? The NYC 

… has mandated that there WILL be teacher teamwork and PD time 

but many teachers feel they would rather do the huge amount of 

paperwork during this time. In the schools I work in where the 

administrator is involved in the PD and shows that their focus is on 

effective teaching and learning, models by example this unswerving 

focus, there is more likelihood of facilitation of collaborative work 

with teachers. In other words, the high stakes testing is not the focus- 

the nature of teaching and learning is the focus, and the Principal 

encourages and facilitates this continuing priority. 

6.42 It sets up competition between classes and shuts down learning 

conversations. It also stops teachers taking risks with new ideas or 

new research and stops them thinking for themselves. 

6.43 It takes a long time to get teachers to trust you and the way you want 

them to look at testing, both preparing for the tests and in reviewing 

the results. Once administrators stop being scared of the results and 

use them to Inform teachers and themselves about how to move 

forward they can keep the results in perspective. Continuing to find 

the energy and positive attitude in the face of many teachers and 

administrators negative talk and punitive treatment of teachers 

undermines the effectiveness of consultancy in the short term. You 
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need to prove yourself in dealing with this in one school and often 

consultants are only in place for 1 year. 

6.44 Planning for success on tests at times rather than on learning 

6.45 See last text box 

6.46 See previous responses 

6.47 Teachers are distracted by the tests. They are reluctant to take on new 

ideas and practices IF they consider that these actions will result in 

lower test scores. Subsequently many substantiated (deeper) learning 

practices are shelved or rejected because teachers believe that they 

would impact negatively on teacher performance evaluations. In many 

cases I have to convince them that the strategies I am suggesting will 

NOT in fact negatively impact on student test scores and can in fact 

improve those scores and teacher evaluations. Sadly, earlier efforts to 

show teachers that greater understanding is essential for life beyond 

'final exams' has only been partially effective because of teacher fear 

of negative teacher evaluations. 

6.48 Teachers are less inclined to participate in collaborative work in the 

context of high stakes testing. They are more likely to implement test 

readiness agendas bulk purchased by their school. 

6.49 Teachers are more inclined to be confrontational - object to the 

imposition of the tests and therefore reluctant to willingly change their 

practices. Where it can be shown that the modification of their 

practices has a long-term, beyond testing, impact - teachers are more 

inclined to collaborate and change their practices. 

6.50 Teachers are not committed to collaborating when testing places them 

in competition against one another. 

6.51 Teachers are not trying rich activities and are not allowing students to 

learn through discovery in a collaborative environment. There is far 

more emphasis on a procedural approach to teaching and less 

emphasis on a conceptual approach. 

6.52 Teachers are often too stressed to even think about anything apart 

from test prep. Often time is spent venting about the demands, lack of 

sleep, tears and fears. Any work around real student learning i.e. 
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looking at student work samples, formative assessments, teaching 

strategies etc. takes a back seat for the teacher. 

6.53 Teachers are so turned off by the testing that collaborative work is 

most successful when aimed at teacher-established goals for the class. 

6.54 Teachers become less inclined to experiment. 

6.55 Teachers do not collaborate in the context of high stakes testing. If 

they think they have a good idea they keep it to themselves in the hope 

that it will give their class and their career a competitive edge. So, 

teachers are keen to get materials from me to support their test 

preparation efforts but it can be quite a short-term project. 

6.56 Teachers feel under pressure about the results of the testing so they 

feel they have to focus on the testing and test prep. They often feel and 

say other issues, PD and trialing new ideas are not a priority. This 

pressure is top down district to principal to level to teacher to student. 

It creates a lot of anxiety and a 'why bother' attitude. 

6.57 Teachers may not want to work with me if they know that my work 

would not be focused on their students’ ability to get top results on the 

high-stakes tests. Thus, they may not want to engage in collaboration 

at any depth. Rather they may be involved superficially or they be 

somehow compromised in their commitment to collaboration with me 

as they are so focused on the testing regime and their perceived need 

to get good results. Education may seem irrelevant to them, as the 

tests are a focus. 

6.58 Teachers see high stakes testing as a form of checking up on them and 

evaluating them. The majority is very fearful of failure and not 

confident in their ability to address the new expectations of the CCSS 

especially in English as they move to teaching skills, rather than 

reading a novel in class. Rather than teachers being more collaborative 

many are more zealous in their efforts to 'beat' the others and will not 

share. If I can the time to undertake PD with a whole faculty or subject 

department all together each week, I have a much greater chance of 

seeding the change towards improved practice. 

6.59 Teachers simply want to know how to get students to pass the test- 

they are not interested in best practice or discussion of educational 
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practice-so they are collaborative but only when it comes to test prep 

and what are the best 'quick fix' practices 

6.60 Teachers want help in getting ready for the tests. They appreciate it 

when I can give them assistance preparing lessons and worksheets. 

We work well knowing that the tests are coming. 

6.61 Teachers want to work with me more in the context of high stakes 

testing but it is not a collaborative effort. Teachers often want advice 

but feel that they have little to offer themselves. I associate high stakes 

testing will a decline in collaboration. 

6.62 Teachers are motivated to do the best by their students and therefore 

are keen to develop plans to that end. Testing severely narrows the 

curriculum to those things that can be easily measured by pen and 

paper. No consideration is given to speaking and listening for 

example. 

6.63 The attempt to collaboratively design engaging curriculum 

collaboratively is routinely undermined by the need to "cover" the 

curriculum. 

6.64 The collaboration since high stakes testing is mainly to do with 

examining whole school or whole class results and discussing and 

analysing results to see where any weaknesses are evident. When 

many students get the same question wrong by answering with the 

same wrong response, analysis of the incorrect responses can indicate 

those aspects of the curriculum that need specific attention. The 

opportunities to examine teachers' beliefs about learning and teaching 

or strategies for improving aspects of learning and teaching are rate 

unless they are directly related to testing. 

6.65 The collaborative work with teachers is not really affected to any great 

extent. I try to envisage how I might be doing things differently if high 

stakes testing were not a necessary topic of conversation during 

consultancy sessions. The reality is that we would still be discussing 

practice based on data (HST is just one of many data sources), next 

steps for improving student achievement based on data from the many 

formative and summative practices that teachers would be using 

anyway. Collaboration with teachers is facilitated by a good consultant 

by building rapport, trust, and facilitating conversations and sharing 
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about practice. HST provides another topic to discuss in that context, 

but it should by no means be the only one. 

6.66 There needs to be some pressure, but not what we call "high stakes". 

This is crippling. I have found that if we use the data, and put aside the 

negative emotional dimension of high stakes testing, there can be good 

outcomes. Data is important and useful. The emphasis is on open, 

honest and intelligent collaboration. 
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Appendix 11. Voluntary Comments: Survey Question 9 

 

Q. 9 Collaborative work with school administrators 

Analysis appendix 

 

9.1 Administrators genuinely wanted their school to do well. To this end 

they wanted to see consultants assisting teachers to get the best test 

results. This was usually qualified to mean 'more test practice.' The 

notion of introducing best practices was too long term. Was not 

immediate. Was too risky! 

9.2 Administrators have different needs. Some want test results and others 

want to genuinely move their teachers' practice forward. As a 

consultant I negotiate the approach that I take in working with 

teachers, but in the end the principal hires me and I am bound to work 

towards the goals they set. I am not sure that the high stakes testing 

impacts on the collaboration with the principal but it can offer define 

the direction that is taken. 

9.3 Administrators know that I can help them build a more prepared 

school. They help me plan lessons and meetings with the teachers I 

need to see. They are a little stressed but I have solutions. 

9.4 Again, it just changes the focus. 

9.5 As for the previous question it is difficult to give a qualified response 

to this question - much depends on the leadership skills and attitude of 

the administrator - some take a realistic and proactive and positive 

approach making for a collaborative partnership 

9.6 Collaborate is an interesting term when it comes to working with 

administrators. Basically the conversations started with "I need to 

improve my scores what can you do, we had a bad report card what 

can you do?" The need to improve is very much at the for and what 

that meant for the knowledge, understanding and pedagogy of 

teachers. What it did constrain however was how far an administrator 

would go in terms of taking risks to do things differently to achieve 

sustainable improvement. Quick fixes, most wanted by leaders, timing 

was major. I did not meet any administrators that really understood 
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what was needed to engage teachers in their learning to create real 

change, it was quite frustrating. Because I worked in the early years as 

well as primary I was constantly battling the push down curriculum 

and a lack of understanding by administrators and teachers that this 

was unsustainable. It did not matter how much research I threw at 

them shifting thinking was taking baby steps. 

9.7 Constrain: Admin usually have a poor grasp of what the statistics 

really mean when they are based on multiple-choice questions. Also 

the analysis they use to decipher the data is usually faulty and they 

read in things that are not really there. One advantage for me was to 

create some discussion based on the results and then run some PD 

with admin and staff on how the data can be used and facilitate some 

discussions on interpretation of data. 

9.8 Definitely constrains my work with school administrators because 

they start to not see the forest for the trees. 

9.9 Discussions and planning with administrators centers around the ways 

of resourcing and enacting test taking strategies. Occasionally it may 

include pedagogical change or improvement for individual or a small 

group of teachers 

9.10 Facilitates. When the focus is on high stakes testing, frequently the 

conversation, methodology and allocation of teacher-consultant time is 

easily facilitated. 

9.11 From my experience the high stakes testing has led to increased 

collaboration with the administration team. They look towards me for 

ways to better monitor student growth and identify teaching practices 

that need to be adjusted. This leads to a focus on professional learning 

that is linked to data. In both the analysis of student data and the 

professional learning activities that are generated from this analysis I 

have a critical role, one that is clearly recognized and articulated by 

the admin team. 

9.12 High stakes testing constrains my collaborative work with school 

administrators because it encourages a short-term view of school 

management and administration. High stakes tests make it difficult for 

administrators to retain a long-term view of the whole school 
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strategies that will contribute to improved student learning outcomes 

and the building of leadership capacity. 

9.13 High stakes testing constrains the central business of schools- the 

teaching and learning process- it causes high levels of stress for all 

people in the school, while taking time from what is most important- 

the teaching and learning 

9.14 High stakes testing does not promote a functional dialogue within the 

school. Teacher and administrators regard high stakes testing as a 

threat to their personal career trajectory. If they are in a poor school 

high stakes testing persuades them that they cannot do much to build 

student achievement. As consultant I work with teachers and 

administrators to use data to better understand the needs of their 

students. Confident teachers are better able to engage with data and 

consider, propose and trial innovative curriculum responses to local 

student needs. In schools in high poverty areas teacher and 

administrator can be palpable. High stakes testing diminishes teacher 

and administrator confidence. This confidence is needed to build 

professional collaboration. It is also needed to introduce the additional 

work needed to improve teaching and learning. High stakes testing 

removes hope from teachers and administrators and this is particularly 

evident in high poverty schools. Collaboration is sellable in the 

context of teacher/administrator curiosity. High stakes testing 

dampens curiosity and promotes a narrow range of superficial 

professional strategies that do not include a collaborative engagement 

with professional peers. 

9.15 High stakes testing does not promote confidence. The test results do 

not produce useful data that can be used to inform further instruction. 

As a result high stakes testing may be said to constrain collaborative 

work with school administrators. I find that when high stakes tests are 

in prospect administrators are looking for "quick fixes" rather than 

strategies to build student learning in the long term. 

9.16 High stakes testing has made administrators more involved with the 

consultants they hire. The reasons are varied - ranging from 

commitment, sharing of knowledge, supporting the work to not having 

sufficient knowledge of best practice and relying on the consultant, 
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checking on "their investment", wanting to please the District. 

Everything depends on the individual administrator. 

9.17 High-stakes testing encourages the use of centrally produced test prep 

materials. It constrains experimentation with strategies with school 

administrators. Work with school administrators can have a positive 

effect on school climate and student learning outcomes. High stakes 

testing constrains work relevant to the specific school context because 

it forces a state focus. 

9.18 I am an experienced educator in New York and know the system. 

Some strategies work and administrators know that they can rely on 

me to help the schools math department. 

9.19 I do feel I have the ability and common discourse to discuss my work 

with administrators, as they are more interested in the 'how' of 

improvement. Unfortunately they remain very punitive in their 

dealings with under-performing teachers that only serve to make 

teachers more cynical. 

9.20 I guess my response to this is similar to my response to the question 

regarding teachers. High stakes testing is certainly one topic of 

conversation with administrators, and some can become quite fixated 

on it. However there are many other things to discuss and the building 

of a rapport with an administrators is very important to the success of 

a consultancy, so collaboration should be happening regardless of the 

high stakes testing taking place. It is one aspect to be considered when 

working on the effectiveness of a school. 

9.21 I think the focus with administrators is much narrower due to the 

intensity of the testing. Between the high stakes testing and 

introduction of Common Core there is a lot of pressure on 

administrators and they juggle it the best they can. 

9.22 I would have to say it has facilitated my work because it has given a 

set of data to look at. Especially where ELLS and SPECIAL Ed 

students are concerned. There has been much more emphasis on 

improving their results and discussing with the Principal how to do 

this. Of course "collaboration" could be understood in different ways. 

In my main school, where I have consulted for 8 years with two 

different Principals, the consultancy is now more collaborative with 
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the new principal, than what it was under the first principal, because of 

their different leadership styles. The second principal is more 

collaborative and we have collaborated in examining the data from the 

tests. 

9.23 If the school isn't doing well, that is their only focus. If the school is 

doing well, they are scared of changing anything unless it impacts on 

the scores. 

9.24 In common with teachers administrators experience fear as a result of 

high stakes testing. Collaboration with administrators is hampered. 

9.25 In many cases it constrains it, especially in the first year of a school 

relationship. Once trust and a way of working that is truly inquiry then 

collaborative conversations become possible. Transparency is key, 

along with breaking down the data into usefully realistic segments that 

tell a story facilitates collaborative work.... This often means the 

consultant needs to put in extra time and effort in managing and 

massaging the day to create helpful pictures for administrators and 

staff. 

9.26 In my experience as a consultant high stakes testing does not facilitate 

my collaborative work with school administrators as the school 

community becomes too tied to commercial materials and trying to 

cram information and sound test taking strategies into test taking 

students' heads. I do most of my work with non-testing K-Grade 2 

grades from January to the middle of May. 

9.27 In my experience the administrators are only interested in excellent 

test results. Many are nervous about implementing what we would call 

'good practice' or 'test sophistication' strategies rather than 'test 

preparation' as like the teachers, they tend to go back to what they 

know when the pressure builds. 

9.28 In my experience working as a consultant in New York and New 

Jersey, the emphasis and direction of work in most schools resulted 

from the influences of HST. Administrators were generally 

'hamstrung' and had to demonstrate to the city how they were using 

their consultancy support to improve the learning outcomes of 

students. Particularly around test preparation. The example given in 

the previous written response at … was an exception to the rule. 
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9.29 In RF context – collaborative work with school administrators was 

high in some cases and low in others. Remember - school funding 

allocation and resources were dependent on compliance to specific RF 

mandates Additionally – monies for PD was allocated to the school 

and each school had a RF coach – who often had a strong voice. Some 

administrators went for the initial RF funding for purely practical 

reasons (their school would get a bucketful of money and resources 

for 3 years and the school would get the keep the resources when it 

was ‘all over’ – so they didn’t care that much. They had seen 

programs come and go and RF would fall into the category! So these 

administrators were cynical about the whole thing. They did what they 

had to and that was all. Collaboration with these administrators was 

just a ‘tick the box’ exercise and not much happened in terms of 

consultant recommendations. Other administrators were right behind 

the program – for ethical reasons. Collaboration between consultant 

and administration was regular and strong. For example - PD was 

determined collaboratively - and often the Principal or AP would 

attend for at least part of the sessions. 

9.30 In the USA HST definitely was a constraint on implementing effective 

teaching practice. 

9.31 Ironically, it is a school's underperformance in high stakes testing that 

gets me through the door as a consultant and it is then the same high 

stakes testing that limits what we focus on once I'm there. 

9.32 It can work both ways. Administrators are concerned about test scores 

on their school report cards and so are often anxious to talk about 

ways of increasing test scores. On the other hand it can lead 

administrators to put pressure on particular teachers they see as under-

achieving and this can strain the consultant-admin-teachers 

relationships. 

9.33 It constrains my collaborative work, as the tests tend to focus the 

attention of the administrators. They have too much hanging on the 

students and the school's results. Good practice is not the main focus 

for them as they are being judged by students' results. 

9.34 It depends. Generally, no. However, for some schools where there is 

not the professional commitment or capacity, high stakes testing will 
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expose weak principals and teachers and pressure them to reform, 

which is a good thing. Beyond this, it will take us no further in 

capacity building, which requires teacher commitment to the values of 

education. 

9.35 It does both. There is a need for collaboration to achieve an optimal 

outcome for students taking high stakes tests, however it detracts from 

optimal learning pathways. 

9.36 It facilitates collaborative work because administrators want to do 

better and improve student outcomes. 

9.37 It facilitates in terms of providing a defined focus but constricts when 

responsibility for improvement is not shared. 

9.38 It facilitates it because the administration feels the blowback from a 

poor testing result more than the teachers. 

9.39 It has constrained it as administrators are focused on a narrower set of 

external performance criteria. 

9.40 It has shaped the focus of the collaboration ensuring a focus on 

external realities rather than the needs of the school community. 

9.41 Just like teachers, administrators are fearful of change - unless it's 

adopting a new program that says it will fix all their problems for 

them. They have so much pressure on them to pass the tests that they 

are unable to look critically at the kinds of contemporary pedagogies 

that engage children's minds, hearts and intelligence. I promote this 

kind of pedagogical stance, but it is a hard sell to some administrators 

when they want a quick fix and guarantees that are not possible with 

the complexity of learning. 

9.42 Like teachers administrators are reluctant to be innovative. That 

requires a strong leader to keep the eye on the ball, if the ball is the 

learning environment. 

9.43 On an emotional level, it does. As for intellectual, they are so harried 

and obeying so many different leaders, that (especially in the 

struggling schools) there is less time than ever to make purposeful 

plans. 

9.44 On balance, HST constrains collaborative work with administrators. 

Administrators in … schools are under so much accountability 
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pressure that at times their capacity for truly autonomous decision-

making is quite limited. It is the public ranking of schools that I 

believe is the most corrosive factor on an Administrator. 

9.45 On some occasions the testing creates a spur to administrators to use 

staff development where they might not have been interested before. 

However, the focus on the test results tends to distract from, or make 

secondary, the development of teacher skills in the design and delivery 

of engaging, meaningful instruction. 

9.46 School administrators are focused on the school wide results of the 

tests and everything that gets in the way is made redundant. They also 

look for quick fixes and instant results. The changes to teaching or 

pedagogy are very shallow and often not sustainable. It's often not a 

coordinated effort. Anything you do is often not valued, as it seems to 

get in the way of test prep and practice and the raising of the test 

scores. Administrators often feel you are only in their building to raise 

test scores, and that it will happen in 12 months! 

9.47 School administrators are generally willing to collaborate, but many 

have a fixed agenda that they require to be fulfilled. Often their focus 

is on numbers and results rather than "Education". Sometimes specific 

staff are being targeted for transfer or dismissal and Consultants are 

being used to provide evidence for decisions. I suspect the reason for 

consultants actually being employed by schools and Principals is 

because of the high stakes regime, however because of the outcomes 

and threats of the high stakes regime I often find it difficult to think 

that "real " collaboration is actually occurring. I am sure that a much 

more collaborative environment would be created if similar funding 

levels were provided but with incentives other than the current High 

stakes model. 

9.48 School administrators are typically focused on the bottom line - 

student achievement/graduation. I typically find that principals are 

most open to finding out ways to get higher scores and as such - they 

are easy to work with vs. the teachers who have to dole out the 

instruction and conduct test prep. 

9.49 School administrators are usually interested in discussing strategies to 

promote improved student learning outcomes. In this context high 
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stakes tests prepare the ground for collaboration. School district 

administrators may suggest the use of packages test prep materials. If 

this happens there is less scope to work with administrators to review 

strategies that are linked to long-term improvement is student learning 

outcomes. Please note that in Q 10 I believe that competition between 

teachers increases as a result of high stakes testing but this is 

profoundly negative. The competition is not collaborative. It is 

corrosive and counter professional. 

9.50 School administrators generally look at the big picture. The high 

stakes scenario does not give them hope. In high poverty schools high 

stakes testing is doing a lot of damage. Administrators often believe 

that that they have no option but to introduce short-term standard 

responses via test prep materials such as Kaplan. There may be 

directives or strong suggestions from districts to this effect. School 

and districts can demonstrate that they are taking action to address 

student performance however the actions do not contribute to 

improved student learning outcomes as shown by state tests. If school 

administrators cannot use their professional skills they lose 

confidence. The challenge of building student achievement seems 

beyond them. High stakes testing seems to compromise the 

professional dialogue between teachers and school administrators. As 

a consultant I work with teachers but do not discuss the details with 

administrators. High stakes testing pushes administrators to carry out 

surveillance on teachers instead of work with them. In this context the 

consultant is left challenging administrator practice. I would want to 

talk to the administrator about what else is possible. As a former 

school administrator I want to help the administrator look at the 

options available. High stakes testing does constrain this process. 

9.51 School administrators in the secondary areas usually lead a very large 

and complex organisation. So, we don't have an intense relationship 

with these busy people. An AP is usually assigned to lead and monitor 

the work. APs are under pressure to get their year level results the best 

they can be. So yes, they want to collaborate. But they also want you 

to sprinkle fairy dust over the students and without any rigor or 
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research, find a quick and easy solution to the widening achievement 

gap. 

9.52 School administrators may experience high stakes testing as an 

immediate threat to their careers. They may commit to packaged 

materials that they believe can push immediate gains in student 

learning outcomes via state tests. This is particularly the case with 

inexperienced school administrators. New administrators often explain 

that they fear that their school results will continue to decline because 

the staff or the students do not have the capacity to improve. More 

experienced school administrators seem to be aware that effective 

school based professional development over a longer term supports 

more effective teacher instruction. High stakes testing seems to reduce 

a capacity to engage in the very activities that will contribute to 

improved teaching and learning in their schools. High stakes testing 

hampers collaboration and undermines the confidence of school 

administrators. 

9.53 School administrators often respond to high stakes test practices by 

instituting short-term measures to increase student results on the test. 

These short-term measures, including test prep, prevent administrators 

from planning for the medium and long term. Effective Long term 

planning is more likely to improve the quality of a schools 

administration and short term reactive planning for the high stakes 

tests. 

9.54 School administrators sometimes think that as consultant I am in the 

best position to get teachers to use test prep resources. I advocate for 

the non-use of these materials but high stakes test provokes a fear that 

mass use of test prep materials by the publishers of the actual state 

tests will improve student outcomes. I have not seen this to be the 

case. Like teachers administrators are pressured in the high stakes 

context and they look for a standard solution to the state tests. 

9.55 The answer is both, and it depends, firstly the administrator is desirous 

of success in the school, otherwise they or others may be moved on. 

For some administrators the focus is on getting teachers to be better, 

whilst for others it is about developing a whole school reform built 

upon best educational practice. When I started in NYC I seemed to 
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meet mostly administrators who were paying lip service to change, but 

as time went on these administrators were replaced with more forward 

looking administrators, whose focus was on improving the grades, by 

developing new strategies and approaches. 

9.56 The context is wrong. Most administrators are driven by the test data. 

Until recently this data was irrelevant in that it focused on shallow 

learning - recall of disparate facts and procedures. Students with high 

scores didn't necessarily understand the concepts nor could they apply 

them. Administrators nevertheless liked to use and quote this data as 

evidence of successful teaching and learning. With changes in the 

assessment process and assessment vehicles, the data should better 

align and we should both be talking about the same thing - genuine 

conceptual learning and understanding. 

9.57 The testing does neither. The administration at this school is 

collaborative which has nothing to do with testing. 

9.58 This depends on the administrators I was lucky to work with some 

who were able to see beyond the testing and so it did not interfere in 

any way when working with them however one principal was so 

driven by them I could not actually do my job 

9.59 To a certain point it does facilitate collaboration, particularly, when 

you provide a diagnostic report on their data. This does get their 

attention. However, they are subject to high pressure from peers and 

the publishing companies to purchase specific NYC test preparation 

student booklets and teacher resources. These materials quick take up 

instructional time, narrow the curriculum and focus on test taking 

strategies. Often these materials are ineffective for the same reason the 

tests are unfair for the students that I worked with. Both the test and 

the test taking material were written in language that these student 

encountered difficulty in comprehending due to socio-economic 

reasons, poverty, English language learners and social disrupted lives. 

9.60 Well it gives us something concrete to talk about but it is only one 

piece of a very large puzzle 

9.61 Where the focus is on good practices, for the sake of enhancing 

student achievement - long-term, not just for the purpose of passing 

tests my work is enhanced because the attitude and expectations are 
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different than where the focus is on improvement for the sake of the 

test. We discuss and accept that long-term change will most likely 

result in a drop in performance in the short term and then a slow 

steady increase. Understanding the expectations of the CCLS is 

generally good and most teachers and administrators accept that the 

standards themselves are not a problem - they are achievable and 

logical in progression (ELA) but the tests used to measure 

performance on the standards are unrealistic and not actually 

measuring student performance on their grade level standards. 

9.62 Working in the land of what's reality and what's given, the high stakes 

testing agenda has facilitated collaborative work with administrators to 

a certain extent. This data is certainly used with the administrator to 

examine patterns and trends but there is ALWAYS a need to go 

deeper and look at much more specific data including diagnostic data 

to really ascertain students' needs. Looking at a wide range of 

assessment data and developing a strategic action plan based on the 

whole school improvement components of Fullan's Breakthrough 

Framework is a pivotal step in analyzing all data and developing a 

shared set of goals and action plan to address students' needs. So I 

guess the High Stakes tests do play a part in facilitating the 

collaborative work with school administrators because we are realists 

and utilize the data we have at hand/ trying to make sense out of this 

"once- year" test that plays such a huge role in determining the scores 

of schools, principals, teachers and students. But we also know this is 

one narrow view of students' needs and we need to consider a range of 

school based data as well to determine and pinpoint real needs and 

then brainstorm implications for the year's plan- what to do for 

students/ what to do for teachers. 
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Appendix 12. Voluntary Survey Responses Table 

Voluntary Survey responses Structured using Leximancer: Nationality by sector Tabular 

Contents 

 

Themes & patterns 

Text sorted into categories 

US Nationality and Elementary school 

Question 3 

Question 6 

Question 9 

 

US Nationality and Middle school 

Question 3 

Question 6 

Question 9 

 

US Nationality and High school 

Question 3 

Question 6 

Question 9 

 

Other Nationality and Elementary school 

Question 3 

Question 6 

Question 9 

 

Other Nationality and Middle school 

Question 3 

Question 6 

Question 9 

 

Other Nationality and Middle school 

Question 3 

Question 6 

Question 9 
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    Themes & patterns      Text sorted into categories 

US Nationality and Elementary school 

Question 3.  Does the high stakes test environment facilitate or constrain your  

efforts in implementing good educational practice in your consultancy work?  

3.1.1 Constrain. Academic underachievement is the result of a 

variety of factors that are best addressed through a broad, 

multi-disciplinary approach beginning pre-K, not a 'teach to 

the test' approach from grade three onwards. 

