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Preface

The Implementing Standards-Based Accountability (ISBA) study was designed to exam-
ine the strategies that states, districts, and schools are using to implement standards-
based accountability (SBA) under the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and how
these strategies are associated with classroom practices and student achievement in
mathematics and science. This monograph presents the final results of the ISBA proj-
ect. It contains descriptive information regarding the implementation of NCLB in
California, Georgia, and Pennsylvania from 2003-2004 through 2005-2006. It is
a companion to MG-589-NSF, Standards-Based Accountability Under No Child Left
Behind (2007), and updates those findings with an additional year of data, permitting
further analyses of state-to-state differences and longer-term trends. Like the compan-
ion report, this monograph should be of particular interest to educators and policy-
makers in California, Georgia, and Pennsylvania, and of general interest to those con-
cerned with standards-based reforms and NCLB.

This study suggests that school improvement efforts might be more effective if
they were responsive to local conditions and customized to address the specific causes
of failure and the capacity of the school in question.

This research was conducted by RAND Education, a unit of the RAND Cor-
poration. It is part of a larger body of work addressing accountability in state and fed-
eral education. The project was sponsored by the National Science Foundation. Any
opinions, findings, conclusions, or recommendations expressed in this monograph are
those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the National Science
Foundation.
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Summary

NCLB, perhaps the most significant federal policy relating to K-12 public education,
requires each state to create a standards-based accountability system that includes three
components: (1) academic standards, (2) assessments to measure student mastery of the
standards, and (3) consequences to encourage improved performance. NCLB makes
significant demands on states, districts, and schools. However, the law also gives educa-
tors a great deal of flexibility in how they reach NCLB goals. The success of NCLB is
therefore partially dependent on how districts and schools implement the law and what
policies and strategies these entities rely on to improve student achievement.

The ISBA study was designed to examine what strategies states, districts, and
schools are using to implement SBA and how these strategies are associated with class-
room practices and student achievement in mathematics and science. The ISBA study
was structured as a set of three state-specific case studies; we collected longitudinal
data from California, Georgia, and Pennsylvania each year for three years from the
2003-2004 school year through the 2005-2006 school year. This monograph is an
update of Standards-Based Accountability Under No Child Left Behind (Hamilton et al.,
2007), which was based on data from the 2003-2004 and 2004-2005 school years of
data collection.

The companion monograph contained detailed information about the atti-
tudes and actions of superintendents, principals, and teachers in each of the states,
and it drew a number of general conclusions. In that monograph, we found that the
accountability systems enacted in response to NCLB differed in important ways across
the three states, including the content of their academic standards, the difficulty of
their performance standards, and their systems for support and technical assistance.
Despite these differences, districts and schools responded to the accountability sys-
tems in broadly similar ways. For example, principals reported similar school improve-
ment efforts focusing on aligning standards, curriculum, and assessments; providing
extra instruction to low-performing students; and using test results for instructional
planning. Teachers enacted these initiatives in their classrooms and generally felt the
changes benefited students. However, teachers also reported narrowing the curriculum
toward tested topics and focusing on students near the proficient cutoff score, and some
complained of lowered morale among their peers and lack of alignment between tested
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goals and their local curriculum materials. Administrators were generally more posi-
tive toward the reform than teachers, but both identified similar factors that hindered
their efforts to improve student performance. These hindrances included inadequate
resources and lack of instructional time, but they also included students’ lack of basic
skills and inadequate support from parents. We recommended strengthened efforts
to align system components, development of teacher and administrator capacities for
improvement, and the development of better methods for measuring school and stu-
dent performance.

For the most part, those findings and recommendations still hold. However, the
additional year of data collected in 2006 enabled us to refine the analyses, particularly
examining more carefully state-to-state variations and multiyear trends. In this mono-
graph, we draw upon superintendent, principal, and teacher survey data from all three
years of our data collection to explore the further development of policies and practices
in each of the three states. For each state, we address the following four basic research
questions:

1. How did districts, schools, and teachers respond to state accountability efforts,
including state standards and state tests?

2. What school improvement strategies were used and which were perceived to be
most useful?

3. What was the impact of accountability on curriculum, teacher practice, and
student learning?

4.  What conditions hindered district, school, and teacher improvement efforts?

Study Methods

We chose California, Georgia, and Pennsylvania because of their diversity in terms
of geography, demography, and their approaches to implementing NCLB. The study
used a combination of large-scale, quantitative data collection and small-scale case
study methods to examine NCLB implementation at the state, district, school, and
classroom levels. At the state level, we conducted interviews with key stakeholders
and collected relevant documents. District-level data were collected from superinten-
dents through paper-and-pencil surveys in each year and through semistructured tele-
phone interviews in the first and third years. School-level data were gathered each year
through principal and teacher surveys and through annual case studies in a small sub-
sample of schools.

We selected a random sample of districts stratified by size, and we randomly
selected “regular” elementary and middle schools (excluding charter schools, alterna-
tive schools, and the like) from the districts that agreed to cooperate. In participating
elementary schools, we administered surveys to all teachers who taught math and sci-



Summary  xvii

ence in grades three, four, and five, and in participating middle schools, we adminis-
tered surveys to all teachers who taught these subjects in grades seven and eight.

Response rates were quite high for each of the three surveys (superintendent, prin-
cipal, and teacher) each year (see Tables A.5 and A.6). To analyze survey responses, we
generated sampling and nonresponse weights for each state. Using these weights, we
are able to report statewide estimates of the responses of superintendents, principals,
and teachers from regular public schools and districts.

Findings

We structured the ISBA study as a set of three parallel case studies in different contexts,
and we found that state context affected the implementation of NCLB. As a result, we
report findings in separate chapters for each state. Nevertheless, there were some common
themes across the three states, and these findings are largely consistent with large-scale
studies of the implementation of NCLB (U.S. Department of Education, 2007a and
2007b; Center on Education Policy [CEP], 2006, 2007a, 2007b, and 2008).

Common Themes Across States

By the end of this study, all three states had constructed most of the infrastructure
needed to support standards-based accountability (standards, assessments, reporting
structures), and most educators understood the reforms. At all levels of the education
hierarchy, alignment among standards, assessments, and curriculum was a major focus
of NCLB implementation. However, despite these efforts, there were still concerns
about misalignment, especially among teachers.

Educators generally reported that they found test data useful for teaching, par-
ticularly data from progress tests that were an increasingly widespread tool in the three
states.! Educators reported a variety of positive effects of accountability, including
improvements in academic rigor, instruction, and focus on student learning. Adminis-
trators were generally more positive about the effects of NCLB than teachers. Despite
the fact that many teachers reported that accountability had improved learning, they
were more likely to question the validity of state test results, and a majority of teachers
did not believe the system was beneficial for students. Teachers were concerned with
many aspects of NCLB. Some teachers were worried that the standards were too dif-
ficult for certain students, and at the same time some teachers were concerned that the
curriculum was not challenging enough for high-achieving students.

Districts and schools engaged in a wide variety of reforms, including improv-
ing alignment of curriculum and instruction to standards and assessments, using data

I Progress tests are formal assessments given periodically during the year to measure student progress in master-

ing state standards. They are also called interim tests, formative tests, and benchmark tests. To our knowledge,
the outcomes of these exams do not result in any consequences for teachers in the districts we studied.
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to improve instruction, and focusing on low-performing students. Some changes in
practice, such as the adoption of progress tests, have occurred more rapidly or more
completely in elementary schools than in middle schools. As expected, given NCLB’s
focus on math and reading, far more effort has been made to implement standards-
based accountability in mathematics than in science. Many administrators indicated
that their efforts to improve school performance were hindered by lack of funding and
lack of time. Many teachers said their efforts to improve student performance were hin-
dered by lack of time, large and heterogeneous classes, and poor student preparation.

Trends

Over the three years, each of the states made progress ironing out the kinks in its
accountability systems. For example, test results were provided more quickly or in more
diverse ways. Also, during this time period, educators’” responses about the effects of
NCLB became more positive; greater proportions of educators reported that account-
ability had improved academic rigor and focus on student learning. Concerns about
the effects of NCLB on teacher morale continued, but the prevalence of these concerns
decreased over time.

State-Specific Findings

Generally, educators in Georgia reported more-positive attitudes toward SBA than
educators in California and Pennsylvania. This difference could be due to lower pro-
ficiency standards in the state that make it easier for students to reach proficiency and
for schools to make AYP and avoid NCLB interventions, better implementation, or
other state contextual factors, such as the lack of a strong union presence in Georgia.
Pennsylvania educators generally had more negative attitudes toward SBA, perhaps
because of the state’s long tradition of local control over schools, or perhaps because
of more-limited capacity on the part of the Pennsylvania Department of Education to
offer support and assistance.

The Future of NCLB

This study suggests that NCLB has led to distinctive accountability systems in each
state—different standards, different assessments, different support and assistance strat-
egies—although each was derived from the same federal legislation and has the same
set of consequences. The reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act should recognize that this variation exists and develop policies accordingly. In
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some cases, new regulations may be needed to reduce or eliminate differences—e.g., to
make proficiency in reading and mathematics similar across states. This study found
a number of attitudes and behaviors associated with the overall level of student pro-
ficiency in the states. In other cases, it may be appropriate to relax rules to give states
additional flexibility. This study suggests that school improvement efforts might be
more effective if they were responsive to local conditions. Rather than imposing a fixed
set of choices that apply when schools fail to achieve AYP for a given number of years,
improvement efforts should be customized to address the specific causes of the failure
and the capacity that exists locally.

There is also a lesson for SBA in general. Educators have become comfortable with
the underlying SBA theory of action—set clear goals, develop measures, and establish
consequences to encourage educators to achieve them. They are not comfortable when
the implementation of that theory seems inconsistent with their local situation—e.g.,
when the standards do not match their local curriculum, when the proficient level
seems unattainable for many of their students, or when their school is judged against
targets that feel unattainable. It would seem that engaging educators in the develop-
ment or refinement of the SBA framework (e.g., the reauthorization of NCLB) would
be a good way to attempt to bridge this gap.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction and Methods

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 (20 U.S.C. § 6311 et seq.) is currently
the preeminent federal policy relating to K—12 public education, and at its center are
its standards-based accountability (SBA) provisions. NCLB requires that each state
create an SBA system that includes three main components: (1) academic standards,
(2) assessments to measure student mastery of the standards, and (3) incentives to
improve performance. In the case of NCLB, the incentives take the form of a series
of interventions and sanctions for schools and districts whose students fail to demon-
strate mastery on the assessments. The Implementing Standards-Based Accountability
(ISBA) study was designed to examine what strategies states, districts, and schools are
using to implement SBA under NCLB and how these strategies are associated with
classroom practice and student achievement in mathematics and science. The ISBA
study was designed as a set of three state-specific case studies; we collected data from
California, Georgia, and Pennsylvania longitudinally from the 2003—-2004 school year
through the 2005-2006 school year.

This monograph is an update of Standards-Based Accountability Under No Child
Left Behind (Hamilton et al., 2007), which reported on data from the 2003-2004 and
20042005 years of data collection. The companion monograph presented descriptive
results relating to educators” attitudes toward SBA, district and school improvement
strategies, changes in classroom practices, and perceived barriers to improvement.

Findings from the Previous Monograph

o State accountability systems enacted in response to NCLB differed across the three
states.

The three state systems differed with respect to the content of the academic stan-
dards, the difficulty level of their performance standards, their choice of addi-
tional indicators, and their school and district support and technical assistance
mechanisms, just to name a few areas. Many of the differences were related to
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pre-NCLB contextual factors, including the degree to which the state had already
been engaged in SBA efforts prior to NCLB.

* Districts and schools responded to the new state accountability systems actively and in
broadly similar ways, despite state differences.

In all three states, majorities of school and district administrators described simi-
lar types of school-improvement activities, including aligning curricula with stan-
dards, providing technical assistance to help schools improve, and offering a vari-
ety of professional development (PD) opportunities for principals and teachers.
Principals reported providing extra learning opportunities for low-performing
students, promoting the use of student test results for instructional planning,
implementing test preparation activities, and adopting interim or progress tests to
provide more frequent assessment information. Georgia districts and schools were
especially active in promoting science instruction and in adopting interim assess-
ment systems compared with districts or schools in California and Pennsylvania.

* Reported changes at the classroom level included both desirable and undesirable
responses.

On the positive side, teachers reported efforts to align instruction with standards
and efforts to improve their own practices. On the negative side, teachers reported
narrowing of curriculum and instruction toward tested topics and even toward
certain problem styles or formats and focusing more on students near the profi-
cient cutoff score (i.e., bubble kids), which, they said, might have negative effects
on the learning opportunities given to high-achieving students.

* Educators expressed support for NCLB goals but had concerns about specific features
and effects.

For instance, most administrators thought that state test scores accurately reflected
student achievement, a sentiment that only a small minority of teachers shared.
Teachers were particularly attuned to lack of consistency between state account-
ability requirements and local resources and programs. Teachers associated the
implementation of SBA with reduced morale and expressed concerns about nega-
tive effects on their teaching.

o Several perceived hindrances may stand in the way of effective implementation of
NCLB.

Most administrators thought that inadequate funding was hampering their
school-improvement efforts, and many said that they did not have adequate num-
bers of highly qualified teachers in mathematics or science. Administrators and
teachers alike saw insufficient instructional time and insufficient planning time
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as barriers. In addition, teachers reported that students’ lack of basic skills, inad-
equate support from parents, and student absenteeism and tardiness hampered
their efforts.

We drew four implications from these results: (1) alignment efforts at all levels
need to be improved, (2) teacher and administrator capacity for school improvement
needs to be enhanced, (3) better measures of school and student performance need
to be developed, and (4) teacher concerns about negative consequences need to be
addressed. Despite substantial state-to-state differences in the specific features of each
accountability system, it appears that NCLB’s single-minded emphasis on student pro-
ficiency on tests has both heightened schools’ focus on outcomes and led to potentially
negative consequences. One of the key challenges facing educators is to identify ways
to increase the prevalence of desirable responses and minimize the undesirable ones,
given the context in which educators are working.

The Current Study

This monograph builds on the companion document by presenting results from
all three years of the ISBA study and examining trends across time in each of the states.
Presenting results separately by state allows us to focus on the unique experience of
each state in implementing SBA over the three-year period. Cross-state comparisons
can also be illuminating; thus, we report on important differences among the states
within the state-specific sections. For each state, we address the following four basic
research questions:

1. How did districts, schools, and teachers respond to state accountability efforts,
including state standards and state tests?

2. What school improvement strategies were used and which were perceived to be
most useful?

3. What was the impact of accountability on curriculum, teacher practice, and
student learning?

4. What conditions hindered district, school, and teacher improvement efforts?

In most cases, responses within a state were consistent across the three years,
although there are important examples of areas where responses evolved over time,
which we highlight. We also considered how responses varied across school level (ele-
mentary school versus middle school), subject (mathematics versus science), and the
administrative hierarchy (teachers, principals, and superintendents).
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Overview of Standards-Based Accountability Under No Child Left
Behind

In theory, the three components of SBA (standards, assessments, and consequences)
form a coherent system that focuses on improving student achievement. Standards
describe what content students should be learning and the level of mastery students
should be able to demonstrate. In addition, the standards are expected to serve both as
a basis for the creation of assessments and as a guide for educators’ curriculum develop-
ment and instruction. The assessments measure how well students have mastered the
skills and knowledge contained in the standards, and aggregate test scores serve as an
indicator of schools’ success in making sure children learn. Consequences for schools
might include rewards for those whose students perform well and assistance and/or
sanctions for those whose students do not. Essentially, the system creates a feedback
loop that is intended to give educators the data and incentives necessary to improve
educational practice and consequently increase student achievement.

SBA systems can be structured in many different ways. Under NCLB, for exam-
ple, the incentives structure is multifaceted. Schools that do not meet performance
expectations are first given extra support in the form of improvement planning and
PD, and only later are sanctions applied.! In addition, students within those schools are
given options to receive supplemental tutoring or to transfer to another school. These
options, while potentially beneficial to individual students, also act as indirect incen-
tives to schools and districts because of their effects on how funds must be allocated.

NCLB requires each state to create an SBA system with seven basic components:

* Academic content standards in reading, mathematics, and science indicate what
students should know and be able to do.

* Annual assessments are aligned with the academic content standards in reading
and mathematics in grades three through eight and once in high school and,
in science, once in elementary school, once in middle school, and once in high
school.

* Achievement standards for reading, mathematics, and science indicate the level of
test performance that corresponds to “proficient” and other levels of performance
(sometimes called performance standards).

* Annual measurable objectives (AMOs) in reading and mathematics indicate
the percentage of students who are expected to be proficient each year, which
increases annually until all students reach proficiency in 2014. AMOs are applied
to all students (i.e., to the school and to the district as a whole) and to designated
subgroups, including students from major racial and ethnic groups, low-income

I A more complete explanation of the stages of interventions can be found in U.S. Department of Education

(2007b).
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students, students with limited English proficiency (LEP), and students with dis-
abilities (if each group is of sufficient size).>

There is an additional academic indicator chosen by the state. (For high schools,
this indicator must be the graduation rate, but each state can select its own indi-
cators for other levels.)

Adequate yearly progress (AYP) calculations for schools and districts indicate
whether all students and all significant subgroups of students have reached AMOs
in reading and mathematics and whether the school made progress on the addi-
tional academic indicator (a school or district makes AYP only if it meets all the
requirements for all subgroups).

There are interventions and sanctions for Title I3 schools and districts that do not
make AYP for two or more years. After two years, the mandatory interventions
include formal planning for improvement, PD, and the requirement that schools
offer parents the opportunity to transfer their child to a school that is not low
performing (with transportation provided). After three consecutive years of not
making AYP, schools must also offer students supplemental educational services
(i.e., tutoring). The interventions escalate in subsequent years to stafhing changes
and major governance changes, such as state takeover or reconstitution as a char-
ter school.

As the above list demonstrates, NCLB makes significant demands on states, dis-

tricts, and schools. However, the law also gives educators a great deal of flexibility in
how they reach NCLB goals. Each state designs its own content standards, assess-
ments, and performance standards. Although all students are expected to be proficient
by 2014, states decide the interim targets. Perhaps most significantly, other than dictat-
ing certain interventions for failing schools, NCLB does not tell schools how to make
the achievement gains that are needed to meet escalating performance targets nor what
their policies should be for subjects that are not included in the accountability compu-
tations, such as social studies, science, art, or music. The success of NCLB is therefore
largely dependent on how districts and schools implement the law and what policies
and strategies these entities rely on to improve student achievement.

2

The science test results must be made public, but there are no annual measurable objectives for science, and

science performance does count in calculating a school’s adequate yearly progress, which is described below.

3

Title Lis the first section of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which NCLB reauthorized.

Title I provides federal funds to schools providing education to low-income students.
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Study Approach and Methods

Sampling

The three states we chose to study were selected to provide diversity in terms of geog-
raphy, demography, and their approaches to implementing NCLB (see Tables A.1 and
A.2). California is the largest of the states with over 6.4 million students in 2005-2006
and has the most diverse student population. It is the only state of the three with a large
population of English language learners (about one-quarter of the student population
in 2005-2006) and has much larger populations of Hispanic and Asian students than
the other states (47 percent and 11 percent of the student population, respectively).
Georgia has the largest proportion of African American students (38 percent in 2005—
2006). Pennsylvania is the least diverse of the states and has the lowest percentage of
economically disadvantaged students; less than a third of Pennsylvania students were
eligible for free or reduced-price lunches in 2005-2006, as compared with about half
of students in California and Georgia. Of the three states, California had the most
complete SBA system prior to the enactment of NCLB. Georgia had just started to
implement an SBA system when NCLB was enacted and therefore had the smoothest
transition to NCLB compliance. Pennsylvania had a strong tradition of local control
and, therefore, had to work more quickly than the other states to develop the stan-
dards, assessments, and accountability polices that NCLB requires.

In the first year of our data collection (2003-2004), we selected an initial sample
of 27 districts in each state. Districts in each state were stratified based on the number
of elementary and middle schools, and a random sample was drawn within each stra-
tum. We were not able to recruit as many districts as we had hoped for and, therefore,
drew a supplemental sample of 23 districts. The total sample for the first year was 104
districts, 68 of which agreed to participate in the study, representing a cooperation
rate of 65 percent. In 2004-2005, we selected an additional supplemental sample of
28 districts in order to yield greater analytic power and to increase the number of dis-
tricts with high percentages of schools struggling to meet NCLB requirements. This
increased the total sample to 132 districts, 92 of which agreed to participate in the
2004-2005 year of the study. All 92 of these districts agreed to continue with the
study for the 2005-20006 year of data collection (see Table A.3).

The school sample was restricted to include only “regular” public schools; char-
ter schools, alternative schools, vocational schools, special education schools, and
small schools were all excluded. In 2003-2004, 297 schools were randomly selected
from the cooperating districts. The number of schools sampled in each district was
based on district size and ranged from one to five elementary schools, and one to five
middle schools. Of these schools, 267 agreed to participate in 2003—-2004, represent-
ing a cooperation rate of 90 percent. The participating schools were contacted again
in 2004-2005, as well as additional schools from the supplemental sample of districts.
The total sample for 2004-2005 was 353 schools, 301 of which participated, repre-
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senting a cooperation rate of 85 percent. In 2005-2006, two schools in Pennsylvania
dropped out of the study, decreasing the cooperation rate by approximately 0.5 percent
(see Table A.4). Most of the schools in the sample made AYP each year of the study,
but the rates were different across the states. For example, in 2006, 61 percent of
the sampled schools in California, 76 percent of the sampled schools in Georgia, and
83 percent of the sampled schools in Pennsylvania made AYP, according to principal
reports. Principals also reported that only a small fraction of the schools in the sample
were identified for improvement: 15, 23, and 10 percent, respectively, in California,
Georgia, and Pennsylvania.

Each year, we asked cooperating elementary schools for a roster of teachers who
taught math and science in grades three, four, and five, and we asked middle schools
for a roster of teachers who taught these subjects in grades seven and eight. We admin-
istered surveys to all of those teachers. Each annual teacher sample was drawn inde-
pendently; we did not track teachers over time. Over 3,000 teachers were surveyed
each year.

Data Collection

At the state level, we conducted semistructured face-to-face interviews with a variety
of key stakeholders, including high-level state department of education officials, leg-
islators and legislative staff, state board of education staff, and union and state school
boards’ association leaders. We also collected relevant documents, such as copies of
state content standards. Most of the state-level data collection occurred in the fall of
2003.

District-level data were collected from superintendents through paper-and-pencil
surveys in January and February of 2004, 2005, and 2006, and through semistructured
telephone interviews in the spring of 2004 and 2006. School-level data were gathered
each year through principal and teacher surveys, and annual case studies were con-
ducted in a small subsample of schools. Many of the survey questions appeared in both
the principal and teacher surveys, allowing us to compare responses between these
groups. Principal and teacher surveys were distributed in January and February of each
year, and responses were collected through June. Each survey instrument (superinten-
dent, principal, and teacher) was pilot tested with representatives from the appropriate
respondent group using structured “think aloud” cognitive interviews.

Response rates were quite high for each of the three surveys each year. The survey
response rate for the superintendent survey was 88 percent in 2003-2004 and 73 per-
cent in 2004-2005 and 2005-2006. The response rate for the principal survey was
between 85 and 87 percent each year. The response rate for the teacher survey was 83
percent in 2003-2004, 87 percent in 2004-2005, and 82 percent in 2005-2006 (see
Tables A.5, and A.6).
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We also conducted annual case study visits to two elementary schools and one
middle school in two districts in each state. We interviewed principals, teachers, and
other staff, and conducted parent focus groups when principals agreed.

Survey Analyses

To analyze survey responses, we generated state-specific sampling and nonresponse
weights for each state. Using these weights, we are able to report statewide estimates of
the responses of superintendents, principals, and teachers from regular public schools
and districts. Because we excluded some schools that are subject to NCLB require-
ments but that operate outside a traditional district governance structure, such as char-
ter schools, all of the results generalize only to regular public schools in the respec-
tive states. One of the consequences of our sampling strategy in which teachers and
principals are nested within schools and schools are nested within districts is that the
number of responses grows progressively smaller as we move from teachers to princi-
pals to superintendents. As a result, the summary statistics based on teacher responses
are more precise than those based on principal responses, which are more precise than
those based on superintendent responses. To help the reader interpret the results, we
include estimates of the standard errors (SEs) associated with the survey responses in
all of the tables in the monograph.

How This Report Is Organized

Chapters Two, Three, and Four present results for California, Georgia, and Pennsylva-
nia, respectively. In each case, we first provide the context in which SBA policies have
been implemented and then present results by answering the four research questions
listed above. In each of these state-specific chapters, we make comparisons with the
other states when the results were significantly different. If one state was different from
the other two, we note that in the chapter dedicated to the first state. Many of the find-
ings are similar across the states, and we ask readers to be patient if the results seem
familiar; the value of this approach is our ability to describe the findings for each state
holistically in the context of that state’s local conditions and past experience with account-
ability. Following the results, we present conclusions in Chapter Five. Information about
sampling is contained in Appendix A, and all of the quantitative survey results (includ-
ing mean responses and SEs) are presented in tabular form in Appendix B.

Technical Notes

A number of different question formats were used in the surveys, and the results are
stated in a manner that is consistent with the response options that were given. Most
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response formats should be familiar to the reader: strongly agree to strongly disagree, no
emphasis to major emphasis, never to often. Teachers were asked how often they engaged
in specific teaching techniques. However, some questions were unique to this survey.
For example, a number of questions asked how much a behavior had changed as a
result of the introduction of a test or accountability system, and the respondent was
given either four options ranging from not at all to a great deal or three options rang-
ing from changed for the worse to changed for the better. These questions did nor desig-
nate a specific time period for the change. Other questions asked whether an NCLB-
related intervention or activity had occurred, but they did not ask how often the event
occurred or how much of the activity had taken place.

Generally, we report in the text only differences that are statistically significant.
We do report a handful of differences that are not statistically significant but that we
thought were of substantive interest; in these cases, we note explicitly in the text that
the differences are not statistically significant. Readers can use the SEs in Appendix
B to determine whether other differences are statistically significant or whether they
might be the result of measurement or sampling error. As a very rough guideline, the
difference between two percentages is statistically significant (at an alpha level of 0.05)
if it is larger than twice the sum of the SEs associated with the numbers being com-
pared. In the case of the superintendent survey, in which the number of respondents
in each state is small, the SEs are large and only very large differences (sometimes 40
percentage points) will be statistically significant.

To make the monograph easier to read, we report quantitative results in terms
of simple fractions (e.g., one-half of teachers, one-third of principals) and we round
percentages to the nearest multiple of five. We also use relative language to describe
proportions. We use the term almost all when greater than 85 percent of respondents
answered in a particular way. Mosz is used when between 60 percent and 85 percent
of individuals gave the same response. A majority means more than 50 percent, and
a minority means less than 50 percent. Some is used when between 15 percent and 40
percent of respondents answered in a certain way, and few is used when less than 15
percent of individuals gave a particular response. All of the actual results are presented
in Appendix B.

We use the term educator to include superintendents, principals, and teachers. The
term administrator refers to superintendents and principals.

4 We used similar, but not identical, conventions in our companion monograph. The present monograph covers
three years rather than two, and we made the ranges for almost all, most, some, and few slightly wider because there
was greater variation in responses over time.






CHAPTER TWO
Implementation of SBA in California

Background on California’s SBA System

California had already developed an SBA system when NCLB was enacted. The Cali-
fornia State Board of Education adopted content standards for English language arts
and mathematics in 1997 and science, history, and social science in 1998 (California
State Board of Education, 2008). These standards cover all grades from kindergarten
through twelfth and were deemed to be among the highest-quality state standards in
the nation by the Fordham Foundation, whose rankings focus on clarity, rigor, and
quality of content (Finn, Petrilli, and Julian, 2006). In 1999, the California legisla-
ture passed the Public School Accountability Act (PSAA), which created a test-based
accountability system with three main components: a comprehensive testing program,
rewards for successful schools, and sanctions for underperforming schools (California
Department of Education, 2008).

The testing program combined commercially available norm-referenced tests and
custom-developed standards-based tests. Based on test scores, schools were assigned an
academic performance index (API). Schools” API scores were based on a weighted com-
bination of scores across subjects. At first, only reading and math scores contributed to
the APIL. Over time, writing, science, history, and social science were added to the for-
mula, although reading and math scores still held the most weight. To avoid sanctions,
schools had to increase their APIs each year by 5 percent of the difference between
their prior scores and the state interim target. Schools were also required to increase
the performance of subgroups of students, although these targets were set somewhat
lower because of the larger measurement error associated with smaller groups of stu-
dents. The API was calculated so that student gains at the bottom of the achievement
spectrum led to greater increases in the API than gains at the top of the achievement
spectrum.

The PSAA established a number of rewards programs for high-performing schools
and their teachers, including the California Staff Performance Incentive Award and the
Governor’s Performance Award, but these programs were not funded after 2000. The
PSAA also established the Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Pro-
gram (II/USP). Under this program, low-performing schools were offered monetary

11
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assistance to develop and implement school improvement plans with the help of an
external evaluator approved by the state. If schools failed to show growth in the two
implementation years of the improvement plan, they were required to contract with a
school assistance and intervention team. In 2001, a new program, the High Priority
Schools Grant Program (HPSGP) was established to take the place of II/USP. HPSGP
is similar to II/USP but targets money more narrowly to the lowest-performing schools
and allows for a longer school-improvement implementation period. HPSGP was still
in effect as of the 2005-2006 school year (Harr et al., 2007).

With the passage of NCLB, California had to adapt its existing SBA system to
the demands of the new federal law. Perhaps most significantly, California had to
subordinate its API growth model for measuring school performance to NCLB’s AYP
proficiency status model. California decided to use API as the state’s additional indica-
tor for elementary and middle schools, so the state did in part retain its growth model
approach. However, the hybrid system often sent mixed signals to educators. For exam-
ple, in 2005 over one-third of all schools were successful according to one measure
and not successful according to the other measure (O’Connell, 2006). According to
state education officials interviewed in 2004 as part of the ISBA study, many educators
preferred the state’s system to NCLB. NCLB also accelerated California’s shift from
norm-referenced tests to standards-based tests, a change that was already starting to
occur before NCLB’s adoption.

Under NCLB, states design their own assessments and set their own proficiency
cutoff scores; studies have shown that the difficulty of these achievement standards
varies a great deal across states. California’s proficiency cutoff scores have consistently
been found to be some of the most challenging among the states (National Center
for Education Statistics [NCES], 2007; Cronin et al., 2007). According to NCES,
the proficient level on California’s fourth grade reading exam maps out to just above
the “basic” level on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), which
places California ahead of 25 of the 32 states in the analysis in terms of rigor and well
ahead of Georgia, whose fourth grade reading proficient level corresponds to a NAEP
score far below basic (NCES, 2007).! The proficient level on California’s eighth grade
reading exam maps to a NAEP score between basic and proficient, as does the pro-
ficient level on its fourth grade mathematics exam; in each case, California’s exams
ranked higher in rigor than those of most of the other states in the study (NCES,
2007). The Fordham Foundation conducted a similar analysis, mapping state exams
to the Northwest Evaluation Association’s Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) and
found similar results for California (Cronin et al., 2007). The Fordham Foundation
mapped proficiency cutoff scores on state reading and math exams in grades three
through eight to the MAP, and in each case, California ranked fourth or higher of the
26 states studied. California, like the other states in our study, set its AMO starting

I Pennsylvania was not one of the states in that analysis.
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point based on schoolwide average proficiency levels from the 2001-2002 school year
(see Hamilton et al., 2007, footnote 5). As a result, in the 2002-2003 school year, 13.6
percent of students in each subgroup were required to be proficient in English language
arts (ELA), and 16 percent were required to be proficient in mathematics. These start-
ing points were markedly lower than in the other states we studied (see Figures 2.1
and 2.2). This difference is due in part to differences in the student populations in the
three states and also to the rigor of California’s standards. Because California’s AMO
starting point was low, the state’s AMO trajectory is necessarily quite steep, requiring
schools to substantially increase the percentage of students reaching proficiency from
2004 to 2005 (the middle year of our study), and from 2007 to 2014.

Perhaps partly because of its rigorous standards, California has had higher per-
centages of its schools fail to make AYP, be identified for improvement, and be placed
in corrective action than the two other states we studied (see Table 2.1). California also
has a more diverse student population than the other states, so its schools are more
likely to have significant subgroups for NCLB purposes. Schools with greater numbers
of subgroups are less likely to make AYP because they must meet a greater number of
targets.

Figure 2.1
Annual Measurable Objectives for Reading and ELA, Grades Three Through Eight,
by State, 2002-2014
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Figure 2.2
Annual Measurable Objectives for Mathematics, Grades Three Through Eight, by State,
2002-2014
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California Findings from the ISBA Study

How Did Districts, Schools, and Teachers Respond to State Accountability Efforts,
Including State Standards and State Tests?

California mathematics and science content standards were perceived to be useful, but
local curriculum was not always aligned with standards. Each year, over 80 percent of
the mathematics and science teachers in California reported that the state standards
were useful for planning their lessons. However, over three-quarters of mathematics
teachers and about two-thirds of science teachers reported that the state standards
include more content than could be adequately covered in a school year. At the same
time, a growing minority of elementary school teachers (about 15 percent in 2004
and about one-quarter in 2006), about one-quarter of middle school math teachers,
and about 40 percent of middle school science teachers reported that the standards
omitted important topics that were part of their curriculum. Figure 2.3 shows that
despite finding the standards useful, many teachers had concerns about the align-
ment of standards with their curriculum. Thus, in teachers’ judgments, the standards
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Table 2.1
NCLB Status

California (%) Georgia (%) Pennsylvania (%)

School Status  2004-20052 2005-2006°  2004-20052 2005-2006° 2004-20052 2005-2006P

Made AYP 65 62 82 79 77 79
Identified for 13 10 12 10 5 5
improvement

Corrective 2 4 1 2 1 3
action

Restructuring 3 4 4 3¢ 2 3

SOURCE: Data were retrieved from the state departments of education Web sites on April 17, 2007.

NOTE: Schools must make AYP for two consecutive years to exit from improvement status, so some
schools may be counted in both the “made AYP” and “identified for improvement” rows. The
percentages in the last three rows are mutually exclusive.

@ Based on 2003-2004 testing.
b Based on 2004-2005 testing.
€ Years four through nine of school improvement.

may embody unrealistic expectations for how much content can be covered, and there
remains some misalignment between the content of the mathematics and science stan-
dards and the content of their curriculum (see Tables B.1 and B.2).

School and district administrators were more likely than teachers to perceive math-
ematics and science assessments as good measures of student achievement. In 2006, about
two-thirds of superintendents (down from 95 percent in 2004) and over 60 percent
of principals thought that state assessments accurately reflected student achievement.
However, in each year fewer than one-half of mathematics teachers reported that
the assessments were a good measure of students’ mastery of state content standards.
Figure 2.4 shows that principals were generally more likely than teachers to see state
assessments as valid indicators of student achievement. Many mathematics and science
teachers were also concerned with the difficulty of state assessments and their align-
ment with curriculum. Each year, about one-half of mathematics teachers reported
that the mathematics assessments were too difficult for the majority of their students,
about one-third of mathematics teachers reported that assessments included content
not in their curriculum, and about one-third reported that assessments omitted con-
tent that was in their curriculum. (Teachers’ opinions about state assessments are con-
sistent with their opinions about state standards reported above.) Higher percentages
of science teachers agreed that science assessments were too difficult for a majority of
students and included content not in their curriculum (see Tables B.3 to B.5).
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Figure 2.3
California Teachers Agreeing with Statements About State Content Standards, 2006
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Test results were widely available and were widely used by district administrators,
principals, and teachers. Each year, almost all principals reported that test results for
the school as a whole, for student subgroups, and for content subtopics were available
to them. Similarly, about 90 percent of mathematics teachers reported that test results
were available to them by subgroup and by subtopic in 2006, representing a slight
increase from 2004 among elementary school teachers. However, fewer than half of
principals and only about two-thirds of teachers reported receiving results in a timely
manner in each year (see Tables B.6 to B.10).

Each year, almost all superintendents reported that assessment results were help-
ful for district and school planning, focusing PD, and curriculum reform. Across all
three years, large majorities of principals said they found the state test results useful
for planning school improvement and curriculum reform, and for identifying students
who need extra support (over 80 percent in each case). Also in each year, over 70 per-
cent of elementary school principals and over two-thirds of middle school principals
found state test results to be useful for focusing PD. One-third to two-thirds of princi-
pals reported that the data were useful for making decisions regarding student promo-
tion and retention and for identifying teachers’ strengths and weaknesses (see Tables

B.11 and B.12).
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Figure 2.4
California Educators Agreeing That State Assessment Scores Accurately Reflect Student
Achievement (Principals) or Are Good Measures of Student Mastery (Teachers)
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Across the three years, most mathematics teachers, about half of elementary school
science teachers, and one-half or fewer of middle school science teachers said the state
test results were useful for identifying gaps in curriculum and instruction and identify-
ing areas in which they needed to strengthen their content knowledge. About one-half
of mathematics teachers (and a lower percentage of science teachers) reported that the
test results were useful for tailoring instruction to individual student needs. Generally,
middle school teachers found test results to be less useful in tailoring instruction than
did elementary school teachers. About one-third of the mathematics teachers who had
access to subgroup results said they were useful to them, and about two-thirds of math
teachers who had access to subtopic results said they were useful to them as well. Each
year, one-third to two-thirds fewer science teachers than math teachers reported that
subgroup and subtopic results were useful to them (see Tables B.13, B.8, and B.9).

Superintendents increasingly promoted the use of periodic progress tests> in addition
to the annual state test, and teachers found the progress tests to be helpful for improving
teaching and learning. In 2005 and 2006, roughly one-half of superintendents reported

2 Progress tests are formal assessments given periodically during the year to measure student progress in master-

ing state standards. They are also called interim tests, formative tests, and benchmark tests. To our knowledge,
these exams do not result in any consequences for teachers in the districts we studied.
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that their district required schools to adopt periodic progress testing to monitor stu-
dent learning in mathematics.> The percentage of math teachers who reported that
they were required to administer progress tests increased from 2004 to 20006, although
the change was not statistically significant for elementary school teachers. According
to teachers, the progress test requirements were much more common in mathematics
than in science and more common in elementary school mathematics than in middle
school mathematics. Typically progress tests were administered two to three times per
year. A growing majority of teachers in schools that used progress tests reported that
the progress test was a good measure of student mastery (from about one-half in 2004
to about two-thirds in 2006), and about three-quarters said the progress test helped
them identify and correct gaps in curriculum and instruction (see Tables B.14 to B.18).
Figure 2.5 shows that each year a majority of teachers found both annual state tests and
progress tests useful for identifying and correcting gaps in curriculum and instruction;
however, larger proportions of teachers found the progress tests, as opposed to the state
tests, useful for this purpose.

California educators reported that they understood the state accountability system,
but not all agreed that AYP status was a good reflection of their students’ performance or
that AYP targets would be attained in future years. Eighty percent or more of California
administrators reported that they understood the AYP criteria used in the state and that
they received help to understand all the accountability system requirements. On the
other hand, about one-half of teachers reported that the system was too complicated to
understand. Each year, one-half or more of school principals agreed that their school’s
AYP status reflected the overall performance of their students, and 40 to 60 percent of
superintendents thought the district’s AYP status correctly reflected the performance
of students. Principals in schools that made AYP were more likely to agree that AYP
was an accurate reflection of student performance than principals in schools that did
not. In 2006, more than three-quarters of principals and superintendents thought their
school or district would make AYP the next year, but far fewer (half of elementary
school principals, one-third of middle school principals and fewer than one-quarter of
district superintendents) believed they would continue to make AYP over the next five
years. Opinions about whether their schools and districts would make AYP did not
change much over the three years (see Tables B.19 to B.23).

What School Improvement Strategies Were Used, and Which Were Perceived to Be
Most Useful?

School improvement efforts incorporated a wide repertoire of strategies. Each year, almost
all principals reported using four strategies to improve school performance, includ-
ing matching curriculum and instruction with standards and/or assessments, using
existing research, providing additional instruction to low-performing students, and

3 We did not ask this question in 2004.
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Figure 2.5
California Teachers Agreeing That Annual State Tests and Progress Tests Are Helpful in
Identifying and Correcting Gaps in Curriculum and Instruction
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increasing the use of data. Over three-quarters of principals reported using three addi-
tional strategies, which included increasing teacher PD, improving the school planning
process, and providing programs outside of regular school hours. Efforts to make the
school more attractive to parents and to restructure the school day were less prevalent
but still common, with more than half of principals reporting that they employed these
strategies. Less than one-third of principals reported increasing instructional time by
lengthening the school day or year or shortening recess (see Table B.24).

Focusing on low-performing students, alignment, and data use were the most impor-
tant school improvement strategies according to principals. For the most part, principals
reported focusing on the same school improvement strategies each year. The following
strategies were reported as most important in 2005 by the largest proportions of princi-
pals: providing additional instruction to low-performing students (about 40 percent of
elementary school principals and about 55 percent of middle school principals), match-
ing curriculum and instruction with standards and/or assessments (just over half of all
principals), and increasing the use of achievement data to inform instruction (about 70
percent of elementary school principals and about 40 percent of middle school princi-
pals). Principal reports of the most important improvement strategies were quite simi-
lar in 2006 (see Table B.25).
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California principals reported that their schools and districts engaged in a wide vari-
ety of test preparation activities. Over 85 percent of principals reported that their schools
and/or districts were engaged in one or more forms of test preparation. The most com-
monly reported practices were identifying content that is likely to appear on the state
test (90 percent or more each year) and discussing methods for preparing students to
take tests (over 80 percent each year). Smaller majorities of principals reported that
they distributed released copies of the state test or test items and encouraged teachers
to focus on students near the proficient level (bubble kids). About half of principals
also distributed commercial test preparation materials (e.g., practice tests), and half
encouraged or required teachers to spend more time on tested subjects and less on
other subjects. The reported distribution of released copies of the state test or test items
increased from 2004 to 2006 (from about 40 percent to over half), but it was still lower
than in the other states we studied, as was the use of commercial test preparation mate-
rials. There are a couple of possible explanations for this difference. First, California’s
accountability system has been in place longer than Georgia’s and Pennsylvania’s, so
educators and students may have been more familiar with the state tests in California.
Second, California regulations and guidelines published by the California Department
of Education required educators to limit the use of test preparation activities in order to
ensure test validity (California Department of Education, 2004). We found evidence
through our case studies that educators were getting the message; one principal told
us, “We hear horror stories of ‘you'd better not use that practice test because this is
too identical to the CST [California Standards Test], and we’ll get dinged™ (see Table
B.26).

According to superintendents, districts provided a range of support to principals and
teachers for school improvement. In 2005 and 2006, two-thirds or more of superinten-
dents reported that their district implemented each of the following strategies to help
schools align curriculum and instruction with standards in mathematics: providing
sample lessons linked to state standards, monitoring implementation of state standards
in classrooms, and mapping out the alignment of required textbooks and instructional
programs to state standards.* These strategies were less commonly used for science;
in each case, about one-half of the districts reported engaging in the strategy. Each
of these district actions was reported to be useful in aligning math curriculum and
instruction to standards by one-half to three-quarters of teachers (in general, slightly
fewer than in the other two states we studied) (see Tables B.27 to B.30).

Each year, a majority of principals reported that their districts provided neces-
sary assistance to schools when they were having difhiculties, appropriate support to
enable principals to act as instructional leaders, and appropriate instructional support
for teachers. Each year, three-quarters or more of superintendents reported that their
districts helped some or all schools obtain additional PD to apply the results of “sci-

4 These questions were not asked in 2004.
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entifically based research” about education; more than 20 percent of superintendents
reported assigning additional full-time school-level staff to support teacher develop-
ment in some or all schools; and between 15 and 40 percent provided a coach or
mentor to assist the principal in some or all schools. In addition to PD, three-quarters
or more of districts provided technical assistance to some or all schools in each of a
number of other areas, including analyzing assessment data, school improvement plan-
ning, preparing complete and accurate data to comply with NCLB reporting require-
ments, implementing effective instructional strategies, and helping to teach grade-level
standards to English language learners (ELLs) and student with disabilities (this last
question was not asked in 2004). This technical assistance was typically offered to all
schools, not just those that were low performing (see Tables B.31 and B.32).

Superintendents also reported that districts intervened and required schools to
take certain actions to improve student performance. For example, in 2006 about
three-quarters of districts required some or all elementary and middle schools to offer
remedial assistance to students outside the normal school day® (an increase in the case
of middle schools from just under half in 2004). Similarly, a growing percentage of
districts (from fewer than half in 2005 to more than half in 2006) required elementary
schools and middle schools to increase the amount of instruction that low-achieving
students received in mathematics, but few required increased time for low-achieving
students in science (less than 15 percent each year for middle schools and less than
10 percent each year for elementary schools). In addition, a substantial but decreas-
ing percentage of districts required schools, particularly middle schools, to implement
new mathematics or science curricula; from 2004 to 2000, the percentage of districts
requiring middle schools to implement new curricula declined from more than 60 per-
cent to about 30 percent in mathematics and from more than 30 percent to around 15
percent in science. This decline makes sense. Early on in our study, districts may have
been responding to the new demands of NCLB by adopting new curricula that were
more rigorous and/or better aligned to state standards. We would not expect districts
that recently adopted new curricula to revise them again within one or two years (see
Tables B.33 to B.35).

Only 17 schools were identified for improvement in our sample, so our estimates
for these schools are much less precise than our estimates for all schools. However, in
these schools the most common forms of district or state assistance were additional PD
resources, special grants to support school improvement, and a mentor or coach for the
principal (e.g., a distinguished educator). There were only a handful of schools in cor-
rective action in our sample (see Tables B.36 and B.37).

PD emphasized the alignment of curriculum and instruction with standards as well
as other improvement strategies. Each year, about two-thirds of teachers reported that
a major emphasis of the PD they received was on aligning curriculum and instruc-

> Other than the NCLB-required supplemental educational services.
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tion with standards. In addition, each of the following topics received strong emphasis
according to about half of teachers: instructional strategies for low-achieving students,
instructional strategies for ELLs, and mathematics and mathematics teaching. The
emphasis on ELLs was greater in California than in the other states we studied. About
one-third of teachers said that PD had a major focus on interpreting and using student
test results, although this was more common among elementary school teachers than
among middle school teachers in 2005 and 2006 (see Table B.38).

According to superintendents, the California Department of Education often, but not
always, provided needed technical assistance to their districts. In 2005 and 2006, almost
all districts that reported needing assistance clarifying accountability system rules and
requirements reported receiving it.¢ In each of the two years, over three-quarters of dis-
tricts that reported needing help developing and implementing district improvement
plans received this assistance from the state, and over half of districts received needed
assistance in the following areas: identifying effective methods and instructional strate-
gies in scientifically based research, providing effective PD, and using data more effec-
tively. Districts were more likely to report unmet needs in other areas. Only one-third
to one-half of districts that needed assistance developing curricular materials based on
content standards received it. Only about 40 percent of districts that reported needing
help promoting parent involvement received assistance from the state in this area in

each year (see Table B.39).

What Was the Impact of Accountability on Curriculum, Teacher Practice, and
Student Learning?

Educators’ reports about the effects of accountability on curviculum and instruction grew
more positive from 2004 to 2006, but substantial proportions of educators still believed
that the accountability system was having a negative effect on morale. The proportion of
elementary school principals who agreed that the academic rigor of the curriculum
had changed for the better grew from about 40 percent to about 80 percent from
2004 to 2006. During the same period, the proportion of teachers agreeing with this
statement grew from about one-third to about one-half. The proportion of middle
school principals agreeing that the academic rigor of the curriculum had improved
held steady from 2004 to 2006 at 50 percent. Figure 2.6 shows an increase from 2004
to 2006 in the percentage of elementary school principals, elementary school teach-
ers, and middle school teachers who reported that academic rigor of the curriculum
had improved. Fewer than 20 percent of principals or teachers reported that academic
rigor had changed for the worse, and these percentages declined or remained about
the same from 2004 to 2006. Similar results were found regarding schools’ focus on
student learning. For example, the proportion of elementary school principals report-
ing an improved focus on student learning as a result of accountability increased from

6 We did not ask this question in 2004.
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Figure 2.6
California Educators Agreeing That the Academic Rigor of the Curriculum Had Improved as a
Result of Accountability
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less than 60 percent in 2004 to over 80 percent in 2006. A growing majority of ele-
mentary school principals (from just over half to about 80 percent) and 70 percent or
more of middle school principals reported that the accountability system was beneficial
for students, but only about one-third of teachers agreed (see Tables B.40 and B.41).

By 20006, about half of teachers reported that their teaching practices had improved
as a result of the accountability system (an increase from about one-third in 2004). A
growing minority of teachers said their relations with their students had improved, as
well (from less than 15 percent in 2004 to about one-quarter in 2006 for elementary
school teachers and from 10 percent to about 20 percent for middle school teachers). A
shrinking majority of mathematics teachers (from about three-quarters in 2004 to just
over half in 2006) and 30 to 40 percent of science teachers reported that the state tests
caused them to search for more-effective teaching methods. In 2006, about two-thirds
of middle school mathematics teachers and about half of middle school science teachers
said the state tests caused them to offer more assistance outside of the school day to stu-
dents who are not proficient, compared with about one-quarter of elementary school
mathematics teachers and 10 percent of elementary school science teachers (responses
were similar in 2004 and 2005) (see Tables B.42 to B.44).

In 2006, most superintendents and middle school principals reported that coor-
dination of the mathematics curricula across grades had changed for the better as a



24 Pain and Gain: Implementing No Child Left Behind in Three States, 2004-2006

result of accountability. In the case of middle school principals, this represented a sig-
nificant increase from 2004; there was some variation across years in the case of super-
intendents but no easily discernible pattern. Forty to 50 percent of elementary school
principals concurred with this assessment each year. Across all three years, about one-
quarter of elementary school principals and fewer than half of middle school principals
reported improvements in the coordination of the science curriculum across grades as
a result of accountability, while the remainder reported no change. The responses from
superintendents on the coordination of the science curriculum fluctuated from year to
year; about 20 percent reported that coordination improved in 2004 compared with
just over one-half in 2005, and less 15 percent in 2006 (see Table B.45).

Finally, about three-quarters of superintendents, just under one-half of teachers
and elementary school principals, and one in five middle school principals reported
that staff morale had changed for the worse as a result of the accountability system
in 2006 (see Figure 2.7). Fewer principals and teachers reported a negative effect on
morale in 2006 than in 2004, and this decrease was especially marked in the case of
principals (see Table B.46).

Teachers responded to standards-based accountability by aligning their curriculum
with standards but did not report changing specific teaching techniques. Teachers reported
making a lot of changes in curriculum and instruction in response to standards-based
accountability. Perhaps the most widespread change involved aligning curriculum
and instruction with standards and, to a lesser extent, with assessments. In each year,
almost all math teachers and over three-quarters of science teachers reported that they
had aligned their instruction with the standards; more than half of all teachers also
reported aligning instruction with the state assessments (see Table B.47).

The state tests were an explicit factor in teachers’ reported changes in practice.
Each year, over two-thirds of elementary school math teachers and just under half of
elementary school science teachers reported that they focused more on standards as «
result of the state test. About two-thirds of elementary school math teachers and about
one-quarter of elementary school science teachers also reported focusing more on topics
emphasized on the assessment because of the state test. Somewhat smaller proportions
of middle school teachers reported focusing more on standards and topics emphasized
on the assessment as a result of the state test (see Tables B.43 and B.44).

It appears that teachers’ efforts to improve alignment did not typically involve
changing the amount of time devoted to specific subjects, at least during the time
period we studied. In each year, one-half to two-thirds of teachers reported no changes
in the amount of time students spent in each of the following subjects: mathematics,
reading/language arts, science, social studies, arts/music, and physical education. In
2006, about 20 percent of elementary school teachers reported increases in the time
they spent on mathematics (a slight decline from 2004), and about 30 percent reported
increases in time for reading/language arts. Smaller proportions of middle school teach-
ers reported increases in time in math and reading. There were few reports of decreases
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Figure 2.7
California Educators Agreeing That Staff Morale Had Changed for the Worse as a Result of
Accountability
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in time on these two subjects. However, some elementary school teachers indicated
that they decreased the amount of time they spent on arts/music, social studies, or sci-
ence (between 15 and 28 percent for each subject in each year). It is important to note
that we asked teachers about changes over the past year in the amount of time allocated
to subjects. As a result, teachers’ responses would not be expected to reflect cumulative
changes since the enactment of NCLB.” Thus, it is possible that these findings underes-
timate the amount of time reallocated between subjects as a result of NCLB’s account-
ability provisions (see Tables B.48 and B.49).

In general, elementary and middle school mathematics and science teachers’
reports about particular teaching techniques were similar and did not change much
from 2005 to 2006.8 Almost all mathematics teachers reported that they sometimes
or often used most of the techniques mentioned in the survey,? including introduc-
ing content through formal presentations or direct instruction, assigning homework,
reviewing assessments, reteaching topics because performance did not meet expec-

7 In addition, we did not track individual teacher responses over time, so we cannot combine reported annual
changes across the three years to estimate cumulative change.

8 We did not ask this question in 2004.

9 Sometimes was defined as once or twice per month; offen was defined as once a week or more.
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tations, and having students help other students learn content. Over half of science
teachers reported using the techniques listed above. In contrast, only about 45 percent
of elementary school mathematics teachers and one-third of middle school mathemat-
ics teachers reported having students work on extended mathematics investigations
or projects in each year. In both 2005 and 2006, about 70 percent of elementary
school science teachers and about 80 percent of middle school science teachers reported
having students do hands-on laboratory science activities or investigations (see Tables
B.50 to B.53).

About half of teachers were concerned that the focus on test scores deprived high-
achieving students of challenging curriculum. About one-half of teachers reported in 2005
and 2006 that high-achieving students were not receiving an appropriately challeng-
ing curriculum as a result of the accountability system.!® Other survey responses offer
possible explanations for this concern. Each year, over 80 percent of teachers felt that
the accountability system left little time to teach material that is not on the state test.
This can be viewed as a positive outcome given that SBA is designed to ensure that stu-
dents master the content outlined in state standards and measured by the assessments.
However, this narrow focus on the standards may exclude teaching advanced material
that could benefit high-achieving students. We also found evidence that some teachers
were giving special attention to certain groups of students. In 2006, over one-third of
math teachers (representing a slight increase among elementary school math teachers)
and over 10 percent of science teachers said the state tests caused them to focus more
on students near the proficient level (bubble kids) than they would have absent the tests
(perhaps at the expense of students farther to the extremes of the achievement spec-

trum) (see Tables B.54, B.43, and B.44).

What Conditions Hindered Improvement Efforts?
Inadequate funding, inadequate materials, and insufficient time were the factors most
often reported to hinder efforts to improve performance. Resources are always a concern
in education, and each year more than 80 percent of superintendents and more than
60 percent of principals reported that lack of adequate funding was a moderate to
great hindrance to their improvement efforts. In contrast, each year fewer than one-
third of superintendents or principals reported that inadequate facilities interfered with
improvement efforts. In 2006, about 15 percent of superintendents said shortages of
standards-based curriculum materials were a problem, down from about one-third in
2004. Each year, one-quarter to one-third of teachers reported that inadequate instruc-
tional materials hindered students’ academic success (see Tables B.55 and B.56).
Shortages of time to perform administrative functions, prepare for lessons, and
deliver instruction were also reported to hinder improvement efforts. In 2005 and
2006, about two-thirds of principals reported that their administrative staff had insuf-

10 We did not ask this question in 2004.
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ficient time to perform their duties.!! Each year, over one-half of middle school teachers
and over 70 percent of elementary school teachers reported that there was insufficient
class time to cover the curriculum. In addition, in 2005 and 2006 over half of elemen-
tary school teachers and about 40 percent of middle school teachers reported that there
was inadequate planning time built into the school day. Responses from principals
were similar; about 40 percent of middle school principals and more than one-half of
elementary school principals reported that lack of teacher planning time was a hin-
drance to school improvement in both 2005 and 20062 (see Tables B.57 to B.59).

Teachers reported that large class sizes and a wide range of student abilities in class
were hindrances to student academic success. Each year, about three-quarters of teach-
ers reported that the wide range of student abilities they had to address in class was a
hindrance to students’ academic success. Similarly, about two-thirds of middle school
teachers and over half of elementary school teachers reported that large class sizes hin-
dered students’ academic success (see Tables B.60 and B.56).

Most superintendents reported that districts had adequate capacity to support school
improvement. Across all three years, majorities of superintendents reported that their
districts had adequate staff capacity to provide schools support in most areas we stud-
ied. These areas included facilitating improvement in low-performing schools, helping
schools analyze data for school improvement, and aligning curriculum with standards.
More than half of superintendents reported that they had adequate capacity to provide
PD for principals and teachers in 2004 and 2006 (for some unknown reason, capacity
to conduct PD dipped in 2005) (see Table B.61).

Many superintendents and principals reported that improvement efforts were hin-
dered by shortages of key staff and shortages of high-quality PD. In 2006, three-quarters of
superintendents reported that shortages of mathematics teachers hindered improvement
efforts, and 60 percent of superintendents reported that shortages of science teachers
were a hindrance, reflecting marked increases from 2005.13 In addition, each year about
40 percent of superintendents reported that their improvement efforts were hindered
by shortages of high-quality PD opportunities for principals or teachers, and principals
responded similarly. About one-quarter of principals reported a lack of highly quali-
fied teachers in 2006, and a similar percentage reported shortages of qualified aides or
paraprofessionals (responses were similar across the three years) (see Table B.57).

Most teachers reported that students’ lack of basic skills and lack of parental support
impeded their efforts to improve student achievement. Across the three years, 75 to 80
percent of teachers reported that their efforts to improve student achievement were
hindered by students’ inadequate basic skills or prior preparation. Similar percentages
of teachers reported that they were hindered in their efforts to improve student per-

11" We did nor ask this question in 2004.
12 We did not ask this question in 2004.
13 We did not ask this question in 2004.
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formance by lack of support from parents. For example, the responses from California
teachers in 2006 are displayed in Figure 2.8. Student absenteeism and tardiness were
concerns for slightly smaller proportions of teachers (see Table B.60).

Most administrators reported that changes in state policies and state leadership, as
well as compliance with teacher association policies, were impediments to improvement.
Each year, more than two-thirds of superintendents said frequent changes in state
policy or leadership were hindrances to improvement. On the other hand, few super-
intendents reported that disagreements with their school boards over policies hindered
their improvement efforts, although this was an issue in one-quarter to one-third of
districts in the other states we studied. Each year, more than one-half of superinten-
dents reported that complying with teacher association rules or policies hindered their
improvement efforts. About 10 percent of middle school principals and one-third of
elementary school principals said frequent changes in district policy or district leader-
ship hindered their improvement efforts in 2006 (see Table B.62).

Some principals reported that a lack of guidance for teaching special-needs populations
was a hindrance to their school improvement efforts. In 2005 and 2006, over one-third of
elementary school principals and over one-quarter of middle school principals reported
thatalack of guidance for teaching standards for special education students (i.e., students

Figure 2.8
California Teachers Reporting That Selected Conditions Were Moderate or Great Hindrances
to Students’ Academic Success
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in individualized education programs [IEPs]) was a moderate or great hindrance to
their school improvement efforts. About half of elementary school principals and a
growing minority of middle school principals (from about 15 percent in 2005 to about
45 percent in 20006) cited the same concern in reference to ELLs. Elementary school
principals in California were more likely to report that a lack of guidance for teaching
ELLs hindered their school improvement efforts than were elementary school princi-
pals in Georgia and Pennsylvania (see Table B.63). This is consistent with the fact that
California has a higher percentage of ELLs than do the other two states.






CHAPTER THREE
Implementation of SBA in Georgia

Background on Georgia’s SBA System

Georgia was in the process of creating an SBA system in 2001 when NCLB was enacted.
Georgia has had academic standards in some form for over 20 years. The state Quality
Basic Education Act of 1985 created the Quality Core Curriculum (QCC), which cov-
ered reading, ELA, mathematics, science, social studies, foreign languages, fine arts,
health, physical education, technology and career education, and agriculture. The stan-
dards described what students should learn in each grade from kindergarten to eight
and in high school focusing primarily on facts to be learned rather than broader con-
cepts. However, an external audit by Phi Delta Kappa in 2002 found the QCC to be
of poor quality, citing lack of depth, focus, and alignment to national standards (Geor-
gia Department of Education, undated).! In response to the audit, Georgia launched
an initiative in 2002 to develop new standards. In 2003, the state board of education
began adopting the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS), a more concept-focused
document. The Fordham Foundation gave the new standards high marks, citing their
clarity, detail, and organization (Finn, Petrilli, and Julian, 2006).

Georgia also had a comprehensive testing program prior to NCLB, which
included tests in reading, mathematics, and science in grades one to eight. These tests
were revised following the adoption of GPS to align with the new standards. In 2000,
the Georgia State A Plus Education Reform Act created a test-based accountability
system patterned on those in Texas and North Carolina. Under this system, schools
were to be awarded a letter grade (A—F), which would determine whether the school
received rewards or was subjected to sanctions. NCLB was enacted just as A Plus was
being implemented, and subsequently the system was altered to conform to the federal

policy.

' In a 2004 review of the Georgia performance standards, Phi Delta Kappa evaluated the standards’ validity

by comparing them with national standards published by the International Reading Association, the National
Council for Teachers of English, the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, the National Council for the
Social Studies, and the National Committee on Science Education Standards and Assessment (see Poston et al.,

2004).
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In 2005, Georgia introduced the state single accountability system (SSAS), which
integrated A Plus with NCLB, and this remains the current SBA system in Georgia.
Under SSAS, AYP is the dominant measure of school performance. SSAS also includes
rewards for schools with the highest percentage of students meeting or exceeding stan-
dards on the state assessments and for Title I schools that make AYP for three or more
consecutive years. Sanctions for consistently underperforming schools include school-
level interventions (e.g., appointing instructional coaches, replacing staff, and making
governance changes) and district-level interventions (e.g., appointment of a school dis-
trict support specialist). If schools continue to underperform, they can be compelled to
enter into an improvement contract with their school district, which includes oversight
by the Georgia Department of Education.

Georgia’s achievement standards have been found to be less rigorous than those
of California. According to an analysis by NCES, which mapped state proficiency
standards onto NAEP, Georgia’s achievement standards for fourth and eighth grade
reading and mathematics are among the lowest of the 36 states studied (NCES, 2007).
The proficient level on the Georgia fourth grade mathematics assessment is equivalent
to the low end of the “basic” range on NAEP, and the proficient level on the eighth
grade mathematics assessment and the fourth and eighth grade reading assessments
corresponds to “below-basic” NAEP scores. Like the other states in our study, Georgia
based its AMO starting point on schoolwide average proficiency scores from 2001-
2002. In 2002-2003, 50 percent of students were expected to demonstrate proficiency
in mathematics and 60 percent were expected to demonstrate proficiency in reading
and ELA. These starting points were substantially higher than those in California and
Pennsylvania, perhaps reflecting the lesser difficulty of Georgia’s academic standards
(see Figures 2.1 and 2.2). Because Georgia has less ground to make up than California
and Pennsylvania in reaching 100 percent proficiency, its AMO trajectory is less steep.
In addition, the required gains are most heavily concentrated from 2010 to 2014. As
with the other two states in our study, Georgia’s AMO target increased in the middle
year of our data collection, 2004-2005, but not in the other two years in which we
collected data.

In 2005-2006, 79 percent of Georgia schools were identified as having made
AYP based on the previous year’s test scores, a significantly higher percentage than in
California and roughly equal to the percentage in Pennsylvania. Nevertheless, Geor-
gia had a higher percentage of its schools in improvement status, corrective action, or
restructuring than did Pennsylvania (see Table 2.1).
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Georgia Findings from the ISBA Study

How Did Districts, Schools, and Teachers Respond to State Accountability Efforts,
Including State Standards and State Tests?

Georgia mathematics and science standards were perceived to be useful, but local curricu-
lum was not always aligned with standards. Each year, over 80 percent of mathemat-
ics and science teachers in Georgia reported that the state standards were useful for
planning their lessons. However, in 2006 about one-half of mathematics teachers and
science teachers reported that the state standards include more content than could be
adequately covered in a school year. The percentages of math and science teachers who
reported that the standards included too much content declined by almost 20 points
during the three years of the study, and they were lower than the percentages in the
other states we studied. In all three years and in both subjects (mathematics and sci-
ence), more middle school teachers than elementary school teachers reported that the
standards contained more content than could reasonably be covered in a year. This
response was given despite the fact that the new GPS for mathematics were imple-
mented in the sixth grade in 2004-2005 and in the seventh grade in 2005-2006. New
GPS for science were implemented in middle schools in 2004-2005 and in grades three
through five the next year. At the same time, over 20 percent of mathematics teachers
and about one-third of science teachers reported each year that the standards omit-
ted important topics that were part of their curriculum. Figure 3.1 shows that despite
finding the standards useful, many teachers had concerns about the alignment of stan-
dards with their curriculum. Thus, in teachers’ judgments, the standards may embody
unrealistic expectations for how much content can be covered, and there remains some
misalignment between the content of the mathematics and science standards and the
content of the curriculum (see Tables B.1 and B.2).

School and district administrators were more likely than teachers to perceive mathe-
matics and science assessments as good measures of student achievement. Consistently across
the three years, over two-thirds of superintendents and about two-thirds of principals
thought that state assessments accurately reflected student achievement. However, in
each year only slightly more than half of mathematics teachers and slightly fewer than
half of science teachers reported that the assessments were a good measure of students’
mastery of standards. Figure 3.2 shows that principals were more likely than teachers
to see state assessments as valid indicators of student achievement. Given that substan-
tial proportions of teachers did not believe that state assessments were good measures
of students’ content mastery, it is not surprising that sizable minorities of teachers
reported concerns about these assessments. One-fourth to one-third of mathematics
teachers reported that the mathematics assessments were too difficult for the majority
of their students, included content not in their curriculum, or omitted content that was



34 Pain and Gain: Implementing No Child Left Behind in Three States, 2004-2006

Figure 3.1
Georgia Teachers Agreeing with Statements About State Content Standards, 2006
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in their curriculum. Slightly higher percentages of science teachers found fault with the
science assessments on the same grounds. However, in general, Georgia educators were
more favorable toward the quality of state assessments than were educators in the other
states we studied (see Tables B.3 to B.5).

Test results were widely available and were widely used by district administrators,
principals, and teachers. Test results were available in a variety of formats, and they
appeared to be available in a much more timely manner in 2006 than 2004. Each
year, almost all principals reported that test results for the school as a whole, for stu-
dent subgroups, and for subtopics were available to them. Similarly, over 85 percent of
mathematics teachers and three-quarters of science teachers reported that test results
were available to them by subgroup and by subtopic in 2006 (an increase from 2004).
By 2006, over one-half of principals and three-quarters of teachers reported receiving
results in a timely manner (an increase from fewer than one-quarter of principals and
fewer than half of teachers in 2004) (see Tables B.6 to B.10).

Each year, almost all superintendents reported that assessment results were helpful
for district and school planning, focusing PD, and curriculum reform. Three-quarters
or more of principals said they found the state test results useful for each of the follow-
ing activities: planning school improvement, PD, curriculum reform, and identifying
students who need extra support. Increasing majorities of principals also reported that
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Figure 3.2
Georgia Educators Agreeing That States Assessment Scores Accurately Reflect Student
Achievement (Principals) or Are Good Measures of Student Mastery (Teachers)
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the data were useful for making decisions regarding student promotion and reten-
tion (from about 70 percent in 2004 to about 90 percent in 2006) and for identifying
teachers’” strengths and weaknesses (from about two-thirds in 2004 to about three-
quarters in 2006) (see Tables B.11 and B.12).

Each year, over two-thirds of teachers said the state test results were useful for
identifying gaps in curriculum and instruction, identifying areas in which they needed
to strengthen their content knowledge, and tailoring instruction to individual student
needs (higher percentages than in the other states we studied). In 2005 and 20006, just
over half of the mathematics teachers who had access to subgroup results said they were
useful to them, and over three-quarters who had access to subtopic results said they
were useful to them, as well (both sets of responses increased from 2004) (see Tables
B.13, B.8, and B.9).

Superintendents promoted the use of periodic progress tests* in addition to the annual
state test, and teachers found the progress tests to be helpful for improving teaching and
learning. In 2005 and 2006, over 70 percent of superintendents reported that their

2 Progress tests are formal assessment given periodically during the year to measure student progress in master-
ing state standards. They are also called interim tests, formative tests, and benchmark tests. To our knowledge,
these exams do not result in any consequences for teachers in the districts we studied.
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district required schools to administer periodic progress tests to monitor student learn-
ing in mathematics, and 40 to 65 percent required progress tests in science (consid-
erably higher than in the other states we studied).> The percentage of math teach-
ers who reported that they were required to administer progress tests increased from
2004 to 2006 (although the difference was not statistically significant in the case of
middle school teachers). According to teachers, the progress test requirements were
most common for elementary school math, followed by middle school math, middle
school science, and finally elementary school science. Most frequently, progress tests
were administered every six to eight weeks, although many teachers also reported prog-
ress tests being administered only two to three times per year. Each year, over 60 per-
cent of teachers in schools that used progress tests reported that the progress test was a
good measure of student mastery (a slightly higher percentage than for the annual state
tests) and that the progress tests helped them identify and correct gaps in curriculum
and instruction. Figure 3.3 shows that each year most elementary school teachers and
middle school teachers found annual state tests and progress tests useful for identify-
ing and correcting gaps in curriculum and instruction. The use of progress testing was

Figure 3.3
Georgia Teachers Agreeing That Annual State Tests and Progress Tests Are Helpful in
Identifying and Correcting Gaps in Curriculum and Instruction
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3 We did not ask this question in 2004.
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more common in Georgia than in the other states we studied, especially for science (see
Tables B.14 to B.18).

Georgia educators reported that they understood the state accountability system, but
not all agreed that AYP status was a good reflection of their students’ performance or that
AYP targets would be attained in future years. Each year, nearly all Georgia administra-
tors reported that they understood the AYP criteria being used in the state and that
they received help to understand all the accountability system requirements. However,
a declining proportion of elementary school teachers (from one-half in 2004 to just
over one-third in 2006) and over 40 percent of middle school teachers reported that
the system was too complicated to understand. By 2006, over 80 percent of elemen-
tary school principals agreed that their school’s AYP status reflected the overall perfor-
mance of their students (up from about two-thirds in 2004), but slightly fewer than
half of middle school principals and superintendents concurred. Principals in schools
that made AYP were more likely to agree that AYP was an accurate reflection of stu-
dent performance than principals in schools that did not. In 2006, almost all principals
and superintendents thought their schools or districts would make AYP the next year
(an increase from 2004 for both superintendents and middle school principals), and a
somewhat smaller majority of principals and superintendents believed they would con-
tinue to make AYP over the next five years (see Tables B.19 to B.23).

What School Improvement Strategies Were Used and Which Were Perceived to Be
Most Useful?

School improvement efforts incorporated a wide repertoire of strategies. Each year, almost
all principals reported using seven strategies to improve school performance, including
matching curriculum and instruction with standards and/or assessments, using exist-
ing research, providing additional instruction to low-performing students, increasing
the use of data, increasing teacher PD, improving the school planning process, and
providing programs outside of regular school hours. Less prevalent, but still commonly
reported by principals, were efforts to make the school more attractive to parents (two-
thirds to three-quarters of principals each year), to restructure the school day (over one-
half of principals each year), and to lengthen the school day or school year (one-third
to one-half of principals) (see Table B.24).

Alignment, data use, and focusing on low-performing students were the most impor-
tant school improvement strategies according ro principals. In both 2005 and 20006, the
strategies reported as most important by the largest proportions of principals were
matching curriculum and instruction with standards and/or assessments (over half of
all principals each year), increasing the use of achievement data to inform instruction
(60 percent or more of principals each year), and providing additional instruction to
low-performing students (just under half of principals each year) (see Table B.25).

Georgia principals reported that their schools and districts engaged in a wide variety
of test preparation activities. Each year, almost all principals reported that their schools
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and/or districts were engaged in one or more forms of test preparation, including iden-
tifying content that is likely to appear on the state test, discussing methods for pre-
paring students to take tests, distributing released copies of the test or test items, and
encouraging teachers to focus on students near the proficient level (bubble kids) (see
Table B.26).

According to superintendents, districts provided a range of support to principals and
teachers for school improvement. In 2005 and 2006, 60 percent or more of superinten-
dents reported that their districts implemented each of the following strategies to help
schools align curriculum and instruction with standards in mathematics and science:
providing feedback on the implementation of standards in classrooms, aligning text-
books and instructional programs with standards and assessments, developing “pacing
plans” or “instructional calendars,” establishing detailed curriculum guidelines, and
providing sample lessons.* Teachers typically found these district support strategies to
be useful in aligning math curricula and instruction with standards (see Tables B.27
to B.30).

Each year, more than three-quarters of principals reported that their district pro-
vided needed assistance to schools when they were having difficulties, appropriate sup-
port to enable principals to act as instructional leaders, and appropriate instructional
support for teachers. Each year, almost all superintendents reported that their districts
helped some or all schools obtain additional PD based on scientifically based research,
and more than half provided a coach or mentor to assist the principal in some or all
schools. More than two-thirds of superintendents reported assigning additional full-
time school-level staff to support teacher development in some or all schools in 2006,
up from about 40 percent in 2004. Georgia superintendents were more likely to report
providing staff to support teacher development and coaches for principals than were
superintendents in the other states we studied. In addition to PD, almost all districts
provided technical assistance to schools in a number of other areas, including analyz-
ing assessment data, school improvement planning, implementing effective instruc-
tional strategies, and helping to teach grade-level standards to ELLs and to student
with disabilities. This technical assistance was generally offered to all schools, not just
those that were low performing (see Tables B.31 and B.32).

Superintendents also reported that districts intervened and required schools
to take certain actions to improve student performance. For example, in 2006 over
80 percent of districts required some or all elementary schools to offer remedial
assistance to students outside the normal school day, and three-quarters required
the same of middle schools (2005 responses were similar). Similarly, in 2005 and
2006, about 90 percent of districts required middle schools to increase the amount
of instruction that low-achieving students received in mathematics and about one-
third required increased time for low-achieving students in science. The proportion

4 We did not ask this question in 2004.
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of districts that required elementary schools to increase the amount of mathemat-
ics instruction for low-achieving students decreased dramatically from almost all
in 2005 to just half in 2006, while the proportion of districts requiring elementary
schools to increase science instruction remained steady at about one-third. In addi-
tion, a small but growing percentage of districts required middle schools to imple-
ment new mathematics or science curricula. From 2004 to 2006, the percentage of
districts requiring middle schools to implement new curricula grew from fewer than
20 percent to more than 40 percent in mathematics and from fewer than 10 percent
to more than 30 percent in science. About one-third of districts required elementary
schools to implement new math curricula each year, and a smaller proportion required
elementary schools to implement new science curricula (see Tables B.33 to B.35).

There were only 21 schools identified for improvement in our 2006 sample, so our
estimates for identified schools are not as precise as our estimates for all schools. How-
ever, in these schools the most common forms of district or state assistance were addi-
tional PD resources, special grants to support school improvement, a mentor or coach
for the principal (e.g., a distinguished educator), or a school support team. There were
only five schools in corrective action in our 2006 sample (see Tables B.36 and B.37).

PD emphasized the alignