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ABSTRACT 

 

The A – F Accountability System, which has been adopted by 33.00% of the states, is the 

most widely used educational accountability system in the USA. However, it has not been 

adequately examined, particularly in Texas, where the results are used to make critical decisions 

for all public schools. The purpose of the study was to examine the predictive validity of 

academic achievement, as measured by the percentage of students who met the criteria for 

approaches or meets on the 2019 State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), 

in predicting the overall school rating, which was confirmed by a series of Discriminant 

Analysis. The study was delimited to 6th, 7th, and 8th graders in 1,158 middle schools. The 

practical significance of the findings was examined by computing the mean difference effect 

sizes. The contribution of none of the subject matters, namely, reading, mathematics, science, 

writing, and social studies could be ruled out; all were predictors of the overall school rating. 

Due to non-experimental nature of the investigation, no causal inferences were drawn. 

Theoretical and practical implications are discussed.   
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CHAPTER I 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Background and Setting 

 The quality and effectiveness of education in United States of America (USA) have been 

under national scrutiny since President Dwight Eisenhower’s assertion that the nation’s  

educational system was failing to win the Space Race due to the Soviet Union’s launch of 

Sputnik in 1957, holding it accountable for the underprepared workforce (Mickelson et al., 2013; 

Spring, 2011). However, there was little evidence to prove USA’s schools were inadequately 

preparing students in comparison to other countries, when taking into the consideration the 

potential impact of school graduates on the society (Spring, 2011). Following Sputnik, in the 

1960s, President Lyndon B. Johnson declared that American poverty was the result of the 

country’s failing education system (Spring, 2011). Unfortunately, when the economy is 

underperforming, USA’s schools are often scapegoats for politicians, holding school systems 

accountable instead of the economy, and not wanting to pinpoint the blame on the businesses and 

corporations that may be funding their political agendas (Fowler, 2013; Spring, 2011). These two 

events gave rise to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 1965, an educational 

reform mandating schools to provide quality education to all students, specifically targeting 

disadvantaged groups, including students of low socioeconomic status and minorities (Heise, 

2017; Spring, 2011). The unwarranted accusations on the USA's school system resulted in a 

paradigm shift from progressive education into the Human Capital Ideology of Education 

(Spring, 2011). Associated with the work of economists Gary Becker and Theodor Schultz in 

1961, the human capital ideology indicates the means by which the USA would be able to 
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improve its stance in the global market was through increased investment in education; believing 

that by investing in education, the economy would prosper (Spring, 2011).  

 Johnson’s declaration of schools failing, and the shift of educational paradigms were the 

beginning of criticism on the quality and effectiveness of the USA’s educational system. 

Education was again under attack during Ronald Regan’s administration when A Nation at Risk 

was published in 1983, a continuation of assertations regarding the failure of schools, a report by 

the National Commission on Excellence in Education, leading to an educational reform unlike 

any other (Fowler, 2013; Spring, 2011). A Nation at Risk continued to argue that schools were 

falling further behind other countries and adversely affecting the economy; however, high school 

graduates, who were the product of the educational system, could not be held responsible 

(Spring, 2011). A Nation at Risk drew attention to the USA’s educational system and served as a 

catalyst for replacing the ESEA with the No Child Left Behind Act of 2002 (NCLB), one of the 

largest educational reforms in its history (Adler-Greene, 2019; No Child Act, 20 U.S.C § 6301, 

2002).  

The inception of the NCLB heightened the demand to hold schools accountable for 

students’ education through high stakes testing, beginning the assessment era of education. 

Focusing on closing achievement gaps among high risk populations, the NCLB would shift the 

power away from the states and back to the federal government by requiring each state to meet 

adequate yearly progress (Dee & Jacob, 2011; Heise, 2017). In contrast to the ESEA, in which 

there was an emphasis on providing federal funding for specific populations, the NCLB did not 

add to the dictation of how federal dollars would be allocated (Dee & Jacob, 2011; Heise, 2017). 

The NCLB Act provided funding incentives for state educational systems to meet federal 

expectations that included closing the achievement gaps to reach 100.00% proficiency in 
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mathematics and reading for all students by the year 2014 (Adler-Greene, 2019; Cortina, 2016; 

Dee & Jacob, 2011; Heise, 2017). The standards-based education reform of the NCLB was based 

on the premise that setting high expectations, establishing measurable goals, and implementing 

standardized assessments would not only close achievement gaps, but also ensure equity in 

education for all students, even after those gaps were closed.  

Several educational reforms would take place following the NCLB, namely, Common 

Core State Standards (CCSS), Race to the Top (RTTT), and Every Student Succeeds Act 

(ESSA). Although the details of the reform packages changed, high stakes, standardized 

assessment remained constant. Federal and state legislation both required the use of standardized 

testing, which created a multi-billion-dollar industry devoted to not only producing and scoring 

tests, but also shadowing educational entities designed to guarantee higher student achievement 

on examinations through tutoring programs (Spring, 2011). The amount of wealth, that is 

considered a form of power, not only in the testing industry, but also in for-profit shadow 

educational companies, suggests that standardized testing will remain in education (Fowler, 

2013). 

In order to meet federal guidelines, states have developed their own accountability 

systems, using a plethora of scales, namely, the scale of 1 to 100 with classifications, 1 to 5 stars, 

or A to F to indicate the school’s level of performance (Dalton, 2017). Studies have shown 

accountability systems increase mathematics scores, particularly among those with low 

socioeconomic backgrounds (Aronson et al., 2016; Dee & Jacob, 2011). Although there is a 

positive relationship between student achievement scores and accountability, some attribute the 

increased academic achievement to changes in teacher practices, while others relate it to 

manipulating target scores at the legislative level (Aronson et al., 2016; Rothstein, 2009; Tanner, 
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2016; Winters & Cowen, 2012). However, accountability systems are products of policies, which 

are stifled in controversy (Fowler, 2013). There is a significant amount of controversy regarding 

types of rating systems states should adopt; for example, at the time of conducting the study, 

only 32.00% of states had adopted the same type of accountability system, each having different 

calculations within the said system. As noted in the literature, controversy also exists in whether 

the systems in place address the intended issues the accountability systems originally sought; 

does accountability authentically raise student achievement or are pedagogical strategies 

manipulating the system?  

Statement of the Problem 

Despite 16 states formally adopting such a system and then abandoning it, and the lack of 

proof that it works, in 2017, Texas elected to adopt the A - F Accountability System to meet 

federal requirements of accountability (Murray & Howe, 2017; Tanner, 2016). The A - F 

Accountability System requires Texas schools to be evaluated on their ability to improve student 

achievement, reduce achievement gaps among student populations, and use a specific set of 

evaluation indicators, letters A through F, to inform parents on school performance (Legiscan, 

2017). Letter grades were chosen so that school performance would be transparent to all 

stakeholders, assuming that the general public was/is familiar with A to F letter grades, because 

of their own schooling (Dalton, 2017; Tanner, 2016). Schools must evaluate their overall 

performance, student growth, and the quality of their programs, targeting specific student groups, 

such as low socioeconomic, special education, and ethnically grouped students; all of which 

affect the school’s overall letter grade. Repeated failure in both overall and targeted group 

performance would necessitate further mandates to submit evidence of effectiveness, reduce 
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funding, or restructuring completed by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) (TEA, n.d.-d; TEA, 

2019c).  

The A - F System is intended to provide stakeholders with an easily understood measure 

of school quality. Although each state adopting such a system has identified the attributes that 

are used to determine an overall letter of A - F, there has been minimal credible research on the 

validity of such systems nationwide (Murray & Howe, 2017). At the time of developing the 

current study, the best investigation of the validity of the A - F Accountability System had been 

conducted in Oklahoma (Murray & Howe, 2017) and cited in other studies. Therefore, it was 

concluded that the degree by which the letter grade represents school quality was widely 

unknown, which questioned the psychometric properties of such a system. Nevertheless, Texas 

took a huge risk adopting such an accountability system.  

Theoretical Framework 

The study was guided by Niklas Luhmann’s Systems Theory (ST), which suggests that 

systems have two sides, repeating the same type operations that result in a chain (Luhmann, 

2006). In the study, the school’s overall school rating is regarded as a result of repeated 

operations produced by students’ academic achievement in mathematics, reading, writing, social 

studies, and science, as measured by the STAAR. The ST emphasizes the importance of 

communication which happens when information has been understood; in this case, the school’s 

overall rating communicates school quality, when it is understood by stakeholders. Luhmann 

(1995) explained systems exist by selecting one of many elements. Selecting many elements is 

risky because wrong elements are more likely to be selected than correct elements, and therefore 

the system is more likely to break down or fail. When applying the theory to the A - F System, 

the elements included in the accountability are selected by the TEA, consequently the elements 
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selected are more likely to be ones that cause the system to break down, fail or communicate 

inaccurate information to stakeholders. For example, if we measure school quality based on 

standardized achievement, does the results of the STAAR predict the overall letter grade; thus, 

predicting school quality.  

Two other theories were also considered for the study but, ultimately were not used. The 

Agency Theory (AT) uses principals (e.g., superintendents) to ensure agents (e.g., 

schoolteachers) are instrumental in reaching goals, that is, meeting expected student achievement 

levels (Bendickson et al., 2016). The Expectancy Theory (ET) uses outside motivating factors 

(e.g., the accountability system) as a means to motivate teachers and students to meet 

expectations (Nagengast et al., 2011). Both identify precursor attributes to accountability 

systems; for example, administrators must make sure that teachers teach the TEKS. However, the 

study was designed to examine the relationship between academic achievement and the overall 

school ratings, which may be perceived as outcomes of the AT and ET that cannot establish the 

validity of the achievement measures in predicting the outcome. Therefore, AT and ET were not 

utilized as a theoretical framework in this study.  

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions  

 The purpose of the study was to examine the validity of academic achievement, as 

measured by the percentage of students who met the criteria for approaches or meets on the State 

of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), in predicting the overall school rating. 

The following research questions guided the study: 

1. To what extent do the percentages of students who approach academic achievement in 

mathematics, reading, writing, social studies, and science, as measured by the State of Texas 

Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), predict middle schools’ rating? 
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2. To what extent do the percentages of students who meet academic achievement in 

mathematics, reading, writing, social studies, and science, as measured by the State of Texas 

Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), predict middle schools’ rating? 

Operational Definitions 

 For the purpose of the study, the following operational definitions were adopted:  

Approaches academic achievement in mathematics, reading, writing, social studies, and science 

was measured by students’ STAAR scores, as determined by the TEA.  

Meets academic achievement in mathematics, reading, writing, social studies, and science was 

measured by students’ STAAR scores, as determined by the TEA.  

Middle school rating was measured by the better of the two scores, Student Achievement or 

School Progress, and Closing the Gaps, as determined by the TEA.  

Glossary of Terms 

Average Daily Attendance is a formula by which schools are funded according to the 

number of students who are in attendance each calendar day of school (TEA, 2017). 

Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) is an educational reform that replaced the NCLB. 

Under the ESSA, states were given more control over the educational systems residing in their 

states (Heise, 2017). 

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) is an educational reform enacted in 2001 to replace 

Elementary and Secondary Act (ESEA), requiring states to assess the proficiency of all students 

in mathematics and reading (Adler-Greene, 2019). 

Nation At Risk is a report that outlined the United States’ educational systems status and 

the need to intervene (Fowler, 2013; Spring, 2011). 
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State of Texas Academic Assessments and Readiness (STAAR) tests students in grades 

three through eight on the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) (TEA, n.d.-d; TEA, 

2019e). 

Delimitations, Limitations, and Assumptions 

 The study was delimited to (1) public middle schools serving grades six through eight in 

Texas, (2) the outcome measure of overall school rating and predictor measures of student 

achievement at both the approaches and meets level of achievement in the STAAR, and (3) the 

2018-2019 school year. Middle schools were chosen as the unit of analysis, because at each 

grade level, students were administered varying examinations; 6th grade taking reading and 

mathematics, 7th grade taking reading, mathematics and writing, and 8th grade taking reading, 

mathematics, social studies, and science. It was assumed that the existing data provided to the 

researcher by the TEA were accurate. Due to the nonprobability nature of sampling, the external 

validity was limited to the study’s participating schools. The study was non-experimental; thus, 

no causal inferences were drawn.   

Significance of the Study 

            There is a fair amount of controversy regarding the types of rating systems and whether 

the ones in place are sufficient to address the accountability-related issues. The A - F 

Accountability Systems have not been adequately examined, particularly in Texas, where the 

system is set up so that critical decisions are made in schools and for schools based on the 

documented results. For example, schools experience an intervention by the TEA when ratings 

are consistently low or they may be adversely affected when parents send their children to 

schools with better ratings, leaving such schools with less funding that is provided based on the 

average daily attendance. Thus, examining the potential predictors of such a system was 
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necessary, and the results showed that students’ academic achievement on the STAAR 

examinations in middle school are useful in estimating the ratings. The TEA can use the study’s 

findings to alter the weights of the approaches and meets level of achievement within the 

accountability system. The findings also support removing common practices of implementing 

interventions for subjects only at the grade levels in which they are examined; for example, only 

providing science interventions at the 8th grade level, because science is not tested at the 6th and 

7th grade.  
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 
 A systematic review of the literature on educational reforms and accountability focused 

on the A - F Accountability System was conducted, using the Education Resources Information 

Center (ERIC), ProQuest, and Google Scholar search engines. The literature research was 

delimited to books and articles which were available online and peer-reviewed. Searches were 

conducted using the terms “accountability,” “standardized exams,” “education,” “A - F,” and 

“system.” Bibliographies of relevant articles were also used to identify additional relevant 

resources. Only articles within the last decade were used, unless the work was seminal in the 

field of systems theory, education, accountability, or standardized examinations.  

This chapter is presented in six major categories: (1) educational reforms in the United 

States of America, (2) using standardized examinations in accountability in education, (3) 

accountability systems across the United States of America, (4) history of accountability systems 

in education in Texas, (5) the A - F System of Accountability in education, and (6) systems 

theory.  

Educational Reforms in the United States of America 

The conceptualization of an education crisis in the USA began with the declaration that 

the school systems were failing; thus, the workforce was subpar and attributed to the USA failing 

to win the space race (Spring, 2011). Shortly following the loss, President Lyndon B. Johnson 

signed into constitution the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 1965 (Heise, 

2017; Spring, 2011). Under the ESEA, the federal government gained more control over 

education through mandates and the use of federal funding, specifically Title I funding that was 

meant to be used for specific targeted populations such as students in special education, students 

of low socioeconomic backgrounds, and/or female students (Cortina, 2016; Heise, 2017; Malin 
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et al., 2017). Since then, educational reforms driven by human capital ideologies have continued 

to cycle through legislation in an attempt to increase the USA’s position in the global market by 

increasing student achievement in public schools (Spring, 2011).  

 In 2001, President George W. Bush, along with other elite policy makers, remained 

unsatisfied with the inferior results of the ESEA and the rising cost of education, as a result, 

rewrote the ESEA into the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) (Adams et.al, 2016a; Adler-

Greene, 2019; Aronson et al., 2016; Dalton, 2017; Greene, 2017; Mickelson et al., 2013; Murray 

& Howe, 2017). George W. Bush, having just served as the Texas Governor, used the 

educational accountability system developed in Texas as a blueprint for the NCLB (Deming et 

al., 2016). Under the NCLB, schools were mandated to use accountability systems and 

standardized examinations to increase student achievement and close achievement gaps for 

targeted groups based on socio-economic status, ethnicity and race, through closing failing 

schools and the public reporting of student achievement (Adams, 2016a; Adler-Greene, 2019; 

Aronson et al., 2016; Dalton, 2017; Mickelson et al., 2013; Murray & Howe, 2017; Spring, 

2011).  

In an attempt to align curriculum standards across the country, and still unsatisfied with 

student achievement, President Barack Obama, in conjunction with the federal government, 

implemented the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), which were meant to set the standard 

for student’s education across the country, tracking student achievement through a central 

database, and thus, monitoring teacher performance (Addison & McGee, 2015; Spring, 2011). 

Not only was the implementation of the CCSS a condition for states failing to meet federal 

guidelines, but it was also offered conjointly with additional federal funding for those states 

wishing to adopt said curriculum (Cortina, 2016; Spring, 2011). However, the choice of adopting 
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CCSS was left up to the state’s legislation. Some states opted out of implementing the CCSS in 

their state. Texas, under governor Rick Perry went so far as to ban the CCSS from the state in 

House Bill 462 (Vander Hart, 2013). 

 According to the NCLB, all students were expected to achieve 100.00% proficiency on 

state determined standardized examinations in reading and mathematics by 2014 (Adler-Greene, 

2019; Cortina, 2016; No Child Left Behind Act, 20 U.S.C. § 6301, 2002; Heise, 2017). State 

legislators were designated as the decision- making body to determine the state’s academic 

standards and an assessment system based on those standards (Adler-Greene, 2019; Cortina, 

2016; Fowler, 2013; Heise, 2017). For states failing to comply with the NCLB expectations, 

federal funding was withheld (Heise, 2017). However, in order to ensure they would meet the 

NCLB proficiency requirements, states lowered the rigor of their tests, skewing the academic 

success of student achievement, which was supported by Thomas B. Fordham Institute’s study 

that showed 20% to 50% of students who scored proficient on state examinations, failed national 

examinations (Cortina, 2016). States also had the option of submitting federal waivers, approved 

by Education Secretary, Arne Duncan under the Obama administration, if they found themselves 

unable to meet the NCLB’s requirements (Heise, 2017). In submitting such waivers, states 

relinquished control over their curriculum and agreed to implement the newly developed national 

standards, the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) (Heise, 2017).  

 Educational reform was again rewritten in December of 2015 when President Obama 

signed the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (Adler-Greene, 2019). The ESSA returned 

power once again to states, allowing them to control their academic curriculum and implement 

consequences for educational entities that showed poor progress in student achievement on 

required examinations (Heise, 2017). The ESSA also mandated states to provide the U.S. 



13 

Department of Education with yearly accountability goals based on examination results (Every 

Student Succeeds Act [ESSA], n.d.). Thus, the federal monitoring of the quality education each 

state was producing, as measured through standardized examinations, and the human capital 

ideology, remained.  

Using Standardized Examinations in Accountability in Education 

From the political perspective, implementing standardized educational reforms, the 

intelligent system of accountability, is seen as the only way to increase the level of competitive 

edge the U.S. has had on the global market (Ellison, 2012; Fowler, 2013; Spring, 2011). 

Accountability systems based on results from standardized examinations were created to 

determine if the system would be a fair and efficient way to increase equity among schools 

(Mickelson et al, 2013). Proponents of such systems believe annual testing and disaggregated 

data will motivate schools to increase student achievement, because they will not be able to mask 

the disparities of traditionally marginalized groups (Mickelson et al, 2013). There are also some 

positive relationships between student achievement scores and accountability. A study conducted 

by Dee and Jacob (2011) looked to examine the impact of the NCLB on student achievement, 

separate from external factors that could contribute to the results of the examinations. The study 

showed there were increases in fourth grade mathematics among socio-economic, white and 

Hispanic groups, and also underperforming eighth grade students (Dee & Jacob, 2011). 

However, the study did not find the NCLB improved reading achievement consistently in fourth 

graders (Dee & Jacob, 2011).  

Standardized examinations are seen by legislators, in particular, as the only way to 

increase student achievement (Mickelson et al, 2013). Advocates of such systems expect the 

system to be a fair and efficient way to increase student achievement and equity among schools 
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(Mickelson et al, 2013). Based on mental models supporting standardized examinations, relevant 

policies focus on the ability to influence students’ educational achievement by incentive 

structures on standardized assessments (Dee & Jacob, 2011; Ellison, 2012). However, Kosar 

(2005), as cited in Ellison (2012), indicated the only means to raising student achievement is to 

increase the rigor of educational praxis by creating challenging curriculum and standards that 

may increase the likelihood of teachers raising the level of their pedagogy.  

Critics of standardized examinations attribute other reasons for studies showing increased 

academic achievement, sometimes with hidden gaps due to changes in teacher practices, while 

others attribute it to manipulating target scores at the legislative level (Aronson et al., 2016; 

Mickelson et al., 2015; Rothstein, 2009; Tanner, 2016; Winters & Cowen, 2012). For example, 

Massachusetts has one of the highest scores on the National Assessment of Educational Progress 

(NAEP) examination and is seen as an educational leader in the nation (French, 2018). However, 

further disaggregation showed Massachusetts’ educational system also has one of the highest 

achievement gaps in student groups categorized by language, race, or income achievement in the 

nation (French, 2018). The high ranking received on the NAEP examination overshadows the 

failure of providing traditionally marginalized populations with an equitable education. Ellison 

(2012) added some schools would manipulate the system by grade retention in high school, 

which would ultimately result in an increased risk of those students dropping out of high school 

all together. Greene (2017) pointed out examination-based accountability system has similarities 

to the central planning of the Soviet Union in its failed attempt to control the country’s economy. 

He stated the central planning in the Soviet Union attempted to increase production by setting a 

goal, metrics to be examined, and rewards based on those goals, all done by a distant official 

who lacked first-hand knowledge of the situation (Greene, 2017). Similarly, the USA uses 
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student achievement as a predictor of a highly competitive workforce, essentially the product of 

schools, reading and mathematics as the matrices to be measured on standardized examinations, 

and funding for school systems based on the results of said examinations.  

Research shows traditionally marginalized populations that were intended to benefit from 

high stakes examinations were actually receiving a more inequitable education than they had 

prior to the implementation of assessment and accountability (Mickelson et al, 2013; Murray & 

Howe, 2017). For example, schools that tend to perform high on standardized assessments 

devote more time to other disciplines such as art and music, because less time is spent 

exclusively teaching items covered on the examination, providing students with a more well-

rounded education and fostering higher order thinking skills (Mickelson et al, 2013). In an effort 

to increase academic achievement, underserved students are more likely to receive narrowed 

curriculum that focuses on tested items, which may actually increase, rather than decrease, 

achievement gap (Greene, 2017; Mickelson et al, 2013).  

A study by Aronson et al. (2016) showed economically disadvantaged students were 

really suffering from standardized testing, because in an attempt to raise examination scores, 

they received drill like instruction, as opposed to authentic student learning. Adding to that, 

students are robbed of the opportunity for authentic, critical thinking, and discovery learning 

when praxis solely focuses on the scores of standardized examinations (Ellison, 2012; Mickelson 

et al, 2013). Rockoff and Turner (2010) found similar results; schools receiving low 

accountability scores spent less time on collaborative group or kinesthetic learning and more 

time on curriculum reflected in the state examinations. Ironically, it is education in other 

disciplines that are most commonly removed from focus, and are needed to foster a more 

successful understanding in reading and mathematics (Greene, 2017). High stakes examinations 
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also shift the importance away from making connections with students, inspiring them to become 

better members of society, which are important skills not measured on standardized 

examinations (French, 2018). 

Accountability Systems Across the United States of America 

There is no question that the debate surrounding the use of standardized examinations 

will remain. Even further into the depth of disagreement, a significant amount of controversy 

exists regarding types of accountability rating systems based on standardized examinations, and 

whether the systems in place address the inequity, while accurately communicating the quality of 

education.  

Under the NCLB, federal law dictates states would be required to identify and aid schools 

in need of support (MODESE, 2019; MTPI, 2018; NDE, 2018, VAE, 2019). The NCLB required 

schools to be labeled with Comprehensive Support and/or Improvement Support if they were 

found to be performing in the lowest five percent among schools in the state (CDE, 2019; 

MODESE, 2019; MTPI, 2018; NDE, 2018, VAE, 2019). Performance was based on factors such 

as student academic achievement, attendance, English language proficiency, and graduation 

rates, of all schools receiving Title I Funding from the state (CDE, 2019; MODESE, 2019; 

MTPI, 2018; NDE, 2018, VAE, 2019). States were also mandated to identify schools for 

Targeted Support and Additional Targeted Support, meaning traditionally marginalized groups 

consistently performed under the federal expectation in student achievement, English language 

proficiency, and/or graduation (MODESE, 2019; MTPI, 2018; NDE, 2018, VAE, 2019).   

When the ESSA was passed into legislation, states were given more flexibility to adopt 

their accountability rating and reporting system to fit their needs (Egalite et al., 2017). Some 

states (e.g., Minnesota, Hawaii, Idaho, and Oregon) chose to stay with the minimum 
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identification required under the NCLB (AIR, 2017; Corbin, 2018; MNDE, 2018; NYSED, 

2020; ORDE, n.d.). States such as New Hampshire, North Dakota, and Missouri kept the labels 

under NCLB but also added tiers of support to their own accountability systems (MODESE, 

2019; NHDE, 2018; ITD, 2020). Other states chose to utilize input from concerned individuals 

among the general public to adopt a reporting system that would give stakeholders easily 

identifiable data on overall school performance. Within these systems, the rating-related factors 

varied from state to state; for example, most states utilized attendance and student growth, and 

all schools took into consideration student achievement based on standardized examinations 

(ECS, 2020). For states choosing to implement systems that went beyond the minimum federal 

requirements, their accountability systems varied to an even greater degree.  