3.1.2 Constrains 

3.1.3 High stakes testing constrains efforts to implement best 

practices in schools. All the new CCSS aligned curriculums 

that I've seen rely heavily on response to literature test 

prompts. There needs to be more authentic, real world 

assessments that involve problem solving at higher levels of 

thinking. Teachers are now using "Backwards Design" to 

create units of study, where they are working backwards from 

the test, rather than from the goals of students. So many areas 

that make learning accessible to all and help develop well-

rounded, thoughtful citizens have been eliminated (i.e. art, 

music, poetry, physical education etc.). 

Question 6. How does high stakes testing facilitate or constrain your collaborative work 

with teachers?  

6.1.1 Constrain. Narrowed focus. Collaboration undermined by 

futility of practices not supported by research. 

6.1.2 Ironically, the pressure of high stakes testing has 

increased the work opportunities for consultants. Under 

the pressure to raise scores, schools are hiring more 

consultants, hoping they are the "magic bullet". In doing 

so, it necessitates the need for administrators to arrange 

for grade level meetings and PLC's. 

6.1.3 Planning for success on tests at times rather than on 

learning 
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Question 9. In your experience as a consultant does high stakes testing facilitate or 

constrain your collaborative work with school administrators?  

9.1.1 High stakes testing has made administrators more 

involved with the consultants they hire. The reasons are 

varied - ranging from commitment, sharing of 

knowledge, supporting the work to not having sufficient 

knowledge of best practice and relying on the consultant, 

checking on "their investment", wanting to please the 

District. Everything depends on the individual 

administrator. 

9.1.2 Ironically, it is a school's underperformance in high 

stakes testing that gets me through the door as a 

consultant and it is then the same high stakes testing that 

limits what we focus on once I'm there. 

9.1.3 Well it gives us something concrete to talk about but it is 

only one piece of a very large puzzle 

 US Nationality and Middle school 

Question 3. Does the high stakes test environment facilitate or constrain your efforts in 

implementing good educational practice in your consultancy work?  

3.2.1 High stakes testing promotes fear and this tends to 

inhibit opportunities for investigation and research into 

meeting local needs. 

3.2.2 It constrains my efforts. Education is too frequently 

disrupted by testing schedules and results are not 

available in order to do data based instruction. Teachers 

don't know how to use the results and are stubborn in 

their refusal to change the delivery of their instruction. 

3.2.3 The high stakes test environment is not a 'no blame' 

environment. Everyone wants success but no one wants 

to be responsible for bad test scores. People do exactly 

what I say when they think I know more than them about 

preparing for tests 

3.2.4 This type of testing is the biggest blocker to any new 

initiative or change to instructional practices. It gives 
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teachers a sense that it is OK to march through 

curriculum and to deliver lessons in a procedural / 

traditional way. 

Question 6. How does high stakes testing facilitate or constrain your collaborative work 

with teachers? 

6.2.1 High stakes testing compresses in class work so that test 

preparation and narrow test related instructional work 

displace opportunities for the collaborative pursuit of 

more broad evidence based instructional practice. The 

narrow instructional repertoire related to high stakes 

testing restricts student learning and instructional 

capacity building with teachers. 

6.2.2 Teachers are not trying rich activities and are not 

allowing students to learn through discovery in a 

collaborative environment. There is far more emphasis 

on a procedural approach to teaching and less emphasis 

on a conceptual approach. 

6.2.3 Teachers are so turned off by the testing that 

collaborative work is most successful when aimed at 

teacher-established goals for the class. 

6.2.4 Teachers want help in getting ready for the tests. They 

appreciate it when I can give them assistance in 

preparing lessons and worksheets. We work well 

knowing that the tests are coming. 

Question 9.  In your experience as a consultant does high stakes testing 

facilitate or constrain your collaborative work with school administrators?  

9.2.1 Administrators have different needs. Some want test 

results and others want to genuinely move their teachers' 

practice forward. As a consultant I negotiate the 

approach that I take in working with teachers, but in the 

end the principal hires me and I am bound to work 

towards the goals they set. I am not sure that the high 

stakes testing impacts on the collaboration with the 

principal but it can offer define the direction that is 

taken. 
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9.2.2 Administrators know that I can help them build a more 

prepared school. They help me plan lessons and 

meetings with the teachers I need to see. They are a little 

stressed but I have solutions. 

9.2.3 It facilitates it because the administration feels the 

blowback from a poor testing result more than the 

teachers. 

US Nationality and High school 

Question 3. Does the high stakes test environment facilitate or constrain your efforts in 

implementing good educational practice in your consultancy work?  

3.3.1 I have always worked in a high stakes testing context. 

The system encourages teachers to pay attention to the 

consultant. 

3.3.2 It constrains creative practice and damps true 

collaboration. 

3.3.3 It constrains somewhat when teachers are focused too 

much on the students passing the test and not on other 

equally important educational goals----especially since 

the teacher evaluation system has been put in place. 

3.3.4 Undue stress doesn't help teachers develop craft. The 

timelines and implied "rating" associated with testing 

results just adds to instructional stress. With gifted 

teachers who have the skillset to adapt to pressure and 

can create differentiated instruction for their cohorts - we 

will see results. However, those instructors are in the 

minority with the bulk of teachers feeling & reacting to 

the pressure(s) in a negatively manner along with their 

students. 

Question 6. How does high stakes testing facilitate or constrain your collaborative work 

with teachers? 

6.3.1 As previously mentioned, - the high level of stress 

associated with high stakes testing creates a limited 

focus in most instructors. They have little time for 

anything else other than specific test-prep. As a result 
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depth of knowledge, fluency, pleasure and the profession 

get undermined with the narrow foci of this type of 

testing. 

6.3.2 As states teachers get worried and they listen to me, as 

they know I can help out 

6.3.3 It has changed the focus of collaboration. 

6.3.4 The attempt to collaboratively design engaging 

curriculum collaboratively is routinely undermined by 

the need to "cover" the curriculum. 

Question 9. In your experience as a consultant does high stakes testing facilitate or 

constrain your collaborative work with school administrators? 

9.3.1 Again, it just changes the focus. 

9.3.2 I am an experienced educator in New York and know the 

system. Some strategies work and administrators know 

that they can rely on me to help the schools math 

department. 

9.3.3 On some occasions the testing creates a spur to 

administrators to use staff development where they 

might not have been interested before. However, the 

focus on the test results tends to distract from, or make 

secondary, the development of teacher skills in the 

design and delivery of engaging, meaningful instruction. 

9.3.4 School administrators are typically focused on the 

bottom line - student achievement/graduation. I typically 

find that principals are most open to finding out ways to 

get higher scores and as such - they are easy to work 

with vs. the teachers who have to dole out the instruction 

and conduct test prep. 

Other Nationality and Elementary school 

Question 3. Does the high stakes test environment facilitate or constrain your efforts in 

implementing good educational practice in your consultancy work?  

3.4.1 Because of the way in which results are used, in most 

schools there is pressure to 'teach to the test'. In my 

experience, this was very evident in NYC, where I 
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worked for 6 years as a consultant. When schools do 

'teach to the test' it impacts in very negative ways on 

effective teaching practice. Much instructional time is 

spent on learning how to take the test at all levels in a 

primary school. Testing, teaching how to take the test 

and do well, drives curriculum design and delivery. Thus 

effective teaching practice is compromised, if the results 

from high stakes tests are the only form of data used to 

design curriculum. Working as a consultant in this 

system was at times difficult; my work was sometimes 

severely compromised as a result of the emphasis on 

HST. 

3.4.2 Clearly it constrains the ability to implement good 

educational practice because teachers and schools place 

to must emphasis on achievement in those specific tests. 

3.4.3 Constrain! It's all about the test! Teaching and Learning 

is not the focus, the test is. High stakes testing goes 

against everything we talk about as consultants and 

educators. The focus is on one size fit all test, not 

differentiation, not on integrating learning, not on 

continuous text for reading, writing and viewing. Takes 

the focus away too for professional dialogue. 

3.4.4 Constrained definitely as principals were often driven by 

the outcomes of these and consequently put pressure on 

teachers to teach in ways that did not support learning 

for all children especially children who may have needed 

time to grasp concepts or a different way of presenting 

these concepts. 

3.4.5 Efforts are constrained with testing of this nature. 

Ongoing assessment of student work is far more valuable 

as a teaching resource. Having current daily information 

from teacher directed assessments are more reliable and 

useful than high stakes tests 

3.4.6 High stakes testing constrains good educational practice. 

The results of the test take so long to come that they 

cannot be used to improve the program the classroom. 
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Since we are not supposed to look at the questions in the 

test, we cannot even look for areas not addressed and 

include these in subsequent planning. Some teachers are 

motivated by the test and have taken greater notice of the 

common core standards than they previously had done 

before the test addressed these standards. 

3.4.7 High stakes testing engenders fear and teachers find it 

difficult to plan for the long term when they are in fear 

of losing their jobs or their school is at risk of closure. A 

skilled workforce requires a sense of permanence, which 

is compromised by NCLB policy frameworks as 

implemented via high stakes testing. 

3.4.8 High stakes testing environment constrains good 

educational practice as many 'good' practices are 

dropped months before the assessment. The culture of 

'test preparation' replaces good instruction, often leading 

to instruction around test taking strategies rather than 

teaching thinking strategies in both literacy and 

numeracy. It the worst instances, students are subjected 

to numerous practice tests in the false belief that doing 

practice tests will improve performance. Schools also 

use practice test to 'inform' instruction and sometime 

centres instruct on what they predict will be on the test 

3.4.9 High stakes testing has a huge impact on the quality of 

work with teachers. When teachers are under so much 

pressure from administration to improve student scores, 

naturally their focus is on test preparation. So that means 

lots of test drills, driven by publishing companies. 

Student learning becomes very disconnected and 

irrelevant to education in the true and wider sense. Time 

with teachers can turn into planning and implementation 

of test prep. 

3.4.10 High stakes testing is linked to a climate of fear. It 

discourages risk taking and exploration. The strategies 

that are associated with test preparation provide a narrow 

base for learning. High stakes testing removes the 
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influence consultants may have to promote collaborative 

professional work with a focus on improved learning 

outcomes. High stakes testing promotes an incremental 

approach to learning that is about surviving the test 

rather than building capacity. 

3.4.11 High stakes testing promotes a climate of concern and 

fear that promotes short termism in education planning 

and provision. Administrators and teachers may tend to 

try out 'quick fixes’ that tend to deny discussion planning 

around long-term strategies that can build teacher 

capacity around sound instructional practices. The high 

stakes text context encourages a more superficial 

analysis of student learning needs. It promotes fear and 

this hampers the institution of practices that contribute to 

professional confidence, detailed analysis of student 

work, and strategic education planning. Education is 

fundamentally an intellectual process. High stakes 

testing seems to trigger simplistic responses to student 

learning. The teaching sample answers, structured 

responses and tricks for multiple choice questions seem 

to increase under the high stakes testing environment. A 

focus on these practices does not prepare students for 

succeed in higher education. It does not appear to help 

students pass the exams in high school either. Good 

educational practice can be implemented in a context of 

democratic participation and professional respect. High 

stakes testing seems to mediate against these 

requirements. 

3.4.12 High stakes testing provokes concern and stress in 

schools. As consultant I could use these concerns to 

develop a change agenda however my goal is to build 

teacher and administrator capacity and confidence. A 

narrow focus on improved test outcomes does not 

contribute to better instructional practice over the long 

term. A preoccupation with short-term test prep mediates 



  

  

              505  

 

against the longer term planning needed to build teacher 

skill and confidence related to teaching and assessment. 

3.4.13 High stakes testing suppresses innovation and 

collaboration and strengthens centrally produced teacher 

proof education resourcing. This constrains consultancy 

work. 

3.4.14 High stakes testing tends to constrain implementing 

processes or practices that are not already in place. The 

high stakes test effort often involves whole grade levels 

all going through the same test prep material day by day 

at a standard rate. There is very little chance for 

innovation or reflection. Teachers may report that they 

are stressed. Administrators may also report this 

however the school may be very dull from an 

instructional or planning perspective. These procedures 

do not seem to lift student performance on the tests. If 

anything the students make no gains when their methods 

are in place. Schools that implement school wide test 

prep strategies are the ones in most trouble. Schools that 

use consultants in dynamic ways often have a sense of 

enthusiasm and which fosters interest in innovation. 

These schools do a better job of engaging students and 

building teacher capacity and confidence. 

3.4.15 I believe that the high stakes test environment has a 

negative impact on the possibility of implementing good 

educational practice instruction. The structure of the tests 

restricts broad scale learning and constrains effective 

teaching and learning. The environment fosters fear not 

collaboration. 

3.4.16 In most cases the Principals in my schools are as 

constrained by the curriculum choices available and 

teacher preparedness to be involved in curriculum 

planning as they are the high stakes testing. I believe the 

tense environment around testing creates a 'them against 

us' atmosphere, in which to be successful in gaining 

teacher trust and support I need to be part of 'us' 
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balanced with the need to improve their practices, which 

sometimes makes me part of 'them'! That may sound 

confusing but it is often a challenging path we walk to 

provide the consultancy support required by teachers to 

ensure the best possible education for students in very 

poverty challenged communities. 

3.4.17 Restrain because classes spend so much time on test 

preparation and test practice. 

3.4.18 Testing involves some form of sampling of what 

students know and can do in some contexts and some 

circumstances. Assessing involves processes that involve 

a much wider sweep to gather information about what 

students know and can do with what they know, in as 

many different circumstances as possible. Assessing 

should inform wise decision-making about curriculum 

planning and curriculum learning and teaching. High 

stakes testing limits the learning and teaching in many 

(even most?) classrooms to the type of answers to 

questions that are common on tests. So the whole school 

year is one long practice for testing which in the USA is 

towards the end of the school year. Many principals (not 

all) do not encourage a focus on pedagogy but rather 

look for short cuts for students and teachers to practice to 

'improve results' or 'value add' 

3.4.19 The fact that the testing results are not available until 

after students have completed their year of schooling the 

results can only inform the next year of study. The 

access to student data is made available when the 

systems are operable. Teachers are frustrated by the 

inability to have easy access and support around the 

findings in the testing process. The tests are not all 

encompassing in that they do not assess everything that 

is required of students to develop and learn, they are one 

way of make judgements about ability. On their own the 

high stakes tests do not provide much support in our 

work to implement good educational practices. The fear 
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that students and teachers alike experience because of 

the 'rhetoric' that surrounds the high stakes testing 

impedes their ability to continue with positive 

educational practices for all. Many resort to only using 

limited test preparation materials rather than educating 

the whole student and engage them in thinking and 

learning. Of course there are exception to this, but in my 

experience there is the battle between educational 

practices that appear to support good test performance 

and those that educate students for life. 

3.4.20 The high stakes environment has a very negative impact 

on facilitating and activating pedagogical change. It 

greatly reduces the openness of teachers to try new 

practices, to experiment and innovate, because they are 

too fearful of not getting their children 'test ready'. Even 

if they are open to change, often the leaders (principals 

and district leaders) place so many restrictions on their 

work that they are unable to step outside 'one way' of 

teaching. 

3.4.21 The high stakes environment pressures teachers to apply 

practices that they believe may improve test outcomes 

but the consultancy effort is often about collaborative 

planning which may not have a short-term test focus. As 

a result good educational practice is not supported by the 

consultancy. 

3.4.22 The high stakes test environment degrades opportunities 

for action research with teachers. It moves the focus to 

institutionalized forms of preparation for the test 

(booklets for each grade level). This reduced 

opportunities for implementing good educational 

practice in my consultancy work 

3.4.23 The high stakes test environment does not facilitate my 

efforts in implementing good educational practice 

because the teachers I work with are: a. So nervous about 

their students not passing that they cannot let go of their 

commercially produced "Test Prep" resources and follow 
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them word for word. b. Very aware of their 

administrations expectations for them and do not want to 

be seen doing anything but "Test Prep" exercises c. 

cannot think past "Main Idea" and "finding two details" 

to support an answer. d. Given lists of acronyms to drum 

into the students so that they will have a strategy to use 

on the day of the test e. teaching at surface level because 

they have so many text forms to cover: Fiction extracts, 

nonfiction articles, poetry, advertisements, letters, 

articles, etc. 

3.4.24 The high stakes testing environment constrains my 

consultancy efforts considerably. The pressure to have 

students pass the test, to guess what might be "on" the 

test, to think whether the curriculum being taught is 

going to be "on" the test is enormous on teachers and 

principals. Being confident that quality teaching is the 

best "test prep" is not a shared feeling for many. I work 

hard to build teacher capacity based on principles of 

effective teaching and learning- in the face of very strong 

pressure on teachers to do the exact opposite and bow to 

the multi-million dollar test prep business and "teach to 

the test"! 

3.4.25 The schools that worked in over a period of three years 

were under enormous pressure and were fearful of trying 

different pedagogical practices. Their curriculum had 

become very narrow and a focus on discrete skills out of 

a meaningful context dominated the program. There was 

a lot of teaching to the test and test prep, not sustainable 

or engaging. The scores at one school in literacy 

improved steadily while I was there - so very thankful! 

We tried very hard to shift the thinking and that of the 

leadership to develop more holistic literacy learning 

practices. Developing understandings of the balanced 

literacy approach did get traction and supporting 

educators in their understanding of running record 

analysis to drive planning was a win for me. I made little 
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progress is developing broader understandings of literacy 

learning and how intellectual processes and nurturing 

dispositions for learning within relevant meaningful 

contexts should actually achieve greater student 

achievement and engagement. I introduced book making 

for K and First grade this was quite a coup and did give 

educators and leaders and insight to how students viewed 

themselves as writers. 

3.4.26 This very much depends on the school principal. If the 

principal is realistic and innovative then the teachers are 

encouraged to look outside the box and this allows me an 

opportunity to support the school in developing 

structures and practices that lead to student 

improvement. 

3.4.27 Working as a consultant in Jersey City for five years was 

quite a challenge: None bigger than the emphasis that 

administrators placed on HST. As a result of this 

epidemic, school improvement and coaching support was 

often misguided. An example of this would the 

preparation that went into supporting students to respond 

to writing prompts. Rather that analysing writing 

examples and other data forms to develop patterns of 

improvement, and then determine the most effective 

instructional pathway to build the motivation, knowledge 

and skills of the students as writers. The work was about 

low level prompts and practice. Coaching and consulting 

became about supporting the most ineffective teachers 

who most unlikely to lift the quality of writing. 

Question 6. How does high stakes testing facilitate or constrain your collaborative work 

with teachers?  

6.4.1 As mentioned is constrains collaborative effort because 

the focus is on short-term gains. 

6.4.2 As written in response to Q 4 high stakes testing 

constrains my work with teachers. 
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6.4.3 At the start teachers were desperate to know what the 

right way of teaching literacy was because they were 

frightened of getting bad scores. As we built a 

relationship and built greater understandings of literacy 

pedagogy the deeper the dialogue became. When we 

could use the data to inform or change what we were 

doing it was useful. Doing more just doesn't change the 

result, it was doing things differently and they were able 

to take more risks. We built collaboration through 

developing units of work and moderating writing 

samples, reflecting on running records and working 

together on different literacy practices. We would have 

moved further if the threat of bad scores weren’t always 

over their heads. Having been through two reviews with 

one school I could see how the reign of fear worked. Not 

good for educators or students. 

6.4.4 Because of the link to teacher performance I have found 

that all teachers are looking for ways to improve their 

students’ performance. This has led to teachers within 

grades sharing their ideas and teachers planning 

collaboratively. Most of my schools have a focus on 

tracking student growth and this is supported by the 

implementation of vertical grade teams. These teams 

focus on identifying areas of need across the school and 

establish within grade strategies to address them. In both 

grade teams and vertical teams I have both a lead and 

supporting role. 

6.4.5 Constrains work with teachers as the agenda becomes 

about the tests rather than about excellent instruction 

6.4.6 High stakes testing constitutes a constraint on my 

collaborative work with teachers. The state tests are quite 

reductionist in their design and focus and do not 

adequately measure student learning across the 

curriculum. 

6.4.7 High stakes testing constrains my collaborative work 

with teachers because: a. any common prep meetings 
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become sessions where teachers want to "vent" their 

frustrations with how their students are "not getting it!" 

b. teachers are not experiencing much success with their 

instruction c. the "Test Prep" materials do not allow for 

any creativity. 

6.4.8 High stakes testing increases the pressure on me to 

promote new forms of test prep. It promotes short 

termism and undermines professional relationships in the 

building. 

6.4.9 High stakes testing is an anathema to collaboration. If we 

want teachers to do more, to improve their instructional 

practices we need to use a carrot not a stick. The stick of 

high stakes testing actually seems to remove ownership 

for the instructional process from the classroom teacher. 

The teacher might say, "Well this is what we have been 

told to do". What we want them to say is that "I read 

about this strategy and it is relevant to my Math class". 

Teaching is an intellectual process and the teacher who is 

curious will do a better job that the teacher who is 

presenting material which they do not own and have no 

sense of ownership for. Confident teachers are delighted 

to share effective practice with their colleagues. The 

consultant facilitates this process and it can become self-

managing so that the consultant does not have to be 

there. Confident teacher can listen to strategies and make 

effective decisions as to whether these practices have 

application in their classroom. Good schools are very 

local. They reflect local cultures and understandings. 

Every class and classroom is different because the 

teachers know what is "best practice" with each student 

group. These schools sound like they would be very 

challenging to work in but that is not the case. Teachers 

are enjoying their work, they are learning professionally 

and they are not stressed in a negative way. So high 

stakes testing constrains my work because it dis-

empowers teachers and administrators. 
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6.4.10 High stakes testing means that teachers will do anything 

I suggest if they believe that it will improve tests scores. 

It disables the professional confidence of teachers. 

6.4.11 High stakes testing sets up competition between teachers 

- who has the best test scores is seen as the most 

effective teacher when in reality there are so many other 

variables to consider. I don't believe it supports a 

collaborative culture - one that critically reflects on 

teaching and learning and is open to playing with ideas, 

innovating, reflecting and acknowledging that no one has 

all the answers. Teachers want a quick answer and a 

quick fix to 'problems' - when they aren't actually 

problems, just children learning to learn, to be literate 

and numerate. 

6.4.12 High stakes testing tends to constrain collaborative work 

with teachers. Teachers who believe that they do not 

have the skills required tend to use packaged materials 

that keep students busy but do not encourage activities 

involving a review of student work. When groups of 

teachers can discuss student work and discuss the steps 

required to move a student forward they tend to grow 

professional. The collaborative environment is 

democratic. Beginning teacher have the opportunity to 

contribute their views and experienced teachers are 

encouraged to share their skills and expertise. The 

collaborative environment invites participation. The high 

stakes test environment discourages participation and 

tends to isolate teachers from each other. In particular 

beginning teachers may experience pressure, as they may 

not have confidence in their ability to work with their 

professional colleagues in reviewing student work or 

devising plans to meet student-learning needs. 

6.4.13 HST artificially promotes collaboration between 

teachers, consultants and coaches in schools. Only those 

schools that truly believed in balanced literacy and high 

levels of teacher collaboration through models like 
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professional learning communities were able to achieve 

powerful learning results. An effective example of this 

was at a School. The principal was prepared to challenge 

the status quo and provide a model of support that built 

high levels of teachers’ knowledge and understanding on 

instructional practice. HST wasn't on the menu, balanced 

literacy was. 

6.4.14 I worked mostly in school that were labelled 'under 

performing', in areas of high poverty and social 

discourse. Teachers would politely listen to my 

suggestions but were not prepared to alter practices that 

they had adhered to in the past. Such as, using specific 

NYC test preparation material sold to school by the huge 

publishing companies. There was a sense of comfort in 

holding onto past practice. I conducted many specific 

workshops around thinking strategies that help students 

when taking tests, especially on developing vocabulary 

and communicating mathematical reasoning. It neither 

facilitated nor constrain my collaboration with teachers. I 

would do my upmost to help them with whatever their 

particular program demanded, working my ideas, some 

of which were taken up. 

6.4.15 In many cases collaboration between teachers and a 

consultant was challenging. Often I was viewed with 

suspicion, as being a 'spy' for the Principal - teachers 

were observed and scored on their practice regularly, by 

the Principal, in the name of improving teacher 

performance. The 'best' teachers were placed in the 

'testing' grades, so teachers knew where they ranked in 

terms of perceived performance and often teaching 

practise reflected this unsaid ranking. Teachers in the 

testing grades, often under incredible pressure, easily 

blamed previous teaching practices and developed 

resentments towards their colleagues. The testing grade 

teachers often were treated as an elite group within the 

school, dividing the staff. 'Kid' blaming was common - 
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improving student performance was difficult under such 

a regime, even though sometimes teachers were working 

hard, so it was easy to say the students, for reasons of 

race, socio- economic situation, behaviour, parenting, 

etc., couldn't learn. Curriculum implemented was often 

designed around the test, and test results, thus not 

developmentally appropriate. There was little or no use 

of formative data to inform instruction. Practice test 

materials were purchased at the expense of good quality 

children's literature. These were the constraints, I faced. 

6.4.16 In practice it constrains collaborative work with teachers. 

Despite the fact that many teachers are interested in 

collaborating and trying out different approaches to 

student learning, unless this support comes from 

administrators they tend to go back to test preparation 

booklets. 

6.4.17 It constrains it for all the same reasons as for the 

previous question. The teachers are only focused on what 

their kids can/can’t do, as they know the impact the 

results have on them. They know they will be removed 

from the grade level or if they do well, have to stay there 

forever. 

6.4.18 It is a constant constraint - ever in the background of 

discussions about effective practice is the question...."but 

what about the test? The NYC DOE has mandated that 

there WILL be teacher teamwork and PD time but many 

teachers feel they would rather do the huge amount of 

paperwork during this time. In the schools I work in 

where the administrator is involved in the PD and shows 

that their focus is on effective teaching and learning, 

models by example this unswerving focus, there is more 

likelihood of facilitation of collaborative work with 

teachers. In other words, the high stakes testing is not the 

focus- the nature of teaching and learning is the focus, 

and the Principal encourages and facilitates this 

continuing priority. 



  

  

              515  

 

6.4.19 It sets up competition between classes and shuts down 

learning conversations. It also stops teachers taking risks 

with new ideas or new research and stops them thinking 

for themselves. 

6.4.20 See previous responses 

6.4.21 Teachers are less inclined to participate in collaborative 

work in the context of high stakes testing. They are more 

likely to implement test readiness agendas bulk 

purchased by their school. 

6.4.22 Teachers are more inclined to be confrontational - object 

to the imposition of the tests and therefore reluctant to 

willingly change their practices. Where it can be shown 

that the modification of their practices has a long-term, 

beyond testing, impact - teachers are more inclined to 

collaborate and change their practices. 

6.4.23 Teachers are often too stressed to even think about 

anything apart from test prep. Often time is spent venting 

about the demands, lack of sleep, tears and fears. Any 

work around real student learning i.e. looking at student 

work samples, formative assessments, teaching 

strategies, etc., takes a back seat for the teacher. 

6.4.24 Teachers do not collaborate in the context of high stakes 

testing. If they think they have a good idea they keep it 

to themselves in the hope that it will give their class and 

their career a competitive edge. So, teachers are keen to 

get materials from me to support their test preparation 

efforts but it can be quite a short-term project. 

6.4.25 Teachers feel under pressure about the results of the 

testing so they feel they have to focus on the testing and 

test prep. They often feel and say other issues, PD and 

trialling new ideas are not a priority. This pressure is top 

down district to principal to level to teacher to student. It 

creates a lot of anxiety and a 'why bother' attitude. 

