
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ABSTRACT 

 
CSCOPE’s Effect on Texas’ State Mandated Standardized Test Scores in Mathematics 

 
Brent Ross Merritt, Ed.D. 

 
Mentor:  Betty J. Conaway, Ph.D. 

 
 

The purpose of the study was to examine standardized test scores of school 

districts in the state of Texas that have implemented CSCOPE, a popular curriculum 

management system, in an effort to determine what effect, if any, its implementation has 

had.  The standardized test used in the state of the Texas is titled the Texas Assessment of 

Knowledge and Skills (TAKS).  This study used a sample size of 56 school districts and 

included test scores from over 125 individual campuses.  Archival TAKS data were 

collected from the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school years for grades 3-8 to 

compared mean passing percentages between those schools that had used CSCOPE for 

three consecutive years and those schools that did not.  The study also collected TAKS 

data from grades 3-11 to compare commended performance percentages between those 

schools that had used CSCOPE for three consecutive years and those schools that did not. 

The results of this study discovered that CSCOPE had a statistically significant   

(p < .05) effect on mathematics TAKS scores when comparing the mean passing 

percentages of all students in grades 3-8.  The study also revealed that CSCOPE appeared 

to have a statistically significant (p < .05) effect in grades 7 and 8 when the TAKS data 



  

was disaggregated into individual grade levels.  Interestingly enough, in grade 3, the 

schools that did not use CSCOPE significantly outperformed (p < .05) those schools that 

had utilized CSCOPE as their curriculum management tool.  The results of the study 

showed mixed results in the mean percentages of students attaining commended 

performance.  While the mean percentages of the All Students, Hispanic, and White sub-

groups for the schools using CSCOPE had a higher mean commended performance 

percentage than the schools that did not, the differences were not statistically significant.  

While the results of the study were mixed, there does seem to be significant data that 

suggests the use of CSCOPE has improved TAKS scores of the schools that have utilized 

it for three consecutive years.   
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CHAPTER ONE 
 
 

On January 23, 2001, just three days after taking office, President George W. 

Bush announced No Child Left Behind (NCLB) as his framework for bipartisan education 

reform (U.S. Department of Education, 2004).  Less than a year after he had taken office, 

President Bush enacted legislation, co-authored by the late Senator Ted Kennedy and 

former Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings, which called for drastic changes in 

policy regarding public education.  The law, which called for increased accountability of 

public schools, more freedom for states and communities, proven education methods, and 

more choices for parents, easily passed through both the House of Representatives and 

the Senate and changed the landscape of public education forever (Center for Education 

Policy, 2007; Toppo, 2007; USDE, 2004).   

As a result of NCLB, there was an increased reliance on standardized tests scores 

to determine whether or not a school district was performing at an acceptable level 

(White, 2010).  The sudden increased importance of standardized testing forced public 

school administrators to look at every aspect in order to improve their districts’ scores.  In 

many instances school districts had not been adequately aligning their curriculum with 

the state academic standards.  School districts found that in many cases the curriculum 

they were teaching was not the curriculum on which their students were being tested 

(Schmoker, 2006).  Administrators and teachers found large gaps in the curriculum 

between what was supposed to be covered and what was actually being taught in the 

classroom.  There was, and in some cases there still is, a definite problem with 

curriculum alignment across the entire country.  As a result of this curriculum alignment 
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crisis, school districts, education experts, and policymakers across America have been 

forced to study their state’s curriculum standards and ensure that what is being taught in 

classrooms is aligned with their state’s mandated curriculum.  NCLB’s reliance on 

standardized test results has forced educators to pay closer attention to the alignment of 

their curriculum (Davis & Perna, 2007; District Administration, 2004; Gewertz, 2010; 

Jennings & Renter, 2006).   

 
Statement of the Problem 

Some larger school districts have the means to employ curriculum teams who can 

develop and maintain curriculum guides that are aligned with the ever-changing 

curriculum standards mandated by the government.  For smaller school districts or 

property poor districts, this is simply not an option.  Several districts across the state of 

Texas have recently implemented CSCOPE, a researched based, commercially developed 

aligned curriculum available for purchase from the state’s Education Service Centers 

(ESC).  CSCOPE is not an acronym and does not mean anything in particular.  CSCOPE 

has received widespread reaction from Texas educators with 19 of the state’s 20 regional 

education service centers supporting the curriculum product.   

Some educators have welcomed CSCOPE, specifically the vertical alignment 

documents, (VADS) which determine what order and to what specificity the Texas 

Essential Knowledge (TEKS) will be taught.  Others have wholeheartedly rejected the 

idea that an outside entity will determine what they teach and when they teach that 

material to their students in the classrooms.  Although several school districts throughout 

the state of Texas have purchased and implemented CSCOPE, there is limited evidence 

on how the curriculum product has affected standardized test scores.  The overarching 
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research problem statement follows:  Is there a difference in student achievement on the 

mathematics TAKS tests between students who attend schools that have implemented 

and utilized CSCOPE and those schools that have not? 

 
Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to examine standardized test scores of school 

districts that have implemented CSCOPE in an effort to determine what effect, if any, its 

implementation has on mathematics standardized tests scores.  With many schools across 

the state of Texas swarming to purchase CSCOPE, it is imperative that the impact of the 

product be researched to determine whether or not it is financially feasible and 

educationally beneficial enough to purchase and implement.  If the districts across the 

state of Texas are going to continue to have to decide whether or not they need to spend 

thousands of dollars a year on a curriculum scope and sequence, then educators need to 

be able to draw on proven research studies to help them make this decision.  The purpose 

of the study will be to analyze the test scores of schools that have implemented CSCOPE 

in an effort to answer the following research questions. 

 
Hypotheses/Research Questions 

After reviewing the literature and understanding the importance of an aligned and 

viable curriculum and how it pertains to student achievement, the proposed null 

hypothesis and research question for this study is: 
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Null Hypothesis 1 

There is no significant statistical difference in the percentage of students passing 

the TAKS test in grades 3-8 in the subject of mathematics between the school districts 

that have implemented CSCOPE and those not using CSCOPE. 

 
Research Question 1 

Is there a significant statistical difference in the percentage of students passing the 

TAKS test in grades 3-8 in the subject of mathematics between the school districts that 

have implemented CSCOPE and those districts not using CSCOPE? 

 
Null Hypothesis 2 

There is no significant statistical difference in the percentage of students attaining 

commended performance on the mathematics TAKS test in grades 3-11 between the 

school districts that have implemented CSCOPE and those not using CSCOPE. 

 
Research Question 2 

Is there a significant statistical difference in the percentage of students attaining 

commended performance on the TAKS in grades 3-11 in the subject of mathematics 

between the school districts that implemented CSCOPE and those districts not using 

CSCOPE? 

 

Significance of the Problem 

Despite the overwhelming evidence supporting how important an aligned and 

viable curriculum is to student success (Cawelti, 1995; Eisner, 1982; English & Steffy, 

2001; Marzano, 2003; Marzano & Kendall, 1996), there is still a limited amount of 
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research on how specific curriculum products affect standardized test scores in the state 

of Texas.  The current culture of public education is such that the success of an entire 

school district depends largely on how well students perform on standardized tests.  

While there may be debate on whether standardized tests measure skills, conceptual 

learning, or both, there is no arguing over the fact that standardized tests have become the 

foremost indicator to determine how well a school district has taught the state academic 

standards (Erikson, 2001).  With the importance of standardized test scores at an all-time 

high, educators must ensure that the curriculum they are teaching their students will 

adequately prepare them for these high stakes tests.   

 
Methodology 

A quantitative methodology was utilized in order to better understand the effect 

CSCOPE has had on students’ mathematics TAKS scores.  The causal-comparative 

research design utilized quantitative measures to determine if implementing CSCOPE 

caused TAKS scores to significantly increase, decrease, or remain constant.  In this study 

passing rates and commended performance rates on the TAKS mathematics assessments 

were compared between school districts that have implemented CSCOPE and those that 

have not.  The passing and commended performance percentages of the following groups 

were analyzed using Fisher’s t-test to determine if CSCOPE significantly affected TAKS 

scores in mathematics:  All Students, African-American, Hispanic, White, and Low 

Socioeconomic.  Descriptive analysis, inferential statistics, and graphic representations 

were utilized to determine the effect CSCOPE had on student achievement.   
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Participants 

There are a total of 1,235 school districts in the state of Texas and as of March 

2011, 768 of those school districts were using the CSCOPE curriculum management 

system.  These numbers show that 62% of school districts in the state of Texas are 

utilizing the CSCOPE product.  For the purpose of this study, the school districts were all 

required to have implemented and mandated the use of CSCOPE for three consecutive 

years.  To accommodate for the vast differences in student demographics, economic 

status, and the size of enrollment of school districts across the state of Texas, the study 

used only school districts classified at AAA by the University of Interscholastic League.  

In order for school districts to be classified as AAA their high school enrollment must 

range from 430-989.  The AAA school districts included in this study represented every 

region in the state of Texas.   

 

Procedures and Measures 

 The mean passing percentages on the mathematics TAKS test for both categories 

of schools were obtained from the campus report cards available online at the Texas 

Education Agency’s (TEA) web-site (2010).  The mean passing percentages of all 

students were analyzed using Fischer’s t-test in an attempt to prove whether or not 

schools that implemented CSCOPE showed statistically significant TAKS scores than 

those schools that had not implemented the product.  The mean scores of All Students, 

African-American, Hispanic, White, and low socioeconomic sub groups were also 

analyzed to determine whether CSCOPE significantly affects TAKS passing percentages.  

The school districts that implemented CSCOPE were the experimental group and the 

schools districts that did not utilize CSCOPE were the control group.  The first 
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independent variable in this study was the school districts that have continuously 

implemented and utilized the CSCOPE curriculum product in mathematics since the 

2007-2008 school year.  The second independent variable was the school districts that did 

not purchase or implement the CSCOPE curriculum product.  For the purpose of this 

study, the dependent variables were each school district’s testing data collected from the 

AEIS Campus Performance Reports (TEA, 2010). 

Commended performance is another level of performance that is reported on the 

campus report cards.  Commended performance is a distinction for students who scored 

exceptionally well on their TAKS tests.  The percentage of questions answered correctly 

to determine whether one scores commended performance changes from grade level to 

grade level and from school year to school year.  Typically a student must answer at least 

92% of the questions correctly to receive commended performance.  The mean 

commended performance percentages of all students from the CSCOPE school districts 

were analyzed using Fischer’s t-test in an attempt to prove whether or not schools that 

implemented CSCOPE significantly improved commended performance percentages on 

mathematics TAKS tests.  The mean commended performance scores of African-

American, Hispanic, White, and low socioeconomic sub groups were analyzed to 

determine whether CSCOPE significantly affected the number of students who scored 

commended performance on their TAKS tests.  The school districts that implemented 

CSCOPE were the experimental group and the schools districts that did not utilize 

CSCOPE were the control group.  The reason for the difference in grade levels between 

the first and second research question is due to the fact that commended performance is 
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only reported as a comprehensive percentage of grades 3-11 on school district’s report 

card.      

 

Limitations 

This study only included AAA school districts across the state of Texas.  Without 

analyzing the scores from every school district in Texas, generalization of the findings 

were limited, and the results may not be indicative of the rest of the school districts 

throughout the state of Texas.  There was also no guarantee that the implementation of 

CSCOPE was consistent from school district to school district.  Without visiting each 

school district, there was no way to completely know if the districts implemented the 

entire CSCOPE curriculum product with fidelity.  This researcher simply had to accept 

the district’s word that CSCOPE was implemented and mandated as it was written.   

 

Definition of Terms 

1. Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) − A report produced by the 

Texas Education Agency.  These reports include information regarding student 

performance broken down at the state level, the school district level, and the school 

campus level every school year.  In addition, these reports include information on each 

school district and campus regarding staff, financing, and demographics of students. 

2. Commended Performance − is a distinction for students who scored 

exceptionally well on their TAKS tests.  The percentage of questions answered correctly 

to determine whether one scores commended performance changes from grade level to 

grade level and from school year to school year.  Typically a student must answer at least 

92% of the questions correctly to receive commended performance.   
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3. CSCOPE − (not an acronym) is a comprehensive curriculum program for K-

12 school districts in the state of Texas.  This commercially developed product contains 

curriculum in the four core areas of education:  English language arts, mathematics, 

science, and social studies.  

4. Education Service Center − Texas has 20 Education Service Centers 

throughout the state.  The service centers provide resources, consultants, and professional 

development opportunities to the school districts located in their region. 

5. Instructional Focus Document (IFD) − is a CSCOPE document which 

provides meaningful bundling of the TEKS to assist teachers not to teach in isolation.  

The IFD is used to group the specified standard from the VAD into logical sequence for 

instruction.  The standards should not be taught in isolation, and there are logical ways to 

bundle them to maximize student learning.  The IFD presents which standards are 

directly taught in each six week period of instruction and include performance indicators 

to ensure that the standards are attained at the level of rigor.  A rationale is provided to 

explain why the standards are bundled in the specified groupings.   

6. Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS) − is a 

government-run database that gives Texas public school districts and regional education 

service centers the reports needed to properly oversee education. 

7. Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) − is a criterion-referenced 

assessment that measures student academic performance in Texas in grades 3 through 11.  

Students are tested in two or more of the following subjects each year:  English Language 

Arts, Writing, Mathematics, Science and Social Studies.  Students must pass all content 

areas of the 11th grade test in order to be eligible to receive a Texas high school diploma.   
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8. Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) − is the official K-12 

curriculum in the state of Texas and details the requirements for every course.  State-

mandated standardized tests measure the acquisition of specific knowledge and skills 

outlined in this curriculum.   

9. Vertical Alignment Document (VAD) − is the core component of CSCOPE.  

The VAD includes the focus year of instruction with the previous and forthcoming grade 

on each side.  There is a three-year look at every TEKS in order for teachers to be aware 

of the anticipated learning before and after they teach the curriculum.  The Vertical 

Alignment Documents present aligned standards among each grade level.  The standards 

used include the TEKS knowledge and skill statement and student expectations.  Due to 

the fact that the TEKS provide only a framework, there is a need to add specificity and 

clarity to the academic standards.  CSCOPE ensures that each standard includes 

specificity for each student expectation so instruction and standards are truly aligned 

between grade levels.  

10. Year at a Glance (YAG) − is a CSCOPE document that lays a framework for 

the written curriculum throughout the year.  It also outlines major units of study and their 

corresponding TEKS.  The YAG provides a snapshot of the instructional plan for the 

entire year. 

 
Summary 

It goes without saying that the importance of standardized tests scores are at an 

all-time high.  While many educators believe this is unfortunate because these tests do 

not paint a true picture of how well or what all their students learn, there is still an all-out 

push by all educators to increase scores.  In response to education’s “age of 
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accountability” there have been thousands of programs developed that promise to 

increase test scores, prepare students for the test, and remediate all students just in time 

for testing season.  While many educators may view CSCOPE with this perspective, there 

is no arguing with the attention it has received across the state of Texas.   

The creators of CSCOPE would not place their product in the same category as 

the aforementioned test preparation programs.  Rather, they promote it as a curriculum 

management system that aligns curriculum, instruction, and assessment.  All educators 

should know and understand that an aligned curriculum will benefit students and their 

performance on standardized tests.  In this study CSCOPE’s effort to provide a viable and 

aligned curriculum was tested by analyzing TAKS scores in mathematics.   
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CHAPTER TWO 

Literature Review 

 
The Importance of a Viable Curriculum 

In order to understand how important a viable curriculum is to the success of 

students in the classroom, much must be revealed from the literature regarding 

curriculum and its design, development, and implementation.  This chapter begins with 

an outline of the history of the events that have shaped what has been, and what is 

currently being, taught in American classrooms.  The chapter then moves to defining and 

dissecting the meaning of the word curriculum and discussing the various types of 

curricula.  Next, the chapter inspects the importance of a comprehensively aligned 

curriculum and how it affects student achievement in the 21st generation American 

classroom.  Finally, the literature review concludes with information on how the current 

increase in accountability and standardized testing has affected the various types of 

curriculum documents that are being implemented throughout the public schools across 

our country.  The literature review ends with a brief description of a specific curriculum 

document that has been widely introduced and implemented in public schools in the state 

of Texas and why research on this product is imperative to educators across the state. 

 

History of Contemporary Curriculum in America  

In 1952, John Dewey, the leading educational theorist for the progressive 

education movement, and famous social reformist, died at the age of 92.  While his 

progressive ideas continue to strongly influence public education in America, it was an 
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event that occurred in the Earth’s upper atmosphere, not the death of an educational 

theorist, which pushed American education away from total local and state control and 

into a completely new direction (Garber, 2007; Moritz, 1999; Pulliam, 1987). 

 
National Defense and Education Act  

On October 4, 1957, American lives were forever changed when the Soviet Union 

successfully launched Sputnik 1.  This was the world's first artificial satellite to orbit the 

Earth on its elliptical path.  Sputnik 1’s launch not only began the space race and ushered 

in new political, military, technological, and scientific developments, but it drastically 

changed the educational environment in America (Garber, 2007; Moritz, 1999; Pulliam, 

1987).  In quick response to the launch of Sputnik 1, Dwight D. Eisenhower signed into 

law The National Defense and Education Act (NDEA) of 1958.  NDEA was designed for 

the purpose of providing federal funding to all levels of education in an effort to 

strengthen the nation’s defense by increasing the emphasis on mathematics and science 

education as well as scientific research.  This marked the federal government’s first major 

step toward substantially assisting the funding of public education.  Before the NDEA, 

funding of public education was essentially a local and state issue (Moritz, 1999; Pulliam, 

1987). 

The increased emphasis on scientific research and education led to the emergence 

of the Structure of the Disciplines curriculum theory, which moved from concentration of 

learner-centric to a more subject-centric form of instruction.  This theory concerned itself 

with the internal structure of the discipline and stressed the importance of the scientific 

inquiry to allow one to become an expert in one or many disciplines studied (Posner, 

2004).  Jerome Bruner and Jerrold Zacharias were the major proponents of the Structure 
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of the Discipline theory.  Both of these men believe that experts from the specific 

discipline should have a voice in the curriculum and the way it is taught (Flood, Lapp, 

Squire, & Jenson, 2003; Kantor, 1983). 

 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act  

The next major shift in American public education took place in the middle of the 

1960s, but this time it was not due in response to a perceived act of war, but President 

Lyndon B. Johnson’s “War on Poverty.”  A major part of Johnson’s “War on Poverty” 

included the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 (Public Law 89-

10, 1965).  The primary purpose of the ESEA was to insure that children from low-

income families had access to adequate educational materials (Pulliam, 1987).  The 

ESEA introduced programs such as Title 1, Bi-lingual, and Head Start in a concentrated 

effort to give students of poverty-stricken backgrounds a better opportunity to succeed in 

their education and ultimately move out of the lower social class (Spring, 1986).  The 

following excerpt from the ESEA marks another step in the federal government’s aid to 

public education:  

In recognition of the special educational needs of low-income families and the 
impact that concentrations of low-income families have on the ability of local 
educational agencies to support adequate educational programs, the Congress 
hereby declares it to be the policy of the United States to provide financial 
assistance . . . to local educational agencies serving areas with concentrations of 
children from low-income families to expand and improve their educational 
programs by various means (including preschool programs) which contribute to 
meeting the special educational needs of educationally deprived children.  
(Elementary and Secondary School Act, 1965)  
 
According to Spring (1993), the ESEA had three major consequences for future 

legislative action.  First, it signaled the switch from general federal aid to education 

toward categorical aid and the tying of federal aid to national policy concerns such as 
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poverty, defense, or economic growth.  Secondly, it addressed the religious conflict by 

linking federal aid to educational programs directly benefiting poor children in parochial 

schools and not the institutions in which they enrolled.  Third, the reliance on state 

departments of education to administer federal funds resulted in an expansion of state 

bureaucracies and larger involvement of state governments in educational decision-

making (Spring, 1993). 

