














on the students’ academic performance in reading and math on the PSAE under the IL
State Standards compared to academic performance in reading and math under CCSS.
Table 5

Mean Rating and Standard Deviations for Students’ Academic Performance for the Class

of 2010 under the IL State Standards compared to the Class of 2014 according to the
CCSS based on AYP (PSAE Examination) in Reading and Math

Total Variables Year n M SD
Reading
2014 227 148.37 14.00
2010 231 146.74 14.84
Total 458 147.54 14.43
Math
2014 227 146.57 13.46
2010 231 144.50 14.59
Total 458 143.53 14.06

Table 5 revealed that the means were relatively consistent across the two class
years regarding students’ academic performance for the Class of 2010 under the IL State
Standards compared to the Class of 2014 under the CCSS based on AYP (PSAE
Examination) scores in reading and math. However, after reviewing the means for the
two class years, the Class of 2014 under the CCSS had a slightly higher means for
reading (148.37) and math (146.57) than the Class of 2010 under the IL State Standards.
Thus, the CCSS were apparently making an impact but not enough to substantiate the

claim that it would improve students’ academic performance.
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Table 6

Average PSAE Scores in Reading and Math for the Class of 2010 & 2014

Class Year Average Score by Subject
Reading Math

Class of 2014 148 147

Class of 2010 146 144

Notes: For the Class of 2014 — The scores of all grade 11 students tested with PSAE are included in this
report, regardless of their enrollment date. Adapted from ISBE School Performance Profile. Copyright
2013b and 2009 by ISBE.

Table 6 displayed the comparison scores for the Class of 2010 and 2014 on the
PSAE. For the Class of 2010, the average scores were reading (146) and math (144). For
the Class of 2°014, the average scores were reading (148) and math (147). Based on ISBE
AYP performance targets for IL State Standards and CCSS, students performed below
standards (see table 7). The PSAE scores for the Class of 2014 were slightly higher, but
not significant enough to indicate that CCSS improves student achievement.
Table 7

ISBE Student Performance Value Based on AYP Performance Targets Set by Federal
NCLB Guidelines

Performance Level Performance Level Descriptions Score Range by Subject
Reading Math

Exceeds Standards Student work demonstrates advanced 178 — 200 179 - 200
(Level 4) knowledge and skills in the subject.

Meet Standards Student work demonstrates proficient 155 - 177 156 — 178
(Level 3) knowledge and skills in the subject.

Below Standards Student work demonstrates basic knowledge 135 -154 136 — 155
(Level 2) and skills in the subject.

Academic Warming  Student work demonstrates limited knowledge 120 - 134 120 - 135
(Level 1) and skills in the subject.

Notes: Adapted from ISBE Student Performance Chart based on AYP. Copyright 2013c by ISBE.
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Table 8

Comparable Trends of ACT Scores for the Class of 2010 and Class of 2014

Grad Year English Mathematics Reading Science
Social Studies

2010 17.1 17.5 17.6 16.6

2014 16.7 17.7 17.1 17.4

Note: Adapted from ACT, 2010 and 2014 College Readiness Report and ACT test scores range
from 1 to 36, retrieved from http://www.act.org/collegereadiness/report/index.htm Copyright
2010 and 2013 by the ACT.

\

Table 8 displayed the scores for the Class of 2010 and Class of 2014 on the ACT
exam. There was a similar data trend on the ACT scores for the students of 2010 and
2014. The ACT consisted of curriculum-based tests for educational development in
English, mathematics, reading and science. The tests were designed to measure the skills
needed for success in first-year college coursework. ACT reported the following as the
minimum college readiness benchmark scores for designated college courses: English
Composition: 18, mathematics: 22, social studies: 22, and science: 23. Neither of the
learning standards, (IL St. Standards nor CCSS), met these ACT benchmark scores nor
made an impact to increase student achievement.

Analysis of data addressing research question 2: As measured by student
performance data based on grades earned in core classes, what was the difference in
student performance for the Class of 2010 under the Illinois State Standards in core
classes compared to student performance for the Class of 2014 in core classes under the
Common Core State Standards?

The researcher employed inferential analysis for research question 2 to compare

the Class of 2010 archival performance grades in core classes (English, math, social
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studies, and science) under the Illinois State Standards with the Class of 2014
performance grades in core classes under to the CCSS. The ANOVA was used to
determine which learning standards enhanced students’ grades in the core classes.

The population sizes used for comparison were 231 high school students in the
Class of 2010 and 227 high school students in the Class of 2014. The students attended
an urban high school in a south suburb of a mid-western state. The official academic
performance data (grades) was collected and analyzed in order to determine: (a) the
impact of the CCSS on student achievement and cross-curriculum instruction, and (b) the
impact on student achievement in core classes for the Class of 2010 before CCSS against
the core class data in the Class of 2014 after the implementation of CCSS.
Table 9
Mean Rating and Standard Deviations for Students’ Academic Performance for the Class

of 2010 under the IL State Standard compared to the Class of 2014 under the CCSS for
each of the Four Variables: English, Mathematics, Social Studies, and Science

Variables Year n M SD
English
2014 226 2.77 0.92
2010 228 2.88 1.07
Total 456 2.82 1.00
Mathematics
2014 228 2.99 1.17
2010 227 2.76 1.05
Total 455 2.88 1.18
Social Studies
2014 226 2.78 0.94
2010 226 2.67 1.00
Total 452 2.73 0.97
Science
2014 172 2.85 1.08
2010 193 2.72 1.04
Total 365 2.79 1.06
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Table 9 revealed that the means were relatively consistent between the years
assessed regarding the students’ academic performance within each of the four variables
representing core classes (English, mathematics, social studies, and science). However,
the Class of 2014 under the CCSS had a slightly higher mean for mathematics (2.99),
social studies (2.78), and science (2.85). The Class of 2010 achieved slightly higher
scores in English (2.88) utilizing Il. State Standards compared to the Class of 2014
English (2.77) classes. The results indicated that the CCSS for numeracy improved
student achievement, but not enough to make a significant difference between the two
learning standards. However, the data suggested that overtime, CCSS will continue to
have some measure of impact to increase student academic performance as a result of the
standards required for classroom instruction under CCSS.

Table 10
One Way ANOVA for Students’ Academic Performance for the Class of 2010 under the

IL State Standards compared to the Class of 2014 under the CCSS for each of the Four
Variables: English, Mathematics, Social Studies, and Science

Core Course SS df MS F Sig.
English: Between Groups 2.77 2 1.39 1.39 .249
Within Group 449.90 453 0.99
Total 452.66 455
Math:  Between Groups 7.44 2 3.72 3.00 .051
Within Group 560.15 452 1.24
Total 567.60 454
Soc. S: Between Groups 1.43 2 0.72 0.76 470
Within Group 424.10 449 0.95
Total 425.53 451
Science: Between Groups 6.52 2 3.26 291 .056
Within Group 406.24 452 1.22
Total 412.76 454

Note. The p-value (sig.) p < .05.
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As shown in table 10, the ANOVA provided answers to research question 2,
regarding the difference in students’ academic performance, as measured by grades
earned in core classes for the Class of 2010 under the IL State Standard compared to the
grades earned in core classes for the Class of 2014 under the CCSS. The four variables
for English, mathematics, social studies, and science were assessed. The p-value in the
ANOVA illustration regarding students’ academic performance in the four core classes
were: English (p = .249), mathematics (p = .051), social studies (p = .470), and science (p
=.056). The p-values were greater than .05. As a result, the null hypothesis indicated that
the means were not equal for the four subject groups and therefore, not rejected. The
ANOVA revealed that there were no statistically significant differences in student
performance based on data derived from grades between the subject groups based on
students’ academic performance in the core classes under the IL State Standards or on the
students’ academic performance in core classes under CCSS.

Reliability Analysis of the Survey Instrument for Research Question 3

As described in the reliability analysis of the survey instrument section in Chapter
I11 for research question 3, thematically scaled items were analyzed for inter-item
reliability using Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. In instances were alpha coefficients were
sufficiently strong (.60 or higher), total variables were created to represent the scale
theme or construct. Thus, survey items B (13 items) and C (13 items) were combined to
create a total variable scale relative to perceptions of the CCSS influence on teachers.
This also included influences on them personally and on their teaching methods.

In a similar manner, survey items D (8 items) and E (10 items) were combined to

create a total variable scale related to perceptions of the CCSS influence on students and
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administrators. These items were thus combined into the third total variable scale.
Reliability analysis was performed on the three sets of survey items grouped as
previously described. The analysis was performed during instrument development (i.e.,
the pilot study) and with the actual survey data. This analysis explored instrument inter-
item reliability particular to thematic survey item scales regarding teacher perceptions.
The pilot study reliability analysis demonstrated strong inter-item reliability for the
survey instrument (alpha (o)) > .60 on each total variable scales).
Table 11

Scale Titles, Number of Items, and Alpha Reliabilities for Pilot Survey

Title of Scale Number of Items in Alpha Reliability
Scale
Influence on Teachers and Their 26 .70

Instructions
(Survey Items B and C)

Influence on Education and 18 .80
Student Performance
(Survey Items D and E)

Influence on School 9 7
Administrators’ Roles and Job

Performance

(Survey Item F)

Overall Teacher Perceptions of 53 .76
CCSS Influence (All Survey
Items)

The pilot alpha values as shown in table 11 were as follows: teacher perceptions of CCSS
on their instruction, as indicated by survey items B and C (n = 26) was a = .70, teacher
perceptions of CCSS’ influence on education and student performance, as indicated by
survey items D and E (n = 18) was a = .80, and teacher perceptions of CCSS influence on

school administrators’ roles and job satisfaction, as indicated by survey item E (n = 9)
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was o =.77.

As stated, Cronbach’s alpha measured homogeneity used to assess inter-item
reliability or consistency for a set of related items. A higher coefficient alpha denoted a
higher level of inter-item reliability coefficient. All 53 items on the survey scored a total
of .90. Reliability analysis for the first set of 26 survey items (related to teacher
perceptions of the CCSS — job satisfaction, instructional practices and training) resulted
in an alpha coefficient of .81. This alpha coefficient was considered adequate (.60 or
greater) for creating and maintaining the total variable for survey items B and C.

The second set included 18 survey items associated with respondent perceptions
about the CCSS’ influence on students’ performance as reflected by student PSAE
scores. The reliability analysis resulted in an alpha coefficient of .90. Thus, the second
total variable was maintained using the 18 related items from survey items D and E.

The final nine survey items were related to teacher perceptions about the CCSS
influence on school administrators and resulted in an alpha coefficient of .60. These
results validated the third total variable for section F of the survey items. Table 12

displays the alpha coefficients from the various surveys.
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Table 12

Scale Titles, Number of Items, and Alpha Reliabilities for Survey Instrument

Title of Scale Number of Items in Alpha Reliability
Scale
Influence on Teachers and Their 26 .81

Instructions
(Survey Items B and C)

Influence on Education and 18 .90
Student Performance
(Survey Items D and E)

Influence on School Administrators’ 9 .60
Roles and Job Performance
(Survey Item F)

Overall Teacher Perceptions of 53 .90
CCSS Influence (All Survey ltems)

Analysis of data addressing research question 3: Pertaining to the mandatory
integration of literacy and numeracy across all curriculum areas as required under CCSS,
what was the difference in perception of CCSS, between teachers of core classes and
teachers of non-core classes?