6.4.26 Teachers are motivated to do the best by their students 

and therefore are keen to develop plans to that end. 

Testing severely narrows the curriculum to those things 
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that can be easily measured by pen and paper. No 

consideration is given to speaking and listening for 

example. 

6.4.27 The collaboration since high stakes testing is mainly to 

do with examining whole school or whole class results 

and discussing and analysing results to see where any 

weaknesses are evident. When many students get the 

same question wrong by answering with the same wrong 

response, analysis of the incorrect responses can indicate 

those aspects of the curriculum that need specific 

attention. The opportunities to examine teachers' beliefs 

about learning and teaching or strategies for improving 

aspects of learning and teaching are rate unless they are 

directly related to testing. 

  

Question 9.  In your experience as a consultant does high stakes testing 

facilitate or constrain your collaborative work with school administrators?  

9.4.1 Collaborate is an interesting term when it comes to 

working with administrators. Basically the conversations 

started with "I need to improve my scores what can you 

do, we had a bad report card what can you do?" The 

need to improve is very much at the fore and what that 

meant for the knowledge, understanding and pedagogy 

of teachers. What it did constrain however was how far 

an administrator would go in terms of taking risks to do 

things differently to achieve sustainable improvement. 

Quick fixes, most wanted by leaders, timing was major. I 

did not meet any administrators that really understood 

what was needed to engage teachers in learning to create 

real change. It was quite frustrating. Because I worked in 

the early years as well as primary I was constantly 

battling the push down curriculum and a lack of 

understanding by administrators and teachers that this 

was unsustainable. It did not matter how much research I 

threw at them, shifting thinking was about taking baby 

steps. 
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9.4.2 Discussions and planning with administrators centre on 

the ways of resourcing and enacting test taking. 

Strategies occasionally may include pedagogical change 

or improvement for individual or a small group of 

teachers. 

9.4.3 From my experience the high stakes testing has led to 

increased collaboration with the administration team. 

They look towards me for ways to better monitor student 

growth and identify teaching practices that need to be 

adjusted. This leads to a focus on professional learning 

that is linked to data. In both the analysis of student data 

and the professional learning activities that are generated 

from this analysis I have a critical role, one that is clearly 

recognized and articulated by the admin team. 

9.4.4 High stakes testing constrains my collaborative work 

with school administrators because it encourages a short-

term view of school management and administration. 

High stakes tests make it difficult for administrators to 

retain a long-term view of the whole school strategies 

that will contribute to improved student learning 

outcomes and the building of leadership capacity. 

9.4.5 High stakes testing constrains the central business of 

schools- the teaching and learning process - it causes 

high levels of stress for all people in the school, while 

taking time from what is most important- the teaching 

and learning 

9.4.6 High stakes testing does not promote confidence. The 

test results do not produce useful data that can be used to 

inform further instruction. As a result high stakes testing 

may be said to constrain collaborative work with school 

administrators. I find that when high stakes tests are in 

prospect administrators are looking for "quick fixes" 

rather than strategies to build student learning in the long 

term. 

9.4.7 High-stakes testing encourages the use of centrally 

produced test prep materials. It constrains 
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experimentation with strategies with school 

administrators. Work with school administrators can 

have a positive effect on school climate and student 

learning outcomes. High stakes testing constrains work 

relevant to the specific school context because it forces a 

state focus. 

9.4.8 I think the focus with administrators is much narrower 

due to the intensity of the testing. Between the high 

stakes testing and introduction of Common Core there is 

a lot of pressure on administrators and they juggle it the 

best they can. 

9.4.9 If the school isn't doing well, that is their only focus. If 

the school is doing well, they are scared of changing 

anything unless it impacts on the scores. 

9.4.10 In common with teachers administrators experience fear 

as a result of high stakes testing: Collaboration with 

administrators is hampered. 

9.4.11 In my experience as a consultant high stakes testing does 

not facilitate my collaborative work with school 

administrators as the school community becomes too tied 

to commercial materials and trying to cram information 

and sound test taking strategies into test taking students' 

heads. I do most of my work with non-testing K-Grade 2 

grades from January to the middle of May. 

9.4.12 In my experience the administrators are only interested 

in excellent text results. Many are nervous about 

implementing what we would call 'good practice' or 'test 

sophistication' strategies rather than 'test preparation' as 

like the teachers, they tend to go back to what they know 

when the pressure builds. 

9.4.13 In my experience working as a consultant in New York 

and New Jersey, the emphasis and direction of work in 

most schools resulted from the influences of HST. 

Administrators were generally 'hamstrung' and had to 

demonstrate to the city how they were using their 

consultancy support to improve the learning outcomes of 
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students: Particularly around test preparation. The 

example given in the previous written response was an 

exception to the rule. 

9.4.14 In the USA HST definitely was a constraint on 

implementing effective teaching practice. 

9.4.15 Just like teachers, administrators are fearful of change - 

unless it's adopting a new program that says it will fix all 

their problems for them. They have so much pressure on 

them to pass the tests that they are unable to look 

critically at the kinds of contemporary pedagogies that 

engage children's minds, hearts and intelligence. I 

promote this kind of pedagogical stance, but it is a hard 

sell to some administrators when they want a quick fix 

and guarantees that are not possible with the complexity 

of learning. 

9.4.16 School administrators are focused on the school wide 

results of the tests and everything that gets in the way is 

made redundant. They also look for quick fixes and 

instant results. The changes to teaching or pedagogy are 

very shallow and often not sustainable. It's often not a 

coordinated effort. Anything you do is often not valued, 

as it seems to get in the way of test prep and practice and 

the raising of the test scores. Administrators often feel 

you are only in their building to raise test scores, and that 

it will happen in 12 months! 

9.4.17 School administrators are usually interested in discussing 

strategies to promote improved student learning 

outcomes. In this context high stakes tests prepare the 

ground for collaboration. School district administrators 

may suggest the use of packages test prep materials. If 

this happens there is less scope to work with 

administrators to review strategies that are linked to 

long-term improvement is student learning outcomes. 

Please note that in Q 10 I believe that competition 

between teachers increases as a result of high stakes 

testing but this is profoundly negative. The competition 
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is not collaborative. It is corrosive and counter 

professional. 

9.4.18 School administrators generally look at the big picture. 

The high stakes scenario does not give them hope. In 

high poverty schools high stakes testing is doing a lot of 

damage. Administrators often believe that that they have 

no option but to introduce short-term standard responses 

via test prep materials such as Kaplan. There may be 

directives or strong suggestions from districts to this 

effect. School and districts can demonstrate that they are 

taking action to address student performance however 

the actions do not contribute to improved student 

learning outcomes as shown by state tests. If school 

administrators cannot use their professional skills they 

lose confidence. The challenge of building student 

achievement seems beyond them. High stakes testing 

seems to compromise the professional dialogue between 

teachers and school administrators. As a consultant I 

work with teachers but do not discuss the details with 

administrators. High stakes testing pushes administrators 

to carry out surveillance on teachers instead of work with 

them. In this context the consultant is left challenging 

administrator practice. I would want to talk to the 

administrator about what else is possible. As a former 

school administrator I want to help the administrator 

look at the options available. High stakes testing does 

constrain this process. 

9.4.19 School administrators may experience high stakes testing 

as an immediate threat to their careers. They may 

commit to packaged materials that they believe can push 

immediate gains in student learning outcomes via state 

tests. This is particularly the case with inexperienced 

school administrators. New administrators often explain 

that they fear that their school results will continue to 

decline because the staff or the students do not have the 

capacity to improve. More experienced school 
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administrators seem to be aware that effective school 

based professional development over a longer term 

supports more effective teacher instruction. High stakes 

testing seems to reduce a capacity to engage in the very 

activities that will contribute to improved teaching and 

learning in their schools. High stakes testing hampers 

collaboration and undermines the confidence of school 

administrators. 

9.4.20 The testing does neither. The administration at this 

school is collaborative which has nothing to do with 

testing. 

9.4.21 This depends on the administrators I was lucky to work 

with some who were able to see beyond the testing and 

so it did not interfere in any way when working with 

them however one principal was so driven by them I 

could not actually do my job 

9.4.22 To a certain point it does facilitate collaboration, 

particularly, when you provide a diagnostic report on 

their data. This does get their attention. However, they 

are subject to high pressure from peers and the 

publishing companies to purchase specific NYC test 

preparation student booklets and teacher resources. 

These materials quick take up instructional time, narrow 

the curriculum and focus on test taking strategies. Often 

these materials are ineffective for the same reason the 

tests are unfair for the students that I worked with. Both 

the test and the test taking material were written in 

language that these student encountered difficulty in 

comprehending due to socio-economic reasons, poverty, 

English language learners and social disrupted lives. 

9.4.23 Where the focus is on good practices, for the sake of 

enhancing student achievement - long-term, not just for 

the purpose of passing tests my work is enhanced 

because the attitude and expectations are different than 

where the focus is on improvement for the sake of the 

test. We discuss and accept that long-term change will 
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most likely result in a drop in performance in the short 

term and then a slow steady increase. Understanding the 

expectations of the CCLS is generally good and most 

teachers and administrators accept that the standards 

themselves are not a problem - they are achievable and 

logical in progression (ELA) but the tests used to 

measure performance on the standards are unrealistic and 

not actually measuring student performance on their 

grade level standards. 

9.4.24 Working in the land of what's reality and what's given, 

the high stakes testing agenda has facilitated my 

collaborative work with administrators to a certain 

extent. This data is certainly used with the administrator 

to examine patterns and trends but there is ALWAYS a 

need to go deeper and look at much more specific data 

including diagnostic data to really ascertain students' 

needs. Looking at a wide range of assessment data and 

developing a strategic action plan based on the whole 

school improvement components of Fullan's 

Breakthrough Framework is a pivotal step in analysing 

all data and developing a shared set of goals and action 

plan to address students' needs. So I guess the High 

Stakes tests do play a part in facilitating the collaborative 

work with school administrators because we are realists 

and utilize the data we have at hand/ trying to make 

sense out of this "once- year" test that plays such a huge 

role in determining the scores of schools, principals, 

teachers and students. But we also know this is one 

narrow view of students' needs and we need to consider a 

range of school based data as well to determine and 

pinpoint real needs and then brainstorm implications for 

the year's plan- what to do for students/ what to do for 

teachers. 
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Other Nationality and Middle school 

Question 3.  Does the high stakes test environment facilitate or constrain your efforts in 

implementing good educational practice in your consultancy work?  

3.5.1 Constrain: It may provide some initial information, but 

as evidence it is very weak. All you need to do is to sit 

and observe students taking online testing to notice that 

what you are getting is a snapshot and not often a very 

real or accurate snapshot. School-based assessment is far 

more powerful and pushes responsibility to the teacher 

and the local school, while enabling Teachers and 

parents to get a far more realistic and longitudinal picture 

of student standard and progress. This is monitored at a 

local level by Grade level meetings within subject areas 

that then encourage peer interaction 

3.5.2 Constrains. Teachers are acutely aware that not only is 

their students' performance being evaluated; their own 

performance is too. Consequently teachers focus on 

quick fix teach to the test behaviours rather than focus on 

good teaching, good facilitation. Consultants know that 

to develop a teacher's ability to develop student thinking 

requires their own thinking to change and develop more 

deeply the ability to ask questions. Their own knowledge 

requires development. As this can take more than one 

year, the clash between knowing what I need to teach 

now for the test and the deeper content is often 

constrained. There is a restricted time to focus how to 

teach, rather than for tests what to teach. 

3.5.3 High stakes testing becomes an end in itself, rather than 

the means to implement and measure effective learning 

programs. Schools can become so focused on what the 

data sets tell them, the public perception of their edifice, 

rather than educational foci, when data is delayed to the 

extent that it is too late to be diagnostic or formative, 

then it is hardly surprising that these assessments are 

viewed with a degree of scorn or distrust by educators. I 
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think parents don't know enough to have very strong 

opinions, but if asked if they were beneficial, most 

would likely say yes. In some way, they know it is an 

accountability measure; they are just not sure who and 

what is being measured. So, educators with whom I 

worked with on a regular basis, well, they were 

consumed with test results, past and future, student 

behaviours to testing, stamina, IQ spread, immigration, 

and assorted social emotional issues besetting the local 

community. Testing consumed the professional dialogue 

and the planning of professional development. In fact, a 

sort of ELA fever consumed my building's AP who 

seemed to be in a race with himself to better his previous 

years. I built the curriculum scope and sequence around 

quality reading and writing units but Alas, all this great 

thinking was lost, every year, despite everyone's best 

intentions. We would implore the teachers to ignore the 

ELA until at least a month out (even that was way too 

much time but that was my compromise position) but 

someone would start early, then all common sense flew 

out as well. They believed they could teach vocabulary 

that would appear on the paper and which would be 

worth more than 50% of the total points, they believed 

that struggling readers could leap years of reading 

growth because they were told to, and that writing 

sentence stems must be religiously followed. All this, 

and loads of test tips to get through, and I am sure that a 

small percentage of our students felt up to the task. Most 

were consumed with anxiety, whatever their swagger 

suggested otherwise. 

3.5.4 High stakes testing drives a fear response and dissuades 

teachers in undertaking the research necessary to 

investigate and implement local education innovation. 

The high stakes test environment saps teachers and 

administrators of the enthusiasm needed to respond 

effectively to urgent student learning needs. The test 
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prep response does not contribute to long-term student 

skill and ability. It promotes routine responses. 

3.5.5 High stakes testing engenders fear among teachers and 

administrators that contributes to short-term responses to 

instructional planning. High stakes testing hampers long 

term planning for student learning and hampers efforts to 

foster collaboration and professional collegiality that are 

key channels to build instructional capacity in schools. 

3.5.6 High stakes testing is actually an inhibitor to assisting 

with the implementation of good teaching practice. 

Teachers and Principals seem to be highly influenced by 

what they see as the "sword of Damocles" hovering 

above them. They regard the achievement of students in 

the standardised tests as being the aim of education. This 

leads to repetitive instructional techniques related to 

specific tests and topics. 

3.5.7 High stakes tests constrains my ability to implement 

good educational practice in my consultancy work as it 

detracts from teaching and learning and focuses on 

content and skills that students (and teachers) will be 

assessed on and thus detracts from a general, more 

rounded education. 

3.5.8 It adds pressure that can lead to discouraged staff or 

students, but it also adds direction for improvement and 

an incentive to improve. 

3.5.9 It constrained my efforts of implementing good 

educational practice in my consultancy work. 

3.5.10 It does not do either. 

3.5.11 It does not help 

3.5.12 It makes it difficult to build a collaborative environment 

when teachers are concerned about the test scores rather 

than the education of their students. It focuses far too 

much attention on test preparation rather than good 

educational practices. As such it inhibits the work of the 

consultant and often leads to conflict between what the 
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administration of the school want and what the teachers 

want and need. 

3.5.13 The testing generally constrains efforts to implement 

good educational practices, such as creating activities to 

encourage student voice and ownership, however, for 

very poor teachers high stakes testing the test results I 

have used as leverage to encourage the teacher to change 

their practices. But it's pretty low-level stuff. Improved 

teacher training would be more effective. 

3.5.14 When only the final data is used NO: However if the 

data is broken down to skills and to cohorts, then it can 

be useful in making decisions about professional 

development, coaching and student intervention and 

support. 

Question 6. How does high stakes testing facilitate or constrain your collaborative work 

with teachers? 

6.5.1 Constrain. The testing and the results become the focus 

rather than the teaching and learning, preparation and 

differentiation, scaffolding and elaboration 

6.5.2 Exhausted if the high stakes testing contexts I worked in, 

it can be said that teachers considered their AUSSIE as 

someone who could help them, and be blamed, for 

testing results! I think the anxiety over student results, 

competitions between year levels and academies within 

the same school, led to the consultants being used very 

strategically before the ELA tests. Teachers were given 

PLT meetings in class time, workshops were identified 

and delivered, professional learning focus actioned, 

resources purchased by the bucket load, all in order you 

see improvement in any of the tests. Principals 

considered these tests to be the most important data 

about their school and their teachers. It was personal. So, 

this high level of performance anxiety obviously led to 

education interrupted. So, in that sense, the high stakes 

testing environment consumed everything, took all the 
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air out and the real work of learning and teaching could 

be got on with - everyone agreed to this collusion. 

6.5.3 Facilitate because all teachers want to find out how to 

teach toward test questions. Constrains because project 

work or longer-term inquiry learning is disregarded. 

6.5.4 High stakes testing engenders fear and concern. 

Effective collaboration is hampered when teachers are 

concerned that the outcomes of the state tests may mean 

they lose their job. Effective collaboration required 

teachers to share practices, resources and approaches. 

High stakes testing promotes short-term responses to 

complex issues that are more effectively addressed over 

the longer term 

6.5.5 High stakes testing engenders fear. Fear of failure and 

fear that one’s skills do not match state assessment 

requirements. This results in a retreat from collaboration 

and promotes the use of standardised test preparation 

instruments that promotes a narrow skill base. As 

consultant is I can get teachers to work together to 

design work units then I know their professional 

curiosity will provide real enthusiasm for higher quality 

instruction and student effort. Test prep is superficial. It 

discourages teacher collaboration. (e.g. what are you 

doing today? page 3!) When teachers work together their 

professional skills are engaged and their pedagogical 

abilities are promoted. 

 High Stakes testing inhibits collaboration amongst 

teachers as a result of staff seeing each other as 

competitors rather than colleagues. They also see 

administrators as people for whom they must "jump 

hurdles" simply to retain their job, rather than to educate 

students. In some schools where staff have not been used 

to meeting and discussing student outcomes and teaching 

processes, High stakes testing may have resulted in 

schools ensuring that meetings do at least occur and staff 

are required to attend. Often however meetings cannot be 
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conducted when all required staff can attend due to 

organisational issues within schools 

6.5.6 It does neither, except with a very poor teacher or with a 

teacher who wants to improve their practice, which has 

nothing to do with whether there is high stakes testing or 

not. The only thing the high stakes testing does is to 

provide data that can be analysed together. I also think it 

depends on the Principal and the style of the consultant 

too. If the Principal has set up times for collaboration 

then it will occur, whether there is high stakes testing or 

not. In New York, it's so top down, that if the DOE says 

there is to be collaboration there will be. If not, then it 

will depend on the principal or team leader. 

6.5.7 It does not affect my work. 

6.5.8 It facilitates in that there is a general direction for 

academic improvement, but it constrains if substantial 

improvement is considered to be unattainable. 

6.5.9 It has constrained collaborative work with teachers, as 

teachers feel bound to focus on what will be tested. 

6.5.10 It takes a long time to get teachers to trust you and the 

way you want them to look at testing, both preparing for 

the tests and in reviewing the results. Once 

administrators stop being scared of the results and use 

them to Inform teachers and themselves about how to 

move forward they can keep the results in perspective. 

Continuing to find the energy and positive attitude in the 

face of many teachers and administrators negative talk 

and punitive treatment of teachers undermines the 

effectiveness of consultancy in the short term. You need 

to prove yourself in dealing with this in one school and 

often consultants are only in place for 1 year. 

6.5.11 Teachers are not committed to collaborating when 

testing places them in competition against one another. 

6.5.12 Teachers simply want to know how to get students to 

pass the test- they are not interested in best practice or 

discussion of educational practice-so they are 
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collaborative but only when it comes to test prep and 

what are the best 'quick fix' practices 

Question 9.  In your experience as a consultant does high stakes testing 

facilitate or constrain your collaborative work with school administrators?  

9.5.1 Constrain: Admin usually have a poor grasp of what the 

statistics really mean when they are based on multiple-

choice questions. Also the analysis they use to decipher 

the data is usually faulty and they read in things that are 

not really there. One advantage for me was to create 

some discussion based on the results and then run some 

PD with admin and staff on how the data can be used 

and facilitate some discussions on interpretation of data. 

9.5.2 Facilitates. When the focus is on high stakes testing, 

frequently the conversation, methodology and allocation 

of teacher-consultant time is easily facilitated. 

9.5.3 High stakes testing does not promote a functional 

dialogue within the school. Teacher and administrators 

regard high stakes testing as a threat to their personal 

career trajectory. If they are in a poor school high stakes 

testing persuades them that they cannot do much to build 

student achievement. As consultant I work with teachers 

and administrators to use data to better understand the 

needs of their students. Confident teachers are better able 

to engage with data and consider, propose and trial 

innovative curriculum responses to local student needs. 

In schools in high poverty areas teacher and 

administrator can be palpable. High stakes testing 

diminishes teacher and administrator confidence. This 

confidence is needed to build professional collaboration. 

It is also needed to introduce the additional work needed 

to improve teaching and learning. High stakes testing 

removes hope from teachers and administrators and this 

is particularly evident in high poverty schools. 

Collaboration is sellable in the context of 

teacher/administrator curiosity. High stakes testing 

dampens curiosity and promotes a narrow range of 
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superficial professional strategies that do not include a 

collaborative engagement with professional peers. 

9.5.4 I would have to say it has facilitated my work because it 

has given a set of data to look at. Especially where ELLS 

and SPECIAL Ed students are concerned. There has 

been much more emphasis on improving their results and 

discussing with the Principal how to do this. Of course 

"collaboration" could be understood in different ways. In 

my main school, where I have consulted for 8 years with 

two different Principals, the consultancy is now more 

collaborative with the new principal, than what it was 

under the first principal, because of their different 

leadership styles. The second principal is more 

collaborative and we have collaborated in examining the 

data from the tests. 

9.5.5 In many cases it constrains it, especially in the first year 

of a school relationship. Once trust and a way of working 

that is truly inquiry then collaborative conversations 

become possible. Transparency is key, along with 

breaking down the data into usefully realistic segments 

that tell a story facilitates collaborative work. This often 

means the consultant needs to put in extra time and effort 

in managing and massaging the day to create helpful 

pictures for administrators and staff. 

9.5.6 It can work both ways. Administrators are concerned 

about test scores on their school report cards and so are 

often anxious to talk about ways of increasing test 

scores. On the other hand it can lead administrators to 

put pressure on particular teachers they see as under-

achieving and this can strain the consultant-admin-

teachers relationships. 

9.5.7 It facilitates collaborative work because administrators 

want to do better and improve student outcomes. 

9.5.8 It facilitates in terms of providing a defined focus but 

constricts when responsibility for improvement is not 

shared. 
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9.5.9 It has constrained it as administrators are focused on a 

narrower set of external performance criteria. 

9.5.10 It has shaped the focus of the collaboration ensuring a 

focus on external realities rather than the needs of the 

school community. 

9.5.11 School administrators are generally willing to 

collaborate, but many have a fixed agenda that they 

require to be fulfilled. Often their focus is on numbers 

and results rather than "Education". Sometimes specific 

staff are being targeted for transfer or dismissal and 

Consultants are being used to provide evidence for 

decisions. I suspect the reason for consultants actually 

being employed by schools and Principals is because of 

the high stakes regime, however because of the outcomes 

and threats of the high stakes regime I often find it 

difficult to think that "real " collaboration is actually 

occurring. I am sure that a much more collaborative 

environment would be created if similar funding levels 

were provided but with incentives other than the current 

High stakes model. 

9.5.12 School administrators in the secondary areas usually lead 

a very large and complex organisation. So, we don't have 

an intense relationship with these busy people. An AP is 

usually assigned to lead and monitor the work. APs are 

under pressure to get their year level results the best they 

can be. So yes, they want to collaborate. But they also 

want you to sprinkle fairy dust over the students and 

without any rigor or research, find a quick and easy 

solution to the widening achievement gap. 

9.5.13 School administrators often respond to high stakes test 

practices by instituting short-term measures to increase 

student results on the test. These short-term measures, 

including test prep, prevent administrators from planning 

for the medium and long term. Effective Long term 

planning is more likely to improve the quality of a 



  

  

              532  

 

schools administration and short term reactive planning 

for the high stakes tests. 

Other Nationality and High school 

Question 3. Does the high stakes test environment facilitate or constrain your efforts in 

implementing good educational practice in your consultancy work?  

3.6.1 Constrains. Teachers are driven by the tests and their 

consequences, hence best educational practice is 

overlooked for best test result, so that teachers don't 

appear ineffective. IF the tests were better structured the 

testing and teacher practices could be better aligned to 

better serve educational needs and improve student 

learning for understanding. 

3.6.2 High stakes testing constrains efforts for consultants to 

implement good educational practices in my schools. As 

a consultant my focus is on effective teaching and 

learning rather than succeeding in high-stakes tests. 

When a teacher feels pressured by student outcomes on 

high-stakes tests they tend to teach to the test rather than 

reflecting on the needs of their individual students and 

their capacity to plan and implement a program that will 

support their students to realise their individual potential. 

In this context the focus is not on good educational 

practice but test results. 

3.6.3 High stakes testing constrains my efforts to implement 

good educational practice but increases my influence in 

PD for test-focused subjects 

3.6.4 High stakes testing has a constraining effect in 

implementing good educational practice. Because the 

types of assessments used require short answers, and rely 

on the ability to reproduce certain skills, in the most part 

they do not encourage deep thinking. As a consequence 

teachers see limited potential for changing their practice 

unless "the runs are on the board" they require evidence 

for the improved success rates which is not always easy 

to demonstrate in a short period of time. 
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3.6.5 I feel it has a neutral effect overall. If the high stakes 

testing did not exist, the teachers and I would still be 

talking and interacting about how their practice can be 

enhanced, and how student achievement can be 

improved through effective educational applications and 

teacher created formative and summative assessments. 

So I guess the high stakes tests are another aspect of 

formative assessment which is utilised in this regard, no 

better or worse in terms of having insights into student 

learning that can be used to inform further instruction. 

3.6.6 I found HST generally constrains efforts to implement 

good educational practice, given that I feel school / 

systemic HST as generally run in NYC was about 

ranking and thus about coercion and control. However, I 

feel there is a broader context here, which is the debate 

about the purpose(s) of education. If the teachers and the 

school in which I was working was not able to make a 

distinction between 'schooling' and 'education' and 

generally accepted the prevailing view that both are to 

prepare students for the world of work, then my efforts 

to bring about / influence what I considered good 

educational practice were constrained. There is little 

capacity for, or encouragement of, formative assessment. 

The needs of the student seemed secondary to the need 

to get through the curriculum so as to prepare students 

for 'the test' 

3.6.7 In most cases it is certainly an impetus for change. Good 

instruction leads to improved student outcomes 

3.6.8 It constrains my efforts to build better practice. It does 

not take into account the diverse needs of the urban 

student population. 

3.6.9 John, I don’t know that my views on your survey will be 

that helpful to you. Just as background info. Of the 51/2 

years consultancy work (5 years ago) – 3+ years were 

spent as Reading First Consultant implementing the 

‘Reading First” (RF) in many ‘low performing’ schools. 
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Remember RF was part of No Child Left Behind Act. 

The Act was about lifting learning outcomes for ‘failing’ 

schools – years, K -3 – using effective research-based 

reading remediation programs so that children were 

reading by the end of 3rd grade. (Lofty /impossible– 

though worthwhile ideals) I believe/d in the values of 

this program – what it was trying to do and also how it 

was trying to achieve the outcomes: Pity there were so 

many glitches. The devil is always in the details! (BTW 

– as you probably know - RF is now known by another 

name - Response to Intervention (RTI). So – most of my 

time as a consultant was not directly related to working 

with teachers on Federal high stakes testing – but on 

implementing RF mandates. So – when answering your 

questions – I am thinking of assessments in a RF context. 