Although the federal government produced multiple pieces of legislation which 

influenced public education in the 1950s and 1960s, the government remained fairly quiet 

throughout the 1970s.  This is due in part to the large increase of federal funding these 

laws allotted to public education in the 1960s (Pulliam, 1987; Spring, 1986).  The actual 

amount of federal funding to public education decreased in the 1970s from the 1960s and 

as a result of the NDEA, there was actually an oversupply of teachers throughout the 

1970s (Pulliam, 1987).  A final reason for the federal government’s retreat from public 

education in the 1970s and early 1980s was that the mood of the nation favored reduced 

federal spending and bureaucracy (Pulliam, 1987). 

During the 1960s and 1970s, American classrooms began to see the influence of 

Vygotsky, Bruner, and Paiget’s work on social constructivist theories and how they 

related to student learning (Wood, 1998).  Social Constructivism views all learners as 

unique individuals because of their different backgrounds and needs.  Learners are seen 

as complex and multidimensional, and they are encouraged to utilize their unique 

attributes to enhance their learning process (Wertsch, 1985).  Social Constructivism can 

be loosely tied together with holistic learning, active learning, and student-centered 

classrooms.  The late 1960s and early 1970s saw a popular movement toward student-
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centered classrooms with the Open School Concept.  The Open School Concept 

encouraged freedom for students to move about, to work with small group activities, to 

interact in an informal atmosphere, and gave students the freedom to express themselves 

(Pulliam, 1987).  Herbert Kohl (1969) was the leading advocate of the Open School 

Concept, and he believed that standardized curriculum prevented creativity and the 

development of good communication skills.  In Kohl’s (1969) opinion, the Open School 

concept fostered collaboration amongst students and favored the growth of the 

imagination. 

 
A Nation at Risk and the 1980s “Back to the Basics” Movement 

When Ronald Reagan was elected president in 1980, the conservative movement 

swept across the national landscape and brought with it the idea that the federal 

government should have less control over many aspects of everyday life (Devine, 2003).  

Public education, more specifically the Department of Education (DOE), was one area in 

which Reagan believed the federal government needed to downsize, and leave the 

responsibility of educating children to the individual states.  In fact, Reagan campaigned 

with the promise of doing away with the DOE once elected.  He was never able to 

completely do away with the DOE, mainly because it was a cabinet level agency; but in 

1983, his Secretary of Education, Terrell Bell, released a report that would drastically 

change public education in America (Pulliam, 1987; Spring, 1986). 

A Nation at Risk (NAT) was released by the U.S. National Commission on 

Excellence in Education in 1983 and was met with much criticism by educators.  The 

report made a strong case for the need for education reform.  NAT cited dropping test 

scores at all educational levels, low literacy rates, underperformance of gifted students 
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when compared to other industrialized nations, and increasing dropout rates.  The report 

claimed the most serious threat to the United States of America was an external, 

economic threat, and public education was partly to blame.  NAT called for educators to 

improve their effectiveness by increasing graduation rates, instructional time, and teacher 

qualifications.  The report claimed that American schools had lost their excellence 

because they had taken on too much responsibility by trying to meet the needs, wants, 

and desires of every student.  This had diluted the schools’ efforts of adequately 

educating their students and had caused schools to lose their sense of purpose (Pulliam, 

1987; Spring, 1986; National Commission on Excellence in Education [NCEE], 1983). 

The NAT report had a very similar effect to that of the launch of Sputnik in that 

there was a strong push toward improving science and math instruction.  However, 

instead of focusing more on the inquiry model of teaching and stressing the scientific 

method, the 1980s saw a push toward the “back to the basics” or traditional perspective 

of curriculum and instruction implemented through a business model.  The NAT report 

took economic competition for its cause of being (Pulliam, 1987).  Another report 

released in 1983 stressed concerns for America’s future in the global market.  Action for 

Excellence was released by the Task Force on Education for Economic Growth, and it too 

argued that public education must improve for students to be competitive in areas of 

science, math, and technology (NCEE, 1983; Pulliam, 1987).  The support for the 

business model of reforming education was extremely popular after the release of NAT 

and gained support from several avenues, but the most popular book of the day in regard 

to education reform was In Search of Excellence:  Lessons from America’s Best Run 

Companies, written by Peters and Waterman (Naisbitt, 1985; NCEE, 1983; Peters & 
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Waterman, 1982; Spring, 1986).  Peters and Waterman (1982) strongly believed that 

what worked in the private business sector could and should be applied to public schools 

and released the following eight suggestions:  a) A bias for action:  Doing something, 

anything is better than nothing, anything is better than the status quo; b) Learning the 

preferences of customers and catering to them; c) Breaking up the corporation into small 

units and encourage independent thinking; d) Productivity through people:  Making all 

workers responsible and allowing them to share in the rewards; e) Insisting that 

executives keep in touch with essential business and have a direct involvement with 

workers; f) Concentration on the business at hand instead of pursuing secondary goals;  

g) Simple structures with authority at lower levels and few top administrators, and          

h) Fostering a climate that stresses dedication to the central values of the company 

combine with tolerance for the activities of all who accept those values (Peters & 

Waterman, 1982; Pulliam, 1987).  These eight principles were easily tied to school 

reform in theory, but applying the incentives for a profit making corporation to schools 

was something that schools had never tried.  With the school reform demanded from the 

government and the public’s perception that something was remiss in our educational 

system, the business model of reform was widely accepted and implemented in the 1980s 

(Pulliam, 1987; Spring, 1986). 

 
The Paideia Proposal 

While the business model or conservative model for school reform was very 

popular, there were other reforms which stressed a narrowed version of curriculum be 

applied to education.  For example, Mortimer Adler (1982) a strong proponent of the 

Great Books Curriculum, wrote the Paideia Proposal, which emphasized the same 
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quality of education for all and did away with all elective courses other than one foreign 

language.  The Paideia Proposal identified three major methods of teaching.  The first 

method suggested was informative instruction, lectures and responses, and the use of 

textbooks to teach the following subjects:  language, literacy, fine arts, math, science, 

history, geography, and social studies.  The second mode stressed the skill of learning by 

means of coaching and supervised practice in the following subjects:  reading, writing, 

speaking and listening, calculating, problems solving, observing, measuring, estimating, 

and exercising critical judgment.  The final level of the proposal dealt with increasing the 

understanding of values and ideas through the use of the Socratic method of questioning 

and interaction (Adler, 1982; Pulliam, 1987).  The Paideia proposal gained supporters 

from liberal educators and those who favored thinking skill, but the proposal itself did 

focus on more of the basics of educating students to read, write, and compute (Pulliam, 

1987).   

 A final educational theorist who supported a different “back to the basics” view of 

education during the 1980s was Theodore Sizer.  Beginning in the late 1970s, Sizer 

researched and studied hundreds of high schools in America and was concerned with 

what he continually experienced.  His experiences culminated in Sizer’s most influential 

piece of work, Horace’s Compromise, which was published in 1984.  Sizer (1984) 

believed that the American high school was too comprehensive with too many elective 

and extracurricular activities.  He believed there was a need for a move toward a “less is 

more” approach where curriculum focused on a certain subject and delved more deeply 

into that subject.  He was particularly concerned with the inability of secondary teachers 

to get to know their students well enough to adequately teach them at the level they 
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needed to achieve excellence.  Sizer (1984) believed this could be solved by doing away 

with the limitation of a 50-minute class period and by having secondary teachers teach 

more than one subject to the same students.  He believed that teachers and students could 

better understand each other and work together if they had a closer relationship and more 

time together to master their curriculum (Pulliam, 1987; Sizer, 1984). 

 
The Massachusetts Education Reform Act 

In June 1993, Massachusetts’ Governor William Weld signed into law the 

Massachusetts Education Reform Act (MERA).  MERA called for increased funding to 

Massachusetts public schools and mandated statewide academic learning standards. The 

legislation called for the Board of Education to develop curriculum frameworks and to 

support local districts’ implementation of standards through alignment of curriculum and 

instruction.  In order to assess how well the students are attaining the learning standards, 

standardized assessments were implemented based on the curriculum frameworks and 

specified a competency determination as a requirement for graduation.  The students in 

the class of 2003 and beyond are mandated to perform at least at the “Needs 

Improvement” level in English language arts and mathematics to graduate.  MERA also 

required the state to hold schools and districts accountable for student performance and to 

provide remedies for persistent underperformance (Driscoll et al., 2005).  

The MERA influenced the shift in the mid-1990s toward standards based high-

stakes assessment as a necessary component of standards-based reform.  Massachusetts 

has a reputation of being a leader in the area of public school legislation reform, and the 

MERA is no exception. As you will read in the following pages, the No Child Left Behind 

Act of 2001 is very similar to the MERA in several areas (Driscoll et al., 2005; Jorgensen 
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& Hoffman, 2003).  The popularity of the standards-based testing era became evident by 

2000.  At that point, 48 out of 50 states received approval from the Department of 

Education for their content standards development processes (Jorgensen & Hoffman, 

2003). 

 
The No Child Left Behind Act 

On January 8, 2002, President George W. Bush signed into law the No Child Left 

Behind Act (NCLB), which reauthorized ESEA in several prominent ways.  This 

landmark event certainly punctuated the power of assessment in the lives of all 

stakeholders of our public schools.  Whether one agrees or disagrees with the use of 

standardized testing, NCLB highlighted the significance of achievement testing of 

students in all grades (Jorgensen & Hoffman, 2003).  Rod Paige, former U.S. Secretary of 

Education, stated that the focus of NCLB “is to see every child in America, regardless of 

ethnicity, income, or background, achieve high standards” (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2003a).  Supporters of NCLB believe that this was the next obvious step for a 

nation that was committed to excellence and fairness in education.  NCLB tied funding 

directly to accountability expectations of students of all backgrounds.  Schools must 

ensure that all students learn the essential skills and knowledge defined by the state using 

grade-level standards and standardized tests (Jorgensen & Hoffman, 2003).  NCLB called 

for increased accountability of public schools, more freedom for states and communities, 

the use of proven education methods, and more choices for parents (Center for Education 

Policy, 2007; Toppo, 2007; USDE, 2003b, 2004).  As a result of NCLB, there has been 

an increased reliance on common academic standards and statewide assessments to 



22 

determine whether or not a school district was performing at an acceptable level 

(Jorgensen & Hoffman, 2003; White, 2010).   

NCLB, and its emphasis on standardized testing, has exposed a serious problem 

with curriculum alignment.  As a result of this curriculum alignment crisis, school 

districts, education experts, and policymakers in all states have been forced to study their 

state’s curriculum standards and ensure that what is being taught in classrooms is aligned 

with their state’s mandated curriculum and their state’s standardized assessment.  There 

is no doubt that NCLB’s increased accountability and its reliance on standardized test 

scores has forced educators to pay closer attention to the alignment of their curriculum 

(Davis & Perna, 2007; District Administration, 2004; Gewertz, 2010; Jennings & Renter, 

2006).   

 
Implications of High Stakes Testing 

 With the business world now having to compete globally in all sectors, pressure 

has been put on educators to produce a highly skilled and competitive workforce.  With 

this pressure has come an increased reliance on standardized testing.  While standardized 

testing has been around for some time, the high stakes variety of testing is relatively new 

and may have several implications on our schools (Gruber, 2006).  From all accounts the 

federal government is committed to an accountability system that focuses mainly on 

standardized testing and it does not appear that will change anytime soon (Abrams & 

Madaus, 2003).  Abrams and Madaus (2003) have concluded that an accountability 

system that focuses on standardized testing alone can have varying implications on public 

education.  In 2003 they released seven principles they have the capability to change all 

facets of what goes on in American classrooms.  The first principle can be summarized 
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by saying standardized testing can have a great effect on student achievement if all 

stakeholders believe the results important (Abrams & Madaus, 2003).  Under our current 

accountability system, test results are released to the media and are public information for 

all to see.  Therefore, an entire school district’s reputation is based on their test scores.   

 The second principle states “the more any quantitative indicator is used for social 

decision making, the more likely it will be to distort and corrupt the social process it is 

intended to monitor” (Abrams & Madaus, 2003, p. 32).  This principle concludes that if 

test scores remain as important as they currently are then there is no doubt they will 

influence what is happening in the classroom.  For instance, instead of teaching their 

students mathematics or reading, teachers may spend more time teaching test taking 

strategies (Abrams & Madaus, 2003).  Even worse, as a result of the pressure teachers 

feel from their need to produce good scores, some may even revert to cheating on the test 

(Nichols & Berliner, 2007).  Teachers will teach to the test if important decisions are 

based upon their results, is the basis of the third principle (Abrams & Madaus, 2003).  

Supporters of standardized testing will agree with this principle on the rationale that the 

test is teaching the mandated academic standards and curriculum and therefore help to 

focus the teachers on what exactly they are responsible to teach.  Others argue that 

standardized tests cannot adequately test students on higher levels because of their built 

in limitations such as time limits and multiple choice formats (Posner, 2004).  The fourth 

principle can be summarized by saying the results of high stakes testing defines the 

curriculum.  When educators receive the results to the standardized tests, they 

immediately disaggregate the data in an effort to determine what their students are 

struggling in.  Once the problem areas are determined, the curriculum is often changed to 
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allow more time or greater attention to this weak area.  While this may sound like solid 

educational practice, and it is in many instances, it also opens the door to create new 

areas of concerns for other areas of the curriculum that may receive less attention 

(Abrams & Madaus, 2003).   

 Abrams and Madaus’ (2003) fifth principle states, “Teachers pay attention to the 

form of the questions of high stakes tests (short answer, essay, multiple-choice, and so 

on) and adjust their curriculum accordingly” (p. 33).  Similar to principles 2 and 3, 

principle 5 will alter the way teachers deliver the curriculum and may have a negative 

effect on their students.  The sixth principle relates more to the psychological effect that 

standardized testing has on the students.  If test results begin to affect future educational 

opportunities and life choices, they become the main goal of schooling.  When a single 

test becomes so important and has so many high stakes attached to its results, excessive 

amounts of stress are put on the students and their parents (Abrams & Madaus, 2003; 

Nichols & Berliner, 2007).  Finally the seventh principle states, “A high stakes test 

transfers control over the curriculum to the agency that sets or controls the curriculum” 

Abrams & Madaus, 2003, p. 34).  As a result, the local education agencies have little or 

no control over what curriculum they can teach in their school.   

There are many proponents of high stakes testing who sincerely believe that it can 

bring improvement and reform to education in America.  Through the alignment of state 

academic standards, an aligned and viable curriculum, and holding school districts 

accountable for the performance of their students, supporters of high stakes testing 

believe that public schools can be improved through the use of standardized testing 

(Manzo, 2003; Marzano, 2003; Schmoker, 1999, 2006; Schmoker & Marzano, 1999).  On 
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the other hand, opponents of high-stakes testing believe that it narrows the curriculum 

and takes away resources from the subjects that are not tested.  The opponents of high-

stakes testing also believe that it has led our public schools to negatively change the way 

we are teaching our students by teaching to the test (Abrams & Madaus, 2003; Gruber, 

2006; Nichols & Berliner, 2007; Posner, 2004).  While high stakes testing has several 

supporters and detractors, it is imperative that educators and policymakers, no matter 

what side of the aisle they sit on, remain ethical and always think about what is best for 

the children of America.   

 

High Stakes Testing and the Achievement Gap 

Another implication of high stakes testing that has received much attention is how 

it negatively affects minorities and students who come from homes of poverty.  The 

discrepancy of academic achievement and the inequalities in public school education has 

been researched and documented by scholars for several years (Kozol, 1991, 2005).  This 

discrepancy is known as the achievement gap.  Some feel that the level of academic 

achievement amongst middle or upper class white students and minority and low 

socioeconomic students has widened since the onset of high-stakes standardized testing 

(Haycock, 2001; Kozol, 2005).  They feel there are several reasons for the widening of 

the achievement gap.  One of the reasons documented is the likelihood that minority 

students will receive instruction that focuses on lectures and worksheets and does not 

challenge the students to think at a higher level.  This theory is also known as the 

pedagogy of the poor (Haberman, 1991).  The theory states that teachers believe that the 

low-income students cannot achieve at a high level so they have a tendency to dumb 

down the curriculum.  The teachers do not attempt to challenge the minority students so 



26 

they do not even have the opportunity to learn at the same level and rate as students in 

middle to upper income schools (Baptist & Rehmann, 2011; Haberman, 1991; Haycock, 

2001).  When the teachers do not attempt to teach at the highest levels and cover the 

academic standards what will eventually be tested, then the students suffer and the 

achievement gap widens.   

Standardized testing is also thought to be biased against minority students and 

students from a low socioeconomic setting (Kohn, 2000; Rosner, 2003b).  Research 

shows that white students tend to have more outside of the classroom experiences that are 

likely to be part of questions on standardized tests (Rammohan, 2007; Rosner, 2003a).  

With more advantages outside of the classroom to draw from, the white, middle to upper 

income students have a built in advantage over low-income minority students.  Even 

more research has shown cultural bias in the questions themselves (Rosner, 2003b).  

When questions are written in a way that puts minorities in an immediate disadvantage 

then the achievement gap will continue to widen. 

A final problem adding to the widening achievement gap is the fact that students 

from the more affluent schools are exposed to the best curriculum, teachers, and facilities 

(Haberman, 1991; Kohn, 2000).  White students from middle to upper income 

backgrounds tend to come to school with a better background of knowledge than 

minority and low-income students.  Parents with financial resources have the opportunity 

to send their students to pre-school to help them learn skills necessary to be successful in 

school (Kohn, 2000).  Affluent parents are more likely to work with their kids at home 

when they are young to help them learn to read and develop math concepts.  If parents do 

not feel adequately prepared to help their children academically, the affluent parents are 
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more likely to get their children professional help from tutors (Kohn, 2000).  Middle to 

upper income families are also more likely to diagnose learning disabilities at an earlier 

age than that of a low income or minority student (Leong, 2005).  With all of the 

advantages available to the middle to upper class white students it is easy to see why they 

are better equipped to perform satisfactory on the standardized tests (Kohn, 2000).  