Respondent Demographics for the Survey

The total population size included 88 high school teachers from one high school
in the southern suburb of a large metropolitan city. Seventy-three teachers completed the
survey that resulted in a response rate of 83% (n = 73 of 88). The respondents addressed
each of the statements on the survey and none were omitted. The response rate was near
the higher end of response rates predicted by Nutty (2008), who stated that a 20 - 43%

response rate could be expected for an online survey.
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Table 13

Personal Respondent Demographics for the Survey

. Participants Frequency
Demaographic ltems (n=73) Percent
Gender

Female 44 60.3%
Male 29 39.7%
Age Range
Under 30 11 15.0%
30-40 25 34.2%
41 -50 20 27.3%
51-60 11 15.0%
61-70 6 8.2%
Highest Level of Educations Degree
BA/BS 8 11.0%
BA/BS + 30 7 9.6%
MA/MS 38 52.0%
MA/MS + 30 19 26.0%
Ed. D/ PhD 1 1.4%
Total Years of Teaching Experience
0-5 13 17.6%
610 23 31.1%
11-15 14 19.0%
16 - 20 12 16.2%
21-30 5 6.8%
30 + 6 8.1%

Table 13 illustrated the respondent’s personal demographics, such as gender, age,
education, and teaching experience. This data indicated that the majority of the
respondents were female between the age of 30 — 40 with a Master’s Degree and six to 10
years of teaching experiences.

The researcher employed inferential analysis to question 3 and compared
respondents’ perceptions based on demographic variables; such as, gender and teaching

experience across the total variable constructs. The ANOVA was utilized in the instances
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Table 15

One Way ANOVA of Teachers’ Subject (Core, Non-Core, and Core SPED Groups:
Teacher Perceptions of the CCSS Influence on Teachers and their Instruction — Job
satisfaction

Job Satisfaction SS df MS F Sig.

B1: Between Groups 7.19 2 3.60 3.18 .047
Within Group 78.97 70 1.13
Total 86.16 72

B2: Between Groups 18.71 2 9.35 8.38 .001
Within Group 78.17 70 1.12
Total 96.88 72

B3: Between Groups 0.71 2 0.36 0.42 .658
Within Group 59.26 70 1.05
Total 59.97 72

B4: Between Groups 0.56 2 0.28 0.31 737
Within Group 63.38 70 0.92
Total 63.94 72

B13: Between Groups 15.85 2 1.03 6.66 .002
Within Group 83.49 70 1.05
Total 99.37 72

C8: Between Groups 6.71 2 3.36 0.50 .613
Within Group 475.97 70 6.80
Total 482.69 72

Note. The p-value (sig.) p <.05.

ANOVA in table 15 provided the answer to the research question regarding
teacher perceptions of CCSS among three teacher types (core, non-core, and core SPED).
As shown in table 15, the p-values in the ANOVA illustration for the questions regarding
job satisfaction were: B1 (p =.047), B3 (p =.658), B4 (p =.737), and C8 (p = .613). The
p-values are greater than .05. As a result, the null hypothesis indicated that the means

were not equal for the three subject groups and therefore, not rejected. The ANOVA
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revealed there were no statistically significant differences in respondent perceptions
between the subject groups based on teacher job satisfaction.

However, there was a significant difference between the perception of the three
subject groups based on the influence of job satisfaction in terms of question: B2 — The
stress level among teacher decreasing was (p = .001). In an effort to look more deeply
and specifically at these differences, a post-hoc test was conducted using the Tukey HSD.
These findings revealed statistically significant differences between non-core teachers
(M = 3.17) that were lower than core teachers (M = 4.38) and core SPED teachers
(M =3.81). Non-core teachers viewed CCSS as negatively influencing teachers and their
teaching, significantly stronger than did the core and core SPED teachers regarding
question B2 on the survey.

Also, there was a significant difference with the perception of the three subject
groups based on the influence of job satisfaction in terms of question: B13 (p =.002) —
Record-keeping was a major time constraint for teachers. In an effort to look more deeply
and specifically at these differences, a post-hoc test was conducted using the Tukey HSD.
These finding revealed statistically significant differences between core SPED teachers
(M =1.94) that were lower than core (M = 2.08) and non — core (M = 3.11) teachers.
Therefore, the core SPED teachers viewed CCSS as negatively influencing teachers and
their teaching significantly more strongly than did the core and non - core teachers
regarding question B13 on the survey. The perception of the core SPED teachers could be
due to the amount of paperwork that must be done for the Individual Educational Plan

(IEP) for their students.
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Table 16

One Way ANOVA of Teachers’ Subject (Core, Non-Core, and Core SPED Groups:

Teacher Perceptions of CCSS Influence on Teachers and their Instruction - Teacher

training

Teacher training SS df MS F Sig.

B7: Between Groups 0.04 2 0.02 0.02 .982
Within Group 70.49 70 1.01
Total 70.52 72

B8: Between Groups 0.21 2 0.10 0.10 .907
Within Group 74.23 70 1.06
Total 74.44 72

B10: Between Groups 8.26 2 4.13 3.65 301
Within Group 79.11 70 1.13
Total 87.37 72

B12: Between Groups 0.39 2 0.19 0.24 .790
Within Group 56.99 70 0.81
Total 57.37 72

C5: Between Groups 6.17 2 3.08 5.43 .060
Within Group 39.75 70 0.56
Total 45.92 72

Note. The p-value (sig.) p <.05.

ANOVA in table 16 provided the answer to the research question regarding the

difference in teacher perceptions’ of CCSS among the three subject (core, non-core, and

core SPED teachers) groups on the influence on teachers and job satisfaction. As shown

in table 16, the p-values in the ANOVA illustration for the questions regarding teacher

training were: B7 (p =.982), B8 (p = .907), B10 (p =.301), B12 (p =.790), and C5 (p =

.060). The p-values were greater than .05. As a result, the null hypothesis indicated that

the means were not equal for the three subject groups and therefore, not rejected. The

ANOVA revealed that there were no statistically significant differences in respondent

perceptions between the subject groups based on the teachers and teacher training.



Table 17

One Way ANOVA of Teachers’ Subject (Core, Non-Core, and Core SPED Groups:
Teacher Perceptions of the CCSS Influence on Teachers and their Instruction -
Instructional practices

Instructional Practice SS df MS F Sig.

B5: Between Groups 2.96 2 1.48 1.28 .284
Within Group 80.80 70 1.15
Total 83.75 72

B6: Between Groups 3.87 2 1.94 1.67 .196
Within Group 81.17 70 1.15
Total 85.04 72

B9 Between Groups 1.64 2 0.82 0.75 476
Within Group 76.20 70 1.09
Total 77.84 72

B11: Between Groups 2.38 2 1.19 0.96 .388
Within Group 86.64 70 1.24
Total 89.01 72

C1: Between Groups 15.85 2 0.29 0.26 773
Within Group 83.49 70 1.13
Total 99.37 72

C2: Between Groups 0.86 2 0.43 0.49 .618
Within Group 62.45 70 0.89
Total 63.31 72

C3: Between Groups 1.26 2 0.63 0.79 456
Within Group 54.61 70 0.79
Total 55.88 72

C4: Between Groups 1.48 2 0.74 1.32 274
Within Group 39.21 70 0.56
Total 40.69 72

C6: Between Groups 1.33 2 0.67 0.88 421
Within Group 53.19 70 0.76
Total 54.52 72
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Table 17 (Continued)

Instructional Practice SS df MS F Sig.

C7: Between Groups 1.57 2 0.78 0.83 442
Within Group 66.38 70 0.96
Total 67.95 72

C9: Between Groups 3.80 2 1.90 1.62 .205
Within Group 82.10 70 1.17
Total 85.90 72

C10: Between Groups 3.69 2 1.84 1.32 275
Within Group 98.10 70 1.40
Total 101.78 72

C11: Between Groups 0.94 2 0.47 0.40 674
Within Group 82.63 70 1.18
Total 83.56 72

C12: Between Groups 0.67 2 0.34 0.28 154
Within Group 82.67 70 1.05
Total 83.34 72

C13: Between Groups 6.71 2 0.05 0.05 .955
Within Group 475.97 70 0.10
Total 482.69 72

Note. The p-value (sig.) p <.05.

ANOVA in table 17 provided the answer to the research question regarding the
difference in teacher perceptions regarding CCSS among the three subject teacher types
(core, non-core, and core SPED) on the influence of teachers and their teaching —
instructional practices. As shown in table 17, the p-values in the ANOVA illustration for
the questions regarding instructional practices were: B5 (p = .284), B6 (p =.196),

B9 (p = .476), B11 (p =.388), C1 (p = .773), C2 (p = .618), C3 (p = .456), C4 (p = .274),
C6 (p = .421), C7 (p = .442), C9 (p = .205), C10 (p = .275), C11 (p = .674),
C12 (p =.754), and C13 (p = .955). The p-values were greater than .05. As a result, the

null hypothesis indicated that the means are not equal for the three subject groups and
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therefore, not rejected. The ANOVA revealed that there were no statistically significant
differences in respondent perceptions between the subject groups based on the influence
on instructional practices.

Part Il of the survey. Data analysis for section C and D of the survey were
descriptive. The 18 Likert scale questions were designed to assess respondents’
perceptions of CCSS on the influence on student education and performance. The areas
addressed in the survey were student education (questions D1 — D8) and student
performance (questions E1 — E10). These areas were summarized relative to survey item
response frequencies and corresponding percentages as showed in Table 25 (Appendix

E).
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Table 18

Respondents’ Mean and Standard Deviations on Survey Items: Respondents’ Perceptions
of CCSS — Influence on Student Education and Performance

Survey statements composing the student scale M SD
D1. CCSS are improving education. 3.14 1.07
D2. CCSS are a good measure of teacher effectiveness. 3.70 1.06
D3. CCSS motivate students to learn. 4.29 2.53
D4. The reporting of results on PSAE provides a reliable 3.97 1.04
method to compare the quality of schools.
D5. Administrators overemphasize CCSS. 2.76 1.01
D6. CCSS reports accurately reflect what students have learned 3.98 0.93
in the classroom during the past year.
D7. CCSS lead to a state narrowed aligned curriculum. 2.52 0.90
D8. The purchase of textbooks and materials are based on the 2.94 0.93
content matching the CCSS.
E1. There is significant improvement in student achievement. 3.50 0.93
E2. Students leave school more equipped to be successful. 3.33 1.12
E3. Students become more accountable for their own success. 4.40 6.00
E4. Students are more proficient in reading. 3.24 0.96
E5. Students are more proficient in math. 3.23 0.91
E6. Students are more proficient in language usage. 3.29 0.94
E7. Students are more proficient in science. 3.26 0.93
E8. Students’ standardized achievement scores are increasing 3.55 0.87
throughout the state.
E9. The student dropout rate is declining. 3.36 0.79
E10. Student discipline referrals are declining. 3.98 0.76

Note. Survey anchors ranged from 1 (Strongly Agree), 2 (Agree), 3 (Neutral), 4 (Disagree) to 5 (Strong
Disagree).