In this context – assessments related to RF were hugely 

important – as they drove all the planning and 

instruction. The whole point of the assessments was to 

implement good instruction – or (research-based reading 

instruction- as it was called.) Re #2 – there was a lot of 

collaboration between grade level teachers. 

Collaboration also occurred at a regional level between 

coaches and consultants. So – far from ‘constraining 

efforts in implementing good educational practice’ - the 

assessments ‘drove’ instruction. They were necessary 

and valuable. Of course, there were implementation 

difficulties and perhaps there were too many 

assessments: Too many assessments - in too many 

inexperienced hands. It was quite a learning curve! 

3.6.10 Standardised testing is good and useful. High stakes 

testing is not, though it depends on the pressure. In some 

situations it creates momentum for reform, which can be 

good for consulting practice. The key with consulting is 

to get teachers in schools moving together to implement 

collaborative pedagogy and capacity building. I have 
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found, generally, that high-stakes testing undermines 

this. 

3.6.11 To some degree high stakes testing avails me with 

sufficient 'clout' to rally teachers to change instruction 

and improve practice to address specific deficits in 

students' skills as reported in the tests. It gives me a basis 

to apply a sense of urgency to my professional 

development plans. 

Question 6. How does high stakes testing facilitate or constrain your collaborative work 

with teachers? 

6.6.1 Constrain collaborative work. (Again - from RF 

perspective) Understandably - there were many teachers 

who found the assessment regime 'threatening' - for a 

number of reasons. - Negative mood / dynamics within 

the group when discussing assessments /results - 

Resistance to examining the results - Excuses for ‘poor’ 

results (students’ fault) Our response was to: - Try and 

win them over with ‘positives’ - (Try to) Convince them 

that it was not that about THEM – but about the students 

- Show how the assessment can be of benefit to the 

students. (Can work out their level / needs / provide 

appropriate supports, etc.) - Show examples of how and 

where it has worked with other teachers / schools - 

Provide more additional teacher support in terms of time 

(helping with assessment administration and analysis of 

assessments, teacher interclass visitations) - Celebrate 

with the teachers - student/s ‘successes’ - no matter how 

small (private / public acknowledgement) - Present the 

‘negatives’ - You don’t have a choice in this! Facilitate 

collaborative work: Where teachers were ‘on board’ – 

teacher collaboration was reasonably high. - Analysing 

student data together provided a variety of responses / 

ways of looking at results (rather than ‘top down’ 

approach) Teacher were encouraged to ‘own’ the data. 

They were encouraged to ask questions and make 
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suggestions and analysis. - This led to many teachers 

prepared to share resources and teaching ideas. - These 

teachers are able to stand back and see how it could 

support students and how it could improve their teaching 

practice and make them more professional. 

6.6.2 HST generally constrained my collaborative work with 

teachers. I found that whilst within a particular 

department (e.g., ELA) the teachers were happy to 

discuss collaboration, their efforts to implement 

suggested new strategies and/or approaches to planning 

were hampered by the 'mile wide inch deep' curriculum 

and the calendar of lessons they were compelled to work 

through so as to prepare their students for the test 

(Regents) I recall one conversation I has with a (good) 

teachers ... "How's the work going Bill?" I asked. Bill 

replied that he was a day and a half behind on the work-

programme. I asked how far behind were the kids. 

6.6.3 In essence, constraint is brought about by an emphasis 

on testing skills that can be more easily assessed in a 

pencil and paper environment. Understanding is more 

difficult to assess in timed assessments, therefore, 

teachers are more focused on how do I get my students 

to pass and are interested in your bag of tricks and less 

on developing a rapport between the consultant and the 

teacher. There are exceptions, but in my experience very 

few in NYC HS. 

6.6.4 It constrains collaborative work because it does not 

accommodate the diverse needs of students in urban 

schools 

6.6.5 Teachers are distracted by the tests. They are reluctant to 

take on new ideas and practices IF they consider that 

these actions will result in lower test scores. 

Subsequently many substantiated (deeper) learning 

practices are shelved or rejected because teachers believe 

that they would impact negatively on teacher 

performance evaluations. In many cases I have to 
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convince them that the strategies I am suggesting will 

NOT in fact negatively impact on student test scores and 

can in fact improve those scores and teacher evaluations. 

Sadly, earlier efforts to show teachers that greater 

understanding is essential for life beyond 'final exams' 

has only been partially effective because of teacher fear 

of negative teacher evaluations. 

6.6.6 Teachers may not want to work with me if they know 

that my work would not be focused on their students’ 

ability to get top results on the high-stakes tests. Thus, 

they may not want to engage in collaboration at any 

depth. Rather they may be involved superficially or they 

be somehow compromised in their commitment to 

collaboration with me as they are so focused on the 

testing regime and their perceived need to get good 

results. Education may seem irrelevant to them, as the 

tests are a focus. 

6.6.7 Teachers see high stakes testing as a form of checking up 

on them and evaluating them. The majority are very 

fearful of failure and not confident in their ability to 

address the new expectations of the CCSS especially in 

English as they move to teaching skills, rather than 

reading a novel in class. Rather than teachers being more 

collaborative many are more zealous in their efforts to 

'beat' the others and will not share. If I can the time to 

undertake PD with a whole faculty or subject department 

all together each week, I have a much greater chance of 

seeding the change towards improved practice. 

6.6.8 Teachers want to work with me more in the context of 

high stakes testing but it is not a collaborative effort. 

Teachers often want advice but feel that they have little 

to offer themselves. I associate high stakes testing will a 

decline in collaboration. 

6.6.9 The collaborative work with teachers is not really 

affected to any great extent. I try to envisage how I 

might be doing things differently if high stakes testing 
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were not a necessary topic of conversation during 

consultancy sessions. The reality is that we would still be 

discussing practice based on data (HST is just one of 

many data sources), next steps for improving student 

achievement based on data from the many formative and 

summative practices that teachers would be using 

anyway. A good consultant, by building rapport, trust, 

and facilitating conversations and sharing about practice, 

facilitates collaboration with teachers. HST provides 

another topic to discuss in that context, but it should by 

no means be the only one. 

6.6.10 There needs to be some pressure, but not what we call 

"high stakes". This is crippling. I have found that if we 

use the data and put aside the negative emotional 

dimension of high stakes testing, there can be good 

outcomes. Data is important and useful. The emphasis is 

on open, honest and intelligent collaboration. 

Question 9.  In your experience as a consultant does high stakes testing 

facilitate or constrain your collaborative work with school administrators?  

9.6.1 I do feel I have the ability and common discourse to 

discuss my work with administrators, as they are more 

interested in the 'how' of improvement. Unfortunately, 

they remain very punitive in their dealings with under-

performing teachers, that only serves to make teachers 

more cynical. 

9.6.2 I guess my response to this is similar to my response to 

the question regarding teachers. High stakes testing is 

certainly one topic of conversation with administrators, 

and some can become quite fixated on it. However there 

are many other things to discuss and the building of a 

rapport with an administrators is very important to the 

success of a consultancy, so collaboration should be 

happening regardless of the high stakes testing taking 

place. It is one aspect to be considered when working on 

the effectiveness of a school. 
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9.6.3 In RF context – collaborative work with school 

administrators was high in some cases and low in others. 

Remember - school funding allocation and resources 

were dependent on compliance to specific RF mandates 

Additionally – monies for PD was allocated to the school 

and each school had a RF coach – who often had a 

strong voice. Some administrators went for the initial RF 

funding for purely practical reasons (their school would 

get a bucketful of money and resources for 3 years and 

the school would get the keep the resources when it was 

‘all over’ – so they didn’t care that much. They had seen 

programs come and go and RF would fall into the 

category! So these administrators were cynical about the 

whole thing. They did what they had to and that was all. 

Collaboration with these administrators was just a ‘tick 

the box’ exercise and not much happened in terms of 

consultant recommendations. Other administrators were 

right behind the program – for ethical reasons. 

Collaboration between consultant and administration was 

regular and strong. For example - PD was determined 

collaboratively - and often the Principal or AP would 

attend for at least part of the sessions. 

9.6.4 It constrains my collaborative work, as the tests tend to 

focus the attention of the administrators. They have too 

much hanging on the students and the school's results. 

Good practice is not the main focus for them as they are 

being judged by students' results. 

9.6.5 It depends: Generally, no. However, for some schools 

where there is not the professional commitment or 

capacity, high stakes testing will expose weak principals 

and teachers and pressure them to reform, which is a 

good thing. Beyond this, it will take us no further in 

capacity building, which requires teacher commitment to 

the values of education. 
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9.6.6 It does both. There is a need for collaboration to achieve 

an optimal outcome for students taking high stakes tests, 

however it detracts from optimal learning pathways. 

9.6.7 On balance, HST constrains collaborative work with 

administrators. Administrators in NYCDOE schools are 

under so much accountability pressure that at times their 

capacity for truly autonomous decision-making is quite 

limited. It is the public ranking of schools that I believe 

is the most corrosive factor on an Administrator. 

9.6.8 School administrators sometimes think that as consultant 

I am in the best position to get teachers to use test prep 

resources. I advocate for the non-use of these materials 

but high stakes test provokes a fear that mass use of test 

prep materials by the publishers of the actual state tests 

will improve student outcomes. I have not seen this to be 

the case. Like teachers administrators are pressures in the 

high stakes context and they look for a standard solution 

to the state tests. 

9.6.9 The answer is both, and it depends, firstly the 

administrator is desirous of success in the school, 

otherwise they or others may be moved on. For some 

administrators the focus is on getting teachers to be 

better, whilst for others it is about developing a whole 

school reform built upon best educational practice. When 

I started in NYC I seemed to meet mostly administrators 

who were paying lip service to change, but as time went 

on these administrators were replaced with more forward 

looking administrators, whose focus was on improving 

the grades, by developing new strategies and approaches. 

9.6.10 The context is wrong. Most administrators are driven by 

the test data. Until recently this data was irrelevant in 

that it focused on shallow learning - recall of disparate 

facts and procedures. Students with high scores didn't 

necessarily understand the concepts nor could they apply 

them. Administrators nevertheless liked to use and quote 

this data as evidence of successful teaching and learning. 
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With changes in the assessment process and assessment 

vehicles, the data should better align and we should both 

be talking about the same thing - genuine conceptual 

learning and understanding. 
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Appendix 13. Collated survey responses: Q2 Items 

This document contains Quantitative response results for each of the survey questions. The 

results are restricted to responses from consultants who responded to the online survey.  

Q2 items 

2.1: High stakes testing supports equity goals in education delivery and social justice 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 62 55.4 55.4 55.4 

Disagree 44 39.3 39.3 94.6 

Neutral 3 2.7 2.7 97.3 

Agree 3 2.7 2.7 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

2.2: The reality of high stakes testing helps me determine how to use assessments effectively 
to measure change in student achievement 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 36 32.1 32.1 32.1 

Disagree 55 49.1 49.1 81.3 

Neutral 9 8.0 8.0 89.3 

Agree 11 9.8 9.8 99.1 

Strongly agree 1 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

2.3: High stakes testing helps me to identify effective changes in school/classroom practices 

to address student achievement gaps 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 33 29.5 29.5 29.5 

Disagree 56 50.0 50.0 79.5 

Neutral 16 14.3 14.3 93.8 

Agree 7 6.3 6.3 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

 

 

2.4: High stakes testing assists me in setting measurable goals for student achievement 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 37 33.0 33.0 33.0 

Disagree 49 43.8 43.8 76.8 

Neutral 11 9.8 9.8 86.6 

Agree 14 12.5 12.5 99.1 

Strongly agree 1 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  
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2.5: High stakes testing helps me develop measurable goals for evaluating teacher practices 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 39 34.8 34.8 34.8 

Disagree 54 48.2 48.2 83.0 

Neutral 14 12.5 12.5 95.5 

Agree 4 3.6 3.6 99.1 

Strongly agree 1 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

2.6: High stakes tests help me select multiple forms of assessment to evaluate students’ 

progress 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 38 33.9 33.9 33.9 

Disagree 58 51.8 51.8 85.7 

Neutral 7 6.3 6.3 92.0 

Agree 9 8.0 8.0 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

2.7: High stakes tests help me to build teacher collaboration in the school 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 46 41.1 41.1 41.1 

Disagree 52 46.4 46.4 87.5 

Neutral 6 5.4 5.4 92.9 

Agree 7 6.3 6.3 99.1 

Strongly agree 1 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

 

 

 

 

2.8: High stakes tests help me to build collaboration with teachers from other schools in our 

local area 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 42 37.5 37.5 37.5 

Disagree 58 51.8 51.8 89.3 

Neutral 7 6.3 6.3 95.5 

Agree 4 3.6 3.6 99.1 

Strongly agree 1 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  
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Appendix 14. Collated survey responses: Q4 Items 

Q4 items 

4.1: Teacher morale has increased because of high stakes testing 

 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly 

disagree 

60 53.6 53.6 53.6 

Disagree 47 42.0 42.0 95.5 

Neutral 4 3.6 3.6 99.1 

Strongly agree 1 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

4.2: Teacher work satisfaction declines when the focus is on high stakes 
testing 

 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly 

disagree 

6 5.4 5.4 5.4 

Disagree 5 4.5 4.5 9.8 

Neutral 8 7.1 7.1 17.0 

Agree 44 39.3 39.3 56.3 

Strongly agree 49 43.8 43.8 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

4.3: High stakes testing has increased opportunities for teachers in this school 

to experiment with their teaching 

 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly 

disagree 

44 39.3 39.3 39.3 

Disagree 53 47.3 47.3 86.6 

Neutral 8 7.1 7.1 93.8 

Agree 5 4.5 4.5 98.2 

Strongly agree 2 1.8 1.8 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  
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4.4: High stakes testing contributes to a more collaborative environment 

between schoolteachers and consultants 

 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly 

disagree 

38 33.9 33.9 33.9 

Disagree 50 44.6 44.6 78.6 

Neutral 8 7.1 7.1 85.7 

Agree 12 10.7 10.7 96.4 

Strongly agree 4 3.6 3.6 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

4.5 High stakes testing leads to a narrowing of the instructional focus 

 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly 

disagree 

6 5.4 5.4 5.4 

Disagree 4 3.6 3.6 8.9 

Neutral 5 4.5 4.5 13.4 

Agree 36 32.1 32.1 45.5 

Strongly agree 61 54.5 54.5 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

4.6 High stakes testing enables the effective allocation of time and resources 

across subject and curriculum areas 

 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly 

disagree 

44 39.3 39.3 39.3 

Disagree 51 45.5 45.5 84.8 

Neutral 9 8.0 8.0 92.9 

Agree 7 6.3 6.3 99.1 

Strongly agree 1 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  
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Appendix 15. Collated survey responses: Q5 Items 

 

Q5 items 

5.1 Sharing ideas on teaching 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly 

disagree 

30 26.8 26.8 26.8 

Disagree 59 52.7 52.7 79.5 

Neutral 9 8.0 8.0 87.5 

Agree 14 12.5 12.5 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

 

5.2 Discussing what you/they learned at a workshop or conference 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly 

disagree 

27 24.1 24.1 24.1 

Disagree 55 49.1 49.1 73.2 

Neutral 21 18.8 18.8 92.0 

Agree 9 8.0 8.0 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

5.3 Sharing and discussing examples of student work with teachers 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly 

disagree 

20 17.9 17.9 17.9 

Disagree 56 50.0 50.0 67.9 

Neutral 13 11.6 11.6 79.5 

Agree 21 18.8 18.8 98.2 

Strongly agree 2 1.8 1.8 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

 

 

5.4 Discussing lessons with teachers 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly 

disagree 

22 19.6 19.6 19.6 

Disagree 59 52.7 52.7 72.3 

Neutral 12 10.7 10.7 83.0 

Agree 17 15.2 15.2 98.2 

Strongly agree 2 1.8 1.8 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  
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5.5 Discussing beliefs about teaching and learning 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly 

disagree 

23 20.5 20.5 20.5 

Disagree 60 53.6 53.6 74.1 

Neutral 14 12.5 12.5 86.6 

Agree 13 11.6 11.6 98.2 

Strongly agree 2 1.8 1.8 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

5.6 Sharing and discussing research on effective teaching methods 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly 

disagree 

25 22.3 22.3 22.3 

Disagree 63 56.3 56.3 78.6 

Neutral 14 12.5 12.5 91.1 

Agree 10 8.9 8.9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

 

5.7 Sharing and discussing research on effective instructional practices for English language learners 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 24 21.4 21.4 21.4 

Disagree 60 53.6 53.6 75.0 

Neutral 19 17.0 17.0 92.0 

Agree 8 7.1 7.1 99.1 

Strongly agree 1 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

5.8 Exploring new teaching approaches for under-performing students 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 30 26.8 26.8 26.8 

Disagree 61 54.5 54.5 81.3 

Neutral 6 5.4 5.4 86.6 

Agree 15 13.4 13.4 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  
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5.9 Enabling consultants to facilitate collaboration and collegiality 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 30 26.8 26.8 26.8 

Disagree 63 56.3 56.3 83.0 

Neutral 10 8.9 8.9 92.0 

Agree 8 7.1 7.1 99.1 

Strongly agree 1 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

5.10 Opportunities for collaboration with teachers have increased as a result of 

high stakes testing 

 

 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly 

disagree 

34 30.4 30.4 30.4 

 

 

 Disagree 59 52.7 52.7 83.0 

Neutral 8 7.1 7.1 90.2 

Agree 8 7.1 7.1 97.3 

Strongly 

agree 

3 2.7 2.7 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  
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Appendix 16. Collated survey responses: Q7 Items 

7.1 Administrator morale is high because of high stakes tests 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 59 52.7 52.7 52.7 

Disagree 46 41.1 41.1 93.8 

Neutral 7 6.3 6.3 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

7.2: Administrator work satisfaction declines when the focus is on high stakes testing 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 4 3.6 3.6 3.6 

Disagree 6 5.4 5.4 8.9 

Neutral 11 9.8 9.8 18.8 

Agree 52 46.4 46.4 65.2 

Strongly agree 39 34.8 34.8 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

7.3: High stakes testing contributes to high levels of collaboration between school administrators and 

consultants 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 31 27.7 27.7 27.7 

Disagree 49 43.8 43.8 71.4 

Neutral 14 12.5 12.5 83.9 

Agree 15 13.4 13.4 97.3 

Strongly agree 3 2.7 2.7 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

7.4 High stakes testing promotes democratic decision making between teachers and administrators 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 61 54.5 54.5 54.5 

Disagree 41 36.6 36.6 91.1 

Neutral 8 7.1 7.1 98.2 

Agree 1 .9 .9 99.1 

Strongly agree 1 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  
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Appendix 17. Collated survey responses: Q8 Items 

 

8.1 Discuss and evaluate student performance 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 26 23.2 23.2 23.2 

Disagree 54 48.2 48.2 71.4 

Neutral 10 8.9 8.9 80.4 

Agree 18 16.1 16.1 96.4 

Strongly agree 4 3.6 3.6 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

8.2 Discuss, plan and evaluate curriculum assessment 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 23 20.5 20.5 20.5 

Disagree 53 47.3 47.3 67.9 

Neutral 16 14.3 14.3 82.1 

Agree 17 15.2 15.2 97.3 

Strongly agree 3 2.7 2.7 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

8.3 Discuss, plan and evaluate Common Core State Standards initiatives 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 22 19.6 19.6 19.6 

Disagree 48 42.9 42.9 62.5 

Neutral 17 15.2 15.2 77.7 

Agree 22 19.6 19.6 97.3 

Strongly agree 3 2.7 2.7 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

8.4 Discuss, plan and evaluate strategies for professional development 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 19 17.0 17.0 17.0 

Disagree 52 46.4 46.4 63.4 

Neutral 17 15.2 15.2 78.6 

Agree 20 17.9 17.9 96.4 

Strongly agree 4 3.6 3.6 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

8.5 Discuss, plan and evaluate budgeting and resource allocation strategies 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 25 22.3 22.5 22.5 

Disagree 53 47.3 47.7 70.3 

Neutral 22 19.6 19.8 90.1 

Agree 8 7.1 7.2 97.3 

Strongly agree 3 2.7 2.7 100.0 

Total 111 99.1 100.0  

Missing System 1 .9   

Total 112 100.0   
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8.6 Discuss and evaluate reform leadership 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 26 23.2 23.2 23.2 

Disagree 58 51.8 51.8 75.0 

Neutral 22 19.6 19.6 94.6 

Agree 5 4.5 4.5 99.1 

Strongly agree 1 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

8.7 Discuss, plan and evaluate efforts to improve student-learning outcomes 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 21 18.8 18.8 18.8 

Disagree 58 51.8 51.8 70.5 

Neutral 10 8.9 8.9 79.5 

Agree 17 15.2 15.2 94.6 

Strongly agree 6 5.4 5.4 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

8.8 Discuss, plan and evaluate the use of research-based reform practices 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 27 24.1 24.1 24.1 

Disagree 59 52.7 52.7 76.8 

Neutral 16 14.3 14.3 91.1 

Agree 10 8.9 8.9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  
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Appendix 18. Collated survey responses: Q10 Items  

  

10.1: Teacher morale is high because of high stakes tests 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 59 52.7 52.7 52.7 

Disagree 49 43.8 43.8 96.4 

Neutral 4 3.6 3.6 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

10.2: High stakes testing diminishes the desire to remain in the profession 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 3 2.7 2.7 2.7 

Disagree 2 1.8 1.8 4.5 

Neutral 15 13.4 13.4 17.9 

Agree 55 49.1 49.1 67.0 

Strongly agree 37 33.0 33.0 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

10.3: Consultant’s work satisfaction declines when the focus is on high stakes testing 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 8 7.1 7.1 7.1 

Disagree 9 8.0 8.0 15.2 

Neutral 7 6.3 6.3 21.4 

Agree 55 49.1 49.1 70.5 

Strongly agree 33 29.5 29.5 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

 

10.4: High stakes testing leads to competition between teachers 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 3 2.7 2.7 2.7 

Disagree 6 5.4 5.4 8.0 

Neutral 22 19.6 19.6 27.7 

Agree 61 54.5 54.5 82.1 

Strongly agree 20 17.9 17.9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

 

 

10.5: Consultant stress increases when the schools accountability grade declines 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 1 .9 .9 .9 

Disagree 3 2.7 2.7 3.6 

Neutral 11 9.8 9.8 13.4 

Agree 67 59.8 59.8 73.2 

Strongly agree 30 26.8 26.8 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 



  

  

              553  

 

 

10.6: Punitive measures associated with high stakes testing induce consultant stress 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 1 .9 .9 .9 

Disagree 4 3.6 3.6 4.5 

Neutral 13 11.6 11.6 16.1 

Agree 63 56.3 56.3 72.3 

Strongly agree 31 27.7 27.7 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

10.7: Consultants experience stress in the effort to maintain their schools accountability grade 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Strongly disagree 2 1.8 1.8 1.8 

Disagree 4 3.6 3.6 5.4 

Neutral 10 8.9 9.0 14.4 

Agree 63 56.3 56.8 71.2 

Strongly agree 32 28.6 28.8 100.0 

Total 111 99.1 100.0  

Missing System 1 .9   

Total 112 100.0   
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Appendix 19. Collated survey responses: Q11-17 Items 

Q11-17: Personal details 

Respondent profile Are you female or male? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Female 63 56.3 56.3 56.3 

Male 49 43.8 43.8 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

What was your highest level of education attainment when you took up consultancy practice in New 

York City schools? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Bachelor's degree 17 15.2 15.2 15.2 

Master's degree 88 78.6 78.6 93.8 

Doctorate 7 6.3 6.3 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

Other (please specify) 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

 107 95.5 95.5 95.5 

30 credits beyond masters in 

supervision/administration 
1 .9 .9 96.4 

Grad Dip. 1 .9 .9 97.3 

Honours level Degree and post Graduate 

diploma 
1 .9 .9 98.2 

Post Grad TESOLCertificate 1 .9 .9 99.1 

Was in the middle of my Doctorate 1 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  

 

What was your nationality when you commenced work in consultancy practice in New York City 

schools? 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid  4 3.6 3.6 3.6 

Australian 83 74.1 74.1 77.7 

Dual US - 

Australian citizen 

2 1.8 1.8 79.5 

New Zealander 2 1.8 1.8 81.3 

US citizen 21 18.8 18.8 100.0 

Total 112 100.0 100.0  
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Appendix 20. Transcript of Interview A  

FILE DETAILS 

Audio Length: 20 minutes Audio Quality: Average 

Number of Interviewees: One   

Other Comments: Low-level background noise throughout. 

1 Facilitator: I would like your permission to tape our conversation for the purpose of 

2 transcription and validity. The digital recording of this interview will be deleted when 

3 a transcript is produced. 

4 You are free to ask me to turn off the recorder at any time. Do I have your permission 

5 to tape this interview? Please let me know if at any time during our conversation you 

6 do not understand a question or you do not feel comfortable answering a question. 

7 The information you provide will be used in a research study and all information will 

8 be confidential with no indicators of your identity. 

9 Facilitator: Do you have any questions before we begin? 

10 Interviewee: No. 

11 Facilitator: Thanks very much for participating in this. Can I just check? What was 

12 your curriculum area? You were in literacy? 

13 Interviewee: I was in literacy. Yeah, although I worked across the curriculum. 

14 Facilitator: How long did you work as an education consultant in New York City 

15 schools in that area? 

16 Interviewee: Eight and a half years. 

17 Facilitator: Quite a while. This part of the interview is about any influence high- 

18 stakes testing had on your professional practice. Consider and respond to each 

19 question in terms of your professional practice at major sites. What's your 

20 understanding of high-stakes testing in New York schools? How do you interpret it? 

21 Interviewee: High-stakes testing, I would say, is when the emphasis is on the testing 

22 because that determines in a lot of cases the future or not of the schools and of the 

23 administrators. 

24 Facilitator: As well as the kids. 

25 Interviewee: Well definitely. 

26 Facilitator: Is there a difference between what you consider to be good educational 

27 practice and the kind of educational practice you've found that was associated with 

28 the state tests, the high-stakes test in New York? 

29 Interviewee: Yes, because even though the people in charge would say that you 

30 shouldn't be teaching to the test, that's actually what happens in a lot of schools, for 

31 those reasons, because the stakes are so high. 
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32 Facilitator: So they didn't want to get it wrong? 

33 Interviewee: No. 

34 Facilitator: Whether or not what they did actually led to better testing outcomes is 

35 another question I suppose. 

36 Interviewee: Right, exactly. [Unclear] what I saw, it certainly didn't lead to better all- 

37 round education. 

38 Facilitator: Okay, thank you. These questions are about high-stakes testing and its 

39 influence on your collaborative work with teachers. In what ways does high-stakes 

40 testing influence instructional practice in schools? 

41 Interviewee: The school that I'm thinking about as I answer this was actually a non- 

42 government school. Because that was unfamiliar territory for a lot of the teachers and 

43 administrators there, what they did was get the old tests and a lot of time was spent 

44 practicing old tests. 

45 Facilitator: Really? So they just had back copies of the state tests? 

46 Interviewee: Yes. A lot of work around that. 

47 Facilitator: How does high-stakes testing influence professional collaboration? Did it 

48 have any impact on the way you worked with teachers? 