 
Curriculum Defined and Examined 

Human life, however varied, consists in the performance of specific activities.  
The education that prepares one for life is one that prepares definitely and 
adequately for these specific activities.  However numerous and diverse they may 
be for any particular social class, they can be discovered.  This requires only that 
one go out into the world of affairs and discover the particulars of which these 
affairs consist.  These will show the abilities, attitudes, habits, appreciations, and 
forms of knowledge that men need.  These will be the objectives of the 
curriculum.  They will be numerous, definite, and particularized.  The curriculum 
will then be that series of experiences which children and youth must have by way 
of attaining those objectives.  (Bobbitt, 1918, p. 1) 
 

 The word curriculum originates from the Latin word meaning race course, or the 

course of experiences through which children become the adults they should be for 

success in society (Bobbitt, 1918).  One can easily see how this archaic definition can 

still be utilized to describe what curriculum in schools consists of and why it is a 

necessary tool.  Merriam-Webster’s (2010) dictionary defines curriculum as “the courses 

offered by an educational institution or a set of courses constituting an area of 

specialization” (para. 1).  While the etymology of the term and these definitions may 

portray curriculum as something very basic and simple to understand, this is not the case.   

 A. V. Kelly (1999) believes that curriculum has two meanings.  First, it is the 

range of courses for which students choose which subject matters to the student, and 

secondly it collectively describes the teaching, learning, and assessment materials 
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available for a specific course of study.  According to English (2000), curriculum can be 

defined as any document that exists in a school that defines the work of teachers by 

identifying the content to be taught and the methods to be used.  Curriculum has also 

been defined by any of the following:  that which is taught in schools, a set of subjects, a 

sequence of courses, everything that is planned by school personnel, and that which an 

individual learner experiences as a result of school (Oliva, 1997).  Curriculum is such a 

broad topic to attempt to define, but there are agreed upon common concepts.  The 

following section outlines what the research shows regarding the common concepts of 

curriculum. 

 
Concepts of Curriculum 

The most common concept of a curriculum is its scope and sequence.  A scope 

and sequence is a school or department’s set of intended learning outcomes.  These 

outcomes are grouped according to a topic or theme (Posner, 2004).  This is the 

curriculum’s scope.  The scope can also be defined or thought of as the what of the 

curriculum (Oliva, 1997).  The curriculum’s sequence takes these same learning 

outcomes and lists them in a series or sequence in which they are to be taught.  Most of 

the time these sequences are divided into grade levels (Posner, 2004).  Sequence can be 

thought of as the when of the curriculum. The scope and sequence ensure there is a clear 

distinction between the educational ends and means (Posner, 2004; Oliva, 1997).   

Every course requires a syllabus, or a plan, for the class.  A syllabus includes the 

goals and rationale for the course.  It may also include the topics one will cover, 

assignments, resources used, and evaluation strategies.  Similarly, a content outline 

consists of the curricular plan or what specific content will be covered in the course.  This 
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is different than the class’ curriculum because it does not mention instructional methods 

or the objectives of the class (Posner, 2004).   

Another important concept of curricula is standards.  Academic standards are a 

hotly debated topic in the contemporary education environment.  With so much 

controversy surrounding this concept, it is important to remember what academic 

standards are and what they are not.  The Indiana Department of Education (2010) 

website defines academic standards as the skills and knowledge base expected of students 

for a particular subject area at a particular grade level.  It is important not to confuse 

academic standards with curriculum.  While academic standards do prioritize what 

concepts are fundamental to public education, they do not stipulate teaching activities or 

strategies that must be used.  It is important to remember that standards are uniformly 

addressed to all students (Posner, 2004).   

The more specific the definition of curriculum, the more control it implies.  If 

curriculum is defined as a report of actual learning experiences rather than lesson plans, 

teaching methods, and expectations, then the controlling function is eliminated.  Not only 

does curriculum have numerous meanings and contain multiple concepts, but there are 

several different types of concurrent curriculum that help constitute exactly what the term 

curriculum means. 

 
Concurrent Curricula 

Glatthorn (1999) has researched and written about the following eight types of 

curriculum:  a) Hidden curriculum, what students learn from a school’s culture and 

climate that was not intended; b) Excluded curriculum, what has been left out of the 

curriculum either intentionally or unintentionally; c) Recommended curriculum, what the 
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experts in the education field feel needs to be taught; d) Written curriculum, specified by 

a state or federal agency and specifies what should be taught; e) Supported curriculum, 

what is found in textbooks or curriculum guides and often drives what is taught; f) Tested 

curriculum, what is actually assessed by state testing; g) Taught curriculum, is the 

curriculum that is actually taught in the classroom; and h) Learned curriculum, is what 

students learned as demonstrated by performance on standardized tests (Glatthorn, 1999).   

Posner (2004) has a similar view on what he calls the concurrent curricula, but he 

narrowed the list down to the following five different types: The official or written 

curriculum, operational curriculum, hidden curriculum, null curriculum, and the extra 

curriculum.  Posner’s (2004) concurrent curricula are nearly identical to Glatthorn’s 

descriptions, except for the addition of the extra curriculum.  The extra curriculum 

consists of planned experiences outside of the classroom that teach important life lessons 

such as sportsmanship and teamwork (Posner, 2004).  English and Steffy (2001) believe 

there are only three types of curriculum in the school setting.  The written curriculum is 

what material needs to be covered to prepare students for assessment.  The taught 

curriculum, which is actually larger than all other types because it adds additional 

material to the course, is what the students are taught in the course.  Finally, the tested 

curriculum is what the teacher or state agency assesses the students with by giving them 

an assessment tool or a standardized test (English & Steffy, 2001). 

The term curriculum means many different things to different people, and 

curricula take many different forms (Posner, 2004).  While there are multiple definitions 

and several different types of curriculum, it is safe to say that it plays an extremely 

important role in the education of students, and it has a lasting impact on their lives.  The 
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following section moves from the meaning of the word to explaining the importance of a 

rich, deep, complete, and organized set of curriculum.  

 

The Importance of a Viable and Aligned Curriculum 

 Leading school researcher, Robert Marzano (2003) explored the multitude of 

previously researched school-level factors that determine student success.  Through his 

research he came up with the following five school-level factors that influence student 

achievement:  a) Guaranteed and Viable Curriculum, b) Challenging Goals and Effective 

Feedback, c) Parent and Community Involvement, d) Safe and Orderly Environment, and 

e) Collegiality and Professionalism.  Marzano (2003) concluded that the most significant 

school-level factor in determining overall student achievement is a guaranteed and viable 

curriculum.  A guaranteed viable curriculum is defined as a combination of opportunity 

to learn and time to learn (Marzano, 2003).  Marzano (2003) believes students have the 

best opportunity to learn when they study a curriculum that clearly articulates required 

standards and ensures that all teachers have adequate time to help students acquire and 

integrate required content.  English and Steffy (2001) point out that an aligned curriculum 

will work to increase student achievement in any testing scenario.  Deep alignment is a 

comprehensive approach to teaching and learning that goes beyond any single measure of 

the curriculum taught or learned.  Deep alignment is based on what English and Steffy 

(2001) call the doctrine of no surprises, which is students should not be taken by surprise 

with any form of assessment because it is an integral part of the instruction program and 

curriculum.  

 Eisner (1982) also called for curriculum to become deeper and extended in its 

scope.  Curriculum must call for students to be able to reason in order to make decisions.  
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Students must understand exactly what is expected of them and be given the opportunity 

to prove their understanding and mastery of curriculum in a multitude of ways.  Eisner 

(1982) took the importance of a deep and viable curriculum to another level by stating 

that without an aligned curriculum underprivileged and disadvantaged students can easily 

be led down a road of low expectations and will never be given the opportunity to enter 

the mainstream of learning and society.  A deep curriculum with specified guidelines 

leads to greater depth and coherence in teaching.  This will ultimately increase 

achievement for all students (Hirsch, 1996; Reeves, 2004). 

A guaranteed and viable curriculum is not something that is easily attained.  Many 

assume that a viable curriculum is implemented in all schools, but that is just not the case 

(Marzano, 2003).  While all states have required and adopted standards, we have yet to 

put into operation the simple principle that for improvement to occur, instruction must be 

aligned with goals and assessments (Cawelti, 1995).  The current emphasis on standards-

based education, properly implemented, is a promising development, but there is still 

more that must be done to ensure student success (Marzano & Kendall, 1996).  The state 

of Texas has provided its public school districts with the Texas Essential Knowledge and 

Skills (TEKS) standards.  The state’s standardized assessments, or TAKS tests, are drawn 

from this set of curriculum standards (TEA, 2010).  In theory, if the TEKS are taught to 

the proper specificity, all students should succeed on their standardized tests.  While 

having a set of common standards throughout the state is a good start, unfortunately the 

path to success on the standardized tests is not that simple.  For example, in Texas the 

TEKS that the state has supplied are not always specific, and this appears to be a problem 

across the entire country.  
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Obstacles to a Viable and Aligned Curriculum  

If you care about schools, the curricular chaos within them has to arrest your 
attention.  Remember the premise: the uglier the problem, the bigger the 
educational payoff in solving the problem.  There’s one hell of a payoff here.  
(Schmoker, 2006, p. 1) 
 
 

Lacking Academic Standards 

The development of strong state academic standards was considered a major 

selling point for the No Child Left Behind legislation.  The legislation gave states 

flexibility and also provided a means by which the federal government could 

academically gauge progress towards proficiency in their standards (Luebke, 2010).  

Peterson and Lastra-Anadón (2010) of Harvard University recently performed a study to 

determine whether states are setting strong academic standards and holding students 

accountable for meeting those standards or simply setting the proficiency of these 

standards at low levels for students in 4th- and 8th-grade reading and math.  They used 

2009 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) data to evaluate empirically 

the proficiency standards each state has established.  NAEP, called the nation’s report 

card, is managed by the Department of Education’s National Center for Education 

Statistics and is currently the gold standard of assessments.  It is roughly equivalent to 

the international standard established by those industrialized nations that are members of 

the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).  To determine 

impartially whether state standards are high or low, and whether they are rising or falling, 

they compared the percentage of students deemed proficient by each state with the 

percentage proficient as measured by NAEP (Peterson & Lastra-Anadón, 2010).  
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States have strong incentives not to set high academic standards.  Under NCLB 

states must take corrective actions to bring the performance of its students up to the 

higher standard in each school identified as failing.  As a result, the temptation for states 

to adopt and set low standards is substantial.  Perhaps for this reason, a sharp disparity 

between NAEP standards and the standards in most states has been identified.  In 2009, 

the situation improved in reading, but deteriorated further in math.  Every state, for both 

reading and math, with the exception of Massachusetts for math, deems more students 

proficient on its own assessments than NAEP does.  The average difference is a startling 

37 percentage points (Peterson & Lastra-Anadón, 2010). 

 
Consistency in Academic Standards 

Not only are the state standards lagging behind the standards of the rest of the 

developed world, but there seems to be little consistency from state to state on how the 

standards are determined and written.  Learning goals and standards are often defined 

haphazardly (Rosenholtz, 1991).  Clear, intelligible standards still elude us, a problem 

that the state and professional subject area documents have inadvertently exacerbated in 

some cases (Schmoker & Marzano, 1999).  Without clear learning standards, teachers 

and others in the school system lack a common language and focus.  At the state and 

local level it is paramount that we select, and then provide a clear, simple set of standards 

for every teacher that corresponds well with the assessments by which we and our 

communities will judge our progress (Schmoker, 1999).  In order for real improvement to 

occur under our current system of standards, educators must dig deeper in the standards 

that are given to them.  They must find the specificity in every standard and teach to its 
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appropriate level.  This can be difficult if one is not properly trained to decipher exactly 

what the standards are telling educators to teach. 

 

Curriculum Alignment 

You can walk into any school system, large or small, and ask to see samples of 
work that’s proficient from five different 4th grade classrooms.  You’ll get five 
radically different qualities of work.  (Sausner, 2005, p. 32) 
 

 Curriculum alignment in definition is very simple; one teaches children what one 

tests them on (English & Steffy, 2001).  English and Steffy (2001) believe that it 

represents one positive trend that can help school systems meet the challenges of 

standardized testing.  Curriculum alignment is a very simple idea that if practiced 

effectively will immediately improve student achievement and standardized testing 

scores (Schmoker, 2006).  Porter of Vanderbilt University puts it this way, “what gets 

taught is the strongest single predictor of gains in academic achievement” (Manzo, 2003, 

p. 8).  Unfortunately, this simple idea is not practiced as commonly as it should be.  

Lezotte has written and said for many years that there is a huge gap between what is 

taught and what is tested (Sparks, 2001).  Marzano (2003) has been quoted as saying; 

“discrepancy between the intended curriculum and the implemented curriculum comes as 

a surprise to non-educators and educators alike” (p. 23).  

 A team of researchers examined hundreds of schools to determine which 

academic standards were in fact taught compared to the actual state adopted academic 

standards.  The results were astonishing.  There was almost no correspondence between 

the state adopted academic standards and the material taught in the classroom.  The 

students found inconsistencies and redundancy at every grade level.  It appeared that 

teachers decided what they taught with no concern for the state standards.  One teacher 
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was even quoted as saying, “I have been teaching what I always did” (Data Works, 2000, 

p. 1).  Unfortunately this is an all too common theme.  Another study performed in 11 

states and 5 urban school districts found that instruction is not adequately aligned with 

state assessments and standards.  This study quoted an assistant superintendent saying, 

“When teachers see what they are doing, it is often not what they think they are doing” 

(Marzano, 2003, p. 1).  In this study Marzano (2003) asked one of these teachers why she 

does not teach fractions and her response was, “I don’t like fractions” (p. 1).  Marzano 

(2003) concluded that the notion of a coherent implemented curriculum is a myth.  

Rosenholtz (1991) has called this problem a self-selected jumble of standards, of isolated 

teachers’ preferences with no connection to any common curriculum.  It is obvious from 

the research that a guaranteed, viable curriculum may be lacking in schools across 

America.  Although a guaranteed, viable curriculum is imperative for students to achieve, 

for many reasons it seems to elude some of the schools across America (Schmoker, 

2006). 

 
The Common Standards Movement 

In an effort to improve the consistency in the academic standards of schools in the 

United States of America, the National Governors Association Center for Best Practices 

(NGA) and the Council of Chief State School Officer (CCSSO) have developed a 

framework of common academic standards to prepare students for college and career 

readiness.  The standards were developed by the NGA and CCSSO in conjunction with 

48 states, teachers groups, school administrators, and education experts with the ultimate 

goal of creating consistent academics standards for school districts in America.  The 

standards were developed utilizing the most effective and demanding models from states 
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all across the country, as well as other countries around the world.  Common standards 

provide all stakeholders with a universal set of standards of exactly what students are 

expected to learn in order to be prepared for higher education and the workforce.  Once 

the NGA and CCSSO completed the initial draft of academic standards, they convened a 

validation committee of 25 independent education experts to validate them.  The 

educational experts did offer suggestions to the NGA and CCSSO on how to improve 

their initial drafts, but in the end they offered the following seven statements in regard to 

the common standards:  

Reflective of the core knowledge and skills in ELA and mathematics that students 

need to be college and career ready; 

Appropriate in terms of their level of clarity and specificity; 
Comparable to the expectations of other leading nations; 
Informed by available research or evidence; 
The result of processes that reflect best practices for standards development; 
A solid starting point for adoption of cross state common core standards; and 
A sound basis for eventual development of standards-based assessments.  (The 
Common Core State Standards Validation Committee, 2010, p. 3) 
 
Throughout the landscape of education there are several proponents of common 

educational standards.  Bill and Melinda Gates, founders of the Gates Foundation, are one 

of the largest financial supporters of the Common Standards concept.  Over the last three 

years they have contributed well over $400 million dollars to the Common Standards 

movement (Wood, 2011).  The Gates Foundation sees the common standards as a way to 

improve.  On the foundation’s website it states that the common standards aim to 

improve education in the following ways:  The common standards reflect what the 

evidence shows is most essential and they give teachers and students standards they can 

master with the time and resources they have.  The common standards foster engagement 
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and innovation, inspire teachers, motivate students, and help parents support their kids at 

home.  The standards demand mastery of what matters, not asking students to learn less 

and less about more and more.  Finally, the standards will allow us to evolve as we learn 

what works and what does not (Phillips, 2010).  

Linda Darling-Hammond is another well-known educator that is a supporter of 

common standards.  She was a member of the validation committee who reviewed the 

initial draft of the standards (The Common Core State Standards Validation Committee, 

2010).  Even though Darling-Hammond (2010) is a strong advocate for common 

standards, she cautions against believing that national standards and a national curriculum 

is the answer to the problems with public education in America.  In her book, The Flat 

World and Education:  How America’s Commitment to Equity Will Determine Our 

Future, she makes it clear that nationalizing education is not the answer to successfully 

reforming education.  She discusses in detail how Finland successfully reformed their 

education system.  Finland did not do it by implementing a nationalized system with 

detailed national standards.  Instead Finland shifted to a more localized system in which 

highly trained teachers designed curriculum around very lean national standards and all 

of their assessments are designed by teachers and are school-based, rather than nationally 

standardized.  Hammond believes that while the standards may not be the answer to all of 

the problems in education, they are a good start (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Strauss, 

2010). 

The Obama Administration has supported the idea of common standards through 

their Race to the Top initiative (RTTT).  Some believe that language in the RTTT 

initiative seems to tie federal funding to states that adopt the common standards and 
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threaten to deny funding to states that fail to adopt standards that adequately prepare 

students for college and career readiness.  The Thomas B. Fordham Institute, a strong 

supporter of the Common Standards, has stated that the reauthorization of the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) should require states to adopt the Common 

Standards or equally rigorous standards in order to receive Title 1 funding (Wood, 2011). 

 One of the major arguments against the development and use of common 

academic standards is the fear that they will lead to a national curriculum and ultimately a 

national standardized assessment test.  Many see this as a major concern because 

educators will no longer have local control and a national curriculum may change how 

teachers operate in the classroom.  Other concerns that some have of the common 

standards are the facts that it took them less than a year to develop and they were written 

in secrecy (Strauss, 2010).  Still others believe that the fact that the common standards 

only address mathematics and English will increase the narrowing of the curriculum that 

began in American schools after the No Child Left Behind legislation.  Diane Ravitch 

(2010) has written, “Our schools will not improve if we continue to focus only on reading 

and mathematics while ignoring the other studies that are essential elements of a good 

education” (p. 226). 

Finally, one of the greatest concerns is the common standards require schools to 

change the way they have previously taught.  While this may be a good thing in some 

instances, this takes a significant financial commitment that many schools simply cannot 

afford (Flanagan, 2011).  No matter what one’s personal beliefs are regarding common 

academic standards, if they are to be a major part of school reform then adequate funding 

must be provided to implement the standards and improve instructional strategies.  
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Without sufficient resources to ensure the thorough and successful implementation of the 

standards, teachers may not be effective in improving their instructional strategies to the 

level it will take to teach at this higher level (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Willingham, 

2009). 

 

What is CSCOPE and Why Researching It is Imperative 

The Texas Education Service Center Curriculum Collaborative (TESCCC) is a 

team of curriculum specialists from areas all across the state of Texas.  The collaborative 

has developed CSCOPE in an effort to provide the school districts in the state of Texas 

with a guaranteed and viable curriculum built to align with the Texas Essential 

Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) (CSCOPE, 2010).  The TESCCC describes CSCOPE as a 

comprehensive, customizable, user-friendly curriculum management system built on the 

most current research-based practices in the field.  CSCOPE’s primary focus is to impact 

instructional practices in the classroom to improve student performance.  The TESCCC 

states that CSCOPE is a multifaceted system which includes the following three key 

components:  professional development, curriculum and assessment, and innovative 

technology (CSCOPE, 2009).   

The professional development facet of CSCOPE includes training for 

administrators and teachers in areas including modeling of instructional delivery, 

modeling of research-based, best practice lessons, instructional strategies, video 

conferencing, webcasting, and technical assistance.  TESCCC boasts that administrators 

and teachers are supported with sustained, intensive staff development to ensure 

systematic change district wide (CSCOPE, 2009).   
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The innovative technology facet of CSCOPE includes 24 hour, seven days a 

week, on-line access to the curriculum product.  The curriculum can be accessed by 

administrators and teachers.  All one needs is a user name and password.  The innovative 

technology facet allows teachers to create individual home pages with access to model 

curriculum.  The teachers can also build lesson plans, units, and other elements using all 

aspects of the CSCOPE program.  These lesson plans and units can be shared with fellow 

teachers on the same campus or within the same school district.  CSCOPE also allows 

administrative access to monitor lesson plans and teacher usage (CSCOPE, 2009). 

The curriculum and assessment facet of CSCOPE is the most crucial aspect of the 

entire program.  The TESCCC states that at the heart of CSCOPE is a guaranteed and 

viable curriculum that is under constant review from content area experts.  The key 

components of the CSCOPE curriculum include a K-12 systemic model in the four core 

content areas.  The curriculum product uses common language, structures, and processes 

for curriculum delivery.  CSCOPE offers a curriculum that is written, taught, and tested 

in accordance with the TEKS.  In order to eliminate multiple interpretations of the TEKS, 

CSCOPE offers in a vertical alignment format, a clarified and specified TEKS/TAKS 

expectation document.  CSCOPE also offers their lessons in both English and Spanish 

(CSCOPE, 2009). 

The following three CSCOPE documents form the foundation for school districts 

that have purchased and implemented the curriculum product.  The Year at a Glance 

(YAG) lays the framework for the written curriculum throughout the year.  It also 

outlines major units of study and their corresponding TEKS.  The YAG provides a 

snapshot of the instructional plan for the entire year.  The Vertical Alignment Document 
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(VAD) is the core component of the curriculum product.  The VAD includes the focus 

year of instruction with the previous and forthcoming grade on each side.  This gives the 

teachers a three-year look at every TEKS in order for teachers to be aware of the 

anticipated learning before and after they teach the curriculum.  The VAD presents 

aligned standards among each grade level.  The standards used include the TEKS 

knowledge and skill statement and student expectations.  Due to the fact that the TEKS 

provides only a framework for the academic standards, there is a need to add specificity 

and clarity to the curriculum.  CSCOPE ensures that each standard includes specificity 

for each student expectation so instruction and standards are truly aligned between grade 

levels.  Another vitally important document CSCOPE offers is the Instructional Focus 

Document (IFD).  The IFD provides meaningful bundling of the TEKS to assist teachers 

not to teach standards in isolation.  The IFD is used to group the specified standard from 

the VAD into logical sequence for instruction.  The standards should not be taught in 

isolation, and there are logical ways to bundle them to maximize student learning.  The 

IFD presents which standards are directly taught in each six week period of instruction 

and include performance indicators to ensure that the standards are attained at the level of 

rigor.  A rationale is provided to explain why the standards are bundled in the specified 

groupings (CSCOPE, 2007).  

 The Education Service Centers (ESC) collaborated to develop an implementation 

plan for their fast growing curriculum management system.  With leadership from the 

Region 8 Service Center, a six module implementation plan has been developed and 

delivered to participating CSCOPE districts.  The CSCOPE implementation guide 

training is a two year progression that provides processes and tools for each component 
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of the curriculum management system.  Employees at every level of the school district 

are given extensive training in an effort to empower ownership of the implementation 

process.  The implementation guide was designed to be a coaching model for district 

leaders to own the process of implementation.  District leaders must monitor the progress 

of implementation and collect data through a self-evaluation rubric in order to guide 

conversations and planning in their Professional Learning Community (PLC) meetings.  

The fidelity of implementation is supported through each module and its tools (ESC 8, 

2010). 

 The first module, entitled TEKS Discovery, provides the district with a deep 

understanding of the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills’ (TEKS) content and 

cognitive standards.  The state of Texas provides little information on how the TEKS 

should be taught to the students.  This discovery process is focused on the TEKS and 

should provide the trainees an understanding as to why there is a need for the district 

curriculum.  After module one the educators should realize how vague the TEKS are and 

gain appreciation for what CSCOPE has provided (ESC 8, 2010).  The second module is 

named the Vertical Alignment Study and it should take place in participating school 

districts twice a year.  This module focuses on understanding the structure of the TEKS in 

order for teachers to fully understand the specificity for each student expectation and the 

vertical alignment of specificity across the grade levels.  This exercise should ensure that 

teachers understand how the TEKS specificity is related to instruction.  This module will 

allow teachers to detail the level of rigor and complexity that must be clearly understood 

for successful student learning to occur (ESC 8, 2010).  The next training module covers 

the Year at a Glance (YAG) document and aligns it with the school district’s calendar.  
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This alignment allows the school districts to determine exactly how many days of the 

school year are used for instruction, benchmark testing, and the state mandated tests.  

This alignment activity should be done by the teachers before each grading period to map 

out the upcoming months of instruction (ESC 8, 2010). 

 Module four is considered the most important part of the implementation because 

it covers the Instructional Focus Documents (IFD).  This module forces the teachers to 

reconcile their current lessons and instructional practices to the specificity outlined on 

each IFD.  Every teacher should identify in reality where their students are before 

determining where they need to go.  This module guides the teachers through this 

reconciliation to individually discover what they are teaching and what they are not 

supposed to teach.  This is the most important step in the process of the implementation 

guide training process.  This step is important because it allows teachers and 

administration to discover where certain content is not being taught, where content needs 

to be taught at a higher cognitive level, where underdeveloped content is being touched 

upon but not delivered with enough depth, and finally where extraneous content is being 

added into the yearly sequence that does not belong.  Until the reconciliation process is 

fully implemented and understood, most teachers truly believe they are doing the very 

best job that they can do in order for their students to be successful.  If module four is not 

successfully implemented it will prevent districts from moving to the next level of quality 

implementation (ESC 8, 2010).  The fifth module covers the CSCOPE assessments.  It is 

important for teachers to understand that the CSCOPE assessments will more than likely 

be more challenging than the assessments they are used to giving because it tests the 

students at a high level.  The teachers also need to know that exemplar lessons that are 
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available to the school districts will not cover all of the material that will be tested on a 

CSCOPE assessment.  To fully prepare the students for the CSCOPE assessments the 

teachers must cover the material included in the IFD to the appropriate specificity (ESC 

8, 2010).  The final module covers instructional coaching and is included last for the 

specific reason of teachers needing to be continuously coached through such a drastic 

change in what they have previously been doing.  Professional development through a 

coaching model should ease their concern and give them a more proactive approach to 

the CSCOPE curriculum management system.  The developers of the implementation 

guide training believe that learning the curriculum components will give all teachers the 

ability to respect the curriculum management system.  The overall goal is to build 

capacity so that teachers can design their own instruction over the appropriate content 

and at the proper cognitive level.  At the end of the implementation process the teachers 

should be able to answer the following four questions:  a) Do I understand what I am 

responsible for teaching, b) Do I understand the content and cognitive rigor represented 

in the specificity, c) Have I been afforded enough days for the teaching and learning of 

the specificity, and d) Is the design of my instruction in alignment to the rigor of the 

specificity so that students can demonstrate and apply their understanding (ESC 8, 2010)?  

The questioning and dialogue that promotes constructive conversations between 

educators is deemed the most powerful essence of the implementation guide training 

(ESC 8, 2010). 

With the popularity of curriculum products such as CSCOPE on the rise, it is 

imperative that research be conducted to determine how the implementation of this 

product has affected standardized testing scores.  In a recent study, Wilson (2009) 
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concluded schools that used the CSCOPE curriculum model did outperform schools that 

had not implemented the curriculum product, especially in the lower grade levels.  This 

particular study looked at mathematics and science TAKS scores in 5th, 8th, and 11th 

grades.  To date, Wilson’s (2009) study is the only research that was found to analyze the 

effect CSCOPE has had on TAKS scores.   

Further research needs to be done in order to collect more evidence to determine 

if CSCOPE has an impact on standardized testing scores.  More specifically, research 

needs to be done over a longer span of time to determine the long-term effects of this 

curriculum product.  More research should also be completed to determine if CSCOPE 

has an effect on commended performance percentages in districts that implemented the 

curriculum product.  The state of Texas uses standardized testing, the Texas Assessment 

of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), to measure their students’ progress beginning in 3rd 

grade and continuing yearly thorough the 11th grade.  The following study focused using 

mathematics TAKS scores in grades 3-8 in the state of Texas, to determine if CSCOPE 

has an effect on the passing and commended performance percentages. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Methodology 

 
Even though the state of Texas provides each school district with a common set of 

mandated academic standards, more specifically the Texas Essential Knowledge and 

Skills (TEKS), the implementation of these standards are left largely up to the individual 

district.  Some districts have the financial means to employ a team of curriculum 

specialists to vertically and horizontally align their curriculum for every individual, while 

others do not have adequate resources to align their curriculum at all.  Some districts 

depend on classroom teachers from various grade levels to map out the curriculum, and 

others leave it up to one curriculum coordinator to ensure their curriculum is aligned and 

implemented in some coherent sequence.   

Currently, a popular trend in the state of Texas is the implementation of the 

CSCOPE curriculum model.  CSCOPE is not an acronym and does not mean anything in 

particular.  CSCOPE was developed, and is supported jointly, through the state’s 

Educational Service Centers (ESC).  CSCOPE provides districts with an aligned and 

detailed scope and sequence that incorporates the TEKS.  CSCOPE also provides the 

purchasing districts with specific instructional strategies, lessons plans, and suggested 

activities to promote concept development.  It is no secret that CSCOPE has been 

purchased by several districts, but evidence is needed to determine what effect, if any, it 

has had on standardized test scores.  It should be noted that the developers of CSCOPE 

do not promote a standardized implementation process.  The developers also point out 
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that the use of the exemplar lessons alone will not adequately prepare students for the 

CSCOPE assessments or the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS).   

 The purpose of the study was to analyze TAKS scores of school districts that use 

CSCOPE in an effort to determine what effect, if any, its implementation had on 

standardized tests scores in the subject of mathematics.  Student performance on the 

mathematics TAKS tests was the indicator of effectiveness using passing rates and 

commended performance percentages.  Testing data from the following sub groups were 

disaggregated to further analyze the impact CSCOPE may have on specific subgroups:  

African-American, Hispanic, White, Low-Income, and All students.   

 

Population 

For the purposes of this study, 56 school districts were selected using a criterion-

based purposeful sampling.  In order to assure the quality and accuracy of the population 

for this study, criterion-based sampling was utilized (Cresswell, 2007; Gay, Mills, & 

Airasian, 2009; Patton, 1990).  The school districts were required to have utilized 

CSCOPE for the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school years.  To accommodate 

for the vast differences in student demographics, economic status, and the size of 

enrollment of school districts across the state of Texas, the study used only school 

districts that were classified as AAA by the University Interscholastic League (UIL).   

 

Research Design 

In this quantitative research study, criterion-based purposeful sampling was 

utilized in selecting the appropriate school districts for comparison.  The study used a 

causal-comparative research design model that utilized Fischer’s t-test to a statistical 
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power of .80.  The research design utilized Fischer’s t-test with a statistical power of .80 

to determine what effects, if any, that the implementation of CSCOPE has had on 

mathematics TAKS scores (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009).  This study compared passing 

rates and commended performance percentages on the TAKS mathematics assessments 

between districts that have implemented CSCOPE and those districts that have not 

purchased it.  The passing percentages of the following subpopulation groups were 

analyzed to determine if CSCOPE has significantly affected TAKS scores in 

mathematics:  All Students, African-American, Hispanic, White, and Low 

Socioeconomic.  Descriptive statistical analysis and graphic representations were utilized 

to determine the effect that the implementation of CSCOPE has had on TAKS scores in 

the subject of mathematics. 

 
Data Collection 

The mathematics TAKS scores for all participating districts were obtained 

through the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) which is available on the 

Texas Education Agency’s (2010) website.  For grades 3-8, the students’ passing 

percentages were obtained from the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 Campus 

Performance Reports for each school district chosen for the study.  For grades 3-11 the 

school districts’ commended performance percentages were obtained from the 2007-

2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 Campus Performance Reports.  The assessments 

chosen for the study were the regular mathematics TAKS test for each grade level.  For 

grades 3, 5, and 8, which offer multiple administrations, only the percentages from the 

first administration of the test were used.  The passing percentage rates and commended 

performance percentage rates were collected from the Campus Performance Reports for 
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the following sub populations:  All Students, African American, Hispanic, White, and 

Low Socioeconomic.   

 
Hypotheses/Research Questions 

The hypotheses and research questions will be investigated for each of the 

following sub groups: All Students, African American, Hispanic, White, and Low 

Socioeconomic. 

 
Quantitative Research Questions 

 

Null hypothesis 1.  There is no significant statistical difference in student passing 

percentages on the mathematics TAKS test in grades 3-8 between the school districts 

implementing CSCOPE and those not using CSCOPE. 

 

Research question 1.  Is there a significant statistical difference in the percentage 

of students passing the TAKS in grades 3-8 in the subject of mathematics between the 

school districts that implemented CSCOPE and those school districts not using 

CSCOPE? 

 
Null hypothesis 2.  There is no significant statistical difference in the percentage 

of students attaining commended performance on the mathematics TAKS test in grades 

3-11 between school districts that have implemented CSCOPE and those not using 

CSCOPE. 

 
Research question 2.  Is there a significant statistical difference in the percentage 

of students attaining commended performance on the TAKS in grades 3-11 in the subject 
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of mathematics between the school districts that implemented CSCOPE and those school 

districts not using CSCOPE? 

 

Variables 

 The school districts that implemented CSCOPE were the experimental group and 

the schools districts that did not utilize CSCOPE were the control group.  The first 

independent variable in this study was the school districts that have continuously 

implemented and utilized the CSCOPE curriculum product in mathematics since the 

2007-2008 school year.  The second independent variable was the school districts that did 

not purchase or implement the CSCOPE curriculum product.  For the purpose of this 

study, the dependent variables were each school district’s testing data collected from the 

AEIS Campus Performance Reports.  The disaggregated test scores of All Students and 

the scores from the African-American, Hispanic, White, and Low-Socioeconomic 

subpopulations were compared from the three aforementioned groups in the subject of 

mathematics.  The identification of members of each subgroup comes from TEA’s Public 

Education Information Management System (PEIMS) data.  Each school district must 

submit student information to TEA twice a year regarding factors such as attendance, at-

risk indicators, socioeconomic status, and ethnicity.  This data is entered into the PEIMS 

to assist TEA in tracking public school students in the state of Texas.   

 
Procedures 

 The school districts utilized for the study were chosen from a master list of school 

districts that have purchased and implemented CSCOPE.  In order to choose the school 

districts available for the study, the first step was to analyze the master CSCOPE list and 
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determine how many school districts in the AAA classification have implemented 

CSCOPE.  Out of the 187 AAA school districts in the state of Texas, 117 have purchased 

and implemented CSCOPE.  The remaining 70 school districts had not purchased the 

curriculum product.  The next step in determining the sample populations used in the 

study was to determine which school districts have utilized the product continuously 

since the beginning 2007-2008 school year.  Research was done by contacting the 117 

CSCOPE districts and inquiring when they began the CSCOPE implementation process.  

The contacts were made through electronic mail, phone calls, and networking with school 

personnel across the state.  Once the number of CSCOPE districts that used the product 

for the previous three school years was determined, similar school districts that had not 

implemented the product were chosen using TEA’s (2008) Campus Comparison Report.  

This report was accessed to insure the testing data that were collected compared school 

districts with similar ethnicities and socioeconomic backgrounds.  This report uses six 

demographic indicators to match school campuses to other like campuses for comparison 

purposes.  These demographic indicators are the percentage of African-American 

students enrolled, the percentage of Hispanic students enrolled, the percentage of White 

student enrolled, the percentage of economically disadvantaged students enrolled, the 

percentage of limited English proficient (LEP) students enrolled, and lastly, the 

percentage of mobile students by selected school year (TEA, 2007).  When selecting a 

Campus Comparison Report by an individual campus’ name, a list of other 

demographically similar campuses is generated and the number of matching students per 

comparison campuses is listed.  For each CSCOPE campus selected, the Campus 
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Comparison Report was accessed and a comparison district that had not implemented 

CSCOPE was selected based on their similar demographics. 

 As mentioned earlier, the population of the study focused on school districts that 

are classified as AAA by the University Interscholastic League (UIL).  The classification 

of school districts in the state of Texas is determined by the high school enrollment 

numbers.  For the 2010-2011 school year, the population of the high school must range 

from 430-989 students in order to be classified as AAA.  This population size was chosen 

for several reasons.  For one, this classification of school districts encompasses rural and 

urban schools, all socio-economic levels, and represents school district across every 

region in Texas.  Secondly, class AAA districts have two classifications above (AAAA, 

AAAAA) and two classifications below (A, AA).  Finally, the size of AAA districts and 

their typical financial situations make it more likely that they will have to choose whether 

or not to purchase a curriculum product such as CSCOPE or depend on in-house 

personnel to develop an aligned and viable curriculum.   

The school districts’ names and test data were initially entered into a Microsoft 

Excel spreadsheet and later transferred to SAS for the statistical analysis.  To ensure 

confidentiality, each school district was assigned a pseudonym.  The passing and 

commended performance percentages for each district were obtained from the AEIS 

reports and entered into the spreadsheet.  The passing and commended performance 

percentages for each school district were also entered by the student subgroups.  The data 

that were initially entered into the spreadsheet and later inputted in to SAS was 

statistically analyzed using Fischer’s t-test to determine if the use of CSCOPE had any 

significant effects on the mathematics TAKS scores of the participating districts.   
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Instrumentation 

The mathematics TAKS test was the sole instrument used in this study to 

determine CSCOPE’s effect on standardized test scores.  The TAKS tests are designed by 

TEA and created by Pearson Inc.  The purpose of the TAKS test is to assess the students’ 

level of understanding of the state of Texas’s mandated curriculum.  These assessments 

are administered yearly to students who are attending public school and are enrolled in 

grades 3-11.  The results of the tests are provided in the same school year they are taken.  

Individual reports are provided for each student to show their performance on the test.  

TEA provides the AEIS report to publicly summarize each school district’s performance.  

The AEIS reports are public information and can be accessed via the TEA website.   

 

Validity 

 The validity of the TAKS tests is based strictly on its adherence to testing the 

Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS).  The alignment of the assessments and 

the curriculum is a perpetual process to ensure that the test actually measures the 

academic standards.  TEA explains that validity in regard to standardized testing is a 

process of collecting evidence to support inferences made from scoring results (TEA, 

2006b).  TEA continues to evaluate and measure the validity of the TAKS assessments 

by receiving feedback from educators, test developers, and experts in the field of 

standardized testing.  According to Margaret Kilgo’s (personal communication, October 

12, 2010) research, the TAKS tests have an extremely high rate of validity because every 

question on the test is tied to a specific TEK.  
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Reliability 

In our current educational climate that places so much emphasis on standardized 

testing, the reliability of any standardized test is a concern.  TEA used as stratified 

coefficient alpha for estimating the reliability of the TAKS tests.  The internal reliability 

consistency for the TAKS assessments ranged from 0.83 to 0.93 (TEA, 2006a).  The 

stratified coefficient alpha is used when there is a mixture of item type components on 

the test such as multiple choice, open-ended, and essay questions.  This form of 

calculation treats each type of question as a subset of the whole (TEA, 2006a).   

 
Researcher or Participant Bias 

 The researcher does not have any predetermined bias to the outcome of the study.  

The researcher is not in any way compensated by the developers of CSCOPE and has no 

reason to prefer one outcome over another.  The researcher is employed by a school 

district that utilizes the curriculum product being researched, but to ensure there is no 

bias, the names of the researcher’s school district was not included in the study.  The 

researcher is a public school educator with the overarching goal of increasing student 

achievement.  This topic was chosen by the researcher in an effort to better understand 

the impact CSCOPE has on student achievement in regard to standardized test scores.  

The result of this study may be used by the researcher to determine the effectiveness of 

this curriculum product, and how its implementation has affected his current school 

district.  Therefore, it is in the researcher’s best interest to be completely unbiased when 

conducting the research study.  Since the study utilized quantitative archival data, there is 

no chance that the participants showed any bias. 
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Summary 

 With the popularity of the CSCOPE curriculum product on the rise, it is 

imperative that research be performed to discover the impact it has on student 

achievement.  There has been very few research studies performed on CSCOPE’s impact 

on TAKS scores.  This study attempted to add to the body of research to assist school 

districts in evaluating whether they should initially purchase this curriculum management 

tool, continue utilizing it, or not use it at all.  For this study, 28 AAA school districts in 

the state of Texas that have implemented the CSCOPE product and 28 school districts 

that have not.  The study encompassed well over 125 campuses, and used mean passing 

rates and commended performance percentages from each campus over a three year 

period in an effort to obtain a data-rich study.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Research Findings 

 
The purpose of the study was to analyze data from the mathematics Texas 

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) to determine what effect, if any, the use of 

the curriculum management system CSCOPE had on standardized tests scores.  Student 

performance on the mathematics TAKS tests in grades 3-8 was the indicator of 

effectiveness to determine if CSCOPE has a significant effect on student’s passing 

percentages.  Effectiveness was measured by using passing rates and commended 

performance rates from schools that had implemented and utilized CSCOPE for the 2007, 

2008, and 2009 school years and schools that did not use CSCOPE for the same school 

years.  Testing data from the following sub groups was disaggregated to further analyze 

the impact CSCOPE may have had on the following subgroups:  African-American, 

Hispanic, White, Low socioeconomic, and All students.   

Hundreds of school districts across the state of Texas have recently implemented 

CSCOPE, a research-based, commercially developed aligned curriculum available for 

purchase from the state’s Education Service Centers (ESC).  CSCOPE has received both 

positive and negative feedback from Texas educators with 19 of the state’s 20 regional 

education service centers supporting the curriculum product.  Although several school 

districts throughout the state of Texas have purchased and implemented CSCOPE, there 

is limited evidence on how the curriculum product has affected standardized test scores.  

The research problem statement was:  Is there a difference in student achievement on the 

mathematics TAKS tests between students who attend school districts that have 
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implemented and utilized CSCOPE and those students who attend school districts that 

have not?   

The following research question and hypothesis was tested for grades 3-8 for all 

sub populations. 

 
Null Hypothesis 1 

There is no significant statistical difference in the percentage of students passing 

the TAKS test in grades 3-8 in the subject of mathematics between the districts that have 

implemented CSCOPE and those not using CSCOPE. 

 
Research Question 1 

Is there a significant statistical difference in the percentage of students passing the 

TAKS test in grades 3-8 in the subject of mathematics between the districts that 

implemented CSCOPE and those districts not using CSCOPE? 

 
Data Analysis for Null Hypothesis 1 

The null hypothesis was tested using an independent t-test for mean differences 

and was also conveyed through the usage of descriptive statistics displaying a side by 

side comparison of the dependent variables using distribution bar graphs and Q plots.  

The percentage of students passing the TAKS test in mathematics was the dependent 

variable and the utilization of the CSCOPE curriculum product was the independent 

variable.   

The following research question and hypothesis was tested for grades 3-11 for all 

sub populations. 
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Null Hypothesis 2 

There is no significant statistical difference in the percentage of students attaining 

commended performance on the mathematics TAKS test in grades 3-11 between districts 

that have implemented CSCOPE and those not using CSCOPE. 

 
Research Question 2 

Is there a significant statistical difference in the percentage of students attaining 

commended performance on the TAKS in grades 3-11 in the subject of mathematics 

between the districts that implemented CSCOPE and those districts not using CSCOPE? 

 
Data Analysis for Null Hypothesis 2 

The null hypothesis was tested using an independent t-test for mean differences 

and was also conveyed through the usage of descriptive statistics displaying a side by 

side comparison of the dependent variables using distribution bar graphs and Q plots.  

The percentage of students attaining commended performance on the TAKS test in 

mathematics was the dependent variable and the utilization of the CSCOPE curriculum 

product was the independent variable.   

 
Statistical Procedures 

A power analysis revealed a total sample size of 128 (64 for each group) mean 

test percentages were required in order to achieve a power of .80 (Cohen, 1988).  This 

study used a large sample size of 504 mean test percentages for each sub-group in an 

attempt to ensure that the findings could be generalized to the population and not be 

skewed by outlying data.  There were a total of 56 school districts that were chosen for 

the study.  Twenty-eight AAA school districts that had utilized CSCOPE for at least the 
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2007, 2008, and 2009 school years for their mathematics curriculum were selected for the 

treatment group.  Twenty-eight AAA school districts, with similar demographics and 

socioeconomic status as the treatment group, were chosen as the control group.  Over 125 

individual campuses were included in this study.  In order to completely satisfy the power 

analysis, test scores from 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school years from all of 

school districts were included (Table 1). 

In order to test the hypotheses and research questions archival data was collected 

from the Texas Education Agency’s (2010) web-site.  The passing percentages and 

commend performance percentages were retrieved from each school districts’ Academic 

Excellence Indicator System’s (AEIS) Report Card.  These report cards are released 

yearly and include disaggregated test data from the previous school year.  Among other 

things, these reports also include data relating to each district’s demographic makeup, 

graduation rates, and financial expenditures.  In order to compare school districts’ testing 

data fairly, the TEA website was also utilized to match the CSCOPE districts with non-

CSCOPE districts that have similar demographics, ethnicity make-up, and financial 

standing.  Similar school districts were selected using TEA’s “Campus Group” report.  

Sample size summaries are located below (Table 1).   

The research questions and null hypotheses were addressed statistically through 

the use of independent t-tests and the results of the tests were displayed using tables, 

distribution bar graphs, and Q plots.  The t-tests compared the mean passing and 

commended performances percentages for the school districts that had utilized CSCOPE 

for the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school years and those school districts that 

had not implemented the curriculum product over the same time period.   
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Table 1 
 

Sample Size Summary of Passing Percentages 

 

N Participants 

Number 
of School 
Districts  Grade 

Number of 
Years with 
CSCOPE 

UIL 
Classification 

84 3rd Grade CSCOPE 28 3rd 3 AAA 

84 3rd Grade NON-CSCOPE 28 3rd 0 AAA 

84 4th Grade CSCOPE 28 4th 3 AAA 

84 4th Grade NON-CSCOPE 28 4th 0 AAA 

84 5th Grade CSCOPE 28 5th 3 AAA 

84 5th Grade NON-CSCOPE 28 5th 0 AAA 

84 6th Grade CSCOPE 28 6th 3 AAA 

84 6th Grade NON-CSCOPE 28 6th 0 AAA 

84 7th Grade CSCOPE 28 7th 3 AAA 

84 7th Grade NON-CSCOPE 28 7th 0 AAA 

84 8th Grade CSCOPE 28 8th 3 AAA 

84 8th Grade NON-CSCOPE 28 8th 0 AAA 

504 CSCOPE School Districts 28 3rd-8th 3 AAA 

504 
NON-CSCOPE School 
Districts 28 3rd-8th 0 AAA 

84 CSCOPE School Districts 28 3rd-11th 3 AAA 

84 
NON-CSCOPE School 
Districts 28 3rd-11th 0 AAA 

 

The tables were created to display the number of sample size (n), the mean 

passing percentage, standard deviation, standard error, and the minimum and maximum 

percentages used for both groups of school districts.  Separate tables also display the 95% 
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confidence level of the mean, the 95% confidence level of the variance, the equality of 

variance, and which method was used to determine if the variance was unequal or equal.  

The bar graphs and Q plots were developed for all grade levels combined and all grade 

level sub-groups combined.  Bar graphs and Q plots were also created for each grade 

level (3-8) for all students and each individual sub-group within that grade level.  All of 

the tables, bar graphs, and Q plots for each grade level and sub-group can be found in 

Appendixes A-H. 

 
Test Results 

 

Research Question 1 and Null Hypothesis 1 

 

Research question 1.  Is there a significant statistical difference in the percentage 

of students passing the TAKS test in grades 3-8 in the subject of mathematics between 

the districts that implemented CSCOPE and those districts not using CSCOPE?   

 
Null hypothesis 1.  There is no significant statistical difference in the percentage 

of students passing the TAKS test in grades 3-8 in the subject of mathematics between 

the districts that have implemented CSCOPE and those not using CSCOPE.   

Fisher’s t-tests were used to compare the mean passing percentages of school 

districts that had used CSCOPE as their curriculum management tool for the 2007-2008, 

2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school years and those school districts that had not 

implemented CSCOPE.   

A t-test was compared between the school districts that had utilized CSCOPE and 

those that had not for mathematics TAKS scores of All Students in grade 3-8 to test for 
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significance (p <0.05).  The All Students sub-group in grades 3-8 had a statistically 

significant (p=0.0261) difference with the CSCOPE schools outperforming the schools 

that did not use it.  The means in Table 2 record the mean passing rates for both groups of 

school districts in the following categories: All Students, African American, Hispanic, 

White, and Low Socioeconomic.  Table 2 also displays the t-test results and the power for 

each of the abovementioned subgroups.  The means for the All Students subgroup in 

grades 3-8 in mathematics for both groups of schools were:  CSCOPE schools had a 

mean of 82.49 and schools that did not use CSCOPE had a mean of 81.18.  Therefore, 

schools that had implemented CSCOPE for at least the 2007, 2008, and 2009 school 

years had a statistically significant higher rate of students passing the TAKS test in 

grades 3-8 than schools that did not implement the curriculum product.  The t-test 

revealed that there was not a statistically significant difference in the passing percentages 

of any of the other subgroups in grades 3-8 mathematics (Table 2). 

 
Table 2 

 
Grade 3-8 Mathematics t-test, Level of Significance, and Means 

 

Sub Group Mean CSCOPE Mean Non-CSCOPE t-test p 

All Students 82.49 81.18 -2.23 0.0261 

African American 70.5 70.98 0.37 0.71 

Hispanic 79.39 78.02 -0.182 0.0692 

White 86.58 86.27 -0.57 0.5667 

Low SES 77.29 76.89 -0.56 0.5745 
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Through the use of a bar graph, Figure 1 describes the distribution of passing percentages 

for grades 3-8 from the schools that used CSCOPE as a curriculum tool and those schools 

that did not.  The bar graph shows that the schools that had not implemented CSCOPE 

have a wider variance of score distribution than the schools that had utilized the 

curriculum product (Figure 1). 

 

 

Figure 1.  Distribution of passing percentages − Grades 3-8 all students distribution bar 
graph 
 
 

Appendix A displays the passing percentages for the following subgroups in 

grades 3-8 for both the control and experimental groups:  All students, Black, Hispanic, 

Low Socioeconomic, and White.  The passing percentages are displayed in the form of 

tables, graphs and Q Plots. 
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Separate t-tests for each grade 3-8 were conducted in order to compare mean 

passing percentages on the mathematics TAKS tests between the school districts that had 

utilized CSCOPE as their curriculum and those that had not to test for significance         

(p < 0.05).  The All Students sub-group in grades 3, 7, and 8 had a statistically significant 

difference between the two groups of schools.  Grade 3 had a statistically significant      

(p = .0058) difference between the schools that used CSCOPE and those that did not.  

The schools that used CSCOPE were outperformed by the schools that did not use it 

(Table 3).  Appendix B displays the passing percentages for the following subgroups in 

grade 3 for both the control and experimental groups:  All students, Black, Hispanic, Low 

Socioeconomic, and White.  The passing percentages are displayed in the form of tables, 

graphs and Q Plots (Appendix B). 

Grade 7 had a statistically significant (p=.0015) difference between the schools 

that used CSCOPE and those that did not.  In grade 7, the schools using CSCOPE 

outperformed the schools that did not use it (Table 3).  Appendix C displays the passing 

percentages for the following subgroups in grade 7 for both the control and experimental 

groups: All students, Black, Hispanic, Low Socioeconomic, and White.  The passing 

percentages are displayed in the form of tables, graphs and Q Plots (Appendix C).  Grade 

8 had a statistically significant (p = .0013) difference between the schools that used 

CSCOPE and those that did not, with the schools using CSCOPE outperforming the other 

group of schools (Table 3).  Appendix D displays the passing percentages for the 

following subgroups in grade 8 for both the control and experimental groups: All 

students, Black, Hispanic, Low Socioeconomic, and White.  The passing percentages are 

displayed in the form of tables, graphs, and Q Plots.  
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The means in Table 3 record the mean passing rates for both groups of school 

districts in the following categories: Grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8.  Table 3 also displays the 

t-test results and the power for each of the abovementioned subgroups.  The t-test 

revealed that there was not a statistically significant difference in the passing percentages 

in grades 4, 5 and 6 in mathematics between the schools that used CSCOPE and those 

that did not (Table 3).  Appendices E, F, and G show the passing percentages for the 

following subgroups in grades 4, 5, and respectively:  All students, Black, Hispanic, Low 

Socioeconomic, and White (Appendices E, F, and G).   

 
Table 3 

 
Grades 3-8 Individual t-test, Level of Significance, and Means 

 

Grade Mean CSCOPE Mean Non-CSCOPE t-test p 

3 80.29 82.49 2.77 0.0058 

4 82.89 83.22 0.43 0.6691 

5 82.15 81.91 -0.3 0.766 

6 78.53 77.41 -0.115 0.2508 

7 77.88 74.88 -3.19 0.0015 

8 77.74 74.76 -3.22 0.0013 

 

Through the use of a bar graph, Figure 2 describes the distribution of passing 

percentages for third grade students from the schools that used CSCOPE as a curriculum 

tool and those schools that did not.  The bar graph shows that the schools that had not 

implemented CSCOPE have a wider variance of score distribution and a greater mean 

passing percentage than the schools that had utilized the curriculum product (Figure 2).   
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Figure 2.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 3 all students distribution bar graph 
 
 

Through the use of a bar graph, Figure 3 describes the distribution of passing 

percentages for seventh grade students from the schools that used CSCOPE as a 

curriculum tool and those schools that did not.  The bar graph shows that the schools that 

implemented CSCOPE have a higher mean passing percentage than schools that did not 

implement the product.  The bar graph shows that the schools that had not implemented 

CSCOPE have a wider variance of score distribution than the schools that had utilized the 

curriculum product (Figure 3).   
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Figure 3.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 7 all students distribution bar graph 
 
 

Through the use of a bar graph, Figure 4 describes the distribution of passing 

percentages for eighth grade students from the schools that used CSCOPE as a 

curriculum tool and those schools that did not.  The bar graph shows that the schools that 

implemented CSCOPE have a higher mean passing percentage than schools that did not 

implement the product.  The bar graph shows that the schools that had not implemented 

CSCOPE have a wider variance of score distribution than the schools that had utilized the 

curriculum product (Figure 4).   
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Figure 4.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 8 all students distribution bar graph 

 
Appendix H shows the mean passing percentages for all subgroups for each of 

individual grade 3-8.  The passing percentages are displayed in tables, graphs, and Q 

Plots (Appendix H). 

 
Research Question 2 and Null Hypothesis 2 

 

Research question 2.  Is there a significant statistical difference in the percentage 

of students attaining commended performance on the TAKS in grades 3-11 in the subject 

of mathematics between the districts that implemented CSCOPE and those districts not 

using CSCOPE?   



70 

Null hypothesis 2.  There is no significant statistical difference in the percentage 

of students attaining commended performance on the mathematics TAKS test in grades 

3-11 between districts that have implemented CSCOPE and those not using CSCOPE.   

Commended performance is performance indicator that is available on each 

school district’s report card.  Without researching every campus individually, it is 

impossible to determine the commended performance percentage for each individual 

grade level.  Therefore, the second research question encompasses grades 3-11 instead of 

grades 3-8 like the first research question.  Since the district report cards do not 

disaggregate commended performance for each grade level, but only for the entire 

district, the t-tests were only able to determine if the commended performance was 

significantly affected in grades 3-11 in mathematics.  Commended performance is a 

distinction for students who scored exceptionally well on their TAKS tests.  The 

percentage of questions answered correctly to determine whether one scores commended 

performance varies from year to year.  Commended performance also depends on the 

students’ grade level and the specific subject tested, but typically a score at or above 92% 

qualifies as a commended performance.  The mean commended performance percentages 

of all students from the CSCOPE school districts were analyzed using Fischer’s t-test in 

an attempt to prove whether or not schools that implemented CSCOPE significantly 

improved commended performance percentages on mathematics TAKS tests in grades 3-

11.  The mean commended performance scores of African-American, Hispanic, White, 

and low socioeconomic sub groups were also analyzed to determine whether CSCOPE 

significantly affected the number of students who scored commended performance on 

their TAKS tests.   
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The t-test revealed that there was not a statistically significant difference in 

commended performance percentages between the schools that have utilized CSCOPE 

and those that have not.  The mean scores for the All Students subgroup for the schools 

that used CSCOPE was higher (25.30) than the schools that did not used CSCOPE 

(24.32), but using a test for significance (p < 0.05), the mean difference was not 

significant at (p = .2943).  When breaking the data down into the various sub-populations 

there appeared to be no statistical significance in CSCOPE’s effect on commended 

performance (Table 4). Within the African American sub-group, the schools that did not 

use CSCOPE had a higher mean percentage of students achieving commended 

performance (15.73) than the schools using CSCOPE (14.29).  The schools that did not 

use CSCOPE had a higher mean percentage of students attaining commended 

performance (18.9) within the low socioeconomic sub-group than the schools that did 

utilize the curriculum system (18.75), but using the a test for significance (p < 0.05), 

there was not a statistically significant difference in either of the two abovementioned 

subgroups (Table 4).   

The commended performance data revealed that within the Hispanic sub-group, 

the schools that used CSCOPE as their mathematics curriculum achieved a higher mean 

percentage of students attaining commended performance (20.35) than the schools that 

did not used CSCOPE (19.96).  However with (p = .6643), there was not statistical 

significance in the difference between the two groups of schools (Table 4).  Within the 

White sub-group of schools that used CSCOPE, there was also a higher mean of students 

achieving commended performance (30.75) than the schools that did not use the product 

(30.02), but with the (p=.5224), there was not a statistical significant difference (Table 4). 
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Table 4 

Grades 3-11 t-test, Level of Significance, and Means 

Student Sub Group Mean CSCOPE Mean Non-CSCOPE t-test p 

All Students 25.3 24.32 -1.05 0.2943 

African American 14.29 15.73 1.17 0.2448 

Hispanic 20.35 19.96 -0.43 0.6643 

White 30.75 30.02 -0.64 0.5224 

Low SES 18.75 18.9 0.21 0.8353 

 

Figure 5 shows the schools that used CSCOPE had a higher mean percentage and 

a wider variance of students who scored commended performance than those schools that 

did not use CSCOPE. 

Appendix I displays the commended performance percentages for the following 

subgroups in grade 3-11 for both the control and experimental groups: All students, 

Black, Hispanic, Low Socioeconomic, and White.  The passing percentages are displayed 

in the form of tables, graphs and Q Plots (See Appendix I).  Commended Performance 

percentages are reported as a single mean percentage for the combined grades 3-11. 

 

Summary of Results 

Data from the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 mathematics Texas 

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) were used to determine if the curriculum 

management system CSCOPE had any statistically significant effect on student 

performance.  The results of this study revealed that CSCOPE had a statistically 

significant effect on mathematics Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) 
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scores when comparing the mean passing percentages of all students in grades 3-8.  The 

study also revealed that CSCOPE appeared to have a statistically significant effect when 

the TAKS data was disaggregated into individual grade levels. 

 

 

Figure 5.  Distribution of commended performance percentage for all students 

 
In grades 7 and 8 the mean passing percentages of schools that had implemented 

CSCOPE significantly outperformed the schools that had never used the curriculum 

product.  However, in grade 3, the schools that did not use CSCOPE significantly 

outperformed those schools that had utilized CSCOPE as their curriculum management 

tool.  In grades 4, 5, and 6, there appeared to be no statistically advantage or disadvantage 

to using CSCOPE.  When the mathematic TAKS data was disaggregated by ethnicity and 
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socioeconomic status it revealed that CSCOPE had no statistically significant effect on 

the TAKS scores.   

 Research was also completed to determine if the same curriculum management 

product, CSCOPE, had a significant effect on the percentage of students in a school 

district that achieved a score of commended performance on the mathematics TAKS tests 

in grades 3-11.  The results showed mixed results in the mean percentages of student 

attaining commended performance.  While the mean percentages of the All Students, 

Hispanic, and White sub-groups for the schools using CSCOPE had a higher mean 

commended performance percentage than the schools that did not, the differences were 

not statistically significant.  The African American and Low Socioeconomic sub-groups 

of the schools that did not use CSCOPE had a higher percentage of students scores 

commended performance on the mathematic TAKS test than the schools that utilized 

CSCOPE; but again the difference in the scores was not statistically significant.   

 Analysis of the mathematics TAKS scores from the 2007, 2008, and 2009 school 

years, showed that the curriculum product CSCOPE had a statistically significant effect 

on increasing the passing percentage of the school districts that utilized the product and 

outperforming similar school district that did not use the product.  While the results 

showed that the product may not have a significant effect on any one particular sub-

group, they indicated that in grades 7 and 8 the CSCOPE schools surpassed the schools 

that did not used CSCOPE in student achievement.   

 

 

  



75 

 

CHAPTER FIVE 

Summary, Implications, and Conclusions 

 
 It is no secret that one of the most important factors in increasing student 

achievement is implementing a guaranteed and viable curriculum.  For success to 

continuously occur, the curriculum must be aligned with whatever standards are set 

forth by the governing entity.  Robert Marzano’s (2003) extensive research on school 

improvement concluded that the most significant school-level factor in determining 

overall student achievement is a guaranteed and viable curriculum.  Marzano (2003) 

believes students have the best opportunity to learn when they study a curriculum that 

clearly articulates required standards and ensures that all teachers have adequate time 

to help students acquire and integrate required content.  Marzano (2003) is not the 

only researcher that believes in the importance of an aligned and viable curriculum.  

English and Steffy (2001) point out that an aligned curriculum will work to increase 

student achievement in any testing scenario.  Finally, Mike Schmoker (2010) has 

written that our number one priority in improving our schools should be 

implementing a coherent, content-rich guaranteed curriculum.  Schmoker (2010) 

stated that the curriculum should be  

a curriculum which ensures that the actual intellectual skills and subject matter 
of a course don't depend on which teacher a student happens to get.  Such a 
curriculum need not be perfect, and it should make some allowances for 
individual teachers’ preferences.  In a majority of schools, we do not yet have 
such curricula, even though this may have more impact on learning than any 
other factor.  (Schmoker, 2010, p. 23) 
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 In the current educational climate, it is more important now than it has ever 

been that students are taught the content that they will be held accountable for on 

standardized tests.  With the increased reliance on standardized testing several 

curriculum products claiming to provide a guaranteed and viable curriculum have 

gained in popularity.  CSCOPE is one such product that has become very prevalent in 

the state of Texas.  This study examined what impact, if any, this curriculum product 

had on standardized tests scores in mathematics.  More specifically, the study 

analyzed data from the mathematics Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills 

(TAKS) in grades 3-8 to determine if the schools that have utilized CSCOPE over a 

three year period had statistically outperformed similar schools that had not used the 

product.  The study also sought to determine if the use of CSCOPE by school districts 

would increase the percentage of students achieving commended performance on the 

TAKS test at a higher rate than the schools that did not use the curriculum tool. 

 
Problem of the Study 

Research has proven that an aligned and viable curriculum is extremely important 

not only to student success in the classroom, but especially to student success on 

standardized tests (English & Steffy, 2001; Marzano, 2003; Marzano & Kendall, 1996; 

Schmoker, 2006).  With that being said, there still seems to be problems with public 

schools not teaching students the academic content they will be tested over (Davis & 

Perna, 2007; District Administration, 2004; Gewertz, 2010; Jennings & Renter, 2006).  

While there are several curriculum products on the market that claim to cover the 

appropriate academic standards, there is a limited amount of research on how specific 

curriculum products affect standardized test scores.  With the standardized tests 
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becoming the primary indicator as to how well students are learning content, and in many 

cases how successful entire schools districts appear to the public, it is extremely 

important that these curriculum products be researched to determine their effect on 

student success (Erikson, 2001).   

This study has attempted to determine if CSCOPE, a commercially developed 

curriculum management tool, has had any effect on standardized testing scores in the 

state of Texas.  The overarching research question to be answered was:  Did the 

implementation of CSCOPE have a significant effect on the passing percentages and/or 

commended performance percentages of students who attended schools where this 

product was used as the primary curriculum for at least three years?  The study compared 

mathematics TAKS scores from school districts that had used CSCOPE as their 

curriculum against similar school districts that had not implemented the curriculum 

product.  The following hypotheses and research questions were tested: 

 

Research Question 1 

Is there a significant statistical difference in the percentage of students passing the 

TAKS test in grades 3-8 in the subject of mathematics between the school districts that 

implemented CSCOPE and those districts not using CSCOPE? 

 
Null Hypothesis 1 

There is no significant statistical difference in the percentage of students passing 

the TAKS test in grades 3-8 in the subject of mathematics between the school districts 

that have implemented CSCOPE and those not using CSCOPE. 
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Data Analysis for Null Hypothesis 1 

The null hypothesis was tested using an independent t-test for mean differences 

and was also conveyed through the usage of descriptive statistics displaying a side by 

side comparison of the dependent variables using distribution bar graphs and Q plots.  

The percentage of students passing the TAKS test in mathematics was the dependent 

variable and the utilization of the CSCOPE curriculum product was the independent 

variable.   

 
Research Question 2 

Is there a significant statistical difference in the percentage of students attaining 

commended performance on the TAKS in grades 3-11 in the subject of mathematics 

between the school districts that implemented CSCOPE and those school districts not 

using CSCOPE? 

 
Null Hypothesis 2 

There is no significant statistical difference in the percentage of students attaining 

commended performance on the mathematics TAKS test in grades 3-11 between school 

districts that have implemented CSCOPE and those not using CSCOPE.   

 

Data Analysis for Null Hypothesis 2 

 

The null hypothesis was tested using an independent t-test for mean differences 

and was also conveyed through the usage of descriptive statistics displaying a side-by-

side comparison of the dependent variables using distribution bar graphs and Q plots.  

The percentage of students attaining commended performance on the TAKS test in 
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mathematics was the dependent variable and the utilization of the CSCOPE curriculum 

product was the independent variable.   

 
Statistical Design and Procedures 

This study used data from the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 

mathematics Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) tests to determine if the 

CSCOPE had a statistically significant impact on passing percentages and commended 

performance percentages.  The test scores were disaggregated into the following 

subgroups:  All students, African-American, Hispanic, White, and Low-socioeconomic.  

A t-test was compared between the school districts that had utilized CSCOPE and those 

that had not for their mathematics curriculum.  TAKS scores of all students in grade 3-8 

were analyzed to test for significance (p < 0.05) in regard to passing percentages.  A t-test 

was also compared between the school districts that had utilized CSCOPE and those that 

had not for mathematics TAKS scores of all students in grades 3-11 to test for 

significance (p < 0.05) in regard to commended performance percentages.  These t-tests 

analyzed the mean differences and descriptive statistics were generated to assist in 

describing the differences between the different types of school districts.  Statistical 

Analysis Software (SAS) was used to compare the means passing percentages and 

commended performance percentages between the schools that used CSCOPE and those 

that did not.   

 
Results 

The results of this study showed that CSCOPE had a statistically significant effect 

on mathematics Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) scores when 
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comparing the mean passing percentages of all students in grades 3-8.  The study also 

revealed statistical differences when the TAKS data was disaggregated into individual 

grade levels.  In grades 7 and 8 the mean passing percentages of schools that used 

CSCOPE significantly outperformed the schools that did not use the curriculum product.  

Interesting enough, in grade 3, the schools that did not use CSCOPE significantly 

outperformed those schools that had utilized CSCOPE (Table 5).  This may be due to the 

fact that CSCOPE stresses conceptual development and the use of manipulatives and 

hands-on activities instead of teaching multiple choice test taking strategies.  Since third 

grade is the first time students are mandated to take a standardized test, schools that 

utilize CSCOPE may not spend as much time teaching students testing strategies, and 

therefore, their scores may suffer in the first year of testing.  

 
Table 5 

Statistical Significance between CSCOPE and Non-CSCOPE Schools – All Students 

Grade  Student Subgroup Significantly Higher Significantly Lower 

3 All Students Non-CSCOPE Schools CSCOPE Schools 

4 All Students No Significance  No Significance  

5 All Students No Significance  No Significance  

6 All Students  No Significance  No Significance 

7 All Students CSCOPE Schools Non-CSCOPE Schools 

8 All Students CSCOPE Schools Non-CSCOPE Schools 

3-8 All Students CSCOPE Schools Non-CSCOPE Schools 

Note:  Significance was determine using (p < .05) 
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In grades 4, 5, and 6, there appeared to be no statistically advantage or 

disadvantage to using CSCOPE.  When the mathematic TAKS data was disaggregated by 

ethnicity and socioeconomic status, it revealed that CSCOPE had no statistically 

significant effect on the TAKS scores (Table 5).   

 The study analyzed commended performance percentages of both groups of 

schools in grades 3-11 to determine if CSCOPE had a significant effect on the percentage 

of students who attained this higher level of achievement.  The results of the t-tests 

showed varied outcomes in the mean percentages of student attaining commended 

performance, but the differences were not found to be statistically significant.  

 
Implications 

 Without considering the financial implications of CSCOPE, the mixed results of 

this study slightly lean toward utilizing the use of CSCOPE as a curriculum management 

system.  The schools that had used CSCOPE as their curriculum management system 

over the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 schools years had significantly better 

mathematic TAKS scores in grades 3-8 than the schools that did not use the product.  In 

grades 3-8 the Hispanic, White, and Low-socioeconomic subgroups all showed higher 

mean passing percentages than the schools that did not use CSCOPE  The only exception 

to that being the African-American subgroup where the CSCOPE schools scored less 

than half a percentage point lower than the schools that did not use the CSCOPE.  

CSCOPE proved to be especially productive when analyzing the 7th and 8th grade TAKS 

scores.  In both grades the schools that used CSCOPE had significantly better test scores 

than those schools that did not.  This may be due to the fact that school districts that 

utilize CSCOPE have a better aligned curriculum and teachers are clear on what 
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curriculum they are required to teach. Once students get to grades 7 and 8, the gaps in 

their learning are magnified by the fact that they are held accountable to retain and apply 

not only what they have learned in their current grade, but also what they have learned in 

subsequent grades.  If a school district’s curriculum is not adequately aligned their 

students’ learning gaps will become increasing noticeable as students promote to the 

higher grade levels. 

 
Recommendations 

While this study used 56 schools districts, and over 125 campuses, it only 

analyzed CSCOPE’s effect on standardized test scores at schools that were classified as 

AAA by the University Interscholastic League (UIL).  Including school districts that are 

significantly larger and smaller than AAA school districts would also help to generalize 

the results to the entire population.  The current study could also be expanded by further 

researching and disaggregating the commended performance rates by each individual 

grade.  This would help to determine if the curriculum product had a significant effect on 

commended performance percentages in specific grade levels and not just at CSCOPE or 

non-CSCOPE school districts. 

This study was conducted using school districts which had implemented the 

CSCOPE curriculum in mathematics for at least three years.  During the study it became 

apparent that numerous AAA school districts across the state were in their first or second 

year of implementation.  A future study would benefit from including the multitude of 

school districts that had not yet met the three year usage requirement for this study.  The 

current study could be expanded and include a statistical test to determine which group of 

school districts had experienced the most academic gain in test scores over the three 
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school years.  This would take out many of the variables that may have skewed the data 

or favored the control or experimental groups in this study.  For instance, the school 

districts that chose to implement CSCOPE may have been in dire need of curriculum 

alignment, and therefore began the study with students who had achieved lower test 

scores in the past.  On the other hand, the school districts that have not implemented 

CSCOPE may have wanted to, but did not have the option because of their financial 

situation.  There are many other extraneous variables that could have affected the current 

study, but due to the data-rich nature of the study and the large sample size it is not 

difficult to generalize the findings.   

Finally, a study could include the two or three years of test data before the school 

districts chose to implement CSCOPE.  This would allow one to see exactly how test 

scores changed over the implementation period.   With five or six years of data from the 

control group and the experimental group, one could easily determine if CSCOPE had a 

statistically significant impact on the growth of TAKS scores after its implementation.   

 
Conclusion 

 In conclusion, the results of the study indicate that CSCOPE does have a positive 

impact on mathematics standardized test scores in the state of Texas.  Research has 

shown that an aligned and viable curriculum is one of the most effective ways of 

increasing students’ achievement (English, 2000; Marzano, 2003).  The results of this 

study seem to support CSCOPE’s claim that it is a viable curriculum that is aligned to the 

state of Texas’s academics standards (CSCOPE, 2009).  One of the major benefits of 

using the CSCOPE curriculum management tool is that curriculum alignment should no 

longer be a concern for educators.  As long as the teachers follow the Year at a Glance 
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document (YAG), they should cover all of the academic standards and the gaps in the 

students’ learning should be minimal (CSCOPE, 2009).  With standardized testing being 

the central factor determining student success in public schools, there is no reason for 

school districts not to have an aligned and viable curriculum.  The product researched in 

this study not only claims to align itself the academic standards that the state of Texas has 

written, but it also claims to provide teachers with lessons and assessments that challenge 

students to conceptually learn rather than memorize facts and figures.  Nationwide the 

trend seems to be that standardized testing is here to stay and is going to become 

increasingly more challenging.  Therefore, school districts may benefit by implementing 

curriculum management tools such as CSCOPE that will allow teachers to focus all of 

their time on instruction and not worry about the alignment and assessment of the 

curriculum.  Whether school districts outsource the alignment of their curriculum or not, 

there is no doubt that a guaranteed and viable curriculum is a necessity to increasing 

student achievement. 
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Table A.1 
 

Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = All 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 504 0.8118 0.1002 0.00446 0.4400 0.9900 

Y 504 0.8249 0.0862 0.00384 0.5500 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0131 0.0935 0.00589   
 
 

Table A.2 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = All 

 
Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8118 0.8030 0.8206 0.1002 0.0944 0.1068 

Y  0.8249 0.8174 0.8324 0.0862 0.0812 0.0919 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0131 -0.0247 -0.00156 0.0935 0.0895 0.0977 
Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0131 -0.0247 -0.00156    
 
 

Table A.3 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = All 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 1006 -2.23 0.0261 

Satterthwaite Unequal 984.14 -2.23 0.0261 
 
 

Table A.4 
 

Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = All – Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 503 503 1.35 0.0008 
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Figure A.1.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grades 3-8, ethnicity = All 
 
 

 
 

Figure A.2.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grades 3-8, ethnicity = All 
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Table A.5 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 3-8 = Black 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 313 0.7098 0.1675 0.00947 0.1500 0.9900 

Y 315 0.7050 0.1574 0.00887 0.2000 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  0.00482 0.1625 0.0130   
 
 

Table A.6 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = Black 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7098 0.6912 0.7284 0.1675 0.1553 0.1817 

Y  0.7050 0.6875 0.7224 0.1574 0.1460 0.1708 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.00482 -0.0206 0.0303 0.1625 0.1540 0.1720 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.00482 -0.0206 0.0303    
 
 

Table A.7 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = Black 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled  Equal 626 0.37 0.7100 

Satterthwaite Unequal 623.08 0.37 0.7101 
 
 

Table A.8 
 

Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = Black – Equality of Variances  

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 312 314 1.13 0.2721 
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Figure A.3.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grades 3-8, ethnicity = Black 
 
 

 
 

Figure A.4.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grades 3-8, ethnicity = Black 
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Table A.9 
 

Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = Hispanic 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 488 0.7802 0.1204 0.00545 0.4700 0.9900 

Y 502 0.7939 0.1166 0.00520 0.3400 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0137 0.1185 0.00753   
 
 

Table A.10 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = Hispanic 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7802 0.7695 0.7909 0.1204 0.1133 0.1285 

Y  0.7939 0.7837 0.8041 0.1166 0.1098 0.1243 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0137 -0.0285 0.00108 0.1185 0.1135 0.1239 
Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0137 -0.0285 0.00109    

 
 

Table A.11 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = Hispanic 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 988 -1.82 0.0692 

Satterthwaite Unequal 984.36 -1.82 0.0694 
 
 

Table A.12 
 

Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = Hispanic – Equality of Variances  

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 487 501 1.07 0.4697 
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Figure A.5.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grades 3-8 = Hispanic 
 
 

 
 

Figure A.6.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grades 3-8, ethnicity = Hispanic 
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Table A.13 
 

Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = Low SES  

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 504 0.7689 0.1162 0.00517 0.4000 0.9900 

Y 504 0.7729 0.1104 0.00492 0.0400 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.00401 0.1133 0.00714   
 
 

Table A.12 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = Low SES 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7689 0.7587 0.7791 0.1162 0.1094 0.1238 

Y  0.7729 0.7633 0.7826 0.1104 0.1039 0.1176 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.00401 -0.0180 0.0100 0.1133 0.1086 0.1185 
Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.00401 -0.0180 0.0100    

 
 

Table A.15 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = Low SES 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 1006 -0.56 0.5745 

Satterthwaite Unequal 1003.4 -0.56 0.5745 
 
 

Table A.16 
 

Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = Low SES – Equality of Variances  

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 503 503 1.11 0.2515 
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Figure A.7.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grades 3-8, ethnicity = Low SES 
 
 

 
 

Figure A.8.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grades 3-8, ethnicity = Low SES 
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Table A.17 
 

Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = White 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 447 0.8627 0.0888 0.00420 0.4000 0.9900 

Y 486 0.8658 0.0775 0.00352 0.5300 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.00314 0.0831 0.00545   
 
 

Table A.18 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = White 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8627 0.8544 0.8709 0.0888 0.0834 0.0951 

Y  0.8658 0.8589 0.8727 0.0775 0.0729 0.0827 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.00314 -0.0138 0.00755 0.0831 0.0795 0.0871 
Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.00314 -0.0139 0.00761    

 
 

Table A.19 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = White 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 931 -0.58 0.5645 

Satterthwaite Unequal 888.6 -0.57 0.5667 
 
 

Table A.20 
 

Passing Percentage, Grades 3-8 = White – Equality of Variances 

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 446 485 1.31 0.0033 
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Figure A.9.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grades 3-8, ethnicity = White 
 
 

 
 

Figure A.10.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grades 3-8, ethnicity = White 
 
 
 
 
 



97 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



98 

Table B.1 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = All 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.8395 0.0806 0.00879 0.6600 0.9700 

Y 84 0.8287 0.0841 0.00917 0.6100 0.9700 

Diff (1-2)  0.0108 0.0823 0.01270   
 
 

Table B.2 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = All 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8395 0.8220 0.8570 0.0806 0.0699 0.0950 

Y  0.8287 0.8104 0.8469 0.0841 0.0730 0.0991 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.0108 -0.0142 0.0359 0.0823 0.0743 0.0922 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.0108 -0.0142 0.0359    
 

 
Table B.3 

 
T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = All 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 0.85 0.3950 

Satterthwaite Unequal 165.7 0.85 0.3950 
 

 
Table B.4 

 
Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = All – Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.09 0.6984 
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Figure B.1.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 3, ethnicity = all 
 
 

 
 
 

Figure B.2.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 3, ethnicity = all 
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Table B.5 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = Black 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 54 0.7552 0.1308 0.0178 0.4300 0.9900 

Y 53 0.7058 0.1770 0.0243 0.3200 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  0.0493 0.1554 0.0300   
 

 
Table B.6 

 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = Black 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7552 0.7195 0.7909 0.1308 0.1100 0.1615 

Y  0.7058 0.6571 0.7546 0.1770 0.1485 0.2189 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.0493 -0.0102 0.1089 0.1554 0.1369 0.1797 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.0493 -0.0105 0.1091    
 
 

Table B.7 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = Black 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 105 1.64 0.1036 

Satterthwaite Unequal 95.728 1.64 0.1048 
 
 

Table B.8 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = Black – Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 52 53 1.83 0.0304 
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Figure B.3.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 3, ethnicity = Black 
 

 
 
 

Figure B.4.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 3, ethnicity = Black 
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Table B.9 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = Hispanic 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 82 0.8173 0.1020 0.0113 0.5000 0.9900 

Y 84 0.7885 0.1092 0.0119 0.5000 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  0.0289 0.1057 0.0164   
 
 

Table B.10 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = Hispanic 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8173 0.7949 0.8397 0.1020 0.0884 0.1205 

Y  0.7885 0.7648 0.8121 0.1092 0.0948 0.1287 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.0289 -0.00353 0.0613 0.1057 0.0954 0.1185 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.0289 -0.00350 0.0612    
 
 

Table B.11 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = Hispanic 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 164 1.76 0.0803 

Satterthwaite Unequal 163.69 1.76 0.0801 
 
 

Table B.12 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = Hispanic – Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 81 1.15 0.5404 
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Figure B.5.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 3, ethnicity = Hispanic 
 
 

 
 

Figure B.6.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 3, ethnicity = Hispanic 
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Table B.13 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = SES Low 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.8083 0.0859 0.00937 0.6100 0.9700 

Y 84 0.7815 0.0990 0.0108 0.4900 0.9600 

Diff (1-2)  0.0268 0.0927 0.0143   
 
 

Table B.14 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = SES Low 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8083 0.7897 0.8270 0.0859 0.0746 0.1013 

Y  0.7815 0.7601 0.8030 0.0990 0.0860 0.1168 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.0268 -0.00145 0.0550 0.0927 0.0837 0.1039 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.0268 -0.00146 0.0550    
 

 
Table B.15 

 
T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = SES Low 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 1.87 0.0629 

Satterthwaite Unequal 162.76 1.87 0.0629 
 
 

Table B.16 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = SES Low – Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.33 0.1980 
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Figure B.7.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 3, ethnicity = SES Low 
 
 

 
 

Figure B.8.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 3, ethnicity = SES Low 
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Table B.17 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = White 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 75 0.8857 0.0735 0.00849 0.6700 0.9900 

Y 81 0.8768 0.0616 0.00684 0.6800 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  0.00894 0.0676 0.0108   
 
 

Table B.18 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = White 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8857 0.8688 0.9026 0.0735 0.0633 0.0876 

Y  0.8768 0.8632 0.8904 0.0616 0.0534 0.0729 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.00894 -0.0125 0.0303 0.0676 0.0608 0.0761 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.00894 -0.0126 0.0305    
 
 

Table B.19 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = White 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 154 0.83 0.4102 

Satterthwaite Unequal 144.87 0.82 0.4134 
 
 

Table B.20 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = White – Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 74 80 1.42 0.1219 
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Figure B.9.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 3, ethnicity = White 
 
 

 
 

Figure B.10.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 3, ethnicity = White 
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Table C.1 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = All 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.7763 0.1072 0.0117 0.4400 0.9500 

Y 84 0.8049 0.0944 0.0103 0.5800 0.9700 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0286 0.1010 0.0156   
 

 
Table C.2 

 
Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = All 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7763 0.7530 0.7996 0.1072 0.0931 0.1264 

Y  0.8049 0.7844 0.8254 0.0944 0.0819 0.1113 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0286 -0.0593 0.00219 0.1010 0.0912 0.1131 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0286 -0.0593 0.00220    
 
 

Table C.3 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = All 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 -1.83 0.0685 

Satterthwaite Unequal 163.37 -1.83 0.0685 
 
 

Table C.4 
 

Passing Percentage, Grades 7 = All – Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.29 0.2470 
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Figure C.1.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 7, ethnicity = All 
 
 

 
 

Figure C.2.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 7, ethnicity = All 
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Table C.5 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = Black 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 52 0.6552 0.1688 0.0234 0.1500 0.9300 

Y 53 0.6855 0.1522 0.0209 0.2000 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0303 0.1606 0.0314   
 
 

Table C.6 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = Black 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.6552 0.6082 0.7022 0.1688 0.1415 0.2093 

Y  0.6855 0.6435 0.7274 0.1522 0.1278 0.1883 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0303 -0.0925 0.0319 0.1606 0.1414 0.1860 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0303 -0.0925 0.0320    
 
 

Table C.7 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = Black 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 103 -0.97 0.3365 

Satterthwaite Unequal 101.48 -0.96 0.3370 
 
 

Table C.8 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = Black – Equality of Variances  

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 51 52 1.23 0.4595 
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Figure C.3.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 7, ethnicity = Black 
 
 

 
 

Figure C.4.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 7, ethnicity = Black 
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Table C.9 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = Hispanic 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 81 0.7425 0.1220 0.0136 0.4700 0.9900 

Y 84 0.7794 0.1353 0.0148 0.3600 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0369 0.1289 0.0201   
 
 

Table C.10 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = Hispanic 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7425 0.7155 0.7694 0.1220 0.1057 0.1443 

Y  0.7794 0.7500 0.8088 0.1353 0.1175 0.1595 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0369 -0.0766 0.00271 0.1289 0.1163 0.1446 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0369 -0.0765 0.00263    
 
 

Table C.11 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = Hispanic 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 163 -1.84 0.0676 

Satterthwaite Unequal 162.28 -1.84 0.0671 
 
 

Table C.12 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = Hispanic – Equality of Variances  

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 80 1.23 0.3536 
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Figure C.5.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 7 = Hispanic 
 
 

 
 

Figure C.6.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 7, ethnicity = Hispanic 
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Table C.13 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = Low SES  

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.7244 0.1167 0.0127 0.4500 0.9300 

Y 84 0.7500 0.1164 0.0127 0.4600 0.9700 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0256 0.1165 0.0180   
 
 

Table C.14 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = Low SES 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7244 0.6991 0.7497 0.1167 0.1013 0.1376 

Y  0.7500 0.7247 0.7753 0.1164 0.1010 0.1372 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0256 -0.0611 0.00991 0.1165 0.1052 0.1306 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0256 -0.0611 0.00991    
 
 

Table C.15 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = Low SES 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 -1.42 0.1565 

Satterthwaite Unequal 166 -1.42 0.1565 
 
 

Table C.16 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 7= Low SES – Equality of Variances  

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.01 0.9798 
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Figure C.7.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 7, ethnicity = Low SES 
 
 

 
 

Figure C.8.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 7, ethnicity = Low SES 
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Table C.17 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = White 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 74 0.8181 0.1168 0.0136 0.4000 0.9900 

Y 81 0.8422 0.0875 0.00973 0.5400 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0241 0.1026 0.0165   
 
 

Table C.18 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = White 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8181 0.7910 0.8452 0.1168 0.1006 0.1394 

Y  0.8422 0.8229 0.8616 0.0875 0.0758 0.1036 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0241 -0.0567 0.00847 0.1026 0.0922 0.1155 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0241 -0.0572 0.00892    
 
 

Table C.19 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = White 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 153 -1.46 0.1458 

Satterthwaite Unequal 134.73 -1.44 0.1512 
 
 

Table C.20 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = White – Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 73 80 1.78 0.0120 
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Figure C.9.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 7, ethnicity = White 
 

 

 
 

Figure C.10.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 7, ethnicity = White 
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Table D.1 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = All 

 
 

Table D.2 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = All 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7764 0.7542 0.7986 0.1022 0.0888 0.1206 

Y  0.8060 0.7863 0.8256 0.0905 0.0785 0.1067 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0295 -0.0589 -0.00011 0.0965 0.0872 0.1082 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0295 -0.0589 -0.00011    
 
 

Table D.3 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = All 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 -1.98 0.0491 

Satterthwaite Unequal 163.57 -1.98 0.0491 
 

 
Table D.4 

 

Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = All − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.28 0.2666 
 
 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.7764 0.1022 0.0112 0.4800 0.9700 

Y 84 0.8060 0.0905 0.00987 0.5500 0.9500 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0295 0.0965 0.0149   
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Figure D.1.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 8, ethnicity = all 

 
 

 
 

Figure D.2.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 8, ethnicity = all 
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Table D.5 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = Black 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 51 0.6308 0.1646 0.0231 0.3600 0.9300 

Y 51 0.6839 0.1565 0.0219 0.3600 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0531 0.1606 0.0318   
 
 

Table D.6 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = Black 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.6308 0.5845 0.6771 0.1646 0.1377 0.2046 

Y  0.6839 0.6399 0.7279 0.1565 0.1309 0.1945 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0531 -0.1162 0.00996 0.1606 0.1411 0.1864 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0531 -0.1162 0.00996    
 

 
Table D.7 

 
T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = Black 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 100 -1.67 0.0979 

Satterthwaite Unequal 99.743 -1.67 0.0979 
 
 

Table D.8 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = Black − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 50 50 1.11 0.7208 
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Figure D.3.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 8, ethnicity = Black 
 
 

 
 

Figure D.4.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 8, ethnicity = Black 
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Table D.9 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = Hispanic 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 81 0.7368 0.1219 0.0135 0.4900 0.9900 

Y 84 0.7688 0.1185 0.0129 0.3400 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0320 0.1202 0.0187   
 

 
Table D.10 

 
Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = Hispanic 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7368 0.7098 0.7637 0.1219 0.1056 0.1442 

Y  0.7688 0.7431 0.7945 0.1185 0.1029 0.1397 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0320 -0.0690 0.00493 0.1202 0.1084 0.1348 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0320 -0.0690 0.00495    
 
 

Table D.11 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = Hispanic 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 163 -1.71 0.0890 

Satterthwaite Unequal 162.32 -1.71 0.0892 
 
 

Table D.12 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = Ethnicity Hispanic − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 80 83 1.06 0.7973 
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Figure D.5.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 8, ethnicity = Hispanic 
 
 

 
 

Figure D.6.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 8, ethnicity = Hispanic 
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Table D.13 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = SES Low 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.7188 0.1199 0.0131 0.4600 0.9700 

Y 84 0.7446 0.1111 0.0121 0.4400 0.9300 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0258 0.1156 0.0178   
 
 

Table D.14 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = SES Low 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7188 0.6928 0.7448 0.1199 0.1041 0.1414 

Y  0.7446 0.7205 0.7687 0.1111 0.0964 0.1310 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0258 -0.0610 0.00938 0.1156 0.1044 0.1295 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0258 -0.0610 0.00938    
 
 

Table D.15 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = SES Low 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 -1.45 0.1494 

Satterthwaite Unequal 165.03 -1.45 0.1494 
 
 

Table D.16 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = SES Low − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.17 0.4857 
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Figure D.7.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 8, ethnicity = SES Low 
 
 

 
 
 

Figure D.8.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 8, ethnicity = SES Low 
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Table D.17 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = White 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 74 0.8401 0.0822 0.00956 0.6300 0.9900 

Y 81 0.8495 0.0781 0.00868 0.5500 0.9700 

Diff (1-2)  -0.00937 0.0801 0.01290   
 
 

Table D.18 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = White 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8401 0.8211 0.8592 0.0822 0.0708 0.0981 

Y  0.8495 0.8322 0.8668 0.0781 0.0677 0.0924 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.00937 -0.0348 0.0161 0.0801 0.0720 0.0902 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.00937 -0.0349 0.0161    
 

 
Table D.19 

 
T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = White 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 153 -0.73 0.4680 

Satterthwaite Unequal 149.98 -0.73 0.4690 
 
 

Table D.20 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = White − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 73 80 1.11 0.6542 
 
 



129 

 
 

Figure D.9.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 8, ethnicity = White 
 
 

 
 

Figure D.10.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 8, ethnicity = White 
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Table E.1 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = All 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.8458 0.0793 0.00865 0.6300 0.9900 

Y 84 0.8536 0.0722 0.00787 0.6800 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.00774 0.0758 0.01170   
 
 

Table E.2 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = All 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8458 0.8286 0.8630 0.0793 0.0688 0.0935 

Y  0.8536 0.8379 0.8692 0.0722 0.0627 0.0851 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.00774 -0.0308 0.0154 0.0758 0.0685 0.0849 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.00774 -0.0308 0.0154    
 
 

Table E.3 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = All 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 -0.66 0.5092 

Satterthwaite Unequal 164.56 -0.66 0.5092 
 

 
Table E.4 

 
Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = All – Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.21 0.3941 
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Figure E.1.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 4, ethnicity = All 
 
 

 
 

Figure E.2.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 4, ethnicity = All 
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Table E.5 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = Black 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 52 0.7696 0.1524 0.0211 0.1700 0.9900 

Y 51 0.7416 0.1415 0.0198 0.4600 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  0.0280 0.1471 0.0290   
 
 

Table E.6 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = Black 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7696 0.7272 0.8120 0.1524 0.1277 0.1890 

Y  0.7416 0.7018 0.7814 0.1415 0.1184 0.1759 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.0280 -0.0295 0.0856 0.1471 0.1293 0.1706 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.0280 -0.0294 0.0855    
 
 

Table E.7 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = Black 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 101 0.97 0.3357 

Satterthwaite Unequal 100.7 0.97 0.3353 
 
 

Table E.8 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = Black – Equality of Variances  

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 51 50 1.16 0.6005 
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Figure E.3.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 4, ethnicity = Black 
 
 

 
 
 

Figure E.4.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 4, ethnicity = Black 
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Table E.9 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = Hispanic 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 82 0.8156 0.1093 0.0121 0.4800 0.9900 

Y 84 0.8232 0.0920 0.0100 0.5800 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.00760 0.1009 0.0157   
 
 

Table E.10 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = Hispanic 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8156 0.7916 0.8396 0.1093 0.0947 0.1292 

Y  0.8232 0.8032 0.8432 0.0920 0.0799 0.1085 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.00760 -0.0385 0.0233 0.1009 0.0911 0.1132 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.00760 -0.0386 0.0234    
 
 

Table E.11 
 

T Value of Passing Percentages, Grade 4 = Hispanic 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 164 -0.49 0.6281 

Satterthwaite Unequal 158.06 -0.48 0.6288 
 
 

Table E.12 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = Hispanic – Equality of Variances  

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 81 83 1.41 0.1217 
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Figure E.5.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 4 = Hispanic 
 
 

 
Figure E.6.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 4, ethnicity = Hispanic 
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Table E.13 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = Low SES 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.8136 0.0922 0.0101 0.5100 0.9900 

Y 84 0.8042 0.1207 0.0132 0.0400 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  0.00940 0.1074 0.0166   
 
 

Table E.14 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = Low SES 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8136 0.7936 0.8336 0.0922 0.0800 0.1087 

Y  0.8042 0.7780 0.8304 0.1207 0.1048 0.1423 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.00940 -0.0233 0.0421 0.1074 0.0970 0.1203 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.00940 -0.0233 0.0421    
 
 

Table E.15 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = Low SES 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 0.57 0.5711 

Satterthwaite Unequal 155.24 0.57 0.5712 
 
 

Table E.16 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 4= Low SES – Equality of Variances  

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.71 0.0149 
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Figure E.7.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 4, ethnicity = Low SES 
 
 

 
 

Figure E.8.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 4, ethnicity = Low SES 
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Table E.17 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = White 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 76 0.8984 0.0674 0.00773 0.7100 0.9900 

Y 81 0.8896 0.0688 0.00764 0.7400 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  0.00879 0.0681 0.01090   
 
 

Table E.18 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = White 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8984 0.8830 0.9138 0.0674 0.0581 0.0802 

Y  0.8896 0.8744 0.9048 0.0688 0.0596 0.0814 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.00879 -0.0127 0.0303 0.0681 0.0613 0.0766 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.00879 -0.0127 0.0303    
 
 

Table E.19 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = White 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 155 0.81 0.4202 

Satterthwaite Unequal 154.7 0.81 0.4199 
 
 

Table E.20 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = White – Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 80 75 1.04 0.8634 
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Figure E.9.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 4, ethnicity = White 
 
 

 
 

Figure E.10.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 4, ethnicity = White 
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Table F.1 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = All 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.8350 0.0839 0.00915 0.6100 0.9800 

Y 84 0.8426 0.0821 0.00895 0.6100 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.00762 0.0830 0.0128   
 

 
Table F.2 

 
Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = All 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8350 0.8168 0.8532 0.0839 0.0728 0.0989 

Y  0.8426 0.8248 0.8604 0.0821 0.0713 0.0968 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.00762 -0.0329 0.0177 0.0830 0.0749 0.0930 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.00762 -0.0329 0.0177    
 
 

Table F.3 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = All 

  
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 -0.60 0.5526 

Satterthwaite Unequal 165.92 -0.60 0.5526 
 
 

Table F.4 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = All − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.04 0.8433 
 
 



143 

 
 

Figure F.1.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 5, ethnicity = all 
 
 

 
 
 

Figure F.2.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 5, ethnicity = all 
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Table F.5 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = Black 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 53 0.7636 0.1526 0.0210 0.4000 0.9900 

Y 53 0.7474 0.1360 0.0187 0.3300 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  0.0162 0.1445 0.0281   
 

 
Table F.6 

 
Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = Black 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7636 0.7215 0.8056 0.1526 0.1281 0.1888 

Y  0.7474 0.7099 0.7849 0.1360 0.1142 0.1683 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.0162 -0.0395 0.0719 0.1445 0.1273 0.1673 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.0162 -0.0395 0.0719    
 
 

Table F.7 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = Black 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 104 0.58 0.5646 

Satterthwaite Unequal 102.66 0.58 0.5646 
 
 

Table F.8 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = Black − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 52 52 1.26 0.4101 
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Figure F.3.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 5, ethnicity = Black 
 
 

 
 

Figure F.4.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 5, ethnicity = Black 
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Table F.9 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = Hispanic 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 81 0.7989 0.0989 0.0110 0.5900 0.9900 

Y 82 0.8091 0.1179 0.0130 0.3800 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0103 0.1089 0.0171   
 

 
Table F.10 

 
Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = Hispanic 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7989 0.7770 0.8208 0.0989 0.0857 0.1170 

Y  0.8091 0.7832 0.8351 0.1179 0.1022 0.1393 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0103 -0.0439 0.0234 0.1089 0.0982 0.1222 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0103 -0.0439 0.0234    
 
 

Table F.11 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = Hispanic 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 161 -0.60 0.5485 

Satterthwaite Unequal 156.91 -0.60 0.5481 
 
 

Table F.12 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = Hispanic − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 81 80 1.42 0.1178 
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Figure F.5.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 5, ethnicity = Hispanic 
 
 

 
 

Figure F.6.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 5, ethnicity = Hispanic 
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Table F.13 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = SES Low 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.7965 0.0987 0.0108 0.5600 0.9800 

Y 84 0.7970 0.0937 0.0102 0.5700 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.00048 0.0962 0.0148   
 
 

Table F.14 
 

Confident Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = SES Low 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7965 0.7751 0.8180 0.0987 0.0857 0.1164 

Y  0.7970 0.7767 0.8174 0.0937 0.0814 0.1105 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.00048 -0.0298 0.0288 0.0962 0.0869 0.1078 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.00048 -0.0298 0.0288    
 
 

Table F.15 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = SES Low 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 -0.03 0.9745 

Satterthwaite Unequal 165.56 -0.03 0.9745 
 

 
Table F.16 

 
Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = SES Low − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.11 0.6390 
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Figure F.7.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 5, ethnicity = SES Low 
 
 

 
 

Figure F.8.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 5, ethnicity = SES Low 
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Table F.17 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = White 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 74 0.8888 0.0625 0.00726 0.7100 0.9900 

Y 81 0.8859 0.0764 0.00849 0.6800 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  0.00286 0.0701 0.01130   
 

 
Table F.18 

 
Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = White 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8888 0.8743 0.9033 0.0625 0.0538 0.0746 

Y  0.8859 0.8690 0.9028 0.0764 0.0662 0.0904 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.00286 -0.0194 0.0251 0.0701 0.0631 0.0790 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.00286 -0.0192 0.0249    
 
 

Table F.19 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = White 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 153 0.25 0.8003 

Satterthwaite Unequal 151.19 0.26 0.7985 
 
 

Table F.20 
 

Variable:  Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = White- Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 80 73 1.50 0.0818 
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Figure F.9.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 5, ethnicity = White 
 
 

 
 

Figure F.10.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 5, ethnicity = White 
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Table G.1 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = All 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.7976 0.1176 0.0128 0.5100 0.9700 

Y 84 0.8137 0.0830 0.00905 0.5600 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0161 0.1018 0.0157   
 

 
Table G.2 

 
Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = All 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7976 0.7721 0.8231 0.1176 0.1021 0.1387 

Y  0.8137 0.7957 0.8317 0.0830 0.0721 0.0979 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0161 -0.0471 0.0149 0.1018 0.0919 0.1140 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0161 -0.0471 0.0150    
 
 

Table G.3 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = All 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 -1.02 0.3076 

Satterthwaite Unequal 149.24 -1.02 0.3078 
 
 

Table G.4 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 6 =All − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 2.01 0.0017 
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Figure G.1.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 6, ethnicity = All 
 
 

 
 

Figure G.2.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 6, ethnicity = All 
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Table G.5 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = Black 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 51 0.6796 0.1828 0.0256 0.2500 0.9900 

Y 54 0.6670 0.1668 0.0227 0.2300 0.9400 

Diff (1-2)  0.0126 0.1747 0.0341   
 

 
Table G.6 

 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = Black 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.6796 0.6282 0.7310 0.1828 0.1529 0.2272 

Y  0.6670 0.6215 0.7126 0.1668 0.1402 0.2059 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.0126 -0.0551 0.0802 0.1747 0.1538 0.2023 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.0126 -0.0553 0.0804    
 
 

Table G.7 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = Black 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 103 0.37 0.7133 

Satterthwaite Unequal 100.77 0.37 0.7140 
 
 

Table G.8 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = Black − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 50 53 1.20 0.5112 
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Figure G.3.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 6, ethnicity = Black 
 
 

 
 

Figure G.4.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 6, ethnicity = Black 
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Table G.9 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = Hispanic 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 81 0.7694 0.1400 0.0156 0.5000 0.9900 

Y 84 0.7949 0.1172 0.0128 0.4700 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0255 0.1289 0.0201   
 
 

Table G.10 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = Hispanic 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7694 0.7384 0.8003 0.1400 0.1213 0.1656 

Y  0.7949 0.7694 0.8203 0.1172 0.1018 0.1382 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0255 -0.0651 0.0141 0.1289 0.1163 0.1446 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0255 -0.0653 0.0143    
 
 

Table G.11 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = Hispanic 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 163 -1.27 0.2058 

Satterthwaite Unequal 156 -1.27 0.2074 
 
 

Table G.12 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = Hispanic − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 80 83 1.43 0.1103 
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Figure G.5.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 6, ethnicity = Hispanic 
 
 

 
 

Figure G.6.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 6, ethnicity = Hispanic 
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Table G.13 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = SES Low 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.7518 0.1376 0.0150 0.4000 0.9800 

Y 84 0.7601 0.1078 0.0118 0.4300 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.00833 0.1236 0.0191   
 

 

Table G.14 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = SES Low 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7518 0.7219 0.7817 0.1376 0.1195 0.1623 

Y  0.7601 0.7367 0.7835 0.1078 0.0936 0.1271 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.00833 -0.0460 0.0293 0.1236 0.1116 0.1385 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.00833 -0.0460 0.0293    
 

 

Table G.15 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = SES Low 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 -0.44 0.6627 

Satterthwaite Unequal 156.99 -0.44 0.6628 
 

 

Table G.16 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = SES Low − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.63 0.0272 
 
 



160 

 
 

Figure G.7.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 6, ethnicity = SES Low 
 
 

 
 

Figure G.8.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 6, ethnicity = SES Low 
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Table G1.7 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = White 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 74 0.8435 0.0911 0.0106 0.5600 0.9900 

Y 81 0.8507 0.0783 0.0087 0.5300 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.00723 0.0846 0.0136   
 

 

Table G.18 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = White 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8435 0.8224 0.8646 0.0911 0.0784 0.1087 

Y  0.8507 0.8334 0.8680 0.0783 0.0678 0.0926 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.00723 -0.0341 0.0197 0.0846 0.0761 0.0953 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.00723 -0.0343 0.0198    
 
 

Table G.19 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = White 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 153 -0.53 0.5961 

Satterthwaite Unequal 144.66 -0.53 0.5986 
 
 

Table G.20 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = White − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 73 80 1.35 0.1858 
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Figure G.9.  Distribution of passing percentage − Grade 6, ethnicity = White 
 
 

 
 

Figure G.10.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage − Grade 6, ethnicity = White 
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Table H.1 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = All 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 379 0.8249 0.1014 0.00521 0.4300 0.9900 

Y 386 0.8029 0.1181 0.00601 0.3200 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  0.0220 0.1102 0.00797   
 
 

Table H.2 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = All 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8249 0.8147 0.8352 0.1014 0.0947 0.1092 

Y  0.8029 0.7911 0.8147 0.1181 0.1104 0.1271 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.0220 0.00639 0.0377 0.1102 0.1049 0.1160 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.0220 0.00641 0.0377    
 
 

Table H.3 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = All 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 763 2.77 0.0058 

Satterthwaite Unequal 749.62 2.77 0.0058 
 

 
Table H.4 

 
Passing Percentage, Grade 3 = All – Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 385 378 1.36 0.0029 
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Figure H.1.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 3, ethnicity = All 
 
 

 
 

Figure H.2.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 3, ethnicity = All 
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Table H.5 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = All 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 378 0.8322 0.1071 0.00551 0.1700 0.9900 

Y 384 0.8289 0.1086 0.00554 0.0400 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  0.00334 0.1079 0.00781   
 
 

Table H.6 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = All 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8322 0.8214 0.8430 0.1071 0.1000 0.1153 

Y  0.8289 0.8180 0.8398 0.1086 0.1014 0.1169 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.00334 -0.0120 0.0187 0.1079 0.1027 0.1136 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.00334 -0.0120 0.0187    
 
 

Table H.7 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = All 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 760 0.43 0.6691 

Satterthwaite Unequal 760 0.43 0.6690 
 
 

Table H.8 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 4 = All – Equality of Variances  

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 383 377 1.03 0.7859 
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Figure H.3.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 4, ethnicity = All 
 
 

 
 

Figure H.4.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 4, ethnicity = All 
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Table H.9 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = All 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 376 0.8191 0.1070 0.00552 0.4000 0.9900 

Y 384 0.8215 0.1093 0.00558 0.3300 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.00234 0.1081 0.00784   
 
 

Table H.10 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = All 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.8191 0.8083 0.8300 0.1070 0.0998 0.1152 

Y  0.8215 0.8105 0.8324 0.1093 0.1020 0.1176 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.00234 -0.0177 0.0131 0.1081 0.1029 0.1139 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.00234 -0.0177 0.0131    
 
 

Table H.11 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = All 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 758 -0.30 0.7660 

Satterthwaite Unequal 758 -0.30 0.7660 
 
 

Table H.12 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 5 = All – Equality of Variances  

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 383 375 1.04 0.6813 
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Figure H.5.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 5 = All 
 

 

 
 

Figure H.6.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 5, ethnicity = All 
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Table H.13 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = All  

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 374 0.7742 0.1415 0.00732 0.2500 0.9900 

Y 387 0.7853 0.1233 0.00627 0.2300 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0111 0.1326 0.00961   
 
 

Table H.14 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = All 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7742 0.7598 0.7886 0.1415 0.1320 0.1524 

Y  0.7853 0.7729 0.7976 0.1233 0.1152 0.1327 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0111 -0.0299 0.00780 0.1326 0.1262 0.1396 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0111 -0.0300 0.00784    
 
 

Table H.15 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = All 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 759 -1.15 0.2497 

Satterthwaite Unequal 737.62 -1.15 0.2508 
 
 

Table H.16 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 6 = All – Equality of Variances  

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 373 386 1.32 0.0076 
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Figure H.7.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 6, ethnicity = All 
 
 

 
 

Figure H.8.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 6, ethnicity = All 
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Table H.17 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = All 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 375 0.7488 0.1334 0.00689 0.1500 0.9900 

Y 386 0.7788 0.1260 0.00641 0.2000 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0300 0.1297 0.00940   
 
 

Table H.18 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = All 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7488 0.7353 0.7624 0.1334 0.1245 0.1437 

Y  0.7788 0.7662 0.7914 0.1260 0.1177 0.1356 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0300 -0.0485 -0.0115 0.1297 0.1235 0.1366 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0300 -0.0485 -0.0115    
 
 

Table H.19 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = All 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 759 -3.19 0.0015 

Satterthwaite Unequal 753.49 -3.19 0.0015 
 
 

Table H.20 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 7 = All – Equality of Variances 

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 374 385 1.12 0.2695 
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Figure H.9.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 7, ethnicity = All 
 
 

 
 

Figure H.10.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 7, ethnicity = All 
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Table H.21 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = All 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 374 0.7476 0.1328 0.00687 0.3600 0.9900 

Y 384 0.7774 0.1211 0.00618 0.3400 0.9900 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0297 0.1270 0.00923   
 
 

Table H.22 
 

Confidence Level of Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = All 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.7476 0.7341 0.7611 0.1328 0.1239 0.1431 

Y  0.7774 0.7652 0.7895 0.1211 0.1131 0.1303 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0297 -0.0479 -0.0116 0.1270 0.1209 0.1337 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0297 -0.0479 -0.0116    
 
 

Table H.23 
 

T Value of Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = All 

 

Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 756 -3.22 0.0013 

Satterthwaite Unequal 745.51 -3.22 0.0013 
 
 

Table H.24 
 

Passing Percentage, Grade 8 = All – Equality of Variances 

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 373 383 1.20 0.0722 
 
 
 
 



175 

 
 

Figure H.11.  Distribution of passing percentage – Grade 8, ethnicity = All 
 
 

 
 

Figure H.12.  Q-Q plots of passing percentage – Grade 8, ethnicity = All 
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Table I.1 
 

Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = All 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.2432 0.0570 0.00622 0.1200 0.3600 

Y 84 0.2530 0.0631 0.00689 0.1300 0.4100 

Diff (1-2)  -0.0098 0.0601 0.00928   
 

 
Table I.2 

 
Confidence Level of Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = All 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.2432 0.2308 0.2556 0.0570 0.0495 0.0672 

Y  0.2530 0.2393 0.2667 0.0631 0.0548 0.0744 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0098 -0.0281 0.0086 0.0601 0.0543 0.0674 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0098 -0.0281 0.0086    

 
 

Table I.3 
 

T Value of Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = All 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 -1.05 0.2943 

Satterthwaite Unequal 164.28 -1.05 0.2943 
 
 

Table I.4 
 

Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = All − Equality of Variances 

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.23 0.3521 
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Figure I.1.  Distribution of commended performance − Grades 3-11, ethnicity = all 
 
 

 
 

Figure I.2.  Q-Q plots of commended performance percentage − Grades 3-11, ethnicity = 
all 
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Table I.5 
 

Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = Black 

 

Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 81 0.1573 0.0877 0.00975 0 0.4000 

Y 80 0.1429 0.0677 0.00757 0.0100 0.3600 

Diff (1-2)  0.0144 0.0784 0.0124   
 

 
Table I.6 

 

Confidence Level of Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = Black 

 

 

 
Table I.7 

 

T Value of Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = Black 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 159 1.17 0.2455 

Satterthwaite Unequal 150.27 1.17 0.2448 
 
 

Table I.8 
 

Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = Black - Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 80 79 1.68 0.0223 
 
 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.1573 0.1379 0.1767 0.0877 0.0760 0.1038 

Y  0.1429 0.1278 0.1579 0.0677 0.0586 0.0802 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.0144 -0.0100 0.0388 0.0784 0.0707 0.0881 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.0144 -0.0100 0.0388    
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Figure I.3.  Distribution of commended performance − Grades 3-11, ethnicity = Black 
 
 

 
 

Figure I.4.  Q-Q plots of commended performance percentage − Grades 3-11, ethnicity = 
Black 
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Table I.9 
 

Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11, = Hispanic 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.1996 0.0557 0.00608 0.1000 0.3400 

Y 84 0.2035 0.0578 0.00631 0.1000 0.3300 

Diff (1-2)  -0.00381 0.0568 0.00876   
 
 

Table I.10 
 

Confidence Level of Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = Hispanic 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.1996 0.1875 0.2117 0.0557 0.0484 0.0657 

Y  0.2035 0.1909 0.2160 0.0578 0.0502 0.0682 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.0038 -0.0211 0.0135 0.0568 0.0513 0.0636 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.0038 -0.0211 0.0135    
 
 

Table I.11 
 

T Value of Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11, Hispanic 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 -0.43 0.6643 

Satterthwaite Unequal 165.78 -0.43 0.6643 
 
 

Table I.12 
 

Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = Hispanic − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.08 0.7418 
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Figure I.5.  Distribution of commended performance − Grades 3-11, ethnicity = Hispanic 
 
 

 
 

Figure I.6.  Q-Q plots of commended performance percentage − Grades 3-11, ethnicity = 
Hispanic 
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Table I.13 
 

Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = SES Low 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 84 0.1890 0.0479 0.00522 0.1000 0.2900 

Y 84 0.1875 0.0484 0.00529 0.1000 0.3100 

Diff (1-2)  0.00155 0.0482 0.00743   
 

 
Table I.14 

 
Confidence Level of Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = SES Low 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.1890 0.1787 0.1994 0.0479 0.0416 0.0565 

Y  0.1875 0.1770 0.1980 0.0484 0.0421 0.0571 

Diff (1-2) Pooled 0.00155 -0.0131 0.0162 0.0482 0.0435 0.0540 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite 0.00155 -0.0131 0.0162    
 

 
Table I.15 

 
T Value of Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = SES Low 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 166 0.21 0.8353 

Satterthwaite Unequal 165.98 0.21 0.8353 
 
 

Table I.16 
 

Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = SES Low − Equality of Variances 

 

Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 83 83 1.02 0.9164 
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Figure I.7.  Distribution of commended performance − Grades 3-11, ethnicity = SES 
Low 

 
 

 
 

Figure I.8.  Q-Q plots of commended performance percentage − Grades 3-11, ethnicity = 
SES Low 
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Table I.17 
 

Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = White 

 
Treatment N Mean Std Dev Std Err Minimum Maximum 

N 83 0.3002 0.0732 0.00804 0.1100 0.5000 

Y 84 0.3075 0.0731 0.00798 0.1400 0.5700 

Diff (1-2)  -0.00726 0.0732 0.01130   
 
 

Table I.18 
 

Confidence Level of Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = White 

 

Treatment Method Mean 95% CL Mean Std Dev 95% CL Std Dev 

N  0.3002 0.2842 0.3162 0.0732 0.0635 0.0865 

Y  0.3075 0.2916 0.3234 0.0731 0.0635 0.0862 

Diff (1-2) Pooled -0.00726 -0.0296 0.0151 0.0732 0.0661 0.0820 

Diff (1-2) Satterthwaite -0.00726 -0.0296 0.0151    
 
 

Table I.19 
 

T Value of Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = White 

 
Method Variances DF T Value Pr > |t| 

Pooled Equal 165 -0.64 0.5224 

Satterthwaite Unequal 164.97 -0.64 0.5225 
 
 

Table I.20 
 

Commended Performance Percentage, Grades 3-11 = White − Equality of Variances 

 
Method Num DF Den DF F Value Pr > F 

Folded F 82 83 1.00 0.9884 
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Figure I.9.  Distribution of commended performance − Grades 3-11, ethnicity = White 
 

 

 
 

Figure I.10.  Q-Q plots of commended performance percentage − Grades 3-11, ethnicity 
= White 
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