Mean and standard deviations — Perceptions about the influence on student
education and performance. Survey item response mean and standard deviations were
displayed in table 18. Mean and standard deviations for each statement were reported and

discussed below relative to student education (questions D1 — D8), and student
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performance (questions E1 — E10). Data was reported in order of response strength. This
analysis further confirmed the response frequency findings indicated in the report.

Influence on student education. In terms of student education, respondents
perceived the purchase of textbooks and materials based on content matching the CCSS
implementation, along with CCSS leading to a state-aligned curriculum, as being
overemphasized by administrators. The majority of respondents disagreed that the
implementation of CCSS were improving education. The respondents did not perceive
CCSS as a good measure of teacher effectiveness, nor motivating students to learn, nor an
adequate method to compare the quality of schools. Respondents perceived PSAE reports
as not accurately reflecting what students learned in classroom during the past year.

Influence on student performance. In terms of student performance, respondents
disagreed with the perception that students’ standardized achievement scores were
increasing throughout the state and that students were more proficient in reading and
math as a result of CCSS. The respondents did not perceive students to be more proficient
in language usage or science, nor did they perceive student achievement as significantly
improving or students leaving school more equipped to be successful.

Part Il of the survey — Analysis of data addressing research question 3: What
were the differences among core and non-core teachers’ perceptions of the CCSS based
on the areas of the survey: influence on students’ education and performance? The
researcher employed the inferential analysis for research question 3 and compared
respondent’s perceptions based on the three variables (core teachers, non-core teachers,
and special education core teachers (core SPED) across the thematic total variable

constructs using the ANOVA for part 11 of the survey.
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Table 19

One Way ANOVA of Teachers’ Subject (Core, Non-Core, and Core SPED Groups):
Teacher Perceptions of the CCSS Influence on Student Education and Performance

Student education and SS df MS F Sig.

performance

D1: Between Groups 2.85 2 1.43 1.26 290
Within Group 79.17 70 1.13
Total 82.03 72

D2: Between Groups 18.71 2 1.38 1.23 299
Within Group 78.17 70 1.12
Total 96.88 72

D3: Between Groups 0.71 2 9.06 2.04 .246
Within Group 59.26 70 6.33
Total 59.97 72

D4: Between Groups 0.13 2 2.15 0.06 137
Within Group 72.91 70 1.05
Total 73.04 72

D5: Between Groups 4.42 2 0.07 2.70 .938
Within Group 57.52 70 1.04
Total 61.95 72

D6: Between Groups 5.38 2 2.21 3.57 .075
Within Group 52.84 70 0.82
Total 58.22 72

D7: Between Groups 1.33 2 2.70 3.57 .033
Within Group 60.44 70 0.76
Total 58.22 72

D8: Between Groups 1.33 2 0.67 0.76 471
Within Group 60.44 70 0.88
Total 61.78 72

E1: Between Groups 10.64 2 5.32 7.22 .001
Within Group 51.60 70 0.74
Total 62.25 72
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Table 19 (Continued)

Student education and SS df MS F Sig.

performance

E2: Between Groups 4.80 2 2.40 1.98 147
Within Group 85.31 70 1.22
Total 90.11 72

E3: Between Groups 163.57 2 81.79 2.30 102
Within Group 242591 70 34.66
Total 2589.48 72

E4: Between Groups 8.34 2 4.17 5.08 .009
Within Group 56.65 70 0.82
Total 64.99 72

ES5: Between Groups 6.71 2 3.26 4.35 .017
Within Group 475.97 70 0.75
Total 482.69 72

E6: Between Groups 6.71 2 4.06 5.33 .008
Within Group 475.97 70 0.78
Total 482.69 72

E7:. Between Groups 6.71 2 4.10 5.33 .007
Within Group 475.97 70 0.77
Total 482.69 72

E8: Between Groups 7.67 2 3.83 5.78 .005
Within Group 46.42 70 0.66
Total 54.08 72

E9: Between Groups 0.44 2 0.22 0.35 .706
Within Group 44.30 70 0.63
Total 44.74 72

E10: Between Groups 3.70 2 1.85 3.38 .040
Within Group 38.25 70 0.55
Total 41.95 72

Note. The p-value (sig.) p <.05.

ANOVA in table 19 provided the answer to the research question whether or not
the teachers’ perceptions of CCSS differed for the three subject (core, non-core, and core

SPED) groups of the influence on student education and performance. As shown in table

99



19, the p-values in the ANOVA illustration for the questions regarding student education
and performance were: D1 (p =.290), D2 (p =.299), D3 (p = .246), D4 (p = .137),
D5 (p = .938), D6 (p = .075), D7 (p = .033), D8 (p = .471), E2 (p = .147),
E3 (p =.102), E4 (p = .009), E5 (p = .017), E6 (p = .008), E7 (p =.007),
E9 (p =.706) and E10 (p = .040). The p-values were greater than .05. As a result, the null
hypothesis indicated that the means were not equal for the three subject groups and
therefore, not rejected. The ANOVA revealed that there were no statistically significant
differences in respondent perceptions between the subject groups based of the influence
on student education and performance.

There were significant differences in the perception of the three subject groups
based on the influence on student education and performance in terms of question: E1 (p
=.001) — There is significant improvement in student achievement. There was a
significant difference in the perception of the CCSS between core and non-core teachers.
In an effort to look more deeply and specifically at these differences, a post-hoc test was
conducted using the Tukey HSD. These findings revealed statistically significant
differences between non-core teachers (E1: M = 2.83) that were lower than core (E1: M =
3.67) and core SPED (E1: M = 3.81) teachers. The data indicated that non-core teachers
perceived the CCSS as having no impact on student education and performance; whereas
core teachers did not report this belief as strongly in response to questions E1 on the
survey.

There was a significant difference in teachers’ perceptions of the impact of CCSS
on standardized test scores as indicated in the responses to question E8 (p = .005)

regarding whether ACT and PSAE test scores for the State of Illinois would increase as a
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result of CCSS. In an effort to look more deeply and specifically at these differences, a
post-hoc test was conducted using the Tukey HSD. These findings revealed statistically
significant differences between non-core teachers (E8: M = 3.00) that were lower than
core (E8: M = 3.81) and core SPED (E8: M = 3.75) teachers. Therefore, the core teachers
viewed the CCSS as more likely to increase ACT and PSAE test scores than did non-core
teachers.

Part 111 of the survey. Data analysis for section F of the survey was descriptive.
The 9 Likert scale questions designed to assess respondents’ perceptions of CCSS on the
on school administrators’ roles and job satisfaction. The areas addressed in the survey
were school administrators’ roles (questions F1 — F3) and job satisfaction (questions F4 —
F9). These areas were summarized relative to survey item response frequencies and

corresponding percentage as showed in Table 26 (Appendix F).
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Table 20

Respondents’ Mean and Standard Deviations on Survey Items: Respondents’ Perceptions
of CCSS — Influence on School Administrators’ Roles and Job Satisfaction

Survey statements composing the administration scale M SD

F1. School administrators being under greater pressure to 1.87 0.90
increase student achievement.

F2. Administrator morale is declining. 2.45 1.03

F3. Administrators retiring early and citing standards as a 3.45 0.87
reason.

F4. Record keeping becoming a major time constraint for 2.31 0.98
school administrators.

F5. School administrators becoming more accountable for their 2.38 0.99
schools’ or district’s success.

F6. Administrators spending more time overseeing test 2.73 1.04
preparation.

F7. Administrators spending more time supervising test 2.55 0.97
analysis.

F8. Administrators implementing only scientifically based 3.01 0.96

researched programs and texts.

F9. Administrators providing scientifically based professional 3.12 1.04
development for staff.

Note. Survey anchors ranged from 1 (Strongly Agree), 2 (Agree), 3 (Neutral), 4 (Disagree) to 5 (Strong
Disagree).

Mean and standard deviations — Perceptions regarding school administrators’
roles and job satisfaction. Survey item response mean and standard deviations were
displayed in table 20. Mean and standard deviations for each statement were reported and
discussed below relative to school administrators’ roles (questions F1 — F3) and job
satisfaction (questions F4 — F9). Data was reported in order of response strength. This
analysis further confirmed the response frequency findings indicated in the report.

Administrators’ roles and job satisfaction. In term of administrations’ roles and
job satisfaction perceptions, respondents perceived that administrators were under greater

pressure due to increased student achievement mandates, and as a result, had
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implemented only scientifically based researched programs and texts. Respondents were
also in agreement that administrators were spending more time overseeing test analyses
and test preparation. The perception among respondents was that administrators had
experienced a decline in morale and that record keeping had become a major time
constraint for school administrators. Respondents were somewhat in agreement that
administrators provided scientifically based professional development for staff.

Part 111 of the survey — Analysis of data addressing research question 3: What
were the differences among core and non-core teachers’ perceptions of the CCSS based
on the areas of the survey: influence on administrators’ roles and job satisfaction? The
researcher employed the inferential analysis for the research question 3 and compared
respondent’s perceptions based on the three variables (core teachers, non-core teachers,
and special education core teachers (core SPED) across the thematic total variable

constructs using the AVOVA for part 111 of the survey.
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Table 21

One Way ANOVA of Teachers’ Subject (Core, Non-Core, and Core SPED) Groups:
Teacher Perceptions of the CCSS Influence on School Administrators’ Roles & Job
Satisfaction

School Administration SS df MS F Sig.
Roles’ and Job Satisfaction

F1: Between Groups 2.88 2 1.44 1.84 167
Within Group 55.00 70 0.79
Total 57.90 72

F2: Between Groups 3.75 2 1.87 1.87 163
Within Group 70.34 70 1.01
Total 74.08 72

F3: Between Groups 2.87 2 1.43 1.96 .148
Within Group 51.21 70 0.73
Total 54.08 72

F4: Between Groups 4.35 2 2.17 2.33 105
Within Group 65.41 70 0.93
Total 69.75 72

F5: Between Groups 2.90 2 1.45 9.66 233
Within Group 65.41 70 0.98
Total 69.75 72

F6: Between Groups 0.10 2 0.50 0.49 .639
Within Group 77.53 70 1.11
Total 78.52 72

F7: Between Groups 0.26 2 0.13 0.14 873
Within Group 67.82 70 0.97
Total 68.08 72

F8: Between Groups 2.38 2 1.91 1.30 .282
Within Group 64.61 70 0.92
Total 66.99 72

F9: Between Groups 211 2 1.06 0.98 .382
Within Group 75.78 70 1.08
Total 77.90 72

Note. The p-value (sig.) p < .05.
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ANOVA in table 21 provided the answer to the research question regarding the
teacher perception of CCSS among the three subject (core, non-core, and core SPED)
groups on the influence of school administrator roles’ and job satisfaction. As shown in
table 21, the p-values in the ANOVA illustration for the questions regarding school
administrator roles’ and job satisfaction were: F1 (p = .167), F2 (p = .163), F3 (p = .148),
F4 (p =.105), F5 (p = .233), F6 (p = .639), F7 (p = .873), F8 (p = .282) and F9 (p = .382).
The p-values were greater than .05. As a result, the null hypothesis indicated that the
means were not equal for the three subject groups and therefore, not rejected. The
ANOVA revealed there were no statistically significant differences in respondent
perceptions between the subject groups based on influence of school administrator roles’
and job satisfaction.

Analysis of qualitative data addressing research question 3: What were the
differences among core and non-core teachers’ perceptions of the CCSS based on the two
open-ended questions on the survey: What challenges do you think educators will face
when planning to implement the CCSS into their classes and what kinds of resources or
tools would enhance your professional development (or enhance the professional
development you may be asked to lead) on the CCSS?

Qualitative data was collected for this study and analyzed using an open coding
method. An open coding method of the qualitative data included the evaluation of distinct
commonalities in concepts and categories by the researcher, which then formed a basis
for the analysis. A thematic coding method was used to group responses into general
themes for the two open-ended questions (University of Texas, 2011). The researcher

collected the qualitative data to provide more information related to the quantitative data
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collected from the teachers to clarify and extend the objective data in this study by
exploring the difference in teachers perceptions regarding the impact of CCSS between
teachers of core classes and teachers of non core classes. Using multiple research
techniques is designed to provide safeguards against bias and subjectivity.

The two open-ended questions in part three of the survey provided the
respondents the opportunity to respond in their own words. Seventy-three teachers
completed the survey however 52 teachers completed question one and 42 teachers
completed question two for the open-ended section of the survey. The complete listing of
the teachers’ responses are in table form and are labeled: Analysis of Qualitative Data
Addressing Research Question 3: Open-ended Responses. Charts of all respondents were
created and are found in tables 27 and 28 (Appendices G and H).

The researcher examined the teachers’ responses to find the repeating themes. As
shown in tables 22 and 23, the repeated themes were identified during the initial coding
and represented the commitments of the respondents who expressed the same idea in

response to a question.
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Table 22

Analysis of Repeating Themes for Question 1 of the Open-ended Responses: What
challenges do you think educators will face when planning to implement the CCSS into

their classes?

Themes

# of Occurrences

Repeating Themes

Time & Planning

Aligning Curriculum

Skill Level &
Deficiency

Training — (PD on
CCSS)

21

17

Timing, planning and evaluation those skills should
already be in place. CCSS simple cause us to stop, reflect
and analyze the curriculum more closely.

Challenges: time to work collaboratively, record-keeping
to track student growth (also, considering the number of
transfer students who enroll with little to no
grades/scores).

One challenge possibly is the alignment of curriculum
map/timeline to the CCSS. Curriculum maps call for
rapid pace, which causes teachers less time to achieve the
ultimate goal: learning/improving a particular skill,
rather than becoming familiar with a piece of material.

It will take time for K-12 to be truly vertically aligned.
Until then, it feels like we are “jamming material” down
students’ throats, which does not usually result in quality
learning. | am hopeful that Common Core will be
affective in a few years.

CCSS assumes a degree of literacy for successful
implementation. Our students have not familiarized the
level of reading proficiency for their grade level.

Reaching low ability students.

Common core standards are to provide a consistent, clear
understanding of what students are expected to learn, so
that teachers and parents know what they need to do to
help them. They are designed to be robust and relevant to
the real world, reflecting knowledge and skills that our
young people need for success in college and careers.
Educators must continue to educate themselves on the
implementation of culturally responsive classrooms to
better serve the students at hand. Understanding their
backgrounds to better appeal on an educational level.
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Table 23

Analysis of Repeating Themes for Question 2 of the Open-ended Responses: What kinds
of resources or tools would enhance your professional development (or enhance the
professional development you may be asked to lead) on the CCSS?

Themes # of Occurrences

Repeating Themes

Professional 28
Development

Technology 6
Textbook 4
Accountability 2

(Increase Social
Emotion Support)

Teacher Incentive 2

Taking away” Professional Development. Reliable
technology and training (I Pads for classrooms). |
attended a workshop in the fall with Carol Jago
(Implementing the CC) where she outlined standards and
followed w/ practical examples. This was extremely
helpful.

Knowledgeable trainers.

Training on how the standards will change our courses.
Chem have barely no standards that includes our entire
course. Objective lack specificity to our content. We are
having to figure out the how will no guidance or support
from higher ups outside our district. Frankly, I don’t
think they know or we would receive the guidance,
support and strategies to effectively implement the
CCSS

PD & School Improvement days where teachers can talk
about CC and how it is changing classroom teaching and
each team creating activities to implement CC in each
course.

Regular, organized staff development time (especially

within department and course teams) to collaborate with
our peers. Time allowed with district administrators for
honest discussion concerning course/curriculum design.

Social Studies teachers need an “Intro” to the CCSS.

On-line templates to avoid recreating other resources.
Continued collaboration with colleagues.

More technology workshops to incorporate
lessons/activities to CCSS.

Better technology like overhead projectors and
computers in staff meeting areas.

More and better technology!
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Analysis of data address qualitative research (open — ended) question 1: What
challenges do you think educators will face when planning to implement the CCSS into
their classes? There were 52 respondents that answer the open — ended question 1: 42 —
core teachers (language arts — 9, math — 10, science — 6, social studies — 5 and special
education — 12 but only 10 non-core teachers responded to the question. As shown in
table 27, the repeating themes that emerged from this question were: time and planning,
aligning curriculum, skill level and deficiency, and training that provided professional
development on CCSS. All of the respondents gave the same concerns on the open-ended
questions on the survey that were recorded as the repeating themes. There was no
difference between the groups. The majority of the respondents stated that time and
planning were the challenges that they felt educators would face when implementing the
CCSS into the classroom.

Analysis of data address qualitative research (open — ended) question 2: What
kinds of resources or tools would enhance your professional development (or enhance the
professional development you may be asked to lead) on the CCSS? There were 42
respondents that answered the open — ended question 2: 35 — core teachers (language arts
— 7, math — 7, science — 5, social studies — 5 and special education — 11 but only 7 non-
core teachers responded to the question. As shown in table 28, the repeating themes that
emerged from this question were: professional development, technology, textbooks,
accountability, and teacher incentive programs. All of the respondents provided similar
repeating themes. There was no difference between the groups. The majority of the
respondents stated that professional development and technology would be the kinds of

resources or tools that would enhance their knowledge and skill in CCSS. However,
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majority of the non-core teachers stated that more technology workshops are needed to
incorporate lessons and activities using the CCSS.
Conclusions

There were two primary points the researcher concluded at the close of this study
that had a significant bearing on the overall scope of study and to the ongoing study of
this topic regarding CCSS. These points were: (a) to determine the impact of CCSS on
student performance and (b) the teachers’ perceptions regarding the educational influence
of CCSS.

Most importantly, student achievement was not significantly affected by the
implementation of the CCSS. Despite the overwhelming celebration associated with
CCSS as an advocate for student achievement, this high school must continue to
implement CCSS into classroom instruction and continue to monitor the result of CCSS,
in order to assess the overall impact, if any, on student achievement. The CCSS were
established to salvage the lack of continuity associated between school districts, between
grade levels and between regions of a particular state. However, the mass implementation
of CCSS as a means to debunk the failing state-standard model, failed to bring about a
large or significant increase to student achievement.

According to Carlisle (2013), when teachers raise learning expectations, students
will work harder to meet them. CCSS set higher learning expectations for all students.
Consequently, it may take more time for students to meet and exceed those higher
learning expectations. However, with higher, more rigorous and comprehensive CCSS,
teachers will administer exams that more accurately measure students’ college and career

readiness as well as their yearly progress.
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Following the initial implementation, test scores may drop, but these scores will
provide educators with a clearer picture of where students are struggling and how they
can better support their preparation for college and career in a competitive global
economy.

However, the results of comparing the performance of the Class of 2010 on AYP
according to the IL State Standards with the Class of 2014 performance data based on
AYP under the CCSS did not yield a significant change in student’s achievement. This
was not at all the anticipated outcome of the application of the CCSS, according to those
who studied, conceived and supported the idea. CCSS was designed to set higher learning
standards for all students and prepare students and schools to meet and exceed those new
performance targets.

Secondly, the teachers’ perceptions gained through the administration of the
survey demonstrated an environment of educators that were not in full support of the
CCSS. Based on responses to open-ended questions especially, there was a measure of
pushback that indicated concern over the additional content that teachers’ were required
to cover under CCSS, which forced educators to increase the pace of teaching, and thus,
decrease the time allotted for individual instruction. The CCSS implementation also
forced teachers, according to the results of the survey, to teach the concepts of the
standardized tests, rather than teaching for mastery and understanding. The manner in
which instruction is now required based on CCSS, according to the surveys, was also
attributable to a decline in morale among teachers and administrators.

Comments attributed to a decrease in morale and elevated stress levels were the

most frequent responses (74%) given by the core and core SPED teachers on the survey.
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These results were supported by the teachers’ comments that they felt that the CCSS were
moving them more quickly through the curriculum in order to cover all of the materials
on which their students are evaluated.

Going forward beyond this study, as a result of these points, and as a result of
information gained from the open-ended questions, additional professional development
IS required to better support the transition from the IL State Standards to CCSS.
According to teachers’ perceptions, some of the professional development ordinarily
associated with the teaching environment had been decreased or otherwise omitted as a
result of the implementation of CCSS, thus limiting the amount of time educators had to
develop their mode of instruction to better serve students.

Respondents who participated in this study were primarily young teachers
between the ages of 30 — 40 with at least ten years of experience. Accordingly, these
teachers indicated that they were willing to implement the CCSS, and that CCSS would
be more easily integrated into the current format, with the assistance of professional
development, time and planning. These were the essential tools that teachers needed,
based on survey results, to more efficiently and effectively utilize the CCSS into the
classroom and their instruction. Professional development was the most repeated
response (28) given by the participants. The teachers stated that they wanted to learn how
the CCSS would impact their courses and organized professional development time to
collaborate with their peers.

This finding is supported by the researcher, Fullan (1991), who stated that
teachers were willing to change and implement initiatives. In addition, these teachers, the

young teachers surveyed primarily, brought a fresh energy to the classroom and were
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well-versed in the latest research and teaching techniques, and thus, gave their students
the best chance to meet today’s rigorous educational standards. Accordingly, based on
survey responses, younger teachers were the most willing to accept the implementation of
CCss.

However, as survey results indicated, veteran teachers with more than ten years of
experience were the most resistant to CCSS. A veteran teacher stated, “Required by law,
and yet doomed to fail. No child left behind law was based on a flawed premise.” In
addition, these teachers were most adamant about receiving supports for professional
development and required more support to facilitate acceptance and understanding of the
role that CCSS would play in the ongoing learning environment.

While providing professional development and improving morale are two
possible improvement strategies, educational stakeholders must recognize that overall
improvement can only be realized when everyone is dedicated to the collective goal of
student improvement. In so doing, larger macro-level organizations, such as those that
helped develop CCSS, must continue to be involved in helping with the implementation
strategies, and resulting needs, as indicated by educators and educational institutions.
While at the same time, various micro-levels organizations including state and local
governments as well as teacher and administrator preparation programs must also play a
continuous role in the desired change in education under CCSS.

As stated earlier, one of the purposes of this research was to determine
effectiveness and impact of CCSS on the learning environment through the examination
of teachers’ perceptions. At the core of this study, the researcher believed deeply in the

effectiveness of the transformative power of providing teachers with a voice in what, and
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how, they will teach. It is critically important to afford teachers the right to provide input
on the changes that they will ultimately have to incorporate.

According to the data, a group of teachers are infinitely more powerful to exact
change, and be supportive of leadership, when they firmly believe in the vision and the
goals of the mission. However, Huffman (2011) believed that a leader merely stating a
vision is not enough. The school leader must actively work to create a culture that is built
upon the shared vision of the school (Huffman, Senge, 1990, Senge, Cambron-McCabe,
Lucas, Smith, & Dutton, 2000). The mission of course, is the improvement of instruction
and an increase in student performance. Therefore, it is an indirect goal of this research to
investigate what helps improve teacher and subsequently, student performance. Properly
measuring student performance, is and should always be an ongoing, longitudinal study —
one that should be continued regardless of what set of standards are in effect or what
educational trends are currently in vogue. Then, the members of the entire school
community — teachers, leaders, and students — will find themselves on one accord, on
common ground.

Implications and Recommendations

Research findings are summarized and discussed in this chapter with conclusions
presented based on the findings reported. Implications and recommendations for areas of
future studies are also presented in this chapter. As stated, the purpose of this study was
to determine the impact of CCSS on the learning environment. Three research questions
were derived from this purpose and guided this inquiry. Findings were discussed relative
to the research questions, overall analysis, the survey response rate and respondent

demographics.
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The State of Illinois and 47 other states joined together in a collaborative effort to
raise learning standards and improve college and career readiness for all students. The
new CCSS established clear expectations for what students should learn in language arts
and mathematics at each grade level. The standards were high, clear, and uniform to
ensure that students were prepared for success in college and the workforce.

The CCSS ensured that students had a comprehensive understanding of key
concepts (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2012). lllinois adopted the CCSS in
2010 and teachers and administrators across the state were fully implementing the new
standards during the 2013-14 school year. The school within this study, as well as many
other schools, had already begun to incorporate elements of the CCSS into their curricula.
Research stated that CCSS determined what educators should teach, not how they should
teach (Common Core State Standards Initiative). Teachers will continue to have the
autonomy to tailor lesson plans to the individual needs of their students. The CCSS
emphasis on applying knowledge to real-world situations will better prepare Illinois
students for the challenges facing them after high school graduation.

While there has been little research available regarding the impact of CCSS on
student achievement, researchers and authors maintain that standards are an important
part in measuring student learning (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2013).
However, the data derived from analyses of achievement scores from the PSAE for the
Class of 2010 utilizing the Illinois State Standards and Class of 2014 using the CCSS
demonstrated that there were no significant differences in student growth in the areas of

reading and math.
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This lack of significant difference may be due to the lack of alignment between
the CCSS and PSAE. For example, under the CCSS, a focus is placed on literacy and
numeracy benchmarks. However, the PSAE is based on the State of Illinois learning
standards. Thus, the PSAE for the Class of 2014 was constructed based on the Illinois
State Learning Standards, even though those students were now receiving classroom
instruction, and corresponding curriculum, based on the CCSS.

The results of this study reinforced the conclusions reached by the CCSSO and
Illinois Board of Education (ISBE) regarding the impact of CCSS. The conclusion stated
that the decline in test scores was not a reflection on student capability or teacher
performance, but rather a result of implementing more rigorous learning standards under
the CCSS and raising the performance level cut scores. As the lack of alignment outlined
above illustrates, the decrease in test scores may also be attributed to the difference in
focus areas between the CCSS and any existing state-based assessments or standards.

In the 2013-14 academic year, students and educators will begin working with
more rigorous and comprehensive standards to prepare students for new assessments —
aligned to the CCSS during 2014-15. ISBE will replace the PSAE with a new assessment
format that is fully aligned with the CCSS. The new assessment, Partnership for
Assessment of Readiness for Colleges and Careers (PARCC) would be piloted this year
along with the current assessment. This assessment, due to better alignment of content,
will provide more robust data that more accurately indicates student mastery, level and
skill.

In relation to the third part of the research, teachers’ perceptions regarding the

educational influence of CCSS were examined. The results from the survey and open-
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ended questions revealed that the respondents in this study were spending more time in
workshops, collaborating with teaching peers. A clear and persistent message emerged
regarding the need to address declining morale, increased stress and time-related
pressure. Several respondents stated that seminars/professional development designed to
address issues of stress and time-related pressure associated with standard-based teaching
and assessment, should be provided at the state, district and school levels (Fogarty &
Pete, 2010).

In particular, opportunities for teachers and administrators to express concerns
related to the pressures associated with standards preparation, instruction, and
assessments were needed. Productive professional development can be sustained when it
is job-embedded, collegial, interactive, and results oriented (DuFour, DuFour, & Eaker,
2008; Joyce & Showers, 2002). Needed professional development can and should take
place in regularly scheduled team meetings, independently, collaboratively, face-to-face
with presenter, and/or on-line. The rate of success for implementing new initiatives
increases when support is visible, available and accessible daily (Fogarty & Pete, 2010).
Therefore, job-embedded professional learning must be implemented.

Another concern of the respondents was time management to implement the
CCSS into the curricula. Seminars on time management, perhaps incorporated into
teacher in-service opportunities, could be useful in providing teachers and administrators
with the tools to more effectively meet the increased time-pressures associated with
standards-based assessments and reporting. Time management in-services would enable
teachers and administrators to achieve better personal and professional results through

effective planning and clarifying objectives, spending more time working toward high-
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value goals, handling paperwork and personal time (Reeves, 2000). This can be provided
by a professional organization, therefore a budget must be provided for the program.
Recommendation for future research

Future research on the impact of CCSS on student academic performance, the
learning environment and cross-curriculum instruction will continue to add to the body of
knowledge to enable teachers, administrators, school boards, the DOE and ISBE to
increase their knowledge about what specific strategies were most effective in order to
continue to improve the CCSS implementation process.

1. Research that replicates the study should: (a) be conducted on a larger scale to
determine if other school districts in will yield results different than those found in
this study with 11" grade students, (b) include other targeted high school teachers
who have similar or perhaps greater concerns, and (c) be conducted to determine
which learning standards yield higher scores in improving student performance
assessment data on PSAE that was aligned with the Illinois State Standards or the
new Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC)
assessment that aligned with the CCSS. The PARCC was developing a common set
of K — 12 assessments in English and math that would assess the full range of the
CCSS (Illinois State Board of Education, 2013d). The PARCC assessments would be
implemented to the schools in 2014 —2015. The study could be replicated in 2020 to
determine if the study would yield different results.

2. Survey research might be better served in terms of data validity by avoiding the use

of a neutral Likert scale item response. Gall et al. (2003) stated that Likert scale
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survey, without a neutral choice, forces respondents to express an attitude, whether
positive or negative.

3. Research could be replicated with administrators’ perceptions to obtain data to
compare and contrast with the teacher/educator perceptions in this study.

4. Research can be conducted to determine the following: Does student achievement
vary based on student/school socioeconomic status as reflected by the percentage of
students, who met new PARCC proficiency in reading and math?

5. Research can be conducted to determine the relationship of the economic downturn
beginning in 2011 on lllinois teachers’ satisfaction with CCSS and maintaining their
teaching position?

In reference to the significance of this study, the survey process provided teacher-
respondents with the opportunity to express their perceptions about the influence of the
CCSS on student achievement and professional development. The opportunity to share
perceptions and express concerns was valuable. The results of this study provided
information and insights about the perceptions of high school teachers regarding issues
affecting them and their teaching, their students and their school leaders, relative to the
CCSS. These insights proved useful because education, and the work of educators, must
continue forward with the implementation of CCSS and associated (PARCC)
assessments.

The findings specifically revealed issues and concerns associated with standards-
based education that can be used to provide direction for workshops, classroom
instruction, and enhanced communication with and between teachers and administrators.

Teachers today, as compared to perhaps five years ago, appear to be more neutral about
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the standards because they may have a better understanding of the requirements proposed
in implementing state standards and assessments, and therefore, are better prepared for
the challenges the standards present.

Perhaps most teachers have accepted the fact that standards-based education is
here to stay and were no longer fighting the system. Instead, teachers are seeking
educational opportunities to increase their skills and better prepare instruction,
disaggregate data, and evaluate their programs. Knowing where school districts were now
was the key to designing and implementing change processes to move forward from a
neutral to a positive stage in the future.

In conclusion, in 2002 the United States Department of Education’s stated goal
was to have every child make the grade on state-defined education standards by the end
of the 2013-2014 school year. At the time of this study, the 2013 PSAE proficiency data
revealed that the south suburban school district and Illinois have not yet attained this
goal. To expect to do so, in the time remaining, was an unrealized expectation and would
require that teachers, students, and school leaders received ongoing educational direction,
training, and support.

However, the findings of this study illustrate specific areas of needed direction
and training to address issues associated with educator morale, stress, time-pressure, and
their influence on student achievement. These supports and corresponding data used to
derive at these conclusions would strengthen the current literature base that is virtually
non-existent regarding the impact of the CCSS.

Going forward, for complete implementation of the CCSS to occur, the focus

cannot be merely on teachers, as teachers often transition from one school or district to
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another. The focus cannot be merely only on schools because school leadership and
expectations shift frequently. The focus must be on embedding the goals, vision and
mindset of CCSS into the culture of the district for sustainable change to occur and

remain over time.
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Appendix A

Your participation in this research project is voluntary. Before taking part in this study,
please read the consent form below. Your completion of this survey will serve as your
full and unrestricted consent to participate in this study. Please read all the information
below. If you require additional information or have questions regarding the survey or
research, please forward your questions to Ms. Sherrie L. Birts, 312-953-4413,
slbirts@aol.com within the 10 days of receipt of this email.

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

This study involves a survey to explore the teachers’ perceptions regarding the impact of
the Common Core State Standards on student achievement. The study is being conducted
by Sherrie L. Birts, a doctoral student in the Ethical Leadership program in the College of
Education at Olivet Nazarene University. The result of the survey will be used to
complete Ms. Birts’ doctoral dissertation. Olivet Nazarene’s Institutional Review Board
Committee has approved the survey. No deception is involved the study involves no more
than minimal risk to participants (i.e., the level of risk encountered on a daily basis).
Approximately 112 Rich East High School teachers are being invited to participate in this
study. You are invited to complete this survey as a high school teacher at Rich East High
School.

Participation in the study will take approximately 20 minutes and is confidential due to
coding to prevent identifying teachers. If you volunteer to participate, you are asked to
complete the survey by circling the appropriate responses on the first portion of the
survey, which includes demographic data and an X in the appropriate response space for
the other (non-demographic) survey items. The survey items are constructed using a five-
point Likert scale. The scale breakdown is as following: 1 — strongly disagree, 2 —
disagree, 3 —neutral, 4 — agree, and 5 — strongly agree. The first 26 survey items address
the teachers’ perceptions about Common Core State Standards and their influence on
teaching styles and standards and the next 27 address the perceptions of the Common
Core State Standards on education, data and assessment, student performance, and
building school administration (53 items total) and two open-ended questions. You are
asked to return the completed survey via email (Survey Monkey) within 10 days of
receipt of the email.

Surveys will be coded to ensure participant confidentially, yet allow follow-up contact to
encourage survey responses among potential participants who do not respond within the
indicated 10-day time period. All responses are treated as confidential and in no case will
responses from individual participants be identified. All data will be pooled and
published in aggregate form only. The only person who will know that you are a
participant is the researcher. No information about you or provided by you during the
research will be disclosed to other without you written permission, except (a) if necessary
to protect our rights or welfare (for example, if you are injured) or (b) if required by law.
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Your participation in this research is VOLUNTARY. If you choose not to participate,
that will not affect your relationship with Olivet Nazarene University or your right to
receive services at Olivet Nazarene University to which you are otherwise entitled. If you
decide to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and discontinue participation
at any time without prejudice to future at Olivet Nazarene University.

You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without
penalty. You are not waiving any legal claims, right or remedies because of your
participation in this research study. If you have any questions regarding your rights as a
research, you may contact the Olivet Nazarene’s Institutional Review Board Committee
at IRB@olivet.edu.

If you have further questions about this study or your rights or if you wish to lodge a
complaint or concern, you may contact the principal investigator, Ms. Sherrie L. Birts,
312-953-4413, slbirts@aol.com or her dissertation advisor, Dr. Kelly S. Brown, 815-939-
5318, kbrown6@olivet.edu.

Thank you,

Sherrie L. Birts
Researcher

Statement of Informed Consent:

| have read the information provided above. | have been given an opportunity to ask
questions and all of my questions have been answered to my satisfaction. By completing
and returning the survey via email, | agree to voluntarily participate in this research study
as described. Completion and return of the survey is evidence of my informed
consent.
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Appendix B

Instructions:

e Please complete the survey in one of two ways: 1) online or 2) return in the pre-

addressed postage paid envelope.

A. Demographic Information (please circle the appropriate responses).

1. Gender: Male Female
2. Age:
under — 30 51-60
30-40 61- 70
41 -50 above 70

3. Highest level of degree earned:

BA/BS MA/MS + 30
BA/BS +30 Ed. Specialist
MA/MS Ed.D/Ph.D

4. National Board Certification?

Yes No

5. Total Years of Teaching Experience:

0-5 16 - 20
6-10 21-30
11-15 30 +

6. What is the current student
enrollment in
your building?

0-50 201 - 400
51-100 401750
101 - 200 751 +

7. What percentage of students in your
school qualifies for either free or
reduced lunch?
0-25%
26 % - 50%

51% - 75%
76% - 100%
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8. According to the Illinois State
Department of Education, what was the
overall average percentage of students in
your grade level that were identified
proficient in Reading?

0—-25%
26 — 75%

51 -75%
76 —100%

9. According to the Illinois State
Department of Education, what was the
overall average percentage of students in
your grade level that were identified
proficient in Math?

0—-25%
26 — 75%

51 - 75%
76 — 100%

10. According to the Illinois State
Department of Education, what was the
overall average percentage of students in
your grade level that were identified
proficient in Language Usage?

0—-25%
26 — 75%

51 -75%
76 —100%

11. Number of teachers in your subject
matter team:

1-2 6-10
3-5 10 +
12. What subject do you teach?
Fine Art (Music or Arts) Lang. Arts
Mathematics Science
Foreign Language Social Studies
Physical Education
Career Technical Education (CTE)



B. Teachers’ Perceptions of Common Core State Standards
Teacher Morale

Please use the scale below to indicate your level of agreement or disagreement
with each of the following statements.

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree
N = Neutral
D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

Given that the implementation of the Common
Core State Standards and the state assessment SA A N D
(PSAE and state ACT) are well underway at Rich
District 227, as a teacher, | perceive:

SD

B. 1. Teacher morale improving.

B. 2. The stress level among teachers decreasing.

B 3.Teachers resigning and citing standards as a
reason.

B. 4.Teachers planning to retire early and citing
standards as a reason.

B. 5. Teachers spending more time collaboration with
one another about teaching, learning,
assessments, and curriculum.

B. 6. Teachers engaging in more collaborative
planning.

B. 7. Teachers resisting changes to the current
teaching styles.

B. 8.Teachers resisting changes to the current
teaching techniques.

B. 9. Teachers having more committee work
responsibilities.

B. 10. Teachers having more workshops to attend.

B. 11. Teachers spending less time teaching and
more time on test preparation activities.

B. 12. Teachers becoming more accountable for
their students’ success.

B. 13. Record keeping being a major time
constraint for teachers.
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C. Teachers’ Perceptions of Common Core State Standards
Curriculum & Instruction

Please use the scale below to indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each
of the following statements.

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree
N = Neutral
D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

As a teacher, now that the implementation of the
Common Core State Standards and the state SA A N D SD
assessment (PSAE and ACT) are well underway at
Rich District 227, | perceive:

C. 1. Teachers disaggregating DEA data to better
prepare instruction.

C. 2.Teachers addressing students’ learning styles.

C 3. Teachers integrating instruction across the
curriculum.,

C. 4. Teachers improving the instructional methods
applied in the classroom.

C. 5. Teachers increasing their knowledge of
assessments.

C. 6. Teachers obtaining a better understanding of the
exact curriculum students are required to know.

C. 7. Teachers teaching to the tests more often

C. 8. Teachers trying to transfer out of their current
grade level or subject area because of the Common
Core State Standards/assessment/accountability
process.

C. 9. Common Core State Standards taking too much
time from scheduled classroom work.

C. 10. Teachers spending less time helping individual
students.

C. 11. Teachers moving more quickly through the
curriculum in order to cover all of the materials on
which their students are evaluated.

C. 12. Course content that does not cover the state
standards seen as unimportant by teachers.

C. 13. Subject areas without state standards or testing
requirement seen as important by teachers.
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D. Teachers’ Perceptions of Common Core State Standards
Data & Assessments

Please use the scale below to indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each
of the following statements.

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree
N = Neutral
D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

As a teacher, now that the implementation of the
Common Core State Standards and the state SA |A N D SD
assessment (PSAE and state ACT) are well
underway at Rich District 227, | perceive:

D. 1.Common Core State Standards are improving the
quality of education.

D. 2.Common Core State Standards are a good
measure of teacher effectiveness.

D. 3. Common Core State Standards motivate students
to learn.

D. 4. The reporting of results on Prairie State
Achievement Examination (PSAE) and the ACT
provides a reliable method to compare the quality of
school.

D. 5. Administrators overemphasize Common Core
State Standards.

D.6. Illinois’ state assessments (PSAE and state ACT)
reports accurately reflect what students have learned in
the classroom during the past year.

D.7. Common Core State Standards lead to a state
narrowed aligned curriculum.

D.8. The purchase of textbooks and materials lead to a
state narrowed aligned curriculum.

140




E. Teachers’ Perceptions of Common Core State Standards
Student Achievement

Please use the scale below to indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each
of the following statements.

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree
N = Neutral
D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

As a teacher, now that the implementation of the
Common Core State Standards and the state SA | A N D SD
assessment (PSAE and state ACT) are well
underway at Rich District 227, | perceive:

E. 1.There is significant measureable improvement in
student achievement.

E. 2.Students leave school more prepared to be
successful.

E. 3. Students become more accountable for their own
success.

E. 4. Students are more proficient in reading.

E. 5. Students are more proficient in math.

E.6. Students are more proficient in language usage.

E. 7. Students are more proficient in science.

E.8. Students standardized achievement scores
increasing throughout the State of Illinois.

E. 9. The student dropout rate declining.

E. 10. Students discipline referral declining.
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F. Teachers’ Perceptions of Common Core State Standards
Building Administration

Please use the scale below to indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each
of the following statements.

SA = Strongly Agree

A = Agree
N = Neutral
D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

As a teacher, now that the implementation of the
Common Core State Standards and the state SA |A N D SD
assessment (PSAE and state ACT) are well
underway at Rich District 227, | perceive:

F. 1.Building administrators are under greater pressure
to increase.

F. 2.Building administrator morale declining.

D. 3. Building administrator left the field and stating
that the Common Core State Standards as a reason.

F. 4. Record keeping becoming a major time
constraint for building administrators.

F. 5. Building administrators become more
accountable for their school or district’s success.

F.6. Building administrators spending more time
supervising test preparation.

F. 7. Building administrators spending more time
supervising test analysis.

F.8. Building administrators implementing only
scientifically based researched programs and texts.

F. 9. Building administrators providing scientifically
based professional development for staff.
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G. Teachers’ Perceptions of Common Core State Standards
Professional Development

Directions: The intent of this survey is to assist the researchers better understand the
kinds of challenges in implementation the Common Core State Standards in the
classroom. Please answer the items based on your ability today. Your answers are
confidential and anonymous.

G 1. What challenges do you think educators will face when planning to implement the
CCSS into their courses?

G 2. What kinds of resources or tools would enhance your professional development (or
enhance the professional development you may be asked to lead) on the CCSS?

The survey was modified from an existing measure designed by Dr. Annette Wiggins,
(2010). Idaho region 1V fourth-grade teachers’ perceptions about the influence of Idaho
state achievement standards and the ldaho state achievement tests.

143



Appendix C

Permission Letter to Use Survey

144



Appendix C

From: "John Wiggins" <no.1@filertel.com>
Subject: RE: Permission to Use Survey
Date: March 10. 2012 11:01:01 AMCST
To: "SHERRIE BIRTS" «sibirts@aol.com>

Dear Sherrie (the future Dr. Birts),

It was a pleasure to speak with you yesterday. | am pleased that my survey can be of assistance to you in continuing forward
with your dissertation.

The following is permission to use the survey:

I grant, Sherrie Birts, permission to use all or sections of the survey presented in my dissertation, /daho Region IV Fourth-
grade Teachers’ Perceptions about the Educational Influence of ldaho State Achievement Standards and the Idaho State
Achievement Tests. If you have any questions, feel free to contact me.

Annette M. Wiggins

208-537-6579

From: SHERRIE BIRTS [mailto:sibirts@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2012 1:15 PM

To: no.1@filertel.com

Cc: SHERRIE BIRTS

Subject: Permission to Use Survey

Dear Dr. Wiggins,

It was a pleasure to speak with you. | am asking you for permission to use your survey that was presented in your dissertation,
Idaho Region IV Fourth-grade Teachers' Perceptions about the Educational Influence of Idaho State Achievement Standards
and the Idaho State Achievement Tests. | will modify the survey by changing the state standards and assessments to The
lllinois Common Core State Standards and state assessment (PSAE and ACT).

If you can provide your informal consent via email, that would be most helpful. In the interim, | will email you the format that
is needed for the IRB Review form this weekend.

My contact information is:

Sherrie Birts
8726 S. Luella Avenue
Chicago, IL 60617
312-953-4413
773-768-1251
sibirts@aol.com (personal email)
shirts@live.olivet.edu (school email)

Once again, thank you for your assistance and your encouragement!

Sincerely,
Sherrie
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Table 24

Respondents’ Perceptions of CCSS: Influence on Teachers and Their Instruction

Teacher job satisfaction, teacher training, and instructional practices

Influence on Teachers Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
B1 Teacher morale improving. 4 (5.3%) 8(10.7%) 25 (33.3%) 22 (29.3%) 14 (18.7%)
B2 The stress level among 4 (4.3%) 6 (8.0%) 8 (10.7%) 26 (34.7%) 29 (38.7%)
teachers decreasing.
B3 Teacher resigning and 1 (1.3%) 7 (9.3%) 26 (34.7%) 28 (37.3%) 11 (14.7%)
citing standards as a
reason.
B4 Teachers planning to retire 0 (0%) 13 (17.3%) 22 (29.3%) 27 (36.0%) 10 (13.3%)
early and citing standards
as a reason.
B13 Record keeping being a 22 (29.3%)  25(33.3%) 10 (13.3%) 14 (18.7%) 2 (2.7%)

major time constraint for
teachers.

C8 Teachers trying to transfer
out of their current grade
level or subject area
because of the
CCSS/assessment/
accountability process.

B7 Teachers resisting changes
to the current teaching
styles.

B8 Teachers resisting changes
to the current teaching
techniques.

B10 Teachers having more
workshops to attend.

B12 Teacher becoming more
accountable for their
students’ success.

C5 Teachers increasing their
knowledge of assessments.

B5 Teacher spending more
time collaborating.

B6 Teachers engaging in more
collaborative planning.

B9 Teachers having more
committee work
responsibilities.

2 (2.7%)

2 (2.7%)

2 (2.7%)

18 (24.0%)

11 (14.7%)

10 (13.3%)

7 (9.3%)

5 (6.7%)

9 (12.0%)

8 (10.7%)

16 (21.3%)

16 (21.3%)

31 (41.3%)

38 (50.7%)

44 (58.7%)

32 (42.7%)

34 (45.3%)

31 (41.3%)

23 (30.7%)

21 (28.0%)

17 (22.7%)

10 (13.3%)

16 (21.3%)

14 (18.7%)

15 (20.0)

11 (14.7%)

18 (24.0%)

27 (36.0%)

28 (37.3%)

31 (41.3%)

12 (16.0%)

7 (9.3%)

4 (5.3%)

15 (20.0%)

19 (25.3%)

12 (16.0%)

12 (16.0%)

6 (8.0%)

7 (9.3%)

2 (2.7%)

1 (1.3%)

1 (1.3%)

4 (5.3%)

4 (5.3%)

3 (4.0%)

Note. Survey anchors ranged from 1 (Strongly Agree), 2 (Agree), 3 (Neutral), 4 (Disagree) to 5 (Strong

Disagree).
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Table 24 (continued)

Teacher job satisfaction, teacher training, and instructional practices

Influence on Teachers

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

B11 Teachers spending less
time teaching and more time
on test preparation activities.

C1. Teachers disaggregating
DEA and PSAE data to better
prepare instruction.

C2. Teachers addressing
student’ learning styles.

C3. Teachers integrating
instruction across the
curriculum.

C4. Teachers improving the
instructional methods applied
in the classroom.

C6. Teachers obtaining a
better understanding of the
exact curriculum students must
know.

C7. Teachers teaching to the
tests more often.

C9. CCSS taking too much
time from scheduled
classroom work.

C10. Teachers spending less
time helping individual
students.

C11. Teachers moving more
quickly through the curriculum
in order to cover all of the
materials on which their
students are evaluated.

C12. Course content that does
not cover the CCSS seen as
unimportant by teachers.

C13. Subject areas without
standards or testing
requirement seen as important
by teachers.

16 (21.3)

3 (4.0%)

13 (17.3%)

12 (16.0%)

10 (13.3%)

11 (14.7%)

23 (30.7%)

8 (10.7%)

7 (9.3%)

20 (26.7%)

10 (13.3%)

5 (6.7%)

31 (41.3%)

18 (24.0%)

43 (57.3%)

41 (54.7%)

44 (58.7%)

40 (53.3%)

34 (45.3%)

21 (28.0%)

21 (28.0%)

29 (38.7%)

16 (21.3%)

19 (25.3%)

12 (16.0%)

28 (37.3%)

10 (13.3%)

13 (17.3%)

16 (21.3%)

13 (17.3%)

8 (10.7%)

19 (25.3%)

13 (17.3%)

11 (14.7%)

24 (32.0%)

27 (36.0%)

11 (14.7%)

15 (20.0%)

4 (5.3%)

4 (5.3%)

2 (2.7%)

9 (12.0%)

7 (9.3%)

22 (29.3%)

25 (33.3%)

12 (16.0%)

21 (28.0%)

19 (25.3%)

3 (4.0%)

9 (12.0%)

3 (4.0%)

2 (2.7%)

1 (1.3%)

0 (0.0%)

1 (1.3%)

3 (4.0%)

7 (9.3%)

1 (1.3%)

2 (2.7%)

12 (16.0%)

Note. Survey anchors ranged from 1 (Strongly Agree), 2 (Agree), 3 (Neutral), 4 (Disagree) to 5 (Strong

Disagree).
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Appendix E

Table 25

Respondents’ Perceptions of CCSS: Influence Student Education and Performance
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Table 25

Respondents’ Perceptions of CCSS: Influence on Student education and performance

Influence on student education
and performance

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

D1.

D2.

D3.

D4.

D5.

D6.

D7.

D8.

E1.

E2.

E3.

E4.

ES.

E6.

CCSS are improving
education.

CCSS are a good measure
of teacher effectiveness.

CCSS motivate students to
learn.

The reporting of results on
PSAE provides a reliable
method to compare the
quality of schools.

CCSS are overemphasized
by administrators.

PSAE reports accurately
reflect what students have
learned in the classroom
during the past year.

CCSS lead to a state
narrowed aligned
curriculum.

The purchase of textbooks
and materials are based on
the content matching the
CCSs.

There is significant
improvement in student
achievement.

Students leave school
more equipped to be
successful.

Students become more
accountable for their own
success.

Students are more
proficient in reading.

Students are more
proficient in math.

Students are more
proficient in language
usage.

2 (2.7%)

2 (2.7%)

1 (1.3%)

1 (1.3%)

9 (12.0%)

0 (0%)

7 (9.3%)

4 (5.3%)

1 (1.3%)

2 (2.7%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

19 (25.3%)

8 (10.7%)

4 (5.3%)

7 (9.3%)

19 (25.3%)

7 (9.3%)

32 (42.7%)

18 (24.0%)

11 (14.7%)

19 (25.3%)

16 (21.3%)

18 (24.0%)

16 (21.3%)

16 (21.3%)

28 (37.3%)

19 (25.3%)

12 (16.0%)

13 (17.3%)

26 (34.7%)

11 (14.7%)

25 (33.3%)

31 (41.3%)

20 (26.7%)

17 (22.7%)

19 (25.3%)

27 (36.0%)

31 (41.3%)

28 (37.3%)

13 (17.3%)

25 (33.3%)

30 (40%)

24 (32.0%)

18 (24.0%)

32 (42.7%)

7 (9.3%)

16 (21.3%)

33 (44%)

23 (30.7%)

24 (32.0%)

19 (25.3%)

19 (25.3%)

21 (28.0%)

11 (14.7%)

19 (25.3%)

24 (32.0%)

28 (37.3%)

1 (1.3%)

23 (30.7%)

2 (2.7%)

3 (4.0%)

8 (10.7%)

12 (16.0%)

1 (1.3%)

8 (10.7%)

7 (9.3%)

8 (10.7%)

Note. Survey anchors ranged from 1 (Strongly Agree), 2 (Agree), 3 (Neutral), 4 (Disagree) to 5 (Strong
Disagree).
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Table 25 (Continued)

Influence on student education Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
and performance Agree Disagree
E7. Students are more 1(1.3%) 14 (18.7%) 30 (40.0%) 21 (28.0%) 7 (9.3%)
proficient in science.
E8. Students’ standardized 1(1.3%) 6 (8.0%) 27 (36.0%) 30 (40.0%) 9 (12.0%)
achievement scores are
increasing throughout the
state.
E9. The student dropout rate is 0 (0%) 9 (12.0%) 34 (45.3%) 25 (33.3%) 5 (6.7%)

declining.

E10. Student discipline 0 (0%)
referrals are declining.

1(1.3%) 19 (25.3%)

34 (45.3%)

19 (25.3%)

Note. Survey anchors ranged from 1 (Strongly Agree), 2 (Agree), 3 (Neutral), 4 (Disagree) to 5 (Strong

Disagree).
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Appendix F
Table 26

Respondents’ Perceptions of CCSS: Influence on School Administrators’ Roles and Job

Satisfaction
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Table 26

Respondents’ Perceptions of CCSS: Influence on School administrators’ roles and job

satisfaction

Influence on school Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
administrators’ roles and job Agree Disagree
satisfaction
F1. School administrators 27 (36.0%) 34 (45.3) 7(9.3) 4 (5.3%) 1 (1.3%)
being under greater
pressure to increase
student achievement.
F2. Administrator morale is 16 (21.3%) 19 (25.3%) 28 (37.3%) 9 (12.0%) 1 (1.3%)

declining.

F3. Administrators retiring
early and citing standards
as a reason.

F4. Record keeping becoming
a major time constraint for
school administrators.

F5. School administrators
becoming more
accountable for their
schools’ or district’s
success.

F6. Administrators spending
more time overseeing test
preparation.

F7. Administrators spending
more time supervising test
analysis.

F8. Administrators
implementing only
scientifically based
researched programs and
texts.

F9. Administrators providing
scientifically based
professional development
for staff.

1 (1.3%)

16 (21.3%)

11 (14.3%)

8 (10.7%)

7 (9.3%)

4 (5.3%)

0 (0%)

4 (5.3%)

27 (36.0%)

36 (48.0%)

26 (34.7%)

35 (46.7%)

15 (20.0%)

23 (30.7%)

40 (53.3%)

23 (30.7%)

16 (21.3%)

19 (25.3%)

17 (22.7%)

36 (48.0)

30 (40.0%)

17 (22.7%)

5 (6.7%)

7 (9.3%)

18 (24.0%)

12 (16.0%)

12 (16.0%)

8 (10.7%)

11 (14.7%)

2 (2.7%)

3 (4.0%)

2 (2.7%)

2 (2.7%)

6 (8.0%)

12 (16.0%)

Note. Survey anchors ranged from 1 (Strongly Agree), 2 (Agree), 3 (Neutral), 4 (Disagree) to 5 (Strong

Disagree).
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Appendix G
Table 27
Analysis of Qualitative Data Addressing Research Question 3:

Open-ended Reponses for Question 1
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Table 27

Analysis of Qualitative Data Addressing Research Question 3: Open-ended Responses for

Question 1

Professional Development

Respondents’ Comments

1. What challenges do you think
educators will face when
planning to implement the CCSS
into their courses?

Timing, planning and evaluation those skills should already be in
place. CCSS simple cause us to stop, reflect and analyze the
curriculum more closely.

Lack of time to do is meaningfully.

First is, understanding and working with the Common Core for non
Math and ELA teachers. Next is learning clearly how to access for
various skill and levels of skill.

At my school, students come in reading at an average 5" to 6" grade
level. Their skills across the board are so low that any type of
instruction is difficult. I do not know how CCSS will affect students.
It will, however cause great stress among teachers who already
struggle to any type of understanding with their students.

One challenge possibly is the alignment of curriculum map/timeline
to the CCSS. Curriculum maps call for rapid pace, which causes
teachers less time to achieve the ultimate goal: learning/improving a
particular skill, rather than becoming familiar with a piece of
material.

Required by law, yet doomed to fail. No child left behind law: based
on a flawed premise.

Challenges: time to work collaboratively, record-keeping to track
student growth (also, considering the number of transfer students who
enroll with little to no grades/scores).

It appears as if many of the skills are higher level, such as analysis
and synthesis, and because many of our students are struggling
readers, it will be challenging to leap from these advanced tasks.

At the high school level one of the biggest challenges that teachers
face is working with students that are so “skill deficient coming into
their freshman year. The CCSS make sense and are a part of a sound
rigorous curriculum; it will help when the elementary and middle
schools are aligned with the high schools.
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Table 27 (Continued)

Professional Development

Respondents’ Comments

1. What challenges do you think
educators will face when
planning to implement the CCSS
into their courses?

Time is fully implement, resources to fully implement and training to
fully implement.

Have zero influence in the other 23 hours each day that the student is
not in your classroom.

Balance content and CCSS.

What are we teaching, as the standards are much more general. How
do we reach and teach millennia babies/children that don’t emphasis
education and discipline?

Lack of training by State of Illinois. They implement changes
without support. Changing the standards with little or no guidance
from ISBE. Just doing it without any back up for local districts.

Time and motivation.

Factors that affect students outside classroom totally ignored or
minimized. For example: Number of absences, poverty, health-
mental. How does a teacher increase scores if students are not in the
classroom? Not a problem implementing CCSS in schools where
there is already parental support and involvement. Students must
come to high school with the necessary reading and math skills;
otherwise ACT is an unfair test of teacher effectiveness.

Lack of ability to get true understanding of the subject matter.

What kind of professional development will teachers need, especially
when it comes to higher-order thinking and independence the
Common Core standards demand?

Inadequate student prerequisite skills and too much content, too little
time.
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Table 27 (Continued)

Professional Development

Respondents’ Comments

1. What challenges do you think
educators will face when
planning to implement the
CCSS into their courses?

Our district attempts to do too many “new programs”. Trying to do
so many makes us do nothing well. Each individual program might
be good, but let’s pick one and try to do it all. It would seem to me
that if Common Core is most important (I think it is), then we should
concentrate on that and eliminate all of the other time consuming
programs that have had little or no positive effect on student
performance.

It will take time for K-12 to be truly vertically aligned. Until then, it
feels like we are “jamming material” down students’ throats, which
does not usually result in quality learning. | am hopeful that
Common Core will be affective in a few years.

The amount of material that must be covered regardless of student’s
level of understanding the prior knowledge required.

They will have to teach to the test.

Changing the style of questioning they use on formative and
summative tests.

Covering the material in a timely manner while maintaining student
retention of material.

Challenges: time to work collaboratively, record-keeping to track
student growth (also, considering the number of transfer students who
enroll with little to no grades/scores).

The gap that exists between what students can do and what the CCSS
expects at each level is great and is not being addressed.

Time constraints-getting through all the material that needs to be
covered and ensuring student retention to set them up to be
successful.
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Table 27 (Continued)

Professional Development

Respondents’ Comments

1. What challenges do you think
educators will face when
planning to implement the CCSS
into their courses?

Finding the time to do it.

Common core standards are to provide a consistent, clear
understanding of what students are expected to learn, so that teachers
and parents know what they need to do to help them. They are
designed to be robust and relevant to the real world, reflecting
knowledge and skills that our young people need for success in
college and careers. Educators must continue to educate themselves
on the implementation of culturally responsive classrooms to better
serve the students at hand. Understanding their backgrounds to better
appeal on an educational level.

CCSS assumes a degree of literacy for successful implementation.
Our students have not familiarized the level of reading proficiency for
their grade level.

With the material for standardized test, plus Common Core content
that leaves little room for hands-on learning.

Science

Were not treating students as individuals. Everything now revolves
around teaching students to test.

Having a well-balanced curriculum that forces students to think rather
than teaching to a test.

Continuing updating curriculum to match.

The time it will take to implement CCSS will be a major challenge.
Having to restructure lessons and planning will be a challenge at the
start of implementation.

Many do not have a firm grasp of CCSS. Teachers are constantly
getting things thrown at them without adequate training.
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Table 27 (Continued)

Professional Development

Respondents’ Comments

1. What challenges do you think
educators will face when
planning to implement the CCSS
into their courses?

Time constraints. There is so much information that has to be taught
even if the class is not ready to move on.

Home, social economic environment, community and space
availability.

Teaching to the test, instead of critical thinking skills.

We are already overwhelmed and overworked. It is just another thing
to do that takes away our ability to properly prepare students for
success.

I think one of the challenges is giving a student previous knowledge.
If a student enters our district unprepared, we are then saddled with
the burden of bringing him up to entry level knowledge and then
build on that.

They should prepare a more detailed curriculum.

The relationship of how it applies to their subject should matter.
(Career Tech) English, Math and Science are ok. How can CCSS
help identify the subject being taught in class and show and identify
the importance and relationship it has to general subjects.

1 believe teachers won’t have challenges because the implementation
of Common Core has many similarities to the state standards.

Reaching low ability students.

Not understanding how the process works and the benefits.
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Appendix H
Table 28
Analysis of Qualitative Data Addressing Research Question 3:

Open-ended Responses for Question
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Table 28

Analysis of Qualitative Data Addressing Research Question 3: Open-ended Responses for

Question 2

Professional Development

Respondents’ Comments

2. What kinds of resources or
tools would enhance your
professional development
(or enhance the professional
development you may be
asked to lead) on the CCSS?

On-line templates to avoid recreating other resources. Continued
collaboration with colleagues.

Better technology like overhead projectors and computers in staff
meeting areas.

CCSS presentation-time to work on specific lesson plans for actual
classes. Reading and Math in the disciplines.

More technology workshops to incorporate lessons/activities to
CCss.

Taking away” Professional Development. Reliable technology and
training (I Pads for classrooms). | attended a workshop in the fall with
Carol Jago (Implementing the CC) where she outlined standards and
followed w/ practical examples. This was extremely helpful.

Better articulation with the elementary/middle schools, Specific
curriculum development with outside resources. More time to work
with the district (all campuses) and with other content areas.

Knowledgeable trainers.

Clear objectives/activities.

Classroom activities that really work. Team building for teachers,
Institute days should excite and invigorate the teachers, not bore and
make us desire a better use of time.

Training on how the standards will change our courses. Chem. have
barely no standards that includes our entire course. Objective lack
specificity to our content. We are having to figure out the how will no
guidance or support from higher ups outside our district. Frankly, |
don’t think they know or we would receive the guidance, support and
strategies to effectively implement the CCSS
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Table 28 (Continued)

Professional Development

Respondents’ Comments

2. What kinds of resources or
tools would enhance your
professional development
(or enhance the professional
development you may be
asked to lead) on the CCSS?

Classroom management skills, knowledge of different teaching and
learning tech. diversity training.

Another Social Worker! A School Psychologist who can work with
students w/o IEP. In my experience with co-taught some of the worst
absentee issues and behavior comes from kids w/o identification!

Social Studies teachers need an “Intro” to the CCSS.

Purchasing the book, “The Core Six” Essential Strategies for
achieving Excellence with the Common Core!!!!

School district support for holding students just as accountable as
staff.

PD & School Improvement days where teachers can talk about CC
and how it is changing classroom teaching and each team creating
activities to implement CC in each course.

Regular, organized staff development time (especially within
department and course teams) to collaborate with our peers. Time
allowed with district administrators for honest discussion concerning
course/curriculum design.

More and better technology!
Textbook resources (or other resources) that provide open-ended

questions, tests, homework and projects.

Improve classroom measurement techniques.
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Table 28 (Continued)

Professional Development

Respondents’ Comments

2. What kinds of resources or
tools would enhance your
professional development
(or enhance the professional
development you may be
asked to lead) on the CCSS?

Time management.

Seminars and books.

More consistent schedules from year to year so every year you are not
teaching new curriculums.

More technology workshops to incorporate lessons/activities to
CCss.

All teachers should be given a resource binder which includes: CCSS
and sample lessons that are designed and aligned toward these
standards. Opportunities to collaborate with colleagues on creating
curriculum solely based upon CCSS. Training on creating CCSS
lesson plans.

We need to know how to reconcile the expectations of CCSS with the
cognitive any affective reality of our students.

I-Pads (technology that works), conferences on teaching with
technology.

Ways to assist students that are coming into our schools who are way
below grade level.

Course specific workshops-break it down to courses instead of just
departments.

Course specific workshops-break it down to courses instead of just
departments.
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Table 28 (Continued)

Professional Development

Respondents’ Comments

2. What kinds of resources or
tools would enhance your
professional development
(or enhance the professional
development you may be
asked to lead) on the CCSS?

Additional time should be provided to educators for
the purpose of becoming familiar with CCSS.

A 2 or 3 hours workshop is not sufficient time for
someone to understand this concept. Also, when
you give teachers workshops at the end of the day,
end of a semester or end of the year, their mind is
not focused. What incentives do you give a teacher
to want to listen?

Aide help in the classroom to assist with one on one
help for students.

Assistance with graduate studies costs.

Time.

A Foreign Language Lab for the students.

More workshops for CTE.

Examples of how other schools have used CCSS to
subject, both General Ed. and Career Tech. What
does it look like? What method and system is used
to help both students and teacher to stay focused on
the CCSS to help them out or set the standards for
higher classroom learning. Can it be model simple
and easy for everyone to use?

Any resources that provide detailed examples of
implementation to allow the teacher hands-on
experience with feedback provided.
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Table 28 (Continued)

Professional Development

Respondents’ Comments

2. What kinds of resources or
tools would enhance your
professional development
(or enhance the professional
development you may be
asked to lead) on the CCSS?

More learning sessions and state involvement with
the learning standards.

Better textbooks with richer materials that can be
used to help facilitate instruction not just more
worksheets with more drill & kill.
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