A - F systems of accountability have the highest adoption rate (33.00%). Schools are 

given an overall performance rating, using letters A, B, C, D, and F, which are determined by 

factors such as student achievement, school progress, and closing the achievement gaps (Adams 

et. al., 2016a; ASBE, n.d.; ASDE, 2018; Dalton, 2017; DESE, n.d.; FDE, n.d.; GOSA, n.d.; IDE, 

2017; Louisiana Believes, n.d.; MSDE, 2019; Murray & Howe, 2017; NCDPI, n.d.; NMPED, 

2020; OHDE, 2019; OSDE, n.d.; Tanner, 2016; TDE, 2019; TEA, 2019d; USBE, 2019; Winters 

& Cowen, 2012).  

Another common system identifies school performance by using descriptive words. 

Descriptive systems use labels such as Exceeding Expectations, Meeting Expectations, Partially 

Meeting, Not Meeting, or labels similarly conveying the same message (CDE, 2019; Johnson, 

n.d.;  MADESE, n.d.; MEDE, 2020; NDE, 2018; Rhodes, 2019; SCDE, 2019, USCCF & AASA, 

n.d.; VAE, 2019; VDE, 2018; WDE, 2019). However, the amount of descriptive tiers used under 

each system varies from using six to four descriptive tiers (Ames Community School District, 
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2020; CDE, 2019; DDE, 2018; Johnson, n.d.; MADESE, n.d.; MEDE, 2020; NDE, 2018; 

Rhodes, 2019; SCDE, 2019,  USCCF & AASA, n.d.; VAE, 2019; VDE, 2018; WDE, 2019). The 

state of Vermont uses descriptors such as Bull’s Eye, On Target, Near Target, and Off Target, 

each with matching icons of an arrow and a target (VAE, 2019). Virginia uses the word 

accreditation in its accountability plan, which can be confusing to the stakeholder given 

accreditation also establishes the school as being a formal public school (VDE, 2018).  

Eight states have chosen to convey overall school performance through an index system 

based on mathematical formulas, using student achievement, attendance, student growth, and/or 

graduation, resulting in numbers ranging from one to 100, or one to ten, or a percentage 

(ADEED, 2018; Deak, 2019; Hartford Courant, 2019; MIDE, n.d.; MODESE, 2019; MTPI, 

2018; PDE, 2020; WOSPI, n.d.). Interestingly, Missouri does not report the range of the index 

system; for instance, the example provided in their ESSA plan was reported to be 576.20, failing 

to indicate the denominator (MODESE, 2019).  

Lastly, the remaining states chose to use the icon of five stars to indicate overall school 

performance (CADE, 2017; Gaines, 2019; KDE, 2019; RIDE, 2020; SNDE, n.d.). California is 

the only state to use a series of five colors, instead of stars, displayed with a needle on a meter 

icon in their accountability system (CADE, 2017). The U.S.’s accountability systems are 

summarized in Table 1.   
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Table 1  

USA’s Accountability Systems as of 2020 

Overall School Rating Identifier States 

The A - F System of Accountability: 
Uses A, B, C, D, F. 

Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, 
Indiana, Louisiana, Mississippi, New Mexico, North 
Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Texas, Utah 
 

1 to 5 Stars:  
Uses 1 to 5 stars 

California, Kentucky, Maryland, Nevada, Rhode 
Island, Wisconsin  
 

Descriptive: 
Uses descriptors such as Exceeding 
Expectations, Meeting Expectations, 
Partially Meeting, Not Meeting or 
something similar 

6 levels: Iowa 
5 levels: Kansas, Massachusetts, South Carolina, 
Virginia 
4 levels: Colorado, Delaware, Illinois, Maine, 
Nebraska, Vermont, West Virginia, Wyoming 
 

Index: 
Uses a range of numbers or 
percentages  

1-100 Scale: Alaska, Connecticut, Michigan, New 
Jersey, Pennsylvania 
1%-100% Scale: Montana 
1-10: Washington 
Unknown: Missouri 
 

Tiers of Support/No Additional 
system: 
Indicates overall school performance 
using Targeted Support, 
Comprehensive Support or something 
similar. 

4 Tiers: New Hampshire 
3 Tiers: New York, North Dakota, Missouri 
2 Tears/No Additional System: Minnesota, Hawaii, 
Idaho, Oregon 

 
 

History of Accountability Systems in Texas Education 

Although not federally mandated, Texas began assessing students in 1979 for grades 

three, five, and nine in basic skills of mathematics, reading, and writing (TEA, n.d.-f). Since 

then, Texas’ standardized assessments have been reshaped, restructured, and recreated over 20 
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times; each new implementation brought with it a different set of requirements, grades, and 

subjects to administer as standardized examinations (TEA, n.d.-f).  

In 1993, the Texas State Legislature, enacted laws mandating public schools to be held 

accountable for student achievement, using the standardized examinations already administered, 

through school evaluations (TEA, 2004; TEA, n.d.-f). In the 2001-2002 school year, a group of 

the TEA staff, educators, business, and community representatives met to make adjustments, to 

either the indicators or standards, in the accountability system (TEA, 2004).  

 In 1997, under Governor George W. Bush, Texas began administering standardized 

examinations more frequently and were easily able to use those yearly examinations as a part 

their accountability system developed in 2002-2003 school year; schools did not receive 

accountability feedback until 2004 (TEA, 2004). During the lapse, the TEA worked with 

stakeholders to develop a reporting system. At the same time, during the years of George W. 

Bush serving as president and the federal regulations, mandating schools to report adequate 

yearly progress (AYP), originally mandated under the ESEA, were restructured under the NCLB 

act, and implemented in the 2003 school year (TEA, n.d.-a; TEA, 2004). The TEA had the added 

responsibility of implementing an accountability system that would align to the NCLB’s AYP 

requirement, mandating all campuses and districts be assigned a progress measure (TEA, 2004). 

Texas public schools began to receive common language ratings at the district and campus level 

(TEA, 2004). The ratings included Exemplary, Recognized, Academically Acceptable, and 

Academically Unacceptable (TEA, 2004). Prior to the change, campuses could also receive the 

labels of Acceptable and Low Performing (TEA, 2004). Texas’ schools would remain under such 

an accountability system until Texas legislation passed House Bill (HB) 3 in 2009, requiring 

public schools to also be held accountable for student’s post-secondary readiness (TEA, 2013).  
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The consequences of the HB3 were noted in the 2013 to 2014 school year, when the TEA 

released the changes to Texas’ accountability system (TEA, 2013). Campuses and districts were 

rated as Met Standard, Met Alternative Standard, or Improvement Required, based on student 

achievement on the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), student 

progress, closing the achievement gaps, and postsecondary readiness (TEA, 2013). For the first 

time, schools were also evaluated on graduation rates; specifically, students could graduate with 

Recommended High School Program diplomas, for which they had to complete a minimum of 22 

high school credits, or with Distinguished Achievement (Advanced) High School Program 

diploma, requiring at least 26 high school credits (TEA, 2013). Schools were also evaluated on 

the performance of disaggregated student groups including special education, socio economic, 

and English as a second language (TEA, 2013).  

In 2017, Texas legislation, House Bill 22, required the Commissioner of Education to 

adopt rules to evaluate Texas public schools using the letters A - F (Legiscan, 2017). In response, 

the Accountability Technical Advisory Committee (ATAC), consisting of school district and 

educational service center representatives, and the Accountability Policy Advisory Committee 

(APAC) that included legislative, business, and school district representatives, worked together 

to create the A - F Accountability System (TEA, n.d.-a; TEA, n.d.-c; TEA, 2019a; TEA, 2019d). 

The accountability system uses letters to indicate a student's academic achievement in an overall 

school grade (Dalton, 2017; Tanner, 2016). A - F systems are meant to provide transparency to 

the public by an easily understood score that indicating student achievement and therefore, 

school quality (Adams et. al., 2016a; Dalton, 2017; Murray & Howe, 2017; Tanner, 2016; 

Winters & Cowen, 2012).  
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A - F System of Accountability in Education  

Despite the simplistic outcome of a letter grade, the A - F System employs complex 

calculations of school indicators (Murray & Howe, 2017; Tanner, 2016). For example, 

sometimes the calculations include attendance, academic growth, and/or graduation rates 

(Murray & Howe, 2017; Tanner, 2016). Implementing a formula that allows for varying 

measurements to determine a single letter grade complicates the equations and the calculations 

ultimately become confusing (Murray & Howe, 2017; Tanner, 2016). According to Dalton 

(2017), some states do not indicate what factors are measured to arrive at said letter grade. On 

the contrary, simplistic accountability systems with only indicators of student achievement do 

not point out variables such as instructional practices, access to resources, and curriculum 

(Ellison, 2017).  

Although existing research on the A - F Systems of Accountability is sparse, there have 

been studies in some states to determine the validity and reliability of the system in conveying 

the appropriate letter rank, indicating student achievement and school quality (Murray & Howe, 

2017). Unfortunately, several studies reported that the A - F System is not a reliable indicator of 

student achievement (Murray & Howe, 2017; Tanner, 2016). Specifically, studies on New 

York’s accountability system found F- and D-rated schools scored higher in mathematics and F-

ranked schools in reading scored higher that other schools who received exemplary ratings 

(Rockoff & Turner, 2010). In Oklahoma, student performance in C and D schools were nearly 

identical in mathematics and reading (Tanner, 2016). The study on Oklahoma’s A – F 

accountability concluded there were no differences on the average student score in science and 

reading among A, B, and C schools (Murray & Howe, 2017). Another study by Adam’s et al. 

(2016b) on Oklahoma’s A-F System found a higher average in mathematics and reading scores 
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in A and B schools when compared to C, D, and F schools. However, there was no statistical 

significance in achievement gaps when compared to overall letter grade ranking.  

The A - F System was implemented on the notion that stakeholders were familiar with 

the use of letter grades to indicate students’ achievement within a particular subject and grade 

(Adams et al., 2016b; Murray & Howe, 2017). According to Adams et al. (2016b) people have 

consistently similar views of what letter grades indicate. For example, students who were 

receiving A’s in their classes were achieving high marks on assignments, examinations, and 

projects or knowing an A usually fell between 90.00% and 100.00%, a B between 89.00% and 

80.00%, and so on for each letter grade. However, the letter grade system does not demonstrate 

equal measures of what constitutes A vs B vs C and so on (Adams et al., 2016b; Ellison, 2012; 

Tanner, 2016; Winters & Cowen, 2012). For example, the difference in scores one would expect 

between an A school and an F school was not consistently divided among the B, C, and D 

differences; B schools contained the largest quartile of scores when compared to the other letter 

grades (Adams et al., 2016b; Murray & Howe, 2017). 

As mentioned previously, standardized examinations and public accountability ratings are 

implemented to ensure equity in education across all school systems and populations (Adams et 

al., 2016a). However, the A - F Accountability System is not an accurate tool to use to ensure 

equity in education (Adams et al., 2016a; Murray & Howe, 2017). A study on Oklahoma’s A - F 

Accountability System found achievement gaps in mathematics and reading between students 

receiving or not receiving free or reduced lunch (Adams et al., 2016b). However, the 

achievement gaps between the two groups were smaller at C, D, and F schools; and the largest 

achievement gap for ethnic minorities was found at B schools (Adams et al., 2016b). Also, 

several studies indicated F and D schools were more conducive to learning for disadvantaged 
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students, compared to A and B schools, because disadvantaged students showed the most growth 

in academic achievement (Adams et al., 2016b; Murray & Howe, 2017; Winters & Cowen, 

2012). 

Unfortunately, as indicated in the studies, letter grades in accountability systems appear 

to mask academic achievement gaps among targeted, often underserved student populations 

instead of decreasing them, which is especially true in schools that receive high marks (Adams et 

al., 2016b; Murray & Howe, 2017). Assuming the gains in academic achievement are the product 

of quality teaching and authentic learning, it is most unfortunate that these schools are being 

targeted for improvement because of their poor rating. In New York, schools receiving D or F 

grades for three consecutive years are closed (Rockoff & Turner, 2010; Winters & Cowen, 

2012). Despite the efforts of standardized examinations and accountability systems, inequity and 

gaps in student achievement for historically marginalized populations, which continue to grow 

large over time, remain intact (French, 2018; Mickelson et al., 2017).    

The A - F Accountability System assumes such grades motivate schools to take action to 

improve student achievement and that there is a causal relationship between teacher instruction 

and academic achievement (Adams et al., 2016a; Ellison, 2012; Mickelson et al., 2013).  

However, it has been found letter grade systems only improve schools who receive an F and, in 

some cases, the effect to improve the letter grade decreased or stayed constant over time (Murray 

& Howe, 2017; Winters & Cowen, 2012). In the study on Florida’s accountability system, 

schools receiving F rating improved student performance in mathematics and reading (Rockoff 

& Turner, 2010; Winters & Cowen, 2012). F-rated schools in New York showed the most 

growth on examination scores when compared to A, B, C, and D schools (Rockoff & Turner, 

2010). Parent’s perceptions of school quality also increased when schools received failing grades 
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(Rockoff & Turner, 2010). Schools receiving a D or a C had a negative impact on student 

performance over time (Winters & Cowen, 2012). Further research showed schools who received 

an F rating tended to only improve achievement for low-performing students (Murray & Howe, 

2017; Winters & Cowen, 2012). Arguably, because students in the lower achieving quartiles are 

heavily focused on, students in the upper achieving quartiles stand to show little academic 

growth. Rockoff and Turner (2010) cautioned the low performing schools increased their overall 

grades by narrowing the curriculum.  