49 Interviewee: Yes, a lot of the time then when I met with teachers, either individually 

50 or in groups, we'd be looking at old tests and working out ways that we could plan 

51 lessons, lesson plan around using the old tests. I was still trying to infuse the good 

52 teaching practice of demonstrating, making sure they demonstrated and didn't just 

53 explain to the kids and tell them how to do things but actually show them how to do 

54 things. So it was - there was a lot of time spent looking at test questions and how to 

55 actually teach those and plan around them. 

56 Facilitator: Okay, thank you. How did the high-stakes testing influence the 

57 embedded classroom support that you were providing? Was there any influence on 

58 Professional Development you provided? 

59 Interviewee: Oh yes. Yeah and I would just add for the school that I'm thinking of, I 

60 worked there for seven years, so it became more and more intense. Some of their 

61 teachers too had not done much training and so it had to be very focused. 

62 Facilitator: So it really influenced a lot of things... 

63 Interviewee: Very much. 

64 Facilitator: ...and it simplified the things that were done I suppose. 

65 Interviewee: Yes, very high impact. 

66 Facilitator: This last section's about high-stakes testing and its influence on your 

67 collaborative work with school administrators. Do you think that high-stakes testing 

68 influences strategic planning processes in schools? 
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69 Interviewee: Yes definitely, because in that school I worked with the general studies 

70 principal and yeah, [so we] just had to work out given the time that I had, who we're 

71 going to focus on, who had had the least amount of experience with the tests so that 

72 meant I spent more time with them. If they'd had more years of testing, well you 

73 would hope that they could work with that. Yeah, so a lot of time spent with the 

74 administrators on looking at tests and working out how it was going to play out with 

75 the consultancy work. 

76 Facilitator: That kind of collaboration process with administrators that obviously had 

77 an impact in that area as well. 

78 Interviewee: Yes, huge impact. 

79 Facilitator: So does high-stakes testing also influence curriculum development? 

80 Because the focus, as you suggested, was on test preparation, did it have much impact 

81 on curriculum development and the way curriculum was reviewed in schools? 

82 Interviewee: It just meant that the curriculum - it was narrowed right down. It was 

83 just a very small focus as far as I'm concerned. If we look at education, to me it's 

84 educating the whole child and if you're just focusing on maths and English then that's 

85 definitely not the whole of every child. It's okay for students who are academically 

86 inclined but for those who aren't I think it's a tragedy. 

87 Facilitator: In retrospect, do you have any recommendations in relation to the high- 

88 stakes process that operates in New York City schools? What would you like to see 

89 happen? 

90 Interviewee: I'd like to see testing as just a part of how students are assessed. It's 

91 important but it's just a part of it. Certainly it shouldn't be all just focused on one 

92 ELA test or one maths test each year and not just that testing day but the teaching as 

93 well. To me, education is about creating and encouraging lifelong learners and you 

94 certainly don't do that when you're just focusing on those tests. I think a broad 

95 curriculum, slow down the curriculum, deep units rather than doing lots of units very 

96 quickly to get through a whole lot of things. They would be some of my 

97 recommendations. 

98 Facilitator: Okay, thanks very much. Is there anything else you'd like to add about 

99 your experiences with being a consultant in the high-stakes testing context? 

100 Interviewee: I don't think so. 

101 Facilitator: Okay. Thanks very much for taking the time to share your experiences 

102 and views regarding high-stakes testing in your consultancy work. 

 

END OF TRANSCRIPT 
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Appendix 21. Transcript of Interview B  

FILE DETAILS 

Audio Length: 25 minutes  Audio Quality: Average 

Number of Interviewees: One   

Other Comments: Low-level background noise throughout. 

1 Facilitator: I would like your permission to tape our discussion for the purpose of 

2 transcription and validity. The digital recording of this interview will be deleted when a 

3 transcript is produced. 

4 You are free to ask me to turn off the recorder at any time. Do I have your permission to 

5 tape this interview? 

6 Interviewee: Yes, you may. 

7 Please let me know if at any time during our conversation you do not understand a question 

8 or you do not feel comfortable answering a question. All of your comments will be kept 

9 strictly confidential. The information you provide will be used in a research study and all 

10 information will be confidential with no indicators of your identity. 

11 Facilitator: Do you have any questions before we begin? 

12 Interviewee: No. 

13 Facilitator: As a consultant, what was your main curriculum area? Was it literacy? You 

14 seemed to be working in high schools as well as middle schools? 

 15 Interviewee: Most of my time was spent in high schools. I did do a couple of middle 

16 schools but most of it was in high schools. 

17 Facilitator: How long did you consult in New York Schools? 

18 Interviewee: I did, three and a half years altogether. 

19 Facilitator: This first part of the interview is about how - any influence that high stakes 

20 testing had on your practice, on your professional practice, so consider it in terms of that? 

21 Think about one of the schools where or the school where you spent most time, so the one 

22 you knew most well. 

23 Interviewee: Okay. 

24 Facilitator: Firstly, I how would you define high stakes testing, in New York schools? 

25 Interviewee: To me and in the New York context it was where the outcomes of those tests 

26 had a significant impact on either of the learners or the teachers, but principally the 

27 learners. So there was probably certification at stake or progress to the next grade, 

28 necessary to perhaps come back to summer school. There were significant consequences 

29 maybe for the learner but sometimes for the teacher as well in terms of accountabilities. 

30 Facilitator: Was there any difference between what you considered to be good educational 

31 practice, sound practice, and then the education and practice you found associated with 
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32 high stakes testing? 

33 Interviewee: Yeah. Look, in my mind I connected it to the imperative that teachers felt to 

34 get through the work so that in their mind at least they had ticked everything off come 

35 testing time. However, the consequences of that were that they often left the kids behind. 

36 So whilst they may have been on point in terms of getting through the calendar of lessons, 

37 the kids were still so far back that the gap between the two was just like the Grand Canyon. 

38 Facilitator: Okay, got that. This next section, these questions about high stakes testing and 

39 the influence that that had on your collaborative work with teachers. In what ways does 

40 high stakes testing influence instructional practice in schools? 

41 Interviewee: It meant for the teachers to get through the work they felt they had to stand 

42 and deliver rather than engage in, dare I say, problem based learning. By way of example, 

43 it meant the opportunity for teachers to go back over some work was compromised in their 

44 mind. So they simply did not have time to re-teach because they had to get through the 

45 next body of content or the next chapter or the next lesson or whatever. 

46 As I witnessed and tried to influence, it was moving away from that stand and 

47 deliver, the old [font] at the front model. Yeah, there was I think tremendous conflict in the 

48 minds of many teachers, particularly the younger ones in that they wanted to try something 

49 different but they didn't feel they had permission from the administration to do anything 

50 different. I struggled in vain, John, to get the associate principals to build the capacity in 

51 the calendar of lessons for re-teaching but, as I said, it was in vain. 

52 All the arguments about well, what's the point of moving onto the next unit or 

53 the next lesson if the kid's or a majority of the kids haven't yet mastered the first one 

54 generally fell on deaf ears because they themselves as associate principals must have been 

55 under tremendous pressure from the principal and so on up the food chain. 

56 Facilitator: Given all that, this high stakes testing, did it influence your collaboration with 

57 teachers? 

58 Interviewee: It did to the extent that at times I personally felt like I was doing them a 

59 disservice by trying to model other ways of teaching - this is the high school again I'm 

60 talking about. Trying to model other ways of teaching, other ways of planning in the face 

61 of the tremendous pressure that they believed they were under to get through the work.  

62 The only way you can get through a big body of work to a big group of kids is the lecture 

63 models and it has its place. It's, in some sense, to stand and deliver is an effective way to 

64 get through a body of work but it can't be the only model and that was the dilemma that I 

65 had. 

66 I actually felt a couple of times at a bit of a loss in terms of well, I can't justify supporting a 

67 stand and deliver model all the time so there was that tension I guess. 

68 Facilitator: What you were talking about is actually the next thing that I was going to ask 
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69 you about was embedded classroom support and PD because everyone's focused on the 

70 curriculum, you're talking about actually getting through it so that there's some less time  

71 for trying different models? 

72 Interviewee: Less time for different structured models, less time for formative assessment. 

73 One of the things that I hold true about formative assessment is it should be in my view of 

74 the world a two-way thing. By that I mean a teacher has to be prepared to change the way 

75 they teach in view of reflecting on the lesson and the kid has to also buy into it as well. But 

76 if the teacher doesn't change their lesson, it's not formative assessment. 

77 At the risk of sound a bit cute, there's that old saying, if I've told you once kid 

78 I've told you a hundred times. To me the slow learner there is the teacher because clearly if 

79 after a hundred times the kid still hasn't got it, then the teacher isn't changing, isn't asking 

80 the question what do I need to do differently and that's what formative assessment is. [But 

81 there's a reason why]... 

82 Facilitator: Are you pinning down that kind of lack of reflective - the idea of reflective 

83 teaching? 

84 Interviewee: [Yes]. 

85 Facilitator: ...so high stakes testing kind of compromises that process of... 

86 Interviewee: It compromises it totally, yeah, [in my experience]. 

87 Facilitator: They're doing the long march. 

88 Interviewee: Yeah, in my experience. This is actually a true story and please feel free to 

89 use it. I passed one of the high school teachers in the corridor and this is a guy who's not a 

90 bad teacher. He worked hard. I said how's it going Bill? As I sit here John, he said I’m a 

91 day and a half behind in my calendar of lessons, all right and he felt the pressure of that. 

92 The obvious question of course that we would ask as consultants is well that's a bit of a 

93 worry but how far behind are the kids? 

94 Facilitator: Yes. 

95 Interviewee: But you could see that he was genuinely concerned about being behind on  

96 this calendar of lessons that the school had mapped out to him. 

97 Facilitator: That’s a relevant story. I can use that one. 

98 Interviewee: Yeah and as I sit here John, I could even put you in touch with him. Whether 

99 he would remember it or not but to me it really encapsulates the dilemma. 

100 Facilitator: Yeah, it paints the picture. 

101 Interviewee: Yeah that those teachers were in. That's a bit of a worry Bill, but how far 

102 behind are the kids. 

103 Facilitator: The next section is high stakes testing and its influence on your collaborative 

104 work with school administration. Does high stakes testing influence strategic planning 

105 processes in schools? Not the classroom level, but the bigger picture for mapping out PD. 
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106 Interviewee: I didn't see much strategic planning in high schools. Most of my work in high 

107 schools was in fact with teachers and very little sitting down with admin. There were one 

108 or two times where myself and colleagues did some workshops with admin around, long 

109 term strategic planning using data and all that sort of stuff. I would confess that it was  

110 like watering stones in terms of any impact that we had. 

111 I did do a lot of work - one of my schools where I did do a lot of time was a middle school 

112 and I did a lot of work with the admin around strategic planning but again - and very little 

113 time with teachers. So it was a school where I was working mainly with coaches and 

114 associate principals and principals. 

115 Because it was so novel to them and it was - actually it was the start of that journey that the 

116 New York City Department of Education had pushed their schools into around using data 

117 and planning. It was early days. There was genuine sincere efforts to make sense of the 

118 data and map out in that middle school but at high school mate, I'd say no. They just - the 

119 pressure coming down from [Regent] and from the assessment, all the other assessments 

120 they were doing, was really quite extraordinary I think and they were trapped - in my 

121 experience, yeah. 

122 Facilitator: Do you have any recommendations in relation to high stakes testing? 

123 Interviewee: Yeah. This might sound a little bit removed and not terribly original either but 

124 we moved the textbooks. I think that has - textbooks and high stakes testing are married 

125 together in my mind in New York at least. I don't know about the rest of the country. 

126 There is a need for high stakes testing, all right. At the end of 12 years, there has to be 

127 some statement of expectations and those expectations have to be high because no one rises 

128 to low expectations as they say. It's not as if you need - any jurisdiction needs that, never 

129 have high stakes testing but they just need to reduce the frequency of high stakes testing 

130 and the points in time. So, in say the local jurisdiction, the high stakes testing tends to be 

131 the last couple of years. 

132 I don't think NAPLAN is high stakes for kids personally. It might be high 

133 stakes for schools and there is - at the moment, and I should say at the moment, there are 

134 certainly signs that NAPLAN is being increasingly used in a high stakes way against 

135 schools, not for schools. But for kids, I don't think high stakes testing really impacts in 

136 Queensland until the senior years personally. 

137 For teachers in Queensland, I know I'm getting off the track, yeah a little bit of 

138 high stakes starting to emerge around NAPLAN but also at the other end. That's fine, I 

139 have no problem with that. When it's at Grades 8 or 9, 10, 11 and 12 and you're talking 

140 about summer school, you're talking about repeating, you're talking about not getting 

141 enough credits, the pressure is on from - well how old are you when you are in Grade 9,  

142 years of age? 
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143 Facilitator: Mm-hm. 

144 Interviewee: I think that needs to be lifted and moved three years down the track to Grades 

145 11 and 12. [Unclear]. 

146 Facilitator: Okay, thanks very much. Is there anything else you'd like to add about your 

147 experiences with being a consultant in the high-stakes testing context? 

148 Interviewee: I don't think so. 

149 Facilitator: Okay. Thanks very much for taking the time to share your experiences and 

150 views regarding high-stakes testing in your consultancy work. 

 

END OF TRANSCRIPT 

  



  

  

              563  

 

Appendix 22. Transcript of Interview C  

FILE DETAILS 

 

Audio Length: 23 minutes   Audio Quality: Average 

Number of Interviewees: One    

Other Comments: Low-level background noise. 

1 Facilitator: I would like your permission to tape our conversation for the purpose of 

2 transcription and validity. The digital recording of this interview will be deleted when a 

3 transcript is produced. You are free to ask me to turn off the recorder at any time. Do I have 

4 your permission to tape this interview? 

5 Interviewee: Yes. 

6 Facilitator: Please let me know if at any time during our conversation you do not 

7 understand a question or you do not feel comfortable answering a question. The 

8 information you provide will be used in a research study with no indicators of your identity. 

9 Facilitator: Do you have any questions before we begin? 

10 Interviewee: No. 

11 Facilitator: Thanks very much for participating in this. Can I just check? What was your 

12 curriculum area? 

13 Interviewee: Literacy and numeracy initially. 

14 Facilitator: Okay. High stakes testing is a component of assessment in education reform in 

15 the United States. The aim of this survey is to investigate the influence of high stakes 

16 testing on your professional practice as an education consultant in New York schools. So 

17 how many years were you a consultant? 

18 Interviewee: Well, I still work a reduced workload, but I started at the end of 2005, so 2005 

19 through to the present time. We came back almost the end of 2010. 

20 Facilitator: So, you consulted for at least five years. 

21 Interviewee: Officially, over there, yes. My actual area is literacy and numeracy. I'm 

22 basically English and math. Then it became more educational technology. 

23 Facilitator: You seem to work across different levels of schooling. What was your main 

24 level of schooling? I mean in terms of working in middle schools, high schools. 

25 Interviewee: To begin with it was predominantly middle schools, just because of the 

26 contract, that I was actually working as a literacy coach. That was most of my time as a 

27 result of that particular contract. I also had elementary and high school, but not to the same 

28 extent time-wise. That probably - middle school certainly - throughout the whole time, that 

29 was predominant, followed by, probably, elementary, then by high school. 

30 Facilitator: This part of the interview is about any influence high stakes testing has on your 
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31 professional practice. Consider and respond to each question in terms of your professional 

32 practice at your major school site. What's your understanding of high stakes testing in New 

33 York schools? 

34 Interviewee: Well, the use of a standardised - I mean the actual term standardised in that 

35 context might not be quite true, but the use of a standardised, generally, state administered 

36 or city administered or nationwide administered test to a certain grade level or grade levels 

37 at the one time, under the same conditions, basically, with the aim of having external 

38 assessment for students in the schools, and the teachers. 

39 I think the term high stakes in the context of New York, certainly, means that there are 

40 definitely ramifications for underperforming students in terms of repeating grades, and 

41 underperforming teachers and underperforming schools and principals. 

42 Facilitator: Is there a difference between what you consider to be good educational practice 

43 and the education practice you find associated with high stakes testing? 

44 Interviewee: There's a difference, but they're not necessarily mutually exclusive. There are 

45 elements of the high stakes - well, not so much the high stakes, but the testing environment 

46 - certainly, the external testing environment - that are positive; certainly, the accountability 

47 and the fact that they do provide an external measure that's not created by the school. 

48 However, I think the circumstances with which the tests are actually administered probably 

49 lead to excessive amounts of pressure being applied on students, on teachers, on principals, 

50 on other school personnel, and also tend to skew the curriculum towards just teaching for 

51 the test, which is not really the intention of those - or should not be the intention of those 

52 tests. 

53 So there are - if I painted a picture of an ideal curriculum, no, that's not what it would look 

54 like - or an ideal pedagogy - it's not what it looked like. However, there would be aspects of 

55 that still within, probably, an ideal education environment. 

56 Facilitator: So these next questions are about high stakes testing and its influence on your 

57 collaborative work with teachers. Firstly, in what ways does high stakes testing influence 

58 instructional practice in schools? 

59 Interviewee: In the worst scenarios it means that teachers focus far too much, or 

60 predominantly, on the - what they believe will be the aspects of the curriculum that are 

61 most often tested. I think though, in the best scenarios, you actually get some teachers who 

62 are guided by good practice and actually use those tests in very positive ways. They use it 

63 as an own measure, particularly when you use effective base line, mid-line, end line 

64 assessments throughout the year and you're really properly measuring changes in reading 

65 levels, not just at testing time, but right throughout the year. 

66 Facilitator: So, using data? 

67 Interviewee: You're using data, but using it very, very well. I think too many people are 
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68 very shallow in their own interpretation of data, or, actually - maybe for want of a better 

69 word - they're inept at reading data. I think when used properly it can be very, very 

70 effective, particularly when the teachers or administrators concerned actually want to 

71 improve educational outcomes and not just improve test results. 

72 Facilitator: Does high stakes testing influence professional collaboration with teachers in 

73 schools? 

74 Interviewee: It depends on the context. In some schools it definitely does. I think it 

depends 

75 on the strength of the administrator, the principal, in terms of just how much influence it 

76 has. If a principal is very much swayed by results or the current standing of the school, then 

77 they definitely do tend to focus a lot on the high stakes testing, and also the work that 

78 teachers do surrounding that. In other schools the principals - at least outwardly - seem less 

79 concerned about the testing, and are just concerned about good educational outcomes for 

80 their schools. So, it's still dependent on the actual environment but, certainly, you do see 

81 instances where it has a negative effect. 

82 Facilitator: Does high stakes testing influence embedded classroom support or professional 

83 development in schools? 

84 Interviewee: I think it certainly did at its height. In terms of as soon as you start doing 

85 things like rehearsing or doing test practice, that's - you have to say it influences. When you 

86 start to have common pedagogy amongst teachers, I think that's actually - certainly an 

87 outcome from a lot of the focus on the testing, teachers teaching in the same way or at the 

88 same time even. 

89 The [pacing calendars] suddenly [start] to be aligned, but all teachers would teach in the 

90 same units at the same time et cetera, certainly with their grade level. So yeah, I think you 

91 can't deny that it definitely affected what is taught within schools, when it's taught and  

92 how it's taught. 

93 Facilitator: This other section is about your collaborative work with school administrators. 

94 So does high stakes testing influence strategic planning processes in schools, so the big 

95 work you do when you first get to a school? 

96 Interviewee: Definitely. It generally - most of the time it actually steers the whole 

97 conversation in terms of often principals will want to improve test results et cetera. They 

98 would look at, or want to look at, underperforming teachers or underperforming grade 

99 levels et cetera. 

100 Again, it would still depend on the context. Some administrators have moved beyond 

that. 

101 Their test results were very good. They were very secure in that knowledge, and then they 

102 were looking for, I guess, something else to make their school shine. 
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103 Often that might have been the use of educational technology or engaging curriculum, 

104 project based learning, that sort of thing. Certainly, I think the more the school was 

105 struggling, definitely, the more that high stakes testing and the issues around it guided the 

106 input of any consultants within schools and their work. 

107 Facilitator: It became more central to the effort? 

108 Interviewee: Yep, definitely. 

109 Facilitator: So does high stakes testing influence professional collaboration with 

110 administrators? 

111 Interviewee: Again, definitely. In some ways there were some positives that came out of it. 

112 I think when principals - administrators were working really well with it they actually 

113 became more savvy with their understanding of data. They understood the difference 

114 between individual performance, or school performance, and actual progress. 

115 Facilitator: Is that because you were confident enough to actually point out some of these 

116 differences, do you think? 

117 Interviewee: I think that was a part of it. Certainly, I think there was also information 

118 available from the test administrators that if people looked at it closely enough they could 

119 actually see that the focus was on progress, not just performance. 

120 If people are able to see past the fear factor of the testing, they can see good that come out 

121 of it, they start to understand data better. They start to really investigate weaknesses within 

122 the school's curriculum. They look at ways to improve pedagogy. They look at team 

123 building, lots of aspects like that. Again, that's [under] ideal circumstances, and [not all 

124 schools are run that way]. 

125 Facilitator: Actually, this next question's really linked to that. So does high stakes testing 

126 influence curriculum development and also review processes in schools? You actually 

127 started to talk about that area. 

128 Interviewee: Yeah. It certainly does. I don't think anyone can deny that it has influenced 

129 curriculum. Even in terms of publishers, the mass supply of pre-packaged programs that 

130 publishers put out and package very temptingly for teachers and administrators. 

131 It meant that a lot of that was coming into schools and therefore swaying the way that 

132 teachers taught because there was pre-packaged content at their fingertips that was 

133 supposedly going to improve test results. Yeah, certainly its influence was strong. There's 

134 no doubt about that. I've seen both positive examples and negative examples. 

135 Facilitator: Do you have any recommendations in relation to high stakes testing in New 

136 York City schools? 

137 Interviewee: I think, certainly, they need to work very hard at changing the - or the mantra 

138 of high stakes. I think that term gets attached to Australian NAPLAN testing and that sort 

139 of thing, but it's not high stakes in the same context that it can be in New York. Certainly, I 
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140 think paying teachers and paying principals awards for improved test results is fraught with 

141 danger, whether it becomes to focusing too heavily on just that test, whether it comes to 

142 cheating, whether it comes down to taking incentives away from other areas. 

143 I think that there's a place for testing, definitely. There's a place for external testing. I just 

144 don't know that New York still needs to have the testing in the same model that it was 

145 actually initially implemented when it was - it was definitely very much high stakes. You 

146 had students repeating multiple times. They weren't able to pass it. 

147 Facilitator: Thanks very much for that. Is there anything else you'd like to add about your 

148 experience in New York in relation to the testing program? 

149 Interviewee: No. I think I've probably said again that there are both positive and negative 

150 aspects. I guess the only problem is that when there are negative aspects, the negatives tend 

151 to be very, very bad, and a positive may have actually resulted regardless of the high stakes 

152 testing, just because you've got dedicated practitioners who would have found good ways to 

153 improve pedagogy regardless of the testing. 

154 Facilitator: Okay. I see that. Thanks very much for taking the time to share your 

155 experiences and views regarding high-stakes testing in your consultancy work. 

 

END OF TRANSCRIPT 
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Appendix 23. Transcript of Interview D  

FILE DETAILS 

Audio Length: 27 minutes   Audio Quality: Average 

Number of Interviewees: One   

Other Comments: Low-level background noise and slightly muffled interviewee line. 

1 Facilitator: I would like your permission to tape our conversation for the 

2 purpose of transcription and validity. The digital recording of this interview will 

3 be deleted when a transcript is produced. You are free to ask me to turn off the 

4 recorder at any time. Do I have your permission to tape this interview? 

5 Interviewee: Yes, you do. 

6 Facilitator: Please let me know if at any time during our conversation you do 

7 not understand a question or you do not feel comfortable answering a question. 

8 The information you provide will be used in a research study with no indicators 

9 of your identity. 

10 Facilitator: Do you have any questions before we begin? 

11 Interviewee: No. 

12 Facilitator: High-stakes testing is a component of assessment in education 

13 reform in the United States. The aim of this survey, and the aim of this 

14 discussion, is to investigate the influence of high-stakes testing in your 

15 professional practice as an education consultant in New York City schools. 

16 What was your curriculum area in New York? 

17 Interviewee: Literacy. 

18 Facilitator: How many years did you work as an education consultant in New 

19 York City schools? 

20 Interviewee: Nine and a half years. 

21 Facilitator: Okay. This part of the interview is about any influence high-stakes 

22 testing had on your professional practice. Consider and respond to each 

23 question in terms of your professional practice, at what you would consider 

24 your major school site. Firstly, what's your understanding of high-stakes 

25 testing? 

26 Interviewee: Externally provided testing which is compulsory and required as a 

27 way of supposedly checking the progress of children. It puts children, all the 

28 children, against one another and it's a way of checking on their levels of ability 

29 or competency. 

30 Facilitator: Okay. Is there a difference between what you would consider to be 

31 good educational practice and the education practice you find to be associated 
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32 with high-stakes testing? 

33 Interviewee: Yes. Yes, I think there is a considerable difference between good 

34 education and whether or not good education is embodied in high-stakes 

35 testing. The difference that I see is that there shouldn't be a need for high- 

36 stakes testing if people are being taught effectively and if you are teaching 

37 effectively, there shouldn't be a need to do the testing. So it seems as if people 

38 move away from the needs of perhaps the child or the class of individual 

39 students, or even the school, and focus on an externally driven goal which 

40 actually takes them away from meeting the individual needs of children that 

41 they have in front of them. 

42 Facilitator: Do you mean there wouldn't be a need for high-stakes testing if 

43 instruction or practices are effective? Is that what you're saying? 

44 Interviewee: Yeah, really. It's like often I found in my work - high-stakes 

45 testing were a given. I work mainly in the high schools, in the high 

46 schools in x and they had testing, external testing. They were a given 

47 and they had increased - increasing testing [broadly evolved] over that nearly 

48 10-year period, at the nine, you know, at most of the levels at the schools. 

49 Teachers became increasingly concerned about it and initially it would be 

50 enough to say - I mean at the beginning of the process as I saw it, it would be 

51 enough to say to teachers there's no great need for you to be concerned. I 

52 understand that you want to do well. 

53 Yes, your principal has indicated you need to do the best you can. Let's have a 

54 look at your teaching practice and whether or not what you are teaching is 

55 going to - you are doing the best that you can as a teacher. Really, you 

56 shouldn't need to all of a sudden question your ability because of some external 

57 driven program. 

58 Facilitator: Okay. These next questions are about high-stakes testing in the way 

59 it influenced your collaborative work with teachers. So in what ways does 

60 high-stakes testing influence instruction or practice in schools? 

61 Interviewee: I found in time over a series of several years, in the main high 

62 school that I am thinking of which I had a lot to do with over several years, 

63 there was an increasing lack of choice for teachers. The school was faced with 

64 closure. Therefore, it became quite an issue for the school to do well, and to do 

65 well on external indicators like standardised testing results. Therefore, no 

66 matter what they really would have preferred to do, I found in my work, 

67 teachers who felt compelled to focus on getting high - the best results they 

68 could possibly get for the class. Not exactly meeting individual needs but just 
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69 going to try and get these kids through the high-stakes testing, get the best 

70 results they could. 

71 So they would be altering the way that they worked with me because they 

72 would be saying yes, that's all very well but I need to get these kids through this 

73 test. 

74 Facilitator: So it influenced your professional collaboration with teachers? 

75 Interviewee: It did because I needed to listen to them. If I was going to support 

76 them, I had to listen to their needs. So I had to at the same time, try and drive 

77 effective teaching and learning but in the context the teachers were really in, 

78 which is they were pressurised to do the best they could in terms of testing. 

79 That's what they wanted help with. How do I teach this? How could I improve 

80 the kids' results in that? What do I do about the bottom third? They don't even 

81 know how to read. How are they supposed to do the test? So they were 

82 bringing those kinds of concerns to the table. 

83 Facilitator: Adding to that, how does high-stakes testing influence embedded 

84 classroom support or professional development, that whole area of your work? 

85 How did high-stakes testing affect that? 

86 Interviewee: It changed the nature of the work so that it became shaped really 

87 by the reality of the demands placed on the system with all levels within the 

88 school. So down in the individual teachers' classes it meant they were 

89 focusing a heck of a lot more on testing preparation which took away from 

90 other areas which they had previously been doing, for example, analytical 

91 thinking so that they were kind of focusing only a much narrower range of 

92 skills. They felt that they needed to and they felt as if their bosses, indirectly 

93 and directly, were shaping what they could do. Therefore, that meant that my 

94 job was changing too because the principal didn't want the school to close. So 

95 we were working hand in glove all the way through with a much more test 

96 driven focus in the consultative work. 

97 Facilitator: Okay. This last section of this discussion is about high-stakes testing 

98 and its influence on your collaborative work with school administrators. So do 

99 you think that high-stakes testing influences strategic planning for this school? 

100 So does it influence strategic planning processes in the schools? 

101 Interviewee: Yeah, in my experience in all of the schools that I went into, and I 

102 probably went into about 16 over nine and a half years, yes very much so. I can 

103 compare what it was when I began to what it was like progressively over time. 

104 It was a different form of checking and monitoring of school outcomes and of 

105 individual student outcomes, of threats of school closures, of changes in 
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106 funding. It meant really strategically that the principal was required to focus on 

107 the external demands that were imposed on the school. 

108 Facilitator: Your work with administrators was influenced by high-stakes 

109 testing? 

110 Interviewee: Yes, it really was. It became much more these are the goals we 

111 need to get to, what can we do to get there? They were very much focussed on 

112 the testing regime and the outcomes required. 

113 Facilitator: Does high-stakes testing influence curriculum development and 

114 review processes in the schools? 

115 Interviewee: It was kind of naively done. The curriculum you could say on one 

116 level, oh it stayed the same but in reality people began to cherry pick so that the 

117 aspects which got credibility were focused on more with those that were going 

118 to be aligned with success of their class and success of their school. They 

119 wanted to keep their jobs and they wanted the kids to do well. 

120 Facilitator: Do you have any recommendation in relation to high-stakes testing 

121 in schools? 

122 Interviewee: Yeah, my experience was that it had little effect on the 

123 effectiveness of teaching and learning in terms of very temporary improvements 

124 in outcomes. The quality of the tests which were used were questioned 

125 increasingly. My recommendations would be the external testing has very little 

126 effect with the way that it was done. It was more like a political instrument as 

127 opposed to an absolute focus on meeting the individual literacy needs, or the 

128 educational needs, of a child. Unfortunately, I saw it narrowing the offerings 

129 that were provided for children and it narrowed it down. So my 

130 recommendations would be to question its validity and question the outcomes 

131 on whether or not it was worthwhile doing in the first place. 

132 Facilitator: Now, is there a problem with narrowing the offerings? 

133 Interviewee: I found it was. We could for example, get a lot further with 

134 literacy when we incorporated literacy right across the curriculum. This is in 

135 high school. So if we were doing literacy and art, allowing kids to go to art but 

136 also underpinning it with basic literacy relevant to art. If we're doing literacy in 

137 science, we're doing scientific literacy instead of not allowing the kids to have 

138 so many science lessons. We went back to giving them more - giving them 

139 more time in social sciences instead of - what they'd done was they had more 

140 lessons devoted to maths and English and the kids didn't respond well to that. It 

141 was boring. The teaching needed, you know? It was too narrow and then over 

142 time the kids then lost some engagement. So we stood back and reviewed it all 
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143 and went back to a larger curriculum offering. 

144 Facilitator: Is there anything else you would like to add about your experiences 

145 with high-stakes testing? 

146 Interviewee: I honestly didn't see any value in it. The statistics that I saw that 

147 were provided within the schools didn't really show as much of a pattern of a 

148 lack of need for it as the state wide and the national statistics did. So that's 

149 what I would have liked to have seen more of, a review of different levels, how 

150 effective it was and questioning of it. 

Facilitator: Thanks very much for taking the time to share your experiences and views about 

high-stakes testing in your consultancy work. 

Interviewee: You're welcome. 

 

END OF TRANSCRIPT 
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Appendix 24. Transcript of Interview E  

FILE DETAILS 

Audio Length: 26 minutes   Audio Quality: Average 

Number of Interviewees: One   

Other Comments: Interviewee's line was very faint at the start of the call. 

1 I would like your permission to tape our conversation for the 

2 purpose of transcription and validity. The digital recording of this 

3 interview will be deleted when a transcript is produced. You are 

4 free to ask me to turn off the recorder at any time. Do I have your 

5 permission to tape this interview? 

6 Interviewee: Yes 

7 Facilitator: Please let me know if at any time during our 

8 conversation you do not understand a question or you do not feel 

9 comfortable answering a question. The information you provide 

10 will be used in a research study with no indicators of your identity. 

11 Facilitator: Do you have any questions before we begin? 

12 Interviewee: No, I don't think so; might once we get going. 

13 Facilitator: Okay, thanks. High-stakes testing is a component of 

14 assessment in education reform in the United States. The aim of 

 15 this survey is to investigate the influence of high-stakes tests in your 

16 professional practice as an education consultant in New York City 

17 schools. How long have you been in New York schools now? 

18 Interviewee: Thirteen years. 

19 Facilitator: This part of the interview is about the influence of high- 

20 stakes tests on your professional practice. Consider and respond to 

21 each question in terms of a school that you spent a fair bit of time 

22 at. Firstly, what do you understand by the term high-stakes testing 

23 in New York City schools? 

24 Interviewee: That it means an awful lot as far as the kids' promotion 

25 to the next grade and probably the pressure and impact it can have 

26 on kids as a one only test for the year that guides their future, being 

27 promoted into the following year. 

28 Facilitator: Is there a difference between what you consider to be 

29 good educational practice and the education practice you find 

30 associated with high-stakes testing? 

31 Interviewee: Yeah, it's something Australians don't agree with 
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32 probably as much as Americans. Hearing about what's going on in 

33 Australia at the moment, we seem to be moving in the same 

34 direction with similar sorts of testing. If you see the impact it has 

35 on kids and parents in America you'd wonder why Australia would 

36 be heading in the same sort of direction. 

37 Facilitator: These questions are about high-stakes testing and its 

38 influence on your collaborative work with teachers. In what ways 

39 does high-stakes testing influence instructional practice in schools? 

40 Interviewee: It impacts usually more so January through to the 

41 testing time in April where most teachers, or most schools we work 

42 in, seem to stray away from the big-picture plan of covering all the 

43 curriculum in a realistic way to just doing test prep. So the kids are 

44 just involved in, a lot of the time, worksheets, practice questions. 

45 So it becomes pretty boring. It's not a really good learning 

46 environment. 

47 Facilitator: How does high-stakes testing influence professional 

48 collaboration with teachers? Do you find any - do you notice 

49 anything? 

50 Interviewee: Don't notice good practices as far as planning 

51 differentiated lessons to cater for the needs of kids. I see just very, as 

52 I said, pencil and paper practice questions. So pedagogical practices 

53 or best practices have gone out the window. 

54 Facilitator: Does high-stakes testing influence embedded classroom 

55 support? Do you do work in classrooms with teachers and do high- 

56 stakes tests affect that? 

57 Interviewee: Yeah, a lot of the time they'll ask us to work with their 

58 level 1s or level 2s, the lowest two levels in New York City. 

59 They'll get us to do very probably detailed work with those kids that 

60 are really struggling in small groups. 

61 Facilitator: This last section is about high-stakes testing and its 

62 influence on your collaborative work with school administrators. 

63 Does high-stakes testing influence strategic planning processes in 

64 schools? 

65 Interviewee: Yeah, we can often be judged on the results of the test 

66 scores. Everything is about the test scores from those state tests. I 

67 guess a lot of the time when principals look at the data from the 

68 tests, they think whether there's been any sort of impact from the 
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69 consultants, even though in a lot of cases we're only in the building 

70 for a short period of time, maybe 10 to 30 days. So the impact isn't 

71 going to be great anyway but they'll still talk about our impact as far 

72 as improving the scores. 

73 Facilitator: Okay, a difficult area. Does high-stakes testing 

74 influence collaboration with administrators, forward planning and 

75 that kind of thing? 

76 Interviewee: Sometimes they'll ask us to put together test prep 

77 schedules for them focused on maybe important standards that the 

78 teachers need to focus on prior to the tests. As I said, they'll ask us 

79 to work with small groups [that are going] to scaffold the lowest 

80 two levels of students. 

81 Facilitator: The other one, does high-stakes testing influence 

82 curriculum development and review work that you might do in 

83 schools? 

84 Interviewee: Yeah, I firmly believe that the core curriculum that the 

85 teachers use, supposedly on a daily basis, probably isn't up to 

86 standard and doesn't support the kids to meet the standards in the 

87 tests. In some cases some of the other resources, the teachers see as 

88 probably being more appropriate to prepare the kids for the tests. 

89 Facilitator: Thanks very much for that. Do you have any 

90 recommendations in relation to high-stakes testing in schools, 

91 anything that you think would lead to better outcomes? 

92 Interviewee: Not having one only test towards the end of the year. 

93 It probably needs to be periodic assessment over time, maybe three 

94 periodic assessments in context of the kids' learning at the different 

95 grade levels. That'd take pressure off the kids and pressure off 

96 teachers and parents. 

97 Facilitator: Thank you for taking the time to share your experiences 

98 and views about high-stakes testing in your consultancy. 

 

END OF TRANSCRIPT 
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Appendix 25. Transcript of Interview F  

FILE DETAILS 

Audio Length: 30 minutes   Audio Quality: Average 

Number of Interviewees: One  

Other Comments: Phone line slightly muffled. 

1 Facilitator: I would like your permission to tape our conversation for the purpose of 

2 transcription and validity. The digital recording of this interview will be deleted when 

3 a transcript is produced. You are free to ask me to turn off the recorder at any time. 

4 Do I have your permission to tape this interview? 

5 Interviewee: Of course. 

6 Facilitator: Please let me know if at any time during our conversation you do not 

7 understand a question or you do not feel comfortable answering a question. The 

8 information you provide will be used in a research study and will be confidential with 

9 no indicators of your identity. 

10 Facilitator: Do you have any questions before we begin? 

11 Interviewee: Not really no. 

12 Facilitator: High stakes testing is a component of assessment in education reform in 

13 the United States. The aim of this survey is to investigate the influence of high stakes 

14 testing on your professional practice as an education consultant in New York City 

 15 schools. Your curriculum area is literacy, and you worked - you lived in New York 

16 and worked in New York City schools for a few years. 

17 Interviewee: About two years. 

18 Facilitator: This first part of the interview is about any influence high stakes testing 

19 has on your professional practice. So consider that with one of your core schools. So 

20 what's your understanding of high stakes testing as it applies to New York schools? 

21 Interviewee: Well there were three levels of high stakes testing. One was federal, 

22 district, and one was state. 

23 Facilitator: Is there any difference between what you consider to be good educational 

24 practice and the educational practice you find associated with high stakes testing? 

25 Interviewee: Well I think there was too much testing of that sort, which - we'll call it 

26 standardised testing, and not enough - any formative testing or diagnostic testing at 

27 all, much. That's what we were teaching them to do in the classroom. Find out for 

28 yourself. 

29 Facilitator: Right, okay. So - yeah go on. 

30 Interviewee: So John, when I first went there, they had the text book and the kit, and 

31 that's what they used. They had never planned, they had never assessed. 
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32 Facilitator: Right. So they didn't really do much in the way of diagnostics or... 

33 Interviewee: No, we were just getting into that sort of thing. 

34 Facilitator: ...collecting information to plan instruction? 

35 Interviewee: Yeah. We - I must say, we were getting into it. Well it first started off 

36 with teaching them guided reading and trying to observe and see what the students 

37 were doing. How that went over into the testing system I don't know, because the 

38 tests were rather secretive. We - they weren't allowed to look at them, and we weren't. 

39 Facilitator: So these questions about high stakes testing that's influenced you on your 

40 collaborative work with teachers, in what way does high stakes testing influence 

41 instructional practice? 

42 Interviewee: Well one thing I know as a consultant I had to do was say, look you can 

43 go broader than the high stakes testing requirement. Go broader and you will find that 

44 it will come into the high stakes testing. So what you teach in the classroom is going 

45 to have an effect on the high stakes testing. Whether they believed that or not I don't 

46 know. 

47 They really never talked about it. I would, say, swap days if I knew that testing was 

48 going to happen that particular day at the school, or I wouldn't go into any of the 

49 schools. Whatever, because it wasn't worth going in. Unless I had a teacher that I 

50 could sit down and talk with and we could go through a few things, it wasn't worth 

51 going in. 

52 Facilitator: So does high stakes testing influence professional collaboration with 

53 teachers? You know, that whole thing about working with teachers. 

54 Interviewee: How - I don't think I can really answer that because we were going 

55 along with what the Education Department wanted. They wanted - the first thing they 

56 ever wanted was guided reading to happen. So that was an observation, and to get the 

57 teachers to keep notes on each child was a difficult thing to do, because they'd never 

58 done anything like that. Some teachers gradually picked it up. 

59 Facilitator: In its way that could - so the idea of introducing guided reading and 

60 having some kind of profiling of the students of how they're progressing, those things 

61 could be considered to be quite positive. 

62 Interviewee: Yeah well that is. They were starting really with formative type 

63 assessments. 

64 Facilitator: Well did the high stakes testing influence the embedded classroom 

65 support you provided? Was it - did it have much influence on the things you would 

66 do from day to day, or was it really... 

67 Interviewee: I think towards the end of my time there, and I was there for about five 

68 years, I - a couple of the teachers were saying they're too busy to have me, because 
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69 they're preparing the kids for the district test or the state test, or whatever test it was. I 

70 said look, let's do this another way. We - and the teachers who were willing, we set 

71 up - well I set up actually, stations that covered the main literacy areas. 

72 So if we knew that kids had spelling - and spelling was done within sentences, that's 

73 one paper I did see. Then there would be strategies to - for the kids to learn to spell 

74 correctly - to spell as much as they could anyhow. Then there would be some 

75 grammatical stuff that would fit in with genres, into their writing. Another station 

76 would be reading, just reading the instructions. What do these instructions mean 

77 when you read the paper? Revising, then another station would be revising. You've 

78 written something, now let's - you go through and underline anything you think you 

79 could change. That sort of thing. Then it was multiple choice. They learnt how to do 

80 that, read that properly. Actually I'm hopeless with multiple choice myself. I felt great 

81 sympathy with them. 

82 So that was working really well. Very well. A couple of the teachers really loved it 

83 and when the next test would come around they'd stay let's do the stations. It meant 

84 that only say two times, two weeks say of my turning up at the school, was devoted to 

85 any sort of reference to the high stakes testing. 

86 Facilitator: Okay look, thanks very much for that. So just considering your 

87 collaborative work with school administrators, did you find that the high stakes 

88 testing had any influence on strategic planning processes or things that you might do 

89 in terms of planning with administrators? 

90 Interviewee: Not really. No, not really. It was what the Education Department was 

91 pushing. So we're - our information - and we used to have, oh I don't know, was it 

92 monthly meetings, with the Education Department. Whatever it was. Those - in those 

93 meetings would be talked about what it would need to be. I used to nip up there 

94 occasionally because I used to meet with the … principal because she was 

95 fantastic, and we had a good chat when I'd come up there. I was doing little jobs for 

96 them too, in the Education Department. So that's where it was coming from. Nothing 

97 came from these - as far - my view, nothing came from the high stakes testing, but for 

98 them to be pushing something, it probably did. 

99 Facilitator: Okay. Just stepping back a bit, for that same question now, thinking 

100 about - did you do much - when you were in the New York schools, did you do much 

101 in terms of strategic planning, and did high stakes testing have any influence there? 

102 Interviewee: If you mean planning for what we were going to push into, to be 

103 demonstrating to the teachers, to be giving little workshops for the teachers... 

104 Facilitator: Yeah, professional development planning, that kind of thing as well, 

105 yeah. 
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106 Interviewee: Yeah professional development planning. They sort of had - I never 

107 saw any aims or anything, anything like that. Listening to the group I used to meet 

108 with, with the good school, that was always quite - and stimulating because they were 

109 after information. They had a good handle on what the kids should be learning, how 

110 they should be learning, why are they learning. So they had a really good handle on 

111 all that. 

112 Facilitator: Okay. So do you think the high stakes testing influenced - had any 

113 influence on your professional collaboration with the school administrators? 

114 Interviewee: Never mentioned it to [them]. The only thing I used to do was go and 

115 have a chat perhaps for some of them not all of them. Never, ever was high stakes 

116 testing mentioned. 

117 Facilitator: Okay. So what about the background of high stakes testing in terms of 

118 any curriculum development or review processes in schools? Or did - what - do - 

119 many schools are actually engaging in preparing materials for use in instruction? 

120 Interviewee: For the high stakes testing? 

121 Facilitator: No. Just general instruction. So - and what - were those processes 

122 influenced by high stakes testing, the curriculum development work? 

123 Interviewee: I never saw anything like that. The only thing I ever saw was the New 

124 York curriculum document, a thick document that I read on the flight when I first 

125 consulted in the United States. 

126 Facilitator: Okay. Do you have any recommendations in relation to high stakes 

127 testing in New York schools? 

128 Interviewee: I don’t have so many. It's ridiculous. Three major assessments a year. I 

129 know that some of the … teachers, if you're looking about - looking at emotional 

130 effect, some … teachers it affected badly because their kids wouldn't get terribly 

131 high outcomes. The whole horrible thing is that most of the schools were low socio- 

132 economic schools, with black kids, Latino kids, and Pakistani kids. Kids who were 

133 living in awful conditions as home, some of them, not all of them, but I remember 

134 walking past where a couple of the kids who were in one of the classes that - over - 

135 the school was over the way, and it was below basement. So the little windows they 

136 had were little slits at the footpath level. So I could sort of - I could always look down 

137 into their rooms. It was terrible. It was awful conditions. 

138 Interviewee: So that affected their results the whole time. 

139 Facilitator: Thanks very much for that. Thank you for taking the time to share your 

140 experiences and views about high-stakes testing in your consultancy. 
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END OF TRANSCRIPT 
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Appendix 26. Transcript of Interview G  

FILE DETAILS 

Audio Length: 30 minutes   Audio Quality: 1 Average 

Number of Interviewees: One    

Other Comments: Phone line slightly muffled/lacked clarity throughout. 

1 Facilitator: I would like your permission to tape our conversation for the purpose of 

2 transcription and validity. The digital recording of this interview will be deleted when a 

3 transcript is produced. You are free to ask me to turn off the recorder at any time. Do I 

4 have your permission to tape this interview? 

5 Interviewee: Yes, you do. 

6 Facilitator: Please let me know if any time during our conversation you don't 

7 understand a question or you don't feel comfortable answering it. Do you have any 

8 questions before we begin? 

 9 Interviewee: 

10 Interviewee: 

No I think those ethical guidelines are fine and appropriate. 

Thanks. 

High-stakes testing is a component of assessment of education reform 

12 in the United States. The aim of this survey is to investigate the influence of high- 

13 stakes testing on your professional practice as an education consultant in New York 

14 schools. You're a maths consultant and you worked across schools? 

15 Interviewee: Yes. I worked from Reception [Primary] through to Year 9 

16 [Secondary]. 

11 Facilitator: 

17 Facilitator: How long did you work as an education consultant in the United States? 

18 Interviewee: I was 11 years, John. 

19 Facilitator: This first part of interview is about any influence high-stakes testing has on 

20 your professional practise. Considering a response in terms of your major school site. 

21 What's your understanding of high-stakes testing in New York schools? 

22 Interviewee: I understand that to be a term which derived in the years around about 

23 2010, 2011 when New York City was introducing performance management structures 

24 for teachers and principals and was basing a lot of those judgments on student 

25 performance and therefore the term high-stakes testing became flavour du jour just to 

26 describe the fact that it's not business as usual. This is really serious, we're on about 

27 improvement. 

28 Facilitator: Okay. Is there a difference between what you consider to be good 
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29 educational practice and the educational practice you find associated with high-stakes 

30 testing? 

31 Interviewee: Dramatic differences really. Typically, the educational practices 

32 associated with high-stakes testing involved a lot of teacher anxiety, a lot of repetitive 

33 and in mathematical curriculum areas, procedurally oriented lesson plans. So there was 

34 less concern in the high-stakes period and I'm talking about the test prep period. There 

35 was less concern amongst teachers with children for conceptual understandings and 

36 more concern with, can they calculate or produce an algorithm properly or pass these 

37 multitude of practice tests that I'm giving on a daily basis. 

38 However, the teachers whose practice contrasted with that were those who'd had 

39 sufficient exposure to quality professional development and who really understood that 

40 no matter how many times you weigh and measure a pig you can't improve the quality 

41 of the bacon just by the fact of weighing and measuring it. Those teachers had been 

42 interested in ongoing collection of data on a weekly basis and careful anecdotal analysis 

43 of the different learning processes and outcomes for their students. Construction of 

44 small groups and the development of a data driven instructional practice model. This 

45 involved differentiated instruction. 

46 I would add one thing. I think the school quality review process enlightened teachers 

47 far more than the high-stakes testing regime. 

48 Facilitator: All right so these next questions are about high-takes testing and its 

49 influence on your collaborative work with teachers. So in what ways does high- stakes 

50 testing influence instructional practice in schools? 

51 Interviewee: The usual pattern I saw was that in the early - in the last weeks of the 

52 school year, perhaps in late June, if there was any information out about the tests the 

53 students and teachers were interested in it. Most typically the information came 

54 through August and early September. At that point it was a very, very inappropriate 

55 time to receive that data because students were up with the higher grade with the new 

56 teacher. The teacher, themselves, might have been new to an appointment at a year 

57 level or to teaching full stop or to teaching the particular subject of maths. 

58 There were too many stages of curriculum tests to consider. Often with changes of 

59 other personnel and school structures. The idea that data that had been gathered in 

60 April, some five months earlier, could really, seriously inform and speak to effective 

61 current lessons from early September onwards, was quite a myth. 

62 Facilitator: So you're questioning the time lag? 

63 Interviewee: The time lag was shocking. By contrast when the city or the state 

64 produced practice tests in November and January and when they provided the data 

65 rapidly after these practices tests. The teachers were extremely interested in it, able to 
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66 dissect and use the data effectively and were able both revision programmes from that 

67 previous units, modules and learning standards for individual students but similarly 

68 look at upcoming units of work and work out whether different strategies were needed 

69 because of either strengths or weaknesses or the evidence from those assessments. 

70 So, in my mind if they wanted to make these things successful you probably should 

71 have had six of them across the year. That way there could have been a continuous 

72 cycle of data gathering and data usage. At some point they could have actually 

73 abandoned the whole idea of a single annual test and just looked at a time period and 

74 said, well what's the average performance of this [unclear] over the 12 months. 

75 Facilitator: So made a progressive assessment? 

76 Interviewee: Yes. It might have been a far more comprehensive and useful 

77 comparison of a student's development. 

78 Facilitator: Sure and so do you think the high-stakes testing has an influence on 

79 professional collaboration with teachers in schools? 

80 Interviewee: I gave the example of what happened when November and January 

81 practice data was finally available. It took them a long time to get these systems up. 

82 You have to say that it was less than perfect in terms of the [questions of the] data but 

83 we, as maths consultants, certainly drove an active use by the teachers of that data in 

84 analysing and comparing to their own unit base student data, we had strong unit base 

85 assessments that were developed either, by the consultant or by the consultants and the 

86 teachers or in some cases used from a variety of digital and print resources. 

87 Facilitator: Do you think high stakes testing has an influence on embedded 

88 classroom support or even professional development? 

89 Interviewee: Well the testing itself doesn't. I think the regime promoted and 

90 encouraged by [the school] quality review definitely did. That was within the schools 

91 that I'd worked, very successful one, made great progress and they used the principles 

92 and expectations of a school quality review rubric to change, develop their practice and 

93 I think as that happened high-stakes testing became far less points of anxiety for the 

94 teachers and the staff. They were there and everybody can use it, if they want things to 

95 go well at that time but they were more confident because their practice gave them 

96 feedback about how well their students were doing very regularly. We were able to 

97 stretch their understandings to qualitative and quantitative indicators of good practice 

98 along the way. 

99 Facilitator: Okay thanks. Now linked to that issue, think about high-stakes testing 

100 and its influence on your collaborative work with school administrators. Does high- 

101 stakes testing influence strategic planning processes in schools? 

102 Interviewee: I think they had had - I'll break this into two parts, before the school 
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103 quality review and after the school quality review processes. So before the school 

104 quality review processes I noticed that principals would be anxious about their state test 

105 scores over the summer and they'd sort of slack a little bit in early September when 

106 everybody came back. But it did not, by itself, lead to any significant change or 

107 development. It was only when regular cyclical data analysis became part of the 

108 practice and data gathering against standards became part of the teacher's daily practice 

109 and weekly practice that we saw principals really understanding how - I won't say 

110 irrelevant but how time bound the state tests were. 

111 I think a lot of principals vented their frustrations with teachers whose students had 

112 not performed well. I think that professional relationships between principals and 

113 teachers were seriously jeopardised by the high-stakes testing regime when they didn't 

114 have to be. A far better approach would have been progressing the cyclical data 

115 gathering analysis and data driven instructions [as a result]. 

116 Facilitator: So on that does high stakes testing influence professional collaboration 

117 with the administrators? 

118 Facilitator: It's more becoming teachers than administrators? 

119 Interviewee: No, I think in the better schools there was great team work around data 

120 between administrators, coaches or consultants and classroom teachers in classroom 

121 teaching groups. In the poorer schools those communication processes and 

122 management structures were not well set up to utilise the potential of it. There seemed 

123 to be other problems in some of the poorer schools as well. So I had one school that 

124 was on a terrific growth trajectory, I was there for eight years. The school achieved an 

125 A in school progress report and they achieved the equivalent of a high distinction. I 

126 can't remember the exact descriptor for a school quality review. 

127 It was - it had made substantial progress in the depth and professional knowledge of 

128 the teachers particularly around differentiation and higher order thinking and 

129 instruction to expand students' minds. They were not themselves, attributes that were 

130 caused by or strongly influenced by the existence of high stakes testing. They were 

131 more strongly influenced by professional culture and leadership that had grown over 

132 several years and was then boosted by the clear information and expectations in the 

133 school quality review documents and our work towards making ourselves a very good 

134 school. 

135 Facilitator: So that's part of the answer then. Does high-stakes testing influence 

136 curriculum development and review processes in schools? 

137 Interviewee: I don't think it automatically does or automatically doesn't. I think it's 

138 entirely dependent on what the existing school culture and structures around data usage 

139 are really about. High-stakes testing with one single lot of data being used to judge a 
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140 school is extremely unfair. But cyclical periodic gathering of data and usage of it, 

141 usage of indicators to query where we're at as a professional staff are very valuable 

142 things. They're noted by the fact that you might only have the quality review once 

143 every couple of years and it's a very in depth process that would go at least a couple of 

144 days, touch a lot of different data points in the way it gathered information and had 

145 focused on qualitative data, not just quantitative data. 

146 So high-stakes testing became more valuable as a resource for schools rather than as a 

147 means for politicians to score points when the school quality review process came 

148 along to provide an educational framework, to really build from that data. 

149 Facilitator: Right. So do you have any recommendations in relation to high-stakes 

150 testing in schools? 

151 Interviewee: I'd recommend that Australia not have NAPLAN. I think NAPLAN 

152 testing, over the last day especially, corresponds with the decline in the literacy and 

153 numeracy capacities of our students. One might argue that national curriculum 

154 standards have weakened them. I think that's a bit of a hard call to make. I think it's 

155 more likely, the case that we've become hardened in our approach to children and so 

156 many primary school students, all of a sudden, now get the opportunity and think of 

157 themselves as serious failures at learning every year. 

158 Facilitator: Based on NAPLAN outcomes. 

159 Interviewee: Because they have to go through the NAPLAN torture process again 

160 and be reminded of it. That's the most absurd thing to have state wide standardised 

161 testing for primary, elementary school students. It's probably questionable at Year 8 or 

162 Year 9 level and I think it's valuable at Year 12 level. I would have that but I don't 

163 know that it achieves any great value at all for the community. I think it's leading to an 

164 overall decline in student learning outcomes and a narrowing of teacher focus and 

165 curriculum experimentation is on the wane because of it. 

166 Facilitator: Thank you very much for taking the time to share your experiences and 

167 views regarding high-stakes testing in your New York consultancy work.  

END OF TRANSCRIPT 
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Appendix 27. Transcript of Interview H  

FILE DETAILS 

Audio Length: 30 minutes   Audio Quality: Average 

Number of Interviewees: One   

Other Comments: Phone line slightly muffled. 

1 Facilitator: This interview will take between 8 and 10 minutes. I would like your 

2 permission to tape our conversation for the purpose of transcription and validity. The digital 

3 recording of this interview will be deleted when a transcript is produced. You are free to 

4 ask me to turn off the recorder at any time. Do I have your permission to tape this 

5 interview? 

6 Interviewee: Yes, certainly. 

7 Facilitator: Please let me know if at any time during our conversation you do not 

8 understand a question or you do not feel comfortable answering a question. The 

9 information you provide will be used in a research study with no indicators of your identity. 

10 Facilitator: Do you have any questions before we begin? 

11 Interviewee: No. 

12 Facilitator: High stakes testing is a component of assessment of education reform in the 

13 United States. The aim of this survey is to investigate the influence of high stakes testing 

14 on your professional practice as an education consultant in New York schools. How long 

15 were you a consultant in New York schools? 

16 Interviewee: Three [school years]. 

17 Facilitator: You're a literacy consultant. 

18 Interviewee: Yes, literacy. 

19 Facilitator: This part of the interview is about any influence high states testing had on your 

20 professional practice. Consider and respond to each question in terms of your professional 

21 practice at what you might consider your major school site. You worked in quite a few 

22 different contexts, I think. 

23 Interviewee: Middle and High Schools. 

24 Facilitator: What's your understanding of high stakes testing in New York schools? 

25 Interviewee: Well, in the schools that I was in it meant that the work that the school did 

26 with the students and that the teachers did were all aimed at gaining the best results in 

27 certain tests. 

28 Facilitator: One more very general question. Is there a difference between what you 

29 consider to be good educational practice and the educational practice you find associated 

30 with high stakes testing? 

31 Interviewee: Well, I think that what they were doing in New York really limited what 
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32 schools were able to do with students by only preparing them for tests. 

33 Facilitator: Next I'm going to ask you questions about high stakes testing and its influence 

34 on your collaborative work with teachers. In what ways does high stakes testing influence 

35 instructional practice in schools? 

36 Interviewee: Well, it meant that most of the work was handed down from the authority, like 

37 the principal and the authorities in the schools to the teachers, in that they were required to 

38 do what the people who were experienced and who were leading the school were on about, 

39 and that was the testing. So they had to - yeah, so in a number of schools, if not all of 

them, 

40 the work that teachers did was prepared mainly by the people who were the coaches and the 

41 - like, in my field, in the English, the English AP would prepare all the work for all the 

42 classes and all the teachers. 

43 Facilitator: Does high stakes testing influence professional collaboration with teachers in 

44 schools in that context? 

45 Interviewee: Yes. Yes, because they really were not looking at what the students could do 

46 and then working from what they needed to do as teachers to get those children to 

improve. 

47 That was complicated even more by the inexperience of very many of the teachers. Very 

48 many. I think also influenced by the kind of teacher training that they do, in that it doesn't 

49 include any school work. So teachers came to teaching from just their own experience in 

50 schools when they were in schools. 

51 Facilitator: Thanks. Does high stakes testing influence what you might call embedded 

52 classroom support, or PD, in schools? 

53 Interviewee: Yes, because it's all geared around it. In the high schools we had a special 

54 program which was called Ramp-Up, which was to get students in two years, in Year 9 and 

55 10, was to get students to a level that they could actually do the ELA exams. 

56 Facilitator: Take Regents? 

57 Interviewee: Yes, after that. Yes. So it was - but the teachers - it was a new program and 

58 the teachers had not been trained and they hadn't been trained in teaching practice. So it 

59 was very difficult, especially when the schools themselves showed that they hadn't much 

60 idea of where the students' abilities were. A lot of my time I spent assisting students to see 

61 what level their reading was. Quite often behaviour, like misbehaviour, was confused with 

62 illiteracy. Some students - some teenagers - in the high schools, who were quite old, were 

63 quite capable, but very disobedient. They were seen as illiterate. 

64 So there's a very complicated situation and mainly the teachers needed help to find 

65 accessible resources for the students. Often the resources were way beyond the students' 

66 reading capabilities in all the subjects, in all their main subjects. So science - they had huge 
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67 textbooks in the high schools for science, history, English, and the students couldn't read 

68 them. They were the kind of textbooks where you have a text and then you're asked 

69 questions, comprehension questions, about the text. 

70 Facilitator: At the end of each chapter, that kind of thing. 

71 Interviewee: Yes. Yes. Then there was also essay writing. So it was very, very difficult to 

72 help teachers with students that were quite often - not all of them, but quite often - in Year 

73 9 and 10 at grade 3/4 level in terms of what they could understand in a text. So the whole 

74 idea of teaching for a test, to gain results in a test, meant that you just didn't have time to, or 

75 a notion of, actually helping students to learn or to improve their literacy. It was mainly to 

76 learn how to do the test. So there was a lot of test practice, at least half the year. I think the 

77 [EL] exams in Years 6, 7 and 8 were in January and the whole time up till then was taken 

78 with exam practice. 

79 So especially understanding questions. That was a big part of the preparation, and also for 

80 teachers to understand the questions. As a consultant, I was expected to help teachers to 

81 understand what the tests were aiming at and what they were asking students to do. The 

82 teachers had often done their education studies in other countries because the teachers 

83 weren't all trained in America. Many teachers were speaking English as a second or third 

84 language and their language abilities were lacking. Lacking, I would say, for a teacher of 

85 English. Some teacher’s instructional practices contained errors of grammar. This reality 

86 was not an advantage for the students. A lot of time was spent trying to get teachers to be 

87 able to then understand what the tests were requiring. 

88 Facilitator: Thanks very much for that. This next section is about high stakes testing and its 

89 influence on your collaborative work with school administrators. So firstly, does high 

90 stakes testing influence strategic planning processes in schools? 

91 Interviewee: High stakes testing is central to strategic planning. Their meetings, the 

92 coaches and assistant principals - there was an assistant principal for English in the high 

93 schools - their work was centred on preparing students for the tests in a very narrow way. 

94 The singular focus on high stakes testing involves not looking at the things that we know in 

95 terms of reading comprehension strategies, not looking at other ways of trying to help 

96 students with different learning styles. Not looking at even de Bono's hats. There didn't 

97 seem to be any knowledge of those things in schools when I was there. 

98 Facilitator: These questions might appear to cover similar ground, but does high stakes 

99 testing influence professional collaboration with administrators? 

100 Interviewee: Well, it does, because they were also - their - I think that their job sometimes 

101 depended on the results that the students got. So they were very interested in just working 

102 out how to get a child to answer the test questions so that they reached - they showed a 

103 certain level. 
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104 Facilitator: What about curriculum development? Does high stakes testing influence 

105 curriculum development and review processes in schools? 

106 Interviewee: Well, yes, because the critical tests resulted in such a narrow focus. You 

107 couldn't look at teaching and learning. 

108 Facilitator: There's more practice - preparation for the exams, for the state tests. 

109 Interviewee: Yes, although it wasn't - and in terms of differentiated learning or anything, 

110 differences for learning styles, they really did not even venture there. It was really all about 

111 - in the schools it was all about preparing works to give and those people in the admin, they 

112 really saw it as their role was to prepare work for the teachers to then give the students. So 

113 it wasn't a collaborative thing at all and there seemed to be a very distinct hierarchy 

114 probably in educational knowledge. I think some of the people in the administration did 

115 have wider knowledge, but the system didn't allow that. 

116 Facilitator: So do you have any recommendations in relation to high stakes testing in 

117 schools? 

118 Interviewee: Well, other than not making it central to what the teaching is about. 

119 Facilitator: Not making it central to all instruction? 

120 Interviewee: Mm. There has to be some way and it's a shame that Victoria is going this 

121 way as well. It's a shame to see students trying to do this very limited task day after day, 

122 month after month, and for the teachers to be learning how to teach it in terms of a 

123 performance. The teachers were really performers of work that they were given by their 

124 administrations, by the coaches. 

125 Facilitator: So are you questioning whether or not that was authentic teaching then, because 

126 of the nature of the exchange between students and teacher? 

127 Interviewee: Yes, I am. 

128 Facilitator: The teacher is like a messenger. 

129 Interviewee: Yes. Especially when teachers didn't actually know what the program was 

130 that they were teaching. I know that's difficult, because it takes a while to learn that and 

131 then to have some input into it. But there didn't seem to be any desire to include teachers in 

132 the preparation or in the delivery of what was happening in the classroom. 

133 Facilitator: Is there anything else you'd like to add about your experiences with high stakes 

134 testing? 

135 Interviewee: Well, it was very difficult to be a consultant and to support teachers in this 

136 very narrow sense of what you would call teaching of English in schools. It was very 

137 difficult, because it didn't - it had a very narrow definition of literacy. Very narrow. I go - 

138 I like the South Australian definition of literacy, which - do you want me to say it? 

139 Facilitator: Sure, yes. 

140 Interviewee: Literacy is the ability to understand, analyse, critically respond and produce 
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141 appropriate spoken, written, visual and multimedia communication in different contexts. 

142 Now, that was not happening. That was not how those schools were able to see literacy. I 

143 mean, I know in Victoria we have Selmer's text and creative writing. Their English 

144 curriculum was so narrow. 

145 Facilitator: I remember hearing people talking about test-taking as a genre. 

146 Interviewee: Oh my. Yes, yes. Well, it sort of became like what they might call a genre. 

147 They call it [unclear] genre. Because in most schools that was all that there was. You were 

148 very lucky to be in a school where the teachers were experienced enough to look outside of 

149 that narrow, very narrow, focus. 

150 Facilitator: Thank you very much for taking the time to share your experiences and views 

151 about high-stakes testing in your consultancy. 

 

END OF TRANSCRIPT 
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Appendix 28. Key Themes from Interviews 

 

Transcript A.  

 
Lines 30-32. … even though the people in charge would say that you shouldn't be teaching to 

the test, that's actually what happens in a lot of schools, for those reasons, because the stakes 

are so high. 

Lines 50-52. … a lot of the time then when I met with teachers, either individually or in 

groups, we'd be looking at old tests and working out ways that we could plan lessons, lesson 

plan around using the old tests.   

Line 83. It just meant that the curriculum - it was narrowed right down.  It was just a very 

small focus as far as I'm concerned.   

Line 94. To me, education is about creating and encouraging lifelong learners and you 

certainly don't do that when you're just focusing on those tests.   

Line 95. I think a broad curriculum, slow down the curriculum, deep units rather than doing 

lots of units very quickly to get through a whole lot of things.   

 

Transcript B.  

 
Lines 33-35. … the imperative that teachers felt to get through the work so that in their mind 

at least they had ticked everything off come testing time.  However, the consequences of that 

were that they often left the kids behind.   

Lines 41-42. …for the teachers to get through the work they felt they had to stand and deliver 

rather than engage in, dare I say, problem (project based) based learning.   

Lines 52-54. …what's the point of moving onto the next unit or the next lesson if the kid's or a 

majority of the kids haven't yet mastered the first one generally fell on deaf ears 

Lines 60-61. Trying to model other ways of teaching, other ways of planning in the face of 

the tremendous pressure that they believed they were under to get through the work.   

Line 67. …stand and deliver model all the time 

Line 72. Less time for different structured models, less time for formative assessment.   

Lines 74-74. …a teacher has to be prepared to change the way they teach in view of reflecting 

on the lesson 

Lines 78-80. the slow learner there is the teacher because clearly if after a hundred times the 

kid still hasn't got it, then the teacher isn't changing, isn't asking the question what do I need 

to do differently and that's what formative assessment is. 

Lines 126-128. There is a need for high stakes testing, all right.  At the end of 12 years, there 

has to be some statement of expectations and those expectations have to be high because no 

one rises to low expectations as they say. 
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Transcript C.  

 

Lines 46-47. (Elements) of the external testing environment - that are positive; 

certainly, the accountability and the fact that they do provide an external measure 

that's not created by the school. 

Lines 48-52. …the circumstances with which the tests are actually administered 

probably lead to excessive amounts of pressure being applied on students, on teachers, 

on principals, on other school personnel, and also tend to skew the curriculum 

towards just teaching for the test, which is not really the intention of those - or should 

not be the intention of those tests. 

Lines 59-61. In the worst scenarios it means that teachers focus far too much, or 

predominantly, on the - what they believe will be the aspects of the curriculum that 

are most often tested. 

Lines 61-65. …in the best scenarios, you actually get some teachers who are guided 

by good practice and actually use those tests in very positive ways. They use it as an 

own measure, particularly when you use effective base line, mid-line, end line 

assessments throughout the year and you're really properly measuring changes in 

reading levels, not just at testing time, but right throughout the year. 

Lines 67-69. …too many people are very shallow in their own interpretation of data, 

or, actually - maybe for want of a better word - they're inept at reading data. 

Lines 84-85. …as soon as you start doing things like rehearsing or doing test practice, 

that's - you have to say it influences. 

Lines 89-90. The [pacing calendars] suddenly [start] to be aligned, but all teachers 

would teach in the same units at the same time et cetera, certainly with their grade 

level. 

Lines 104-106. …the more the school was struggling, definitely, the more that high 

stakes testing and the issues around it guided the input of any consultants within 

schools and their work. 

Lines 112-114. …when principals - administrators were working really well with it 

they actually became more savvy with their understanding of data. They understood 

the difference between individual performance, or school performance, and actual 

progress. 

Lines 120-124. If people are able to see past the fear factor of the testing, they can see 

good that come out of it, they start to understand data better. They start to really 
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investigate weaknesses within the school's curriculum. They look at ways to improve 

pedagogy. They look at team building, lots of aspects like that. Again, that's [under] 

ideal circumstances, and [not all schools are run that way]. 

Lines 128-130. I don't think anyone can deny that [High Stakes Testing] has 

influenced curriculum. Even in terms of publishers, the mass supply of pre-packaged 

programs that publishers put out and package very temptingly for teachers and 

administrators. 

Lines 140-142. …paying teachers and paying principals awards for improved test 

results is fraught with danger, whether it becomes to focussing too heavily on just that 

test, whether it comes to cheating, whether it comes down to taking incentives away 

from other areas. 

Lines 143-146. There's a place for external testing. I just don't know that New York 

still needs to have the testing in the same model that it was actually initially 

implemented when it was - it was definitely very much high stakes. You had students 

repeating multiple times. They weren't able to pass it. 

Lines 149-153. there are both positive and negative aspects. I guess the only problem 

is that when there are negative aspects, the negatives tend to be very, very bad, and a 

positive may have actually resulted regardless of the high stakes testing, just because 

you've got dedicated practitioners who would have found good ways to improve 

pedagogy regardless of the testing. 

 

Transcript D.  

 

Lines 56-58. …you shouldn't need to all of a sudden question your ability because of 

some external driven program. 

Lines 63-65. …over several years, there was an increasing lack of choice for teachers.  

The school was faced with closure.   

Lines 68-71. teachers who felt compelled to focus on getting high - the best results 

they could possibly get for the class.  Not exactly meeting individual needs but just 

going to try and get these kids through the high-stakes testing, get the best results they 

could.   

Lines 77-79. I had to at the same time, try and drive effective teaching and learning 

but in the context the teachers were really in, which is they were pressurised to do the 

best they could in terms of testing.   
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Lines 80-83. That's what they wanted help with.  How do I teach this?  How could I 

improve the kids' results in that?  What do I do about the bottom third?  They don't 

even know how to read.  How are they supposed to do the test?  So, they were 

bringing those kinds of concerns to the table. 

Lines 89-93. …they were focussing a heck of a lot more on testing preparation which 

took away from other areas which they had previously been doing, for example, 

analytical thinking so that they were kind of focussing only a much narrower range of 

skills.   

Lines 93-94. They felt that they needed to and they felt as if their bosses, indirectly 

and directly, were shaping what they could do. 

Lines 105-108. It was a different form of checking and monitoring of school 

outcomes and of individual student outcomes, of threats of school closures, of 

changes in funding.  It meant really strategically that the principal was required to 

focus on the external demands that were imposed on the school. 

Lines 111-113. It became much more these are the goals we need to get to, what can 

we do to get there?  They were very much focussed on the testing regime and the 

outcomes required.   

Lines 116-120. It was kind of naively done.  The curriculum you could say on one 

level, oh it stayed the same but in reality people began to cherry pick so that the 

aspects which got credibility were focused on more with those that were going to be 

aligned with success of their class and success of their school.  They wanted to keep 

their jobs and they wanted the kids to do well.   

Lines 123-126. [High Stakes Testing] had little effect on the effectiveness of teaching 

and learning in terms of very temporary improvements in outcomes.  The quality of 

the tests which were used were questioned increasingly. 

Lines 129-132. I saw [High Stakes Testing] narrowing the offerings that were 

provided for children and it narrowed it down.  So, my recommendations would be to 

question its validity and question the outcomes on whether or not it was worthwhile 

doing in the first place. 

Lines 142-143. [High Stakes testing made the curriculum] too narrow and then over 

time the kids then lost some engagement.   
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Transcript E.  

 

Lines 40-43. [high-stakes testing influences instructional practice in schools] more so 

January through to the testing time in April where most teachers, or most schools we 

work in, seem to stray away from the big-picture plan of covering all the curriculum 

in a realistic way to just doing test prep.   

Lines 43-46. [During high-stakes testing practice in schools] kids are just involved in, 

a lot of the time, worksheets, practice questions.  So, it becomes pretty boring.  It's not 

a really good learning environment. 

Lines 52-53. [Test Prep] means pencil and paper practice questions.  So pedagogical 

practices or best practices have gone out the window. 

Lines 65-66. [high-stakes testing influence on strategic planning processes in schools] 

…we can often be judged on the results of the test scores.  Everything is about the test 

scores from those state tests.   

Lines 76-78. [As a part of Test Preparation school administrators may ask 

consultants] to put together test prep schedules for them focused on maybe important 

standards that the teachers need to focus on prior to the tests.   

Lines 84-87. …the core curriculum that the teachers use, supposedly on a daily basis, 

probably isn't up to standard and doesn't support the kids to meet the standards in the 

tests. 

 

Transcript F.  

 

Lines 25-27. …there was too much testing of that sort, which - we'll call it 

standardised testing, and not enough - any formative testing or diagnostic testing at 

all, much. 

Lines 42-42. …as a consultant I had to do was say, look you can go broader than the 

high stakes testing requirement. 

Lines 131-137. The whole horrible thing is that most of the schools were low socio-

economic schools, with black kids, Latino kids, and Pakistani kids. Kids who were 

living in awful conditions as home, some of them, not all of them, but I remember 

walking past where a couple of the kids who were in one of the classes that - over - 

the school was over the way, and it was below basement. So, the little windows they 

had were little slits at the footpath level. So, I could sort of - I could always look 

down into their rooms. It was terrible. It was awful conditions. 
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Transcript G.  

 

Lines 31-33. Typically, the educational practices associated with high-stakes testing 

involved a lot of teacher anxiety, a lot of repetitive and in mathematical curriculum 

areas, procedurally oriented lesson plans.   

Lines 35-37. [During High Stakes Test Prep] There was less concern amongst 

teachers with children for conceptual understandings and more concern with, can they 

calculate or produce an algorithm properly or pass these multitudes of practice tests 

that I'm giving on a daily basis.   

Lines 42-45. [Effective Professional Development encourages teachers to be] 

interested in ongoing collection of data on a weekly basis and careful analogue 

analysis of the different learning outcomes for their students.  Construction of small 

groups and the development of a data driven instructional practice model. 

Lines 54-57. [Information about state tests came too late for teachers to use the data to 

inform instruction]. At that point it was a very, very inappropriate time to receive that 

data because students were up with the higher grade with the new teacher. The 

teacher, themselves, might have been new to an appointment at a year level or to 

teaching full stop or to teaching the particular subject of maths. 

Lines 113-115. …professional relationships between principals and teachers were 

seriously jeopardised by the high-stakes testing regime when they didn't have to be. 

Lines140-141. High-stakes testing with one single lot of data being used to judge a 

school is extremely unfair. 

 

Transcript H. 

 

Lines 31-32. I think that what they were doing in New York really limited what 

schools were able to do with students by only preparing them for tests. 

Lines 45-46. [In the Teaching and Learning process] they really were not looking at 

what the students could do and then working from what they needed to do as teachers 

to get those children to improve. 

Lines 61-63. Quite often behaviour, like misbehaviour, was confused with illiteracy. 

Some students - some teenagers - in the high schools, who were quite old, were quite 

capable, but very disobedient.  They were seen as illiterate. 

Lines 65-69. Often the resources were way beyond the students' reading capabilities 

in all the subjects, in all their main subjects. So, science - they had huge textbooks in 
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the high schools for science, history, English, and the students couldn't read them.  

They were the kind of textbooks where you have a text and then you're asked 

questions, comprehension questions, about the text. 

Lines 71-75. …it was very, very difficult to help teachers with students that were 

quite often - not all of them, but quite often - in Year 9 and 10 at grade 3/4 level in 

terms of what they could understand in a text. So, the whole idea of teaching for a 

test, to gain results in a test, meant that you just didn't have time to, or a notion of, 

actually helping students to learn or to improve their literacy 

Lines 75-78. [Instruction] was mainly to learn how to do the test. So, there was a lot 

of test practice, at least half the year. I think the [EL] exams in Years 6, 7 and 8 were 

in January and the whole time up till then was taken with exam practice.  

Lines 83-86. Many teachers were speaking English as a second or third language and 

their language abilities were lacking. Lacking, I would say, for a teacher of English.  

Some teacher’s instructional practices contained errors of grammar. This reality was 

not an advantage for the students.   

Lines 91-93. High stakes testing is central to strategic planning.  Their meetings, the 

coaches and assistant principals - there was an assistant principal for English in the 

high schools - their work was centred on preparing students for the tests in a very 

narrow way.   

Lines 94-96. The singular focus on high stakes testing involves not looking at the 

things that we know in terms of reading comprehension strategies, not looking at 

other ways of trying to help students with different learning styles. 

Lines 100-103. Administrators …job[s] sometimes depended on the results that the 

students got.  So, they were very interested in just working out how to get a child to 

answer the test questions so that they reached - they showed a certain level. 

Lines 106-107. …the critical tests resulted in such a narrow focus.  You couldn't look 

at teaching and learning. 

Lines 111-114. …in the schools it was all about preparing works to give and those 

people in the admin, they really saw it as their role was to prepare work for the 

teachers to then give the students.  So, it wasn't a collaborative thing at all and there 

seemed to be a very distinct hierarchy probably in educational knowledge.   

Lines 129-132. [Teachers] didn't actually know what the program was that they were 

teaching.  I know that's difficult, because it takes a while to learn that and then to have 
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some input into it.  But there didn't seem to be any desire to include teachers in the 

preparation or in the delivery of what was happening in the classroom. 

Lines 135-137. …it was very difficult to be a consultant and to support teachers in 

this very narrow sense of what you would call teaching of English in schools.  It was 

very difficult, because it didn't - it had a very narrow definition of literacy 
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Appendix 29. Q by Q Interview responses 

 

Q. What's your understanding of high-stakes testing in New York schools?  How 

do you interpret it? 

Transcript A  Lines 20-23 High-stakes testing, I would say, is when the emphasis is 

on the testing because that determines in a lot of cases the future or not of the schools 

and of the administrators. 

Transcript B Lines 25-27 To me and in the New York context it was where the 

outcomes of those tests had a significant impact on either of the learners or the 

teachers, but principally the learners.   

Transcript C Lines 39-41 I think the term high stakes in the context of New York, 

certainly, means that there are definitely ramifications for underperforming students 

in terms of repeating grades, and underperforming teachers and underperforming 

schools and principals.  

Transcript D Lines 26-29 Externally provided testing which is compulsory and 

required as a way of supposedly checking the progress of children.  It puts children, 

all the children, against one another and it's a way of checking on their levels of 

ability or competency. 

Transcript E  Lines 24- 27 That it means an awful lot as far as the kids' promotion to 

the next grade and probably the pressure and impact it can have on kids as a one only 

test for the year that guides their future, being promoted into the following year. 

Transcript F Lines  

Transcript G  Lines 22-27 I understand that to be a term which derived in the years 

around about 2010, 2011 when New York City was introducing performance 

management structures for teachers and principals and was basing a lot of those 

judgments on student performance and therefore the term high-stakes testing became 

flavour du jour just to describe the fact that it's not business as usual.  This is really 

serious; we're on about improvement. 

Transcript H Lines 25-27 Well, in the schools that I was in it meant that the work 

that the school did with the students and that the teachers did were all aimed at 

gaining the best results in certain tests. 
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Appendix 30. Thematic Analysis Evaluations.  

What's your understanding of high-stakes testing in New York schools?  How do 

you interpret it? 

Iteration 1 Basing a range of judgements on student performance outcomes on 

tests.  

 Instructional effort has a focus on improving student outcomes as 

measured by high stakes test results. Ultimately all consultant effort 

is judged by student outcomes based on their annual test scores.  

Example A focus on preparing for the tests as a prime measure of school 

performance.  

 

Evidence:  

Transcript C Lines 39-41 I think the term high stakes in the 

context of New York, certainly, means that there are definitely 

ramifications for underperforming students in terms of repeating 

grades, and underperforming teachers and underperforming schools 

and principals.  

Transcript H Lines 25-27 Well, in the schools that I was in it 

meant that the work that the school did with the students and that 

the teachers did were all aimed at gaining the best results in certain 

tests. 

 

Q. Is there a difference between what you consider to be good educational 

practice and the kind of educational practice you've found that was associated 

with the state tests, the high-stakes test in New York? 

 

Transcript A Lines 29-31 Yes, because even though the people in charge would say 

that you shouldn't be teaching to the test, that's actually what happens in a lot of 

schools, for those reasons, because the stakes are so high. 

Transcript B Lines 33-37 I connected it to the imperative that teachers felt to get 

through the work so that in their mind at least they had ticked everything off come 

testing time.  However, the consequences of that were that they often left the kids 

behind.  So whilst they may have been on point in terms of getting through the 
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calendar of lessons, the kids were still so far back that the gap between the two was 

just like the Grand Canyon.   

Transcript C 44-47 There's a difference, but they're not necessarily mutually 

exclusive. There are elements of the high stakes - well, not so much the high stakes, 

but the testing environment - certainly, the external testing environment - that are 

positive; certainly, the accountability and the fact that they do provide an external 

measure that's not created by the school. 

Transcript D Lines 33-41 Yes, I think there is a considerable difference between 

good education and whether or not good education is embodied in high-stakes testing.  

The difference that I see is that there shouldn't be a need for high-stakes testing if 

people are being taught effectively and if you are teaching effectively, there shouldn't 

be a need to do the testing.  So it seems as if people move away from the needs of 

perhaps the child or the class of individual students, or even the school, and focus on 

an externally driven goal, which actually takes them away from meeting the 

individual needs of children that they have in front of them. 

Transcript E Lines 31-32 Yeah, it's something Australians don't agree with probably 

as much as Americans. 

Transcript F Lines 25-27 Well I think there was too much testing of that sort, which 

- we'll call it standardised testing, and not enough - any formative testing or diagnostic 

testing at all, much. 

Transcript G Lines 31-47 Dramatic differences really.  Typically, the educational 

practices associated with high-stakes testing involved a lot of teacher anxiety, a lot of 

repetitive and in mathematical curriculum areas, procedurally oriented lesson plans.  

So there was less concern in the high-stakes period and I'm talking about the test prep 

period.  There was less concern amongst teachers with children for conceptual 

understandings and more concern with, can they calculate or produce an algorithm 

properly or pass this multitude of practice tests that I'm giving on a daily basis.   

 However, the teachers whose practice contrasted with that were those who'd 

had sufficient exposure to quality professional development and who really 

understood that no matter how many times you weigh and measure a pig you can't 

improve the quality of the bacon just by the fact of weighing and measuring it.  Those 

teachers had been interested in ongoing collection of data on a weekly basis and 

careful anecdotal analysis of the different learning processes and outcomes for their 
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students.  Construction of small groups and the development of a data driven 

instructional practice model. This involved differentiated instruction. 

I would add one thing.  I think the school quality review process enlightened teachers 

far more than the high-stakes testing regime.   

Transcript H Lines 31-32 Well, I think that what they were doing in New York 

really limited what schools were able to do with students by only preparing them for 

tests.   

 

Thematic Analysis Evaluation.  

Is there a difference between what you consider to be good educational 

practice and the kind of educational practice you've found that was associated 

with the state tests, the high-stakes test in New York? 

 

Iteration 1 Teaching to the test, and curriculum completion rather than learning 

become key instructional focus areas. There was undue focus on the 

tests. 

Teachers and schools involved the ongoing collection and analysis 

of data avoided some of the problems of test prep. 

 

Iteration 2 Test prep and curriculum completion become the focus in schools 

where there is anxiety about high stakes tests. Schools with 

traditions of data collection and analysis tend to provide other 

models of teaching and learning. 

Evidence: Transcript H Lines 31-32 Well, I think that what they 

were doing in New York really limited what schools were able to do 

with students by only preparing them for tests. 

   

 

Q. In what ways does high-stakes testing influence instructional practice in 

schools?   

 

Transcript A Lines 41-44 The school that I'm thinking about as I answer this was 

actually a non-government school.  Because that was unfamiliar territory for a lot of 
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the teachers and administrators there, what they did was get the old tests and a lot of 

time was spent practising old tests. 

Transcript B Lines 47-50 …There was I think tremendous conflict in the minds of 

many teachers, particularly the younger ones in that they wanted to try something 

different but they didn't feel they had permission from the administration to do 

anything different.   

Transcript C Lines 59-61 In the worst scenarios it means that teachers focus far too 

much, or predominantly, on the - what they believe will be the aspects of the 

curriculum that are most often tested. 

Transcript D 64-70 …it became quite an issue for the school to do well, and to do 

well on external indicators like standardised testing results.  Therefore, no matter what 

they really would have preferred to do, I found in my work, teachers who felt 

compelled to focus on getting high - the best results they could possibly get for the 

class.  Not exactly meeting individual needs but just going to try and get these kids 

through the high-stakes testing, get the best results they could.   

Transcript E Lines 40-46 It impacts usually more so January through to the testing 

time in April where most teachers, or most schools we work in, seem to stray away 

from the big-picture plan of covering all the curriculum in a realistic way to just doing 

test prep.  So, the kids are just involved in, a lot of the time, worksheets, and practice 

questions.  So, it becomes pretty boring.  It's not a really good learning environment. 

Transcript F Lines 50-53 Don't notice good practices as far as planning differentiated 

lessons to cater for the needs of kids.  I see just very, as I said, pencil and paper 

practice questions.  So pedagogical practices or best practices have gone out the 

window. 

Transcript G Lines 51-61 The usual pattern I saw was that in the early - in the last 

weeks of the school year, perhaps in late June, if there was any information out about 

the tests the students and teachers were interested in it.  Most typically the 

information came through August and early September.  At that point it was a very, 

very inappropriate time to receive that data because students were up with the higher 

grade with the new teacher.  The teacher, themselves, might have been new to an 

appointment at a year level or to teaching full stop or to teaching the particular subject 

of maths.   

 There were too many stages of curriculum tests to consider.  Often with 

changes of other personnel and school structures.  The idea that data that had been 
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gathered in April, some five months earlier, could really, seriously inform and speak 

to effective current lessons from early September onwards, was quite a myth. 

Transcript H  Lines 36-42 Well, it meant that most of the work was handed down 

from the authority, like the principal and the authorities in the schools to the teachers, 

in that they were required to do what the people who were experienced and who were 

leading the school were on about, and that was the testing.  So they had to - yeah, so 

in a number of schools, if not all of them, the work that teachers did was prepared 

mainly by the people who were the coaches and the - like, in my field, in the English, 

the English AP would prepare all the work for all the classes and all the teachers.   

 

Iteration 1(Transcript C) “…teachers focus far too much, or predominantly, on the 

- what they believe will be the aspects of the curriculum that are most often tested. 

 

Iteration 2 Transcript E Lines 40-46 It impacts usually more so January through 

to the testing time in April where most teachers, or most schools we work in, seem 

to stray away from the big-picture plan of covering all the curriculum in a realistic 

way to just doing test prep.  So, the kids are just involved in, a lot of the time, 

worksheets, and practice questions.  So, it becomes pretty boring.  It's not a really 

good learning environment. 

 

Iteration 3 Field notes comment. Consultant E mentioned that as test time 

approached instruction moved from skills development to more of a test preparation 

focus. 

 

Evidence: Transcript C Lines 59-61 In the worst scenarios it means that teachers 

focus far too much, or predominantly, on the - what they believe will be the aspects 

of the curriculum that are most often tested. 

 

Q. How does high-stakes testing influence professional collaboration?  Did it 

have any impact on the way you worked with teachers? 

 

Transcript A Lines 49-55 Yes, a lot of the time then when I met with teachers, either 

individually or in groups, we'd be looking at old tests and working out ways that we 

could plan lessons, lesson plan around using the old tests.  I was still trying to infuse 
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the good teaching practice of demonstrating, making sure they demonstrated and 

didn't just explain to the kids and tell them how to do things but actually show them 

how to do things.  So, it was - there was a lot of time spent looking at test questions 

and how to actually teach those and plan around them. 

Transcript B Lines 58-61 I personally felt like I was doing them a disservice by 

trying to model other ways of teaching - this is the high school again I'm talking 

about.  Trying to model other ways of teaching, other ways of planning in the face of 

the tremendous pressure that they believed they were under to get through the work.   

Transcript C Lines 74-78 It depends on the context. In some schools it definitely 

does. I think it depends on the strength of the administrator, the principal, in terms of 

just how much influence it has. If a principal is very much swayed by results or the 

current standing of the school, then they definitely do tend to focus a lot on the high 

stakes testing, and also the work that teachers do surrounding that. 

Transcript D Lines 75-82 It did because I needed to listen to them.  If I was going to 

support them, I had to listen to their needs.  So, I had to at the same time, try and drive 

effective teaching and learning but in the context the teachers were really in, which is 

they were pressurised to do the best they could in terms of testing.  That's what they 

wanted help with.  How do I teach this?  How could I improve the kids' results in 

that?  What do I do about the bottom third?  They don't even know how to read.  How 

are they supposed to do the test?  So, they were bringing those kinds of concerns to 

the table. 

Transcript E Lines 57-60 Interviewee: Yeah, a lot of the time they'll ask us to work 

with their level 1s or level 2s, the lowest two levels in New York City.  They'll get us 

to do very probably detailed work with those kids that are really struggling in small 

groups. 

Transcript F Lines 54-58 I don't think I can really answer that because we were 

going along with what the Education Department wanted. They wanted - the first 

thing they ever wanted was guided reading to happen. So that was an observation, and 

to get the teachers to keep notes on each child was a difficult thing to do, because 

they'd never done anything like that. Some teachers gradually picked it up. 

Transcript G Lines 80-86 I gave the example of what happened when November and 

January practice data was finally available.  It took them a long time to get these 

systems up.  You have to say that it was less than perfect in terms of the [questions of 

the] data but we, as maths consultants, certainly drove an active use by the teachers of 
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that data in analysing and comparing to their own unit base student data, we had 

strong unit base assessments that were developed either, by the consultant or by the 

consultants and the teachers or in some cases used from a variety of digital and print 

resources. 

Transcript H Lines 45-50 Yes, because they really were not looking at what the 

students could do and then working from what they needed to do as teachers to get 

those children to improve.  That was complicated even more by the inexperience of 

very many of the teachers.  Very many.  I think also influenced by the kind of teacher 

training that they do, in that it doesn't include any school-work.  So teachers came to 

teaching from just their own experience in schools when they were in schools.   

 

Thematic Analysis Evaluation.  

Q How does high-stakes testing influence professional collaboration?  Did it 

have any impact on the way you worked with teachers? 

 

Iteration 1 Transcript E Lines 57-60 Interviewee: Yeah, a lot of the time 

they'll ask us to work with their level 1s or level 2s, the lowest two 

levels in New York City.  They'll get us to do very probably 

detailed work with those kids that are really struggling in small 

groups. 

 

Iteration 2 Collaboration is difficult in the context of high stakes testing. 

Evidence: Transcript H Lines 45-50 “… they really were not 

looking at what the students could do and then working from what 

they needed to do as teachers to get those children to improve.   

But Some use of data. Transcript G Lines 80-86 “… we had strong 

unit base assessments that were developed either, by the consultant 

or by the consultants and the teachers or in some cases used from a 

variety of digital and print resources”. 

Transcript C Lines 74-78 It depends on the context. In some 

schools it definitely does. I think it depends on the strength of the 

administrator, the principal, in terms of just how much influence it 

has. If a principal is very much swayed by results or the current 
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standing of the school, then they definitely do tend to focus a lot on 

the high stakes testing, and also the work that teachers do 

surrounding that. 

 

Q. How did the high-stakes testing influence the embedded classroom support 

that you were providing? Was there any influence on Professional Development 

you provided? 

 

Transcript A Lines 59-61 Oh yes.  Yeah and I would just add for the school that I'm 

thinking of, I worked there for seven years, so it became more and more intense.  

Some of their teachers too had not done much training and so it had to be very 

focused.   

Transcript C Lines 84-88 I think it certainly did at its height. In terms of as soon as 

you start doing things like rehearsing or doing test practice, that's - you have to say it 

influences. When you start to have common pedagogy amongst teachers, I think that's 

actually - certainly an outcome from a lot of the focus on the testing, teachers teaching 

in the same way or at the same time even. 

Transcript D Lines 86-92 It changed the nature of the work so that it became shaped 

really by the reality of the demands placed on the system with all levels within the 

school.  So down in the individual teachers' classes it meant they were focussing a 

heck of a lot more on testing preparation which took away from other areas which 

they had previously been doing, for example, analytical thinking so that they were 

kind of focussing only a much narrower range of skills.   

Transcript F  Lines 67-79 I think towards the end of my time there, and I was there 

for about five years, I - a couple of the teachers were saying they're too busy to have 

me, because they're preparing the kids for the district test or the state test, or whatever 

test it was. I said look, let's do this another way. We - and the teachers who were 

willing, we set up - well I set up actually, stations that covered the main literacy areas.  

So, if we knew that kids had spelling - and spelling was done within a sentence, that’s 

one paper I did see. Then there would be strategies to - for the kids to learn to spell 

correctly - to spell as much as they could anyhow. Then there would be some 

grammatical stuff that would fit in with genres, into their writing. Another station 

would be reading, just reading the instructions. What do these instructions mean when 

you read the paper? Revising, then another station would be revising. You've written 
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something, now let's - you go through and underline anything you think you could 

change. That sort of thing. 

Transcript G Lines 89-98 Well the testing itself doesn't.  I think the regime promoted 

and encouraged by [the school] quality review definitely did.  That was within the 

schools that I'd worked, very successful one, made great progress and they used the 

principles and expectations of a school quality review rubric to change, develop their 

practice and I think as that happened high-stakes testing became far less points of 

anxiety for the teachers and the staff.  They were there and everybody can use it, if 

they want things to go well at that time but they were more confident because their 

practice gave them feedback about how well their students were doing very regularly.  

We were able to stretch their understandings to qualitative and quantitative indicators 

of good practice along the way.   

Transcript H Lines 52-69 Yes, because it's all geared around it.  In the high schools 

we had a special program which was called Ramp-Up, which was to get students in 

two years, in Year 9 and 10, was to get students to a level that they could actually do 

the ELA exams. 

Facilitator: Take Regents? 

Interviewee: Yes, after that.  Yes.  So, it was - but the teachers - it was a new program 

and the teachers had not been trained and they hadn't been trained in teaching 

practice.  So, it was very difficult, especially when the schools themselves showed 

that they hadn't much idea of where the students' abilities were.  A lot of my time I 

spent assisting students to see what level their reading was.  Quite often behaviour, 

like misbehaviour, was confused with illiteracy. Some students - some teenagers - in 

the high schools, who were quite old, were quite capable, but very disobedient.  They 

were seen as illiterate.   

So, there's a very complicated situation and mainly the teachers needed help to find 

accessible resources for the students. Often the resources were way beyond the 

students' reading capabilities in all the subjects, in all their main subjects.  So, science 

- they had huge textbooks in the high schools for science, history, English, and the 

students couldn't read them. They were the kind of textbooks where you have a text 

and then you're asked questions, comprehension questions, about the text. 

 

Transcript H Lines 71-87 Interviewee: Yes. Yes. Then there was also essay writing. 

So, it was very, very difficult to help teachers with students that were quite often - not 
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all of them, but quite often - in Year 9 and 10 at grade 3/4 level in terms of what they 

could understand in a text. So, the whole idea of teaching for a test, to gain results in a 

test, meant that you just didn't have time to, or a notion of, actually helping students to 

learn or to improve their literacy. It was mainly to learn how to do the test. So there 

was a lot of test practice, at least half the year. I think the [EL] exams in Years 6, 7 

and 8 were in January and the whole time up till then was taken with exam practice.  

So especially understanding questions. That was a big part of the preparation, and also 

for teachers to understand the questions. As a consultant, I was expected to help 

teachers to understand what the tests were aiming at and what they were asking 

students to do. The teachers had often done their education studies in other countries 

because the teachers weren't all trained in America. Many teachers were speaking 

English as a second or third language and their language abilities were lacking. 

Lacking, I would say, for a teacher of English. Some teacher’s instructional practices 

contained errors of grammar. This reality was not an advantage for the students. A lot 

of time was spent trying to get teachers to be able to then understand what the tests 

were requiring. 

 

Sample Thematic Analysis Evaluation.  

Q How did the high-stakes testing influence the embedded classroom support 

that you were providing? Was there any influence on Professional 

Development you provided? 

 

Iteration 1 Transcript D Lines 86-92 It changed the nature of the work so that 

it became shaped really by the reality of the demands placed on the 

system with all levels within the school. So down in the individual 

teachers' classes it meant they were focussing a heck of a lot more 

on testing preparation which took away from other areas which they 

had previously been doing, for example, analytical thinking so that 

they were kind of focussing only a much narrower range of skills.  

  

Iteration 2 Embedded classroom support is less focussed on instructional 

practice and more on getting through the curriculum. 
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Evidence: Transcript C Lines 84-88 I think it certainly did at its 

height. In terms of as soon as you start doing things like rehearsing 

or doing test practice, that's - you have to say it influences. When 

you start to have common pedagogy amongst teachers, I think that's 

actually - certainly an outcome from a lot of the focus on the 

testing, teachers teaching in the same way or at the same time even. 

Transcript H Lines 79-82 Interviewee: … So especially 

understanding questions. That was a big part of the preparation, and 

also for teachers to understand the questions. As a consultant, I was 

expected to help teachers to understand what the tests were aiming 

at and what they were asking students to do. 

 

Iteration 3 Less collaboration and increased expectations that teachers are 

supervised. 

Evidence: Transcript D Lines 86-92 It changed the nature of the 

work so that it became shaped really by the reality of the demands 

placed on the system with all levels within the school. So down in 

the individual teachers' classes it meant they were focussing a heck 

of a lot more on testing preparation which took away from other 

areas which they had previously been doing, for example, analytical 

thinking so that they were kind of focussing only a much narrower 

range of skills. 

 

Q. Regarding high-stakes testing and its influence on your collaborative work 

with school administrators. Do you think that high-stakes testing influences 

strategic planning processes in schools? 

 

Transcript C Lines 69-75 Yes definitely, because in that school I worked with the 

general studies principal and yeah, [so we] just had to work out given the time that I 

had, who we're going to focus on, who had had the least amount of experience with 

the tests so that meant I spent more time with them. If they'd had more years of 

testing, well you would hope that they could work with that. Yeah, so a lot of time 

spent with the administrators on looking at tests and working out how it was going to 

play out with the consultancy work. 
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Transcript B Lines 106-109 I didn't see much strategic planning in high schools.  

Most of my work in high schools was in fact with teachers and very little sitting down 

with admin. There were one or two times where myself and colleagues did some 

workshops with admin around, long term strategic planning using data. 

Transcript C Lines 96-102 It generally - most of the time it actually steers the whole 

conversation in terms of often principals will want to improve test results et cetera. 

They would look at, or want to look at, underperforming teachers or underperforming 

grade levels et cetera. 

Again, it would still depend on the context. Some administrators have moved beyond 

that. Their test results were very good. They were very secure in that knowledge, and 

then they were looking for, I guess, something else to make their school shine.  

Transcript D Lines 101-107 in my experience in all of the schools that I went into, 

and I probably went into about 16 over nine and a half years, yes very much so. I can 

compare what it was when I began to what it was like progressively over time. It was 

a different form of checking and monitoring of school outcomes and of individual 

student outcomes, of threats of school closures, of changes in funding. It meant really 

strategically that the principal was required to focus on the external demands that 

were imposed on the school. 

Transcript E Lines 76-80 Interviewee: Sometimes they'll ask us to put together test 

prep schedules for them focused on maybe important standards that the teachers need 

to focus on prior to the tests. As I said, they'll ask us to work with small groups [that 

are going] to scaffold the lowest two levels of students. 

Transcript F Lines 90-93 No, not really. It was what the Education Department was 

pushing. So. we're - our information - and we used to have, oh I don't know, was it 

monthly meetings, with the Education Department. Whatever it was. Those - in those 

meetings would be talked about what it would need to be. 

Transcript G Lines 102-115 I think they had had - I'll break this into two parts, 

before the school quality review and after the school quality review processes.  So, 

before the school quality review processes I noticed that principals would be anxious 

about their state test scores over the summer and they'd sort of slack a little bit in early 

September when everybody came back. But it did not, by itself, lead to any significant 

change or development. It was only when regular cyclical data analysis became part 

of the practice and data gathering against standards became part of the teacher's daily 
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practice and weekly practice that we saw principals really understanding how - I won't 

say irrelevant but how time bound the state tests were.  

 I think a lot of principals vented their frustrations with teachers whose students 

had not performed well. I think that professional relationships between principals and 

teachers were seriously jeopardised by the high-stakes testing regime when they didn't 

have to be. A far better approach would have been progressing the cyclical data 

gathering analysis and data driven instructions [as a result].  

Transcript G Lines 119-134 No, I think in the better schools there was great team 

work around data between administrators, coaches or consultants and classroom 

teachers in classroom teaching groups. In the poorer schools those communication 

processes and management structures were not well set up to utilise the potential of it. 

There seemed to be other problems in some of the poorer schools as well. So, I had 

one school that was on a terrific growth trajectory, I was there for eight years. The 

school achieved an A in school progress report and they achieved the equivalent of a 

high distinction.  I can't remember the exact descriptor for a school quality review.  

It was - it had made substantial progress in the depth and professional knowledge of 

the teachers particularly around differentiation and higher order thinking and 

instruction to expand students' minds. They were not themselves, attributes that were 

caused by or strongly influenced by the existence of high stakes testing.  They were 

more strongly influenced by professional culture and leadership that had grown over 

several years and was then boosted by the clear information and expectations in the 

school quality review documents and our work towards making ourselves a very good 

school.  

Transcript H Lines 91-99 High stakes testing is central to strategic planning.  Their 

meetings, the coaches and assistant principals - there was an assistant principal for 

English in the high schools - their work was centred on preparing students for the tests 

in a very narrow way. The singular focus on high stakes testing involves not looking 

at the things that we know in terms of reading comprehension strategies, not looking 

at other ways of trying to help students with different learning styles. Not looking at 

even de Bono's hats. There didn't seem to be any knowledge of those things in schools 

when I was there. 

Facilitator: These questions might appear to cover similar ground, but does high 

stakes testing influence professional collaboration with administrators? 
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Thematic Analysis Evaluation.  

Q Regarding high-stakes testing and its influence on your collaborative work 

with school administrators. Do you think that high-stakes testing influences 

strategic planning processes in schools? 

 

Iteration 1 Transcript D Lines 101-107 “…in my experience in all of the 

schools that I went into, and I probably went into about 16 over nine 

and a half years, yes very much so. …  It meant really strategically 

that the principal was required to focus on the external demands that 

were imposed on the school. 

 

Iteration 2 Collaboration with administrators had an increasingly supervisory 

focus regarding work with teachers.  

Evidence: Transcript H Lines 91-94 High stakes testing is central 

to strategic planning.  Their meetings, the coaches and assistant 

principals - there was an assistant principal for English in the high 

schools - their work was centred on preparing students for the tests 

in a very narrow way. 

Transcript G Lines 119-123 No, I think in the better schools there 

was great team work around data between administrators, coaches 

or consultants and classroom teachers in classroom teaching groups. 

In the poorer schools those communication processes and 

management structures were not well set up to utilise the potential 

of it.  

Transcript G Lines 110-112I think a lot of principals vented their 

frustrations with teachers whose students had not performed well. I 

think that professional relationships between principals and teachers 

were seriously jeopardised by the high-stakes testing regime when 

they didn't have to be.  

 

Q. Does high-stakes testing also influence curriculum development?  

 

Transcript A Lines 82-83 It just meant that the curriculum - it was narrowed right 

down. It was just a very small focus as far as I'm concerned. 
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Transcript C Lines 128-133 It certainly does. I don't think anyone can deny that it 

has influenced curriculum. Even in terms of publishers, the mass supply of pre-

packaged programs that publishers put out and package very temptingly for teachers 

and administrators.  

It meant that a lot of that was coming into schools and therefore swaying the way that 

teachers taught because there was pre-packaged content at their fingertips that was 

supposedly going to improve test results. 

Transcript D Lines 115-119 It was kind of naively done.  The curriculum you could 

say on one level, oh it stayed the same but in reality, people began to cherry pick so 

that the aspects, which got credibility, were focused on more with those that were 

going to be aligned with success of their class and success of their school.  They 

wanted to keep their jobs and they wanted the kids to do well.  

Transcript E Lines 24- 27 

Transcript F Lines 121-122 No. Just general instruction. So - and what - were those 

processes influenced by high stakes testing, the curriculum development work? 

Transcript G Lines 137-148 I don't think it automatically does or automatically 

doesn't. I think it's entirely dependent on what the existing school culture and 

structures around data usage are really about. High-stakes testing with one single lot 

of data being used to judge a school is extremely unfair. But cyclical periodic 

gathering of data and usage of it, usage of indicators to query where we're at as a 

professional staff are very valuable things. They're noted by the fact that you might 

only have the quality review once every couple of years and it's a very in depth 

process that would go at least a couple of days, touch a lot of different data points in 

the way it gathered information and had focused on qualitative data, not just 

quantitative data.   

 So high-stakes testing became more valuable as a resource for schools rather 

than as a means for politicians to score points when the school quality review process 

came along to provide an educational framework, to really build from that data. 

Transcript H Lines 106-115 Well, yes, because the critical tests resulted in such a 

narrow focus. You couldn't look at teaching and learning. 

Facilitator: There's more practice - preparation for the exams, for the state tests. 

Interviewee: Yes, although it wasn't - and in terms of differentiated learning or 

anything, differences for learning styles, they really did not even venture there. It was 

really all about - in the schools it was all about preparing works to give and those 
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people in the admin, they really saw it as their role was to prepare work for the 

teachers to then give the students. So, it wasn't a collaborative thing at all and there 

seemed to be a very distinct hierarchy probably in educational knowledge. I think 

some of the people in the administration did have wider knowledge, but the system 

didn't allow that. 

Sample Thematic Analysis Evaluation.  

Q Does high-stakes testing influence curriculum development? 

 

Iteration 1 Transcript C Lines 128-133 It certainly does. I don't think anyone 

can deny that it has influenced curriculum. 

 

Iteration 2 Transcript D Lines 115-119 It was kind of naively done. The 

curriculum you could say on one level, oh it stayed the same but in 

reality, people began to cherry pick. 

 

Iteration 3 Q Does high-stakes testing also influence curriculum 

development? Survey Notes 40 relevant responses 

Note 3.5.3 I built the curriculum scope and sequence around quality 

reading and writing units but Alas, all this great thinking was lost, every 

year, despite everyone's best intentions. We would implore the teachers to 

ignore the ELA [exam] until at least a month out (even that was way too 

much time but that was my compromise position) but someone would start 

early, then all common sense flew out as well. They believed they could 

teach vocabulary that would appear on the paper and which would be 

worth more than 50% of the total points, they believed that struggling 

readers could leap years of reading growth because they were told to, and 

that writing sentence stems must be religiously followed. All this, and 

loads of test tips to get through, and I am sure that a small percentage of 

our students felt up to the task. Most were consumed with anxiety, 

whatever their swagger suggested otherwise. 

It tends to produce a narrow focus on what practices might lead 

to improved test score outcomes. 

Evidence: Transcript A Lines 82-83 It just meant that the 

curriculum - it was narrowed right down. 

Transcript H Lines 106-107 Well, yes, because the critical tests 

resulted in such a narrow focus. You couldn't look at teaching and 

learning. 
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