The A – F Accountability Systems have the ability to easily portray a false sense of 

improvement, especially when student achievement is weighted so heavily. The passing 

percentage of each standardized test can vary from year to year, giving once B schools an A 

rating (Tanner, 2016). For example, the indicator of a proficient score in mathematics in year one 

could be answering 60.00% of the questions correctly, then in the following year proficiency is 

lowered to 50.00%, showing an increased number of students who scored at a proficient level on 

the state examination, hence, a better overall school letter grade. Officials may be tempted to 

lower the proficiency standards in order to justify the current accountability system is raising the 

level of student achievement (Tanner, 2016).  Schools can also be tempted to exploit the system 

in order to increase their rating by focusing on interventive instruction for students who nearly 

achieving passing standards or below, commonly referred to as bubble students (Greene, 2017). 

This leaves low or high achieving students with an inequitable education, lacking the instruction 

needed to improve their individual academic achievement.  

The educational system in Texas is set up so that critical decisions are made in and for 

schools based on accountability results (Ellison, 2012). Campbell’s law cautions against the use 

of such consequences, stating when critical decisions and consequences are based on quantitative 
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data, the measure itself becomes corrupted (Mickelson et al., 2013). Furthermore, the use of a 

letter grade in accountability is invalid indicator of school quality, as measured by students’ 

academic  achievement (Murray & Howe, 2017). Ellison (2012) also deemed the use of 

standardized examinations to measure student achievement as unscientific and that such 

accountability systems fail to recognize other factors of school performance. Therefore, a system 

set to make decisions with an inaccurate and unreliable measure works against the system it was 

created to improve. However, Greene (2017) claimed the consequences of closing a failing 

school rarely happens. If the consequences set for schools receiving low ratings include closing 

said school, then legislative follow through on those consequences is another failure within the 

accountability system.  

Another possible consequence for failing grades under the accountability system includes 

blanket mandating programs that are meant to increase student achievement but are not tailored 

to the population in which the school serves (Ellison, 2012). This is most unfortunate because, as 

stated previously, the D or F schools that serve our disadvantaged students are demonstrating the 

most growth within those populations, assuming the results are due to authentic learning and not 

drill like instruction (Murray & Howe, 2017; Winters & Cowen, 2012). Schools could be 

increasing their student achievement by lowering praxis to drill and kill instruction, as a response 

to the pressures of standardized examinations, which may result in failing students (Ellison, 

2012; Mickelson et al., 2013).  In New York, schools ranked C three years in a row are subject to 

the same mandates as D and F schools, such as identifying areas of improvement and/or allowing 

parents to transfer their students (Rockoff & Turner, 2010). Now more than ever, students need 

to be taught critical and higher order thinking skills, which cannot be measured by multiple-

choice examinations, and is not conducive to learning (Ellison, 2012; French, 2018).  
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Lastly, in some states, when schools are consistently rated low, parents have the option to 

move, presumably to better schools, sometimes given state-funded tuition for private schools 

(Mickelson et al., 2013; Murray & Howe, 2017; Rockoff & Turner, 2010). However, this is a 

clear example of bias in school choice, because not all stakeholders have the same access to 

resources and know how to use them effectively (Fowler, 2013). In fact, according to Fowler 

(2013), disadvantaged families tend to send their students to poorly performing schools. Also, 

parents actively seeking to move their children to higher performing schools may experience 

resistance from transfer schools, such as limiting the number of available spaces or not notifying 

parents of their acceptance to the school in a timely manner (Mickelson et al., 2013).  

The A - F Accountability System is an attempt to track student achievement by imposing 

a letter grade meant to indicate the quality of instruction, hence, the quality of the school. The 

letter grades assume that all variables measured within the system are equivalent across all 

schools of the same overall letter grade. Therefore, if student achievement is the measure by 

which we judge the schools’ performance, the letter grade should represent the quality of 

learning students are receiving in the classroom. However, students are not all on the same 

achievement level, yet, are graded by the same achievement examination (Ellison, 2012). Even if 

a teacher were to grow a student’s academic achievement by two years, the accountability 

system would not reflect that progress unless the student was on grade level at the time of the 

examination. We seek to increase our stance among global competitors but lack the means to 

increase the capacity of schools to do so (Ellison, 2012). We have implemented systems in 

education to communicate quality and ensure equity but instead are promoting and hiding 

inequality. The use of systems theory explains how simplistic systems quickly become complex.  
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Systems Theory 

Systems are comprised of three basic elements: (1) a set of interrelated components, (2) 

the existing relationship between such components, and (3) the identification of the system 

separate from its environment (Luhmann, 1995; 2006; Stewart & Ayers, 2001). In its most basic 

form, the study of systems is the analysis of the object and its distinction from its surroundings. 

Because the A - F Accountability System is the product of a policy, we look at the influence of 

education through policy using systems theory.  

Both educational and political systems are parts of the whole system or society. In this 

capacity, society serves dual roles. The first is as a larger system in which education and political 

systems reside. In this role, society is able to send and receive communication to both 

educational and political systems; communication is a key component of systems theory 

(Luhmann 1995; 2006). In this instance, society’s position is that the educational system is 

problematic and therefore imposes stressors on the political system to intervene. Society’s 

second role is the environment. Systems can only operate within themselves, separate from their 

environment, where the environment exists as a stressor to the system itself (Baraldi & Corsi, 

2017; Luhmann, 1995). The distinction between the environment and the system allows them to 

maintain boundaries and in identifying such boundaries, one is able to identify the problem 

(Baraldi & Corsi, 2017; Luhmann, 1995).  

Education is continuously reformed and molded by political and societal systems based 

on a continuous feedback loop, an indicative of a system (Luhmann, 1995). The fallout from the 

assessment era under the NCLB and the educational reforms that followed are examples of the 

society adding stressors to both educational and political systems. The political system 

responded by creating a means (policy) in which students’ academic achievement would 
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increase. The A - F Accountability System was created from policy, a product of the response 

from continuous feedback from the environment, imposed on the educational system. Policy’s 

purpose is to make a change from one system to another. However, it is difficult, because policy 

makers cannot be directly involved in effecting change in another system and are only able to 

predict the variables that are likely to influence the change in behavior within the educational 

system (Stewart & Ayers, 2001).  

According to Stewart and Ayers (2001) systems, which are self-sufficient and adaptive, 

can be viewed through systems theory and argued this approach provides useful information 

regarding the policy action and its intended targets. Policy most easily affects the behavior of 

individuals (Stewart & Ayers, 2001). However, the A - F Accountability System attempts to 

influence the change in behavior for a group, which is quite challenging. Policy also attempts to 

influence change by altering the system through means such as imposed taxes and distribution of 

money (Stewart & Ayers, 2001).  In this case, the A - F Accountability System is an attempt to 

change the educational system to be more effective, through controls over funding linked to 

student achievement. Policy formation further assumes there is a relationship between the 

behavior and the goal or intended outcome of the policy (Stewart & Ayers, 2001). The A - F 

Accountability System is meant to increase student achievement through the change in behavior 

in the educational system, assuming by implementing such policies, educators would behave 

differently in order produce higher student achievement. Stewart and Ayers (2001) argued 

policies written as such are not likely to work, because of the complexities of the interconnected 

systems that include individual perspectives. Each system, political and educational, has its own 

view of the quality of education.   
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According to Stewart and Ayers (2001), policy inaccurately simplifies problems which 

have many complex interconnected parts in order to determine cause and effect relationships. 

Supported by Luhmann (1995; 2006), systems only exist and become identifiable when there is a 

reduction in complexity. Policy attempts to pull out an issue from an intricate web of cause and 

effect and attempts to affect change on that issue without realizing the complex 

interconnectedness of the system (Stewart & Ayers, 2001). As President Eisenhower indicated, 

our failure to win the space race was indicative of the quality of education (Spring, 2011). 

Therefore, by increasing the quality of education, one would improve the workforce. However, 

in thinking so, policy reforms fail to recognize the influence of factors outside of education such 

as social, political, and economic sources of unequal education (Mickelson et al., 2013). This is 

further supported by Stewart and Ayer’s (2001) claim that not all parts of the problem are 

understood before policy is formed; the problem is likely to be a manifestation of past policy.  

Functionalism, as Luhmann would describe, allows for multiple comparisons between 

alternative solutions to such problems (function) (Baraldi & Corsi, 2017; Luhmann, 1995). When 

applied to Texas’ A - F Accountability System, it can be said the problem exists in formulas for 

determining overall school ratings. The alternative solutions are seen by adjusting what is 

accounted for and the weights applied to various items within the formula. For example, in the 

Texas’ A – F Accountability System student achievement accounts for 70% of the final overall 

letter grade (TEA, 2019d). Comparisons could be made when adjusting the significance of 

student achievement in schools’ letter grades and the effects the adjustments have on the between 

ratings effect size. Luhmann (1995) would add the probability is higher for choosing incorrect 

variables (i.e. variables found in the formulas which determine overall school rating) than the 

likelihood of choosing the correct variables. Therefore, it is likely that using the weight of 70% 
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student achievement on STAAR examination, or any alternate combination of weights and 

variables for that matter, to determine the overall school rating may not be the most appropriate 

indicator of school quality.  

Chapter Summary 

The literature presents an education system stifled in controversy. Historically, the 

education system has been presented by politicians in a way that doubts the efficiency and 

effectiveness of educating the future workforce. In an attempt to hold the educational system 

accountable, reforms and mandates were issued at several turning points; each time power 

bounced between the federal and state levels. Political systems also mandate one way of 

monitoring student achievement through standardized examinations, while the research presents 

a compelling argument against using such examinations.  

The complexities of monitoring student achievement and infusing it within overall school 

quality are interwoven through accountability systems across the nation; each state dictating 

what system works best to inform stakeholders. No more than 30.00% of the states can agree 

upon the same system to accurately communicate school quality and even within the 30.00%, 

states vary on what information will be included, and the weights each of those factors play in 

the formulas for determining an overall school quality.  

Historically, we have used standard examinations scores to compare our education 

system with other nations, in an attempt to predict our future stance among the global market. 

The scores of standardized examinations are meant to be indicative of student’s intellectual 

capacity, and therefore a determinant of schools increasing or decreasing said capacity, thus 

implying school quality. Again, major decisions are made based on school quality as indicated 

by the accountability system. At a minimum, the system should be analyzed to ensure the scores 
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of standardized examinations predict the school rating. The need to explore the A - F 

Accountability System adopted in Texas has never been more evident.  
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

 The purpose of the study was to examine the predictive validity of academic 

achievement, as measured by the percentage of students who met the criteria for approaches or 

meets on the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), in predicting the 

overall school rating. The following research questions guided the study: 

1. To what extent do the percentages of students who approach academic achievement in 

mathematics, reading, writing, social studies, and science, as measured by the State of Texas 

Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), predict middle schools’ rating? 

2. To what extent do the percentages of students who meet academic achievement in 

mathematics, reading, writing, social studies, and science, as measured by the State of Texas 

Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), predict middle schools’ rating? 

Research Design 

The study employed a correlational design, which is used to discover the relationship 

between/among two or more variables that may have the potential to make significant 

contributions to solving the problem of practice (Gall et al., 2015). In the study, the independent 

variables consisted of a range of percentages in two different levels of achievement, approaches 

and meets; thus, resulting in two sets of predictor variables. The accountability rating assigned to 

the school was the dependent variable, or the outcome measure, which consisted of A, B, C, D, 

and F who met the criteria for approaches or meets.  

The study examined the validity of the STAAR for predicting middle schools’ rating. 

Validity (Gall et al., 2015) is the ability of an instrument to assess what it is intended to measure. 

In its simplest form, face validity is a superficial examination of the instrument, an informal 
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inspection of the items. Moving up in complexity, content validity examines the extent to which 

the measurement reflects the specific intendent domain of the content, verified by a panel of 

experts on the content. The most complex form of validity is construct validity, which utilizes an 

instrument to assess the extent of a theoretical construct or trait.   

Gall et al. (2015) also stated criterion-related validity, which assesses the instrument 

through its relationship to an independent external variable or criterion. Validity Coefficient is 

the correlation between the examination score and the criterion. One type of criterion-related 

validity is concurrent validity, which measures present standing. For example, an instrument 

used to determine if a student is in need of immediate remedial instruction. Another form of 

criterion-related validity, and the focus of the study, is predictive validity, which estimates future 

performance. Using the same context as the example given previously, an instrument with 

predictive validity assesses if students will likely need intervention in the future. Due to the non-

experimental nature of the study, no causal inferences were drawn.  

Instrumentation 

Accountability ratings are released yearly by the TEA, using the A - F Accountability 

Rating System (TEA, n.d.-b). Overall school ratings are based on three academic performance 

domains, namely, (1) student achievement, (2) school progress, and (3) closing the gaps (TEA, 

n.d.-e). The overall rating uses the highest of the two domains, student achievement or school 

progress, which accounts for 70.00% of the overall letter grade, while closing the gaps accounts 

for the remaining 30.00% (TEA, n.d.-e).  

Student achievement, also known as Domain 1, is measured by the STAAR, college, 

career, and military readiness, as well as graduation (TEA, n.d.-e). Because elementary and 

middle schools do not have college, career, and military readiness requirements, and graduation 
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rates, Domain 1 consists solely of the STAAR examination results. The school progress, Domain 

2, consists of the higher of either the academic growth, awarded for students who increase their 

STAAR examination scores from the previous year, or relative performance, which compares the 

results of the scores to a campus similar in size and demographics (TEA, n.d.-e).  

The remaining 30.00% of the overall letter grade is determined by closing the gaps, 

which consists of student performance disaggregated by student groups based on the STAAR 

examination scores, English Language Proficiency examination, graduation rates (if applicable) 

and school quality or school success (TEA, n.d.-e). Schools that do not meet the passing 

percentage expectations for any of the student groups for three consecutive years are identified as 

improvement required (TEA, 2018a) and their highest possible overall school rating is a B. A 

few examples follow.  

 An example of a campus receiving an A rating under Texas’ A – F Accountability 

System is shown in Table 2. The scaled score of student achievement (95.00) is higher than the 

scaled score of school progress (65.00). Therefore, the student achievement score is used to 

calculate the overall campus rating; a scaled score 95.00 at contributing 70.00% to the overall 

rating resulted in 66.50 weighted points.  

Table 3 is an example of a campus which scored higher in Domain 2, school progress. 

Therefore Domain 1, student achievement was not used to calculate the overall rating; 70.00% of 

the calculation consisted of the school progress scaled score of 82.00 and 30.00% consisted of 

Closing the Gap scaled score of 74.00.  

Table 4 is an example of a school which earned a campus rating of an A. student 

achievement (95.00) was used in the campus rating calculation. However, since Domain 2, 

school progress, had scaled scores below 60.00 (F), the campus rating resulted in a B.  
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Table 2 

An Example of Accountability Rating A Based on Student Achievement  

Domain 
Scaled 
Score 

Better of School 
Progress Part A 

or Part B 

Better of Student 
Achievement or 
School Progress 

Percent 
Weight 

Weighted 
Points 

Student Achievement 95.00     
School Progress, Part 
A 65.00 65.00 95.00 70.00 66.50 

School Progress Part 
B 50.00     

Closing the Gaps 85.00   30.00 24.00 
Overall Score     90.50 
Campus Rating     A 

 
Table 3 

Example of a B Rating Based on School Progress 

Domain 
Scaled 
Score 

Better of School 
Progress Part A 

or Part B 

Better of Student 
Achievement or 
School Progress 

Percent 
Weight 

Weighted 
Points 

Student Achievement 71.00     
School Progress, Part A 82.00 82.00 82.00 70.00 57.4 
School Progress Part B 65.00     
Closing the Gaps 74.00   30.00 22.2 
Overall Score     80 
Campus Rating     B 

 
Table 4 

Example of a B Rating with an F in School Progress  

Domain 
Scaled 
Score 

Better of School 
Progress Part A 

or Part B 

Better of Student 
Achievement or 
School Progress 

Percent 
Weight 

Weighted 
Points 

Student Achievement 95.00     
School Progress, Part 
A 50.00 59.00 95.00 70.00 66.65 

School Progress Part B 59.00     
Closing the Gaps 85.00   30.00 24.00 
Overall Score     90.50 
Campus Rating     B* 

*School progress resulted in a failing grade. The campus is classified as improvement required and 
the highest rating the school can receive is a B.  



37 

 The state of Texas reports students’ achievement on the STAAR examination in four 

different categories (TEA, 2019b). Did not meet refers to the student who did not answer enough 

questions correctly to meet the expectations of the state and therefore would not be prepared for 

the next grade level. Approaches means the student would be successful in the next grade level 

with intensive intervention. Meets suggests the student would be successful in the next grade 

level with minimal intervention. Students who would be successful in the next grade level with 

no intervention are referred to as masters.  

The percentage of correct answers for each category varies by grade and subject. Table 5 

shows the 2019 Texas STAAR approaches, meets, and masters passing percentages for grades 

six, seven, and eight (Lead4ward, 2019). The approaches level of achievement is considered 

passing in terms of grade promotion and graduation. As evident in the table, the passing 

percentages ranged from 37.00% to 58.00%, even though it would have resulted in failing in 

most tests. Students are required, as part of the Student Success Initiative (SSI), to pass the 8th 

grade mathematics and reading examination in order to be promoted to the next grade level. 

Eighth grade students are allowed three attempts at passing the STAAR examination. Although 

not included in this study, the End of Course (EOC) examinations at the high school level, which 

are equivalent to the STAAR examination in the lower grades, have passing percentages in the 

40s. Students are also required to pass all of their EOC examinations in order to graduate. 
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Table 5 

Percent of Questions Answered Correctly for each Category of Achievement 

Examination Approaches Meets Master 
6th     

Reading 58.00 78.00 88.00 
Mathematics 37.00 61.00 79.00 

7th     
Reading 55.00 74.00 83.00 
Mathematics 40.00 63.00 83.00 
Writing 57.00 72.00 83.00 

8th     
Reading 57.00 75.00 86.00 
Mathematics 45.00 64.00 86.00 
Social Studies 50.00 70.00 80.00 
Science 52.00 71.00 83.00 

 
 

Subject Selection 

 The unit of analysis was a public middle school in Texas. The target population consisted 

of all middle schools in Texas serving grades six through eight. The existing data for grades six, 

seven, and eight included 2,632, 2,336, and 2,317 middle schools, respectively, of which 1,158 

had the data for all three grades and were included in the study.  

Data Collection 

 The data were obtained from the TEA, which included the percentage score for 6th, 7th, 

and 8th grade for both approaches and meets levels of achievement and the school’s overall letter 

grade under the A - F Accountability System. There were also data for gender, ethnicity, 

socioeconomic status, special education, and bilingual status, which were used to profile the 

schools. Permission to use data for the study was obtained by the Institutional Review Board at 

Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi (Appendix A).  
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Data Analysis 

 The raw data were imported into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), 

and manipulated for the purpose of data analysis. Descriptive statistics were used to organize and 

summarize the data. The percentages of students who are classified as approaches and/or meets 

on the STAAR examination were converted into proportions. The outcome measure of A-, B-, C-

, D-, and F- rating were converted into 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively.  

Discriminant analysis (DA) was used to examine the ability of the approaches and/or 

meets proportions in reading and mathematics in 6th grade; reading, mathematics, and writing in 

7th grade; and reading, mathematics, social studies, and science in 8th grade, in predicting the 

ratings.  

Discriminant analysis is a multivariate statistical technique that enables the researcher to 

predict a categorical dependent variable based on several independent variables (Gall et al., 

2015). A vector is a mathematical expression representing the subject’s score on more than one 

response variable. A centroid is the mean of the vectors for each group. Discriminant analysis is 

used to differentiate among groups with respect to their group centroid.  

Discriminant functions, uncorrelated linear combinations of the original variables, were 

used to examine the separability of the centroids in each group. The number of discriminant 

functions is either the number of groups minus 1 (5 – 1 = 4, in this study) or the number of 

predictor variables (2 at 6th grade, 3 at 7th grade, and 4 at 8th grade, in this study), whichever is 

smaller. Thus, there were two (2), three (3), and four (4) function in grades six to eight, 

respectively. Standardized coefficients were used to determine the redundancy of the variables 

(Field, 2018). The highest discriminant function-variable correlation (i.e., the correlation 

between the discriminant function and the original variable) was used to name the function 
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(Paulson & French, n.d.). Discriminant planes, using the centroids, were constructed to examine 

directional differences among the ratings. A series of stepwise DA was performed to examine the 

predictive validity of the variables of interest in relation to the outcome measure (A-F 

accountability rating). Wilks’ Lambda was used to test the null hypothesis that there is no 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables (Field, 2018). The level of 

significance was set, a priori, at 0.01.  

The practical significance of the ratings were examined, using the mean difference effect 

sizes (Cohen’s d), which were computed by dividing the mean difference by the pooled standard 

deviation, and were described as 0.20 = small, 0.50 = medium, and 0.80 or greater = large 

(Cohen, 1988).  

The analysis of the data also included t-test for correlated samples and repeated measures 

analysis of variance, RM-ANOVA (Field, 2018), which were conducted at the 0.01 level of 

significance. The RM-ANOVA uses the blocking procedure to isolate the effects of a nuisance 

variable, thus, reducing the error term (i.e., you may view subjects, which are considered to be a 

random sample from a population, as serving as their own controls because only within subjects 

variation is in the error term). The linear model equation is Xij = μ + αj + πi + εij (Score = Grand 

Mean + Treatment Effect + Block Effect + Error Effect). 

Chapter Summary 

 The study examined the predictive validity of the state of Texas assessments of academic 

readiness for predicting middle schools’ rating, using existing data. A series of univariate and 

multivariate statistical techniques were used to analyze the data. Practical significance of the 

findings were examined. No causal inferences were drawn due to the non-experimental nature of 

the study.  
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CHAPTER IV 
 

RESULTS 
 

The purpose of the study was to examine the validity of academic achievement, as measured 

by the percentage of students who met the criteria for approaches or meets on the State of Texas 

Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), in predicting the overall school rating. The study 

was delimited to 6th, 7th, and 8th grades. A series of univariate and multivariate statistical 

techniques were performed to analyze the data. The mean difference effect sizes were utilized to 

examine the practical significance of the findings. The level of significance was set, a prior, at 

0.01. The following research questions guided the study: 

To what extent do the percentages of students who approach academic achievement in 

mathematics, reading, writing, social studies, and science, as measured by the State of Texas 

Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), predict middle schools’ rating? 

To what extent do the percentages of students who meet academic achievement in 

mathematics, reading, writing, social studies, and science, as measured by the State of Texas 

Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), predict middle schools’ rating? 

6th GRADE 

A Profile of Participating Schools 

 The sample consisted of 1,158 middle schools serving only 6th, 7th, and 8th grade. At the 

time of conducting the study, in Texas, 6th graders were tested in reading and mathematics. A 

profile of the schools that had reported the test scores for 6th graders (n = 1,158) is presented in 

Table 6.  

  



42 

Table 6 

A Profile of Schools, 6th Grade, n = 1,158 

Variable 
Reading 
Median 

Mathematics 
Median 

Gender   
Male 127.00 120.00 
Female 118.00 113.00 

Ethnicity   
White   40.00  38.00 
Hispanic 111.00 108.00 

Economically Disadvantaged 137.00 135.00 
Title 1 Participant 120.00 117.50 
Bilingual or English as a Second Language   27.00   27.00 
Special Education   22.00   22.00 
Gifted and Talented   19.00   16.00 
At Risk 114.00 113.00 

 
Approaches 
 
 Table 7 shows the means and standard deviations, by accountability ratings, for 6th 

graders who had met the criteria for approaches based on reading and mathematics STAAR 

scores. The rating of the B was the most, followed by C, A, D, and F. The 6th graders had done 

better in mathematics (M = 0.77, SD = 0.13), compared to reading (M = 0.64, SD = 0.15), and the 

difference was statistically significant, t(1154) = 59.11, p < 0.01.  

A Discriminant Analysis (DA) was conducted to test the hypothesis that the reading and 

mathematics approaches scores predicted the campus ratings. There were two functions, which 

were correlated with the outcome measure, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.33, χ2 (8, N =1155) = 1274.09, p 

< 0.01; thus, the predictive validity was confirmed. The first function accounted for 98.10% of 

the explained variation, canonical R2 = 66.00%, whereas the second function accounted for only 

1.90% of the explained variation, canonical R2 = 4.00%. Results are summarized in Table 8. 
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Table 7 

Means and Standard Deviations for Proportions of Approaches by Accountability Rating, 6th 
Grade, n = 1,158* 

Campus Rating 
Approaches 

Reading 
Approaches 

Mathematics 
A   

n 165 165 
M 0.84 0.93 
SD 0.80 0.44 

B   
n 418 418 
M 0.69 0.83 
SD 0.92 0.07 

C   
n 347 347 
M 0.58 0.73 
SD 0.10 0.09 

D   
n 132 132 
M 0.50 0.66 
SD 0.09 0.08 

F   
n 93 93 
M 0.43 0.57 
SD 0.11 0.11 

Total    
N 1155 1155 
M 0.64 0.77 
SD 0.15 0.13 

* There were three (3) missing cases.  
 
Table 8 

A Summary of the Canonical Discriminant Functions, 6th Grade, Approaches  

Function  Eigenvalue Percentage of 
Explained 
Variance 

Canonical 
Correlation 

Explained 
Variance 

1 1.92 98.10 0.81 0.66 
2 0.37 1.90 0.19 0.04 
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Standardized Coefficients and Discriminant Function-Variable Correlations were used to 

describe the functions. As can be seen in Table 9, Function 1 was highly correlated with both the 

reading and mathematics scores; it was called the reading function because of its higher 

correlation with the function. Function 2 was trivial, because its contribution in explaining the 

variation was little.  

Table 9 

Standardized Coefficients and Discriminant Function-Variable Correlations, 6th Grade, 
Approaches 

 Standardized Coefficient 
Function 

Discriminant Function-Variable 
Correlation 

 1 2 1 2 
Reading 0.57 -1.13 0.90 -0.43 
Mathematics 0.55 1.14 0.89 0.45 

 
Group centroids (Table 10) were used to construct the discriminant planes to determine 

directional differences among the ratings. As can be seen in Figures 1 and 2, Function 1 

differentiated among the ratings; Function 2 did not.  

Table 10 

Group Centroids, 6th Grade, Approaches 

Rating Function 1 Function 2 
A 2.32 -0.30 
B 0.69 0.12 
C -0.62 0.12 
D -1.60 0.01 
F -2.64 -0.43 
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Figure 1 

Function 1 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 6th Grade, Approaches 

 
Figure 2 

Function 2 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 6th Grade, Approaches 

 
 
The mean difference effect sizes were computed and used to examine the practical 

significance of the findings. As can be seen in Table 11, the reading and mathematics scores 

contributed similarly in pairwise comparison of ratings; larger the rating difference, the larger the 

mean difference effect size.  

Table 11  

Mean Difference Effect Sizes, 6th Grade, Approaches 

Ratings Approaches Reading  Approaches Mathematics  
A v F 4.39 5.80 
A v D 4.05 4.81 
A v C 2.69 2.86 
A v B 1.57 1.94 
B v F 2.09 4.17 
B v D 1.75 2.99 
B v C 1.16 1.25 
C v F 1.22 1.39 
C v D 0.73 0.72 
D v F 0.72 0.93 

Note: 0.20 = small effect, 0.50 = medium effect, 0.80 = large effect.  
 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

F D C B A 

F C B A D 
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Meets 
 

Table 12 shows the means and standard deviations, by accountability ratings, for 6th 

graders who had met the criteria for meets based on reading and mathematics STAAR scores. 

The results were similar to those reported for approaches; that is, 6th graders did better in 

mathematics (M = 0.41, SD = 0.18), compared to reading (M = 0.33, SD = 0.15), and the 

difference was statistically significant, t(1154) = 29.13, p < 0.01.  

 
Table 12 

Means and Standard Deviations for Proportions of Meets by Accountability Rating, 6th Grade,  
n = 1,158* 

Campus Rating 
Meets 

Reading 
Meets 

Mathematics 
A   

n 165 165 
M 0.56 0.69 
SD 0.12 0.13 

B   
n 418 418 
M 0.36 0.46 
SD 0.10 0.12 

C   
n 347 347 
M 0.26 0.33 
SD 0.08 0.09 

D   
n 132 132 
M 0.21 0.25 
SD 0.07 0.09 

F   
n 93 93 
M 0.16 0.18 
SD 0.06 0.08 

Total   
n 1155 1155 
M 0.33 0.41 
SD 0.15 0.18 

* There were three (3) missing cases. 
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A DA showed similar results to the analysis of approaches scores. The two functions 

were correlated with the outcome measure, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.30, χ2 (8, N = 1,155) = 1,373.67, 

p < 0.01, and attested to the predictive validity of meets measures in determining accountability 

ratings.  The first function accounted for 99.60% of the explained variation, canonical R2 = 

69.00%, whereas the second function accounted for only 0.40% of the explained variation, 

canonical R2 = 1.00%. Results are summarized in Table 13. 

Table 13 

A Summary of the Canonical Discriminant Functions, 6th Grade, Meets 

 Function  Eigenvalue Percentage of 
Explained 
Variance 

Canonical 
Correlation 

Explained 
Variance 

1 2.27 99.60 0.83 0.69 
2 0.01 0.40 0.10 0.01 

 
Standardized Coefficients and Discriminant Function-Variable Correlations were used to 

describe the functions. As can be seen in Table 14, Function 1 was highly correlated with both 

the reading and mathematics scores. However, mathematics had a higher correlation with the 

function; thus, Function 1 was called mathematics. Function 2 was trivial.  

Table 14 

Standardized Coefficients and Discriminant Function-Variable Correlations, 6th Grade, Meets 

 Standardized Coefficient 
Function 

Discriminant Function-Variable 
Correlation 

 1 2 1 2 
Reading 0.50 1.10 0.85 0.52 
Mathematics 0.63 -1.03 0.91 -0.41 
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The discriminant planes (Figures 3 and 4) were constructed based on group centroids 

(Table 15) to examine directional differences among the ratings. As can be seen in Figure 3, 

Function 1 differentiated among the ratings and Function 2 did not.   

Table 15 
Group Centroids, 6th Grade, Meets 

Rating Function 1 Function 2 
A 2.97 0.13 
B 0.51 -0.09 
C -0.82 -0.05 
D -1.59 0.10 
F -2.26 0.19 

 
Figure 3 

Function 1 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 6th Grade, Meets 

  
 
Figure 4 

Function 2 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 6th Grade, Meets  

 
 

The practical significance of the findings were examined (Table 16). The effect sizes 

were large, favoring the mathematics scores.  
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Table 16 

Mean Difference Effect Sizes, 6th Grade, Meets 

Ratings Meets Reading  Meets Mathematics  
A v F 4.27 4.99 
A v D 3.85 4.21 
A v C 3.80 4.11 
A v B 2.38 1.70 
B v F 3.53 3.99 
B v D 2.31 2.58 
B v C 1.17 1.24 
C v F 1.09 1.37 
C v D 0.62 0.81 
D v F 0.71 0.82 

Note: 0.20 = small effect, 0.50 = medium effect, 0.80 = large effect.  
 

7th GRADE 
 

A Profile of Participating Schools 
 

The sample consisted of the same 1,158 middle schools. At the time of the study, 7th 

graders were tested in reading, writing, and mathematics. A profile of the schools is presented in 

Table 17.  

Table 17 

A Profile of Schools, 7th Grade, n = 1,158 

Variable 
Reading 
Median 

Writing 
Median 

Mathematics 
Median 

Gender    
Male 124.00 124.00 105.50 
Female 117.00 118.00 99.00 

Ethnicity    
White 38.00 38.00 33.00 
Hispanic 108.00 107.50 95.00 

Economically Disadvantaged 132.00 133.00 118.00 
Title 1 Participant 117.50 118.50 108.00 
Bilingual or English as a Second Language 24.00 24.00 21.50 
Special Education 21.00 21.00 21.00 
Gifted and Talented 18.00 18.00 9.00 
At Risk 119.50 120.00 112.00 
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Approaches 
 
 Table 18 shows the means and standard deviations, by accountability ratings, for 7th 

graders who had met the criteria for approaches based on reading, writing, and mathematics 

STAAR scores. The A- and B- rated schools scored higher in mathematics, followed by reading 

and writing; the C-, D-, and F- rated schools scored higher in reading, followed by mathematics 

and writing. Overall, the highest scores belonged to reading (M = 0.72, SD = 0.13), followed by 

mathematics (M = 0.71, SD = 0.15), and writing (M = 0.67, SD = 0.15), and the differences were 

statistically significant, F(2, 2308) = 262.38, p < 0.01.  

Table 18 

Means and Standard Deviations for Proportions of Approaches by Accountability Rating, 7th 
Grade, n = 1,158* 

Campus Rating 
Approaches 

Reading 
Approaches 

Writing 
Approaches 

Mathematics 
A    

n 164 164 164 
M 0.89 0.86 0.90 
SD 0.06 0.07 0.06 

B    
n 418 418 418 
M 0.77 0.73 0.78 
SD 0.08 0.09 0.09 

C    
n 348 348 348 
M 0.68 0.62 0.66 
SD 0.09 0.09 0.11 

D    
n 132 132 132 
M 0.60 0.53 0.57 
SD 0.08 0.09 0.11 

F    
n 93 93 93 
M 0.53 0.45 0.47 
SD 0.10 0.10 0.12 

Total    
n 1155 1155 1155 
M 0.72 0.67 0.71 
SD 0.13 0.15 0.15 

* There were three (3) missing cases. 
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A DA of 7th grade scores showed three functions correlated with the outcome measure, 

Wilks’ Lambda = 0.31, χ2 (12, N = 1,155) = 1,345.36, p < 0.01; thus, the null was rejected. The 

three functions explained 70.00% of the variation. Function 1 accounted for 68.00% and 

Functions 2 and 3 accounted for 2.00%. The results are summarized in Table 19. 

Reading, writing, and mathematics were highly correlated with Function 1 (Table 20); 

however, writing had the highest correlation and was used to name the function. The other two 

functions were trivial.  

Table 19 

A Summary of the Canonical Discriminant Functions, 7th Grade, Approaches 

Function  Eigenvalue Percentage of 
Explained 
Variance 

Canonical 
Correlation 

Explained 
Variance 

1 2.17 99.30 0.83 0.68 
2 0.01 0.40 0.10 0.01 
3 0.01 0.30 0.08 0.01 

 
Table 20 

Standardized Coefficients and Discriminant Function-Variable Correlations, 7th Grade, 
Approaches 

 Standardized Coefficient 
Function 

Discriminant Function-Variable 
Correlation 

 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Reading 0.24 -1.36 1.10 0.85 -0.52 0.08 
Writing 0.45 0.49 -1.60 0.87 -0.20 -0.44 
Mathematics 0.49 0.89 0.57 0.82 0.44 0.36 

 
Discriminant planes were constructed based on the centroids (Table 21). As can be seen 

in Figures 5 – 7, Function 1 differentiated among the ratings; Functions 2 and 3 did not.  
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Table 21 

Group Centroids, 7th Grade, Approaches 

Rating Function 1 Function 2 Function 3 
A 2.41 -0.16 -0.06 
B 0.76 0.11 -0.01 
C -0.61 -0.04 0.10 
D -1.76 0.06 -0.12 
F -2.87 -0.13 -0.08 

 
Figure 5 

Function 1 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 7th Grade, Approaches 

 
 
 
Figure 6 

Function 2 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 7th Grade, Approaches 

 
 
 
Figure 7 

Function 3 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 7th Grade, Approaches 
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The practical significance of the findings were examined (Table 22). The effect sizes 

were large.  

Table 22 

Mean Difference Effect Sizes, 7th Grade, Approaches 

Ratings Approaches Reading  
Approaches 

Writing  
Approaches 
Mathematics  

A v F 5.66 5.90 5.73 
A v D 4.53 4.10 4.37 
A v C 3.11 3.21 2.80 
A v B 2.09 2.02 1.68 
B v F 4.00 2.34 4.22 
B v D 1.83 1.83 1.83 
B v C 1.06 1.18 1.12 
C v F 1.41 1.44 1.44 
C v D 0.89 0.79 0.81 
D v F 0.74 0.90 0.85 

Note: 0.20 = small effect, 0.50 = medium effect, 0.80 = large effect.  
 
Meets 
 
 Table 23 depicts a summary of the results for the predictor variables, which showed the 

reading scores were the highest (M = 0.45, SD = 0.16). The writing (M = 0.38, SD = 0.17) and 

mathematics (M = 0.38, SD = 0.19) scores were similar. The differences were statistically 

significant, F(2, 2308) = 318.25, p < 0.01, and the post hoc analysis of the data showed that the 

reading scores were significantly higher than the writing and mathematics scores, and there were 

no statistically significant differences between the writing and mathematics findings.   

A DA attested to the predictive validity of the meets scores, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.29, χ2 

(12, N = 1,155) = 1,420.05, p < 0.01. The three functions accounted for 73.00% of the variation, 

of which, 71.00% was explained by Function 1. Results are summarized in Table 24.  

The functions were described by Standardized Coefficients and Discriminant Function-

Variable Correlations. Although all predictors were highly correlated with Function 1, reading 
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was used to name it because of its highest correlation. Writing and mathematics were used to 

name the other two functions. Results are summarized in Table 25. 

Table 23 

Means and Standard Deviations for Proportions of Meets by Accountability Rating, 7th Grade, 
 n = 1,158* 

Campus Rating 
Meets 

Reading 
Meets 

Writing 
Meets 

Mathematics 
A    

n 164 164 164 
M 0.70 0.64 0.65 
SD 0.11 0.12 0.15 

B    
n 418 418 418 
M 0.49 0.43 0.44 
SD 0.10 0.11 0.14 

C    
n 348 348 348 
M 0.39 0.31 0.30 
SD 0.09 0.10 0.12 

D    
n 132 132 132 
M 0.30 0.24 0.21 
SD 0.07 0.08 0.08 

F    
n 93 93 93 
M 0.25 0.17 0.16 
SD 0.07 0.06 0.08 

Total    
n 1155 1155 1155 
M 0.45 0.38 0.38 
SD 0.16 0.17 0.19 

* There were three (3) missing cases. 
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Table 24 

A Summary of the Canonical Discriminant Functions, 7th Grade, Meets 

Function  Eigenvalue Percentage of 
Explained 
Variance 

Canonical 
Correlation 

Explained 
Variance 

1 2.39 99.40 0.84 0.71 
2 0.01 0.40 0.09 0.01 
3 0.01 0.20 0.07 0.01 

 
Table 25 

Standardized Coefficients and Discriminant Function-Variable Correlations, 7th Grade, Meets 

 Standardized Coefficient 
Function 

Discriminant Function-Variable 
Correlation 

 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Reading 0.44 -1.67 -0.18 0.88 -0.33 -0.34 
Writing 0.32 1.54 -0.68 0.85 0.27 -0.46 
Mathematics 0.46 0.21 0.97 0.75 0.13 0.65 

 
 Group centroids (Table 26) were examined for directional differences among ratings, as 

shown in Figures 8 - 10. Function 1 discriminated among the ratings; the others did not.   

Table 26 

Group Centroids, 7th Grade, Meets 

Rating Function 1 Function 2 Function 3 
A 2.98 0.04 -0.08 
B 0.58 0.12 0.08 
C -0.81 -0.12 -0.04 
D -1.72 0.18 -0.07 
F -2.40 0.07 0.03 
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Figure 8 

Function 1 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 7th Grade, Meets 

 
Figure 9 

Function 2 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 7th Grade, Meets  

 
 

Figure 10 

Function 3 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 7th Grade, Meets  

 
 

All effect sizes were large, which supported the practical significance of the findings. 

Results are shown in Table 27.  
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Table 27 

Mean Difference Effect Sizes, 7th Grade, Meets 

Ratings Meets Reading Meets Writing Meets Mathematics  
A v F 4.99 5.17 4.36 
A v D 4.37 3.97 3.90 
A v C 3.95 3.75 3.31 
A v B 1.77 1.75 1.36 
B v F 3.98 3.92 3.46 
B v D 2.66 2.46 2.36 
B v C 1.12 1.14 1.11 
C v F 1.37 2.16 1.85 
C v D 0.91 0.66 0.95 
D v F 0.76 0.94 0.68 

Note: 0.20 = small effect, 0.50 = medium effect, 0.80 = large effect.  
 

8th GRADE 
 

A Profile of Participating Schools 
 

Table 28 summarizes a profile of the 1,158 schools. At the time of conducting the study, 

8th graders were tested in reading, mathematics, science, and social studies.  

Table 28 
A Profile of Schools, 8th Grade, n = 1,158 

Variable 
Reading 
Median 

Mathematics 
Median 

Science 
Median  

Social Studies 
Median 

Gender     
Male 124.00 103.00 125.50 125.00 
Female 114.00 92.00 115.00 116.00 

Ethnicity     
White 38.00 31.00 38.00 38.00 
Hispanic 107.00 90.00 107.00 108.00 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

129.00 109.00 131.50 131.00 

Title 1 Participant 109.00 92.00 114.00 114.00 
Bilingual or English as a 
Second Language 

20.00 19.00 22.00 21.00 

Special Education 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 
Gifted and Talented 17.00 8.00 19.00 1800 
At Risk 119.00 112.00 121.00 121.00 
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Table 29 shows the means and standard deviations for the predictors of accountability 

rating at 8th grade. Scores were the highest in mathematics (M = 0.80, SD = 0.12), followed by 

science (M = 0.78, SD = 0.12), reading (M = 0.76, SD = 0.12), and social studies (M = 0.65, SD = 

0.16), and the differences were statistically significant, F(3, 3438) = 1377.16, p < .01. The post 

hoc analysis of the data showed that all pairwise comparisons were statistically significant.  

A DA of 8th grade data showed four functions that were correlated with the outcome 

measure, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.32, χ2 (16, N = 1,147) = 1,316.95, p < 0.01; thus, the null was 

rejected. The four functions accounted for 72.00% of the variation; 68.00% was explained by 

Function 1. Results are summarized in Table 30. 

Table 29 

Means and Standard Deviations for Proportions of Approaches by Accountability Rating, 8th Grade, n = 1,158* 

Campus Rating 
Approaches 

Reading 
Approaches 

Mathematics Approaches Science 
Approaches  

Social Studies 
A     

n 164 164 164 164 
M 0.91 0.94 0.93 0.86 
SD 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.09 

B     
n 416 416 416 416 
M 0.81 0.85 0.83 0.71 
SD 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.09 

C     
n 348 348 348 348 
M 0.72 0.77 0.74 0.59 
SD 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.11 

D     
n 129 129 129 129 
M 0.65 0.71 0.66 0.51 
SD 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.11 

F     
n 90 90 90 90 
M 0.58 0.60 0.58 0.41 
SD 0.09 0.12 0.10 0.10 

Total     
n 1147 1147 1147 1147 
M 0.76 0.80 0.78 0.65 
SD 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.16 

* There were eleven (11) missing cases. 
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Table 30 

A Summary of the Canonical Discriminant Functions, 8th Grade, Approaches 

Function Eigenvalue 

Percentage of 
Explained 
Variance 

Canonical 
Correlation 

Explained 
Variance 

1 2.08 98.70 0.82 0.68 
2 0.02 1.10 0.15 0.02 
3 0.00 0.20 0.06 0.01 
4 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.01 

 
Standardized Coefficients and Discriminant Function-Variable Correlations were used to 

describe the functions. Function 1 was named Social Studies. Results are summarized in Table 

31. 

Table 31 

Standardized Coefficients and Discriminant Function-Variable Correlations, 8th Grade, 
Approaches 

 Standardized Coefficient 
Function 

Discriminant Function-Variable 
Correlation 

 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
Reading 0.19 -0.56 -0.55 1.28 0.82 -0.24 -0.31 0.43 
Mathematics 0.32 0.93 0.53 0.28 0.69 0.64 0.21 0.27 
Science 0.28 0.45 -1.00 -1.01 0.84 0.05 -0.45 -0.29 
Social Studies 0.45 -0.65 1.07 -0.45 0.87 -0.39 0.26 -0.19 

 
 Group centroids (Table 32) were used to construct discriminant planes, as seen in Figures 

11 - 14. Function 1 differentiated among ratings; the others did not.     
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Table 32 

Group Centroids, 8th Grade, Approaches 

Rating Function 1 Function 2 Function 3 Function 4 
A 2.32 -0.17 0.06 0.04 
B 0.75 0.02 -0.03 -0.03 
C -0.61 0.13 -0.03 0.03 
D -1.66 0.08 0.14 -0.02 
F -2.94 -0.40 -0.05 0.00 

 
Figure 11 

Function 1 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 8th Grade, Approaches 

 
 
 
Figure 12 

Function 2 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 8th Grade, Approaches 

 

 
 

Figure 13 

Function 3 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 8th Grade, Approaches 
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Figure 14 

Function 4 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 8th Grade, Approaches 

 
 
 The practical significance of the findings were supported by large effect sizes. Table 33 

summarizes the findings.  

Table 33 

Mean Difference Effect Sizes, 8th Grade, Approaches 

Ratings 
Approaches 

Reading 
Approaches 
Mathematics 

Approaches 
Science 

Approaches 
Social Studies 

A v F 5.26 4.78 5.47 4.77 
A v D 4.11 3.54 4.16 3.83 
A v C 2.69 2.41 2.75 3.01 
A v B 1.94 1.37 1.89 1.43 
B v F 4.08 3.46 4.21 2.52 
B v D 1.89 1.32 2.91 1.82 
B v C 1.16 0.86 1.25 1.28 
C v F 1.26 2.34 1.38 1.40 
C v D 0.75 0.64 0.75 0.69 
D v F 0.76 0.97 0.83 0.91 

Note: 0.20 = small effect, 0.50 = medium effect, 0.80 = large effect.  
 

Meets 
 

A summary of the predictor variables is shown in Table 34. The 8th graders did their best 

in mathematics (M = 0.52, SD = 0.19), followed by reading (M = 0.50, SD = 0.16), science (M = 

0.46, SD = 0.18), and social studies (M = 0.32, SD = 0.17), and the differences were statistically 

significant, F(3, 3438) = 1424.46, p < 0.01. The post hoc analysis of the data showed that all 

pairwise comparisons were statistically significant.  
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Table 34 

Means and Standard Deviations for Proportions of Meets by Accountability Rating, 8th Grade,  
n = 1,158* 

Campus Rating 
Meets 

Reading 
Meets 

 Mathematics 
Meets 

Science 
Meets 

Social Studies 
A     

n 164 164 164 164 
M 0.74 0.78 0.74 0.58 
SD 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.15 

B     
n 416 416 416 416 
M 0.55 0.58 0.52 0.37 
SD 0.11 0.14 0.12 0.11 

C     
n 348 348 348 348 
M 0.44 0.46 0.38 0.25 
SD 0.10 0.12 0.11 0.10 

D     
n 129 129 129 129 
M 0.36 0.38 0.31 0.19 
SD 0.08 0.12 0.10 0.08 

F     
n 90 90 90 90 
M 0.30 0.27 0.23 0.12 
SD 0.09 0.11 0.08 0.06 

Total     
n 1147 1147 1147 1147 
M 0.50 0.52 0.46 0.32 
SD 0.16 0.19 0.18 0.17 

* There were eleven (11) missing cases. 
 

The predictive validity was confirmed by a DA, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.29, χ2 (16, N = 1,147) 

= 1,396.47, p < 0.01. The four functions accounted for 73.00% of the variation; 70.00% was 

explained by Function 1. Table 35 summarizes the results. Reading, mathematics, science, and 

social studies were highly correlated with Function 1 (Table 36); Science had the highest 

correlation and was used to name the function. The other functions were trivial. Discriminant 

planes were constructed based on the group centroids (Table 37). Function 1 differentiated 

among the ratings; the others did not. Results are depicted in Figures 15 – 18.   



63 

Table 35 

A Summary of the Canonical Discriminant Functions, 8th Grade, Meets 

 Function Eigenvalue 

Percentage of 
Explained 
Variance 

Canonical 
Correlation 

Explained 
Variance 

1 2.34 99.20 0.84 0.70 
2 0.01 0.60 0.12 0.01 
3 0.00 0.10 0.05 0.01 
4 0.00 0.10 0.05 0.01 

 
Table 36 

Standardized Coefficients and Discriminant Function-Variable Correlations, 8th Grade, Meets 

 Standardized Coefficient 
Function 

Discriminant Function-Variable 
Correlation 

 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
Reading 0.26 0.45 -0.02 -1.32 0.81 0.10 -0.12 -0.56 
Mathematics 0.35 0.62 0.74 0.46 0.70 0.48 0.43 0.30 
Science 0.33 0.11 -1.18 0.74 0.85 -0.01 -0.50 0.17 
Social Studies 0.33 -1.12 0.63 0.15 0.80 -0.59 0.14 -0.05 

 
Table 37 

Group Centroids, 8th Grade, Meets 

Rating Function 1 Function 2 Function 3 Function 4 
A 2.90 -0.15 0.05 0.00 
B 0.59 0.07 -0.06 0.01 
C -0.82 0.09 0.05 -0.03 
D -1.62 -0.06 0.03 0.11 
F -2.52 -0.30 -0.05 -0.06 
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Figure 15 

Function 1 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 8th Grade, Meets 

 

 
 
Figure 16 

Function 2 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 8th Grade, Meets 

 
 

Figure 17 
Function 3 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 8th Grade, Meets 

 
 
Figure 18 

Function 4 Discriminant Plane Based on Group Centroids, 8th Grade, Meets 
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The practical significance of the findings were examined. All effect sizes were large with 

the exception of mathematics pairwise comparisons of C- and D- rated schools, which had a 

medium effect size. Results are summarized in Table 38.  

Table 38 

Mean Difference Effect Sizes, 8th Grade, Meets 

Ratings 
Meets 

 Reading 
Meets 

 Mathematics 
Meets 

Science 
Meets 

Social Studies 
A v F 4.42 4.12 4.97 4.60 
A v D 3.86 3.27 3.69 3.68 
A v C 2.67 2.47 2.89 3.44 
A v B 1.55 1.33 1.58 2.12 
B v F 3.94 1.71 2.88 3.63 
B v D 2.71 1.23 1.59 2.31 
B v C 1.13 0.91 1.22 1.15 
C v F 1.18 1.24 2.20 1.99 
C v D 1.03 0.56 0.61 0.85 
D v F 0.76 0.89 0.89 0.88 

Note: 0.20 = small effect, 0.50 = medium effect, 0.80 = large effect.  
 

Summary of the Results 
 

 The study was delimited to 6th, 7th, and 8th graders in 1,158 middle schools in Texas. The 

predictive validity of the percentages of approaches and meets, based on various STAAR scores, 

in relation to overall campus ratings was confirmed by a series of Discriminant Analysis. The 

practical significance of the findings was supported by computing the mean difference effect 

sizes.   
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CHAPTER V 
 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND DISCUSSION 
 

The purpose of the study was to examine the validity of the STAAR academic 

achievement, as measured by the percentage of students who met the criteria for approaches or 

meets, in predicting the overall school accountability rating. The following research questions 

guided the study: 

To what extent do the percentages of students who approach academic achievement in 

mathematics, reading, writing, social studies, and science, as measured by the State of Texas 

Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), predict middle schools’ rating? 

To what extent do the percentages of students who meet academic achievement in 

mathematics, reading, writing, social studies, and science, as measured by the State of Texas 

Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), predict middle schools’ rating? 

The study was noteworthy and contributed to the existing knowledge and understanding 

of the topic, because, at the time, there had not been any published theory-driven, data-based 

studies on the Texas’ A – F Accountability System. Existing data were used to conduct the study. 

Due to non-experimental nature of the investigation, no causal inferences were drawn. The 

findings supported the use of the A – F Accountability System as a means to inform stakeholders 

on student academic achievement, as measured by the STAAR examination.  

Summary of the Results 
 

The data were obtained from the TEA for 1,158 Texas public middle schools that only 

offered grades six through eight. A series of Discriminant Analysis (DA) was performed to 

analyze the data at the multivariate level. In all, the first function was the best in distinguishing 
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among the ratings. The predictive validity was confirmed based on the relationships between the 

percentage of STAAR approaches level and meets levels of achievement, and the overall school 

accountability rating. The best predictors were reading (6th grade approaches), mathematics (6th 

grade meets), writing (7th grade approaches), reading (7th grade meets), social studies (8th grade 

approaches), and science (8th grade meets). Practical significance of the findings was 

investigated; specifically, with one exception (C v D at 8th grade mathematics at the meets level), 

all mean difference effect sizes were large and more pronounced when comparing the highest 

rating with the lowest rating (A v F).  

Conclusions 
 
Multivariate and univariate analyses of the data supported the predictive validity of the 

percentages of approaches and meets in various subject areas at three middle school grade levels 

in distinguishing among A – F Accountability System ratings. The findings were not only 

statistically significant, but also supported the practical significance of the variables that were 

investigated. The importance of none of the subject areas, namely, reading, mathematics, 

science, writing, and social studies can be ruled out. Correlation does not necessarily indicate 

causation; thus, no causal inferences may be drawn.  

Discussion 

The basic elements of Systems Theory (ST) were used as an analytic framework for the 

study are (1) interrelated components, (2) relationships among such components, and (3) the 

identification of the system independent of its environment (Luhmann, 1995, 2006; Stewart & 

Ayers, 2001).  

The first element of a system, a set of interrelated components, was used to explain the 

findings that the STAAR percentages, one of many components in the A – F Accountability 
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rating, were statistically significant in relationship to the letter grade; therefore, they were 

predictive of the overall campus rating. The A – F Accountability System is comprised of many 

components: students’ academic achievement, student growth, and closing the achievement gaps. 

The Texas Education Agency (TEA) chose the correct components for the A- F Accountability 

System, which is supported by the study’s findings.  

Additionally, the results showed that the tested subject areas, namely, reading, 

mathematics, writing, social studies, and science, at the approaches and meets levels of 

achievement were statistically significant predictors of the overall campus rating. According to 

the second element of the ST, regardless of being separate examinations given at different grade 

levels, there remains an existing relationship among the components. Luhmann (2006) suggested 

systems repeat the same type of operation, which results in a chain and can be exemplified by the 

conversion of each subject area’s passing percentage to produce one rating. The ST also includes 

the identification of the system separate from its environment (Luhmann, 1995, 2006; Stewart & 

Ayers, 2001), which was evident in the findings, because each examination was independently 

predictive of the overall campus rating.  

Luhmann (1995, 2006) included the emphasis of communication as a key component of 

the ST, which has the potential to be an environmental stressor. Policy makers, who are 

responsible for the legislation, can be stressors by attempting to influence the educational 

system. In communicating the need to increase student achievement through the new A – F 

Accountability System, the TEA responded by promoting the meets level of achievement, 

because it is counted twice under the 2018 accountability model, based on the (1) approaches and 

(2) meets percentages. The meets level of achievement has more value, intended to raise the 

level of student achievement through the allure of a higher campus rating, making the meets 
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level more ideal than the approaches level of achievement (TEA, n.d.-e). However, the study’s 

findings showed that both the meets and approaches level of achievement were predictive of the 

campus rating. One would expect the approaches level would fail to be statistically and 

practically significant, because the meets level of achievement has greater influence on the A – F 

Accountability System adopted by Texas.  

Luhmann (1995) stated system elements could be wrong, and if included, may result in 

the breakdown or failure of the whole. However, the findings suggested that the inclusion of 

STAAR percentages at the approaches and meets level of achievement in the A – F 

Accountability System were justified. As mentioned in the instrumentation, the campus letter 

rating was calculated, using either the percentage of student achievement or the percentage of 

student growth, whichever metric was higher. The study included all Texas public schools 

encompassing only grades 6, 7, and 8. Therefore, it is likely some of the schools’ student 

achievement scores were lower than their student growth score; thus, student achievement was 

not used in the campus rating. Yet, the relationship between the percentage of students at the 

approaches and meets levels of achievement remained statistically significant in predicting the 

campus rating, regardless of its inclusion in the calculation of the campus rating.  

Limited to the scope of the study, the findings of the A – F Accountability System in 

Texas are not aligned with similar studies conducted in other states. These studies showed the A 

– F Accountability System was not a valid indicator of student achievement (Murray & Howe, 

2017; Tanner, 2016). For example, a study conducted in Oklahoma showed the system masked 

achievement gaps among student groups; thus, in terms of equity, it was not a valid indicator of 

student achievement (Adams et al., 2016b). The current study’s findings supported the 

hypothesis that academic achievement is predictive of campus ratings; however, it did not 



70 

examine the difference in ratings as predicted by the achievement of varying student groups. 

Nevertheless, it is the first such study in Texas. Further studies are needed to effectively compare 

the Texas A – F Accountability System with systems adopted by other states.   

Other published research has shown inconsistencies in assigning letter grades; for 

example, the difference between student achievement at an A- and B-rated school may not be the 

same as the difference between student achievement C- and D-rated school (Adams et al., 2016b; 

Ellison, 2012; Tanner, 2016; Winters & Cowen, 2012), which was also found in the current 

study. In overwhelming majority of pairwise comparisons, effect sizes were large; the larger the 

difference between ratings (e.g., A v F), the larger the effect size, or in other words the larger the 

magnitude of difference in the rating’s standard deviation units. Thus, confirming the practical 

significance of the findings.  

Practical Implications 

The study is of particular interest to legislators and proponents of the A – F 

Accountability System as it supports the use in assessing student achievement based on the 

STAAR examination. There are also several practical implications for educators making 

decisions on how to allocate resources, including personnel and funding, within the school 

system.  

The finding of each subject examination as a valid predictor of the overall school rating is 

noteworthy for educational administrators in identifying subjects that are in need of the most 

attention at each grade level. As derived from the literature, often times schools narrow their 

curriculum and only focus on subjects that have examinations (Greene, 2017; Mickelson et al., 

2013). For example, since mathematics and reading are the only examinations in the 6th grade 

STAAR, students may only receive tutoring in those subjects. By only focusing on the subjects 
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tested in the grade level, students’ academic achievement is limited to short term goals. Since 

writing, social studies, and science are also useful predictors of the campus rating, all subject 

matters should be emphasized at all grade levels; failure to do so is a disservice. Science, for 

example, is spiraled so that the 8th grade science examination covers the TEKS that have been 

taught in 6th, 7th, and 8th grade (TEA, 2018b). If schools choose only to focus on science 

interventions in 8th grade, educators would essentially be setting out to provide intervention for 

two to three grade levels in one year in an attempt to raise student achievement on the STAAR 

examination. Therefore, educators should ensure interventions for all core subjects are 

implemented at each grade level, regardless of whether or not the particular subject is tested in 

the grade level.   

Educators and legislators need to pay particular attention to both the approaches and 

meets levels of achievement as predictors of the overall school rating. The accountability system 

could be manipulated into higher ratings by focusing on approaches level of achievement, 

instead of meets, because it is reached by answering the least number of questions correctly on 

the examination, making the approaches level of achievement a more desirable target. As 

indicated in the literature, schools are able to exploit accountability systems by focusing on 

students who are nearly achieving passing standards, often referred to as bubble students 

(Greene, 2017). Under Texas’ model of accountability, bubble students are those approaching 

academic achievement. Educators could achieve the same overall rating by allocating less time 

and resources to increase student capacity at higher levels of achievement and focus on the 

easier-to-attain goal of the approaches level of achievement. Therefore, overall student 

achievement would not increase as intended by the implementation of the A – F Accountability 

System. The TEA should alter the weighting of students’ academic achievement at the 
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approaches level so that it is not a predictor of the overall campus grade; thus, providing schools 

with a greater incentive to move towards the meets or above level of academic achievement.  

Recommendations for further Research 
 

The study confirms student achievement on STAAR examinations at the approaches and 

meets levels of achievement is a predictor of the campus rating. However, in Texas’ A – F 

Accountability System, other elements are included, such as college and career readiness, 

graduation rates, academic growth, relative performance, and closing the achievement gaps, 

which accounts for the remaining 30.00% and were not included in the study. By including these 

elements in the system, it is understood schools will be held accountable for more than STAAR 

performance. However, this has yet to be investigated. It is recommended for future studies to 

examine the predictive validity of these other elements in determining the campus rating.   

 The study was delimited to approaches and meets levels of achievement on the STAAR. 

It is recommended to examine the mastery level of achievement, which indicates the student will 

be ready for the next grade level without intervention. Therefore, the goal may be to have all 

students performing at this level of achievement. The A – F System of Accountability 

emphasizes this goal orientation as the passing percentage of mastery level three times in the 

accountability, that is (1) at the approaches level, (2) at the meets level, and (3) at the mastery 

levels of achievement. Therefore, a student who scores at the mastery level on a STAAR 

examination is counted at three different levels, increasing the student academic achievement 

score for that school. However, the percentage of students scoring at the mastery level is the 

smallest percentage of the three levels (i.e., approaches, meets, and mastery). It is recommended 

to conduct a study to examine the significance of the mastery level of achievement on the 

STAAR examination, despite having the smallest percentage of students scoring at that level. 
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 Educational accountability systems are developed to increase the level of student 

achievement (Ellison, 2012). It is recommended to conduct a longitudinal study of student 

achievement to test the hypothesis that the A – F Accountability System is instrumental in 

increasing student achievement over time. As reviewed in the literature, influencing groups of 

people through policy is difficult and assumes there is a relationship between the behavior, 

implementing the A – F Accountability System, and the goal to increase student achievement 

(Stewart & Ayers, 2001). A study as such would either confirm or deny the ability of political 

systems to influence the educational systems over time and test the relationship between the 

implementation of the A – F Accountability System and student achievement. Studies showing 

an increase in student achievement would support the influence of policy in education and the 

purpose of the A – F Accountability System.  

Lastly, the study could be replicated, examining the percentage of students achieving 

approaches and meets levels of achievement by demographic groups. For example, including 

gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic differences in predicting the campus rating. Such a study 

would allow for the comparison of the Texas’ A – F Accountability System with studies 

conducted on letter grade accountability systems adopted in other states.  

The study’s results support the use of an A – F Accountability System for campus ratings 

in evaluating schools’ success in fulfilling the academic needs of 6th – 8th graders in Texas public 

schools. Yet, much of the A – F Accountability System remains a mystery. It is recommended 

stakeholders never remain complacent with accountability systems and to continue investigating 

their validity in indicating the quality of education. The future of millions of students relies on 

further inquiry to influence, guide and direct accountability decisions, ensuring students receive 

the high-quality education they deserve.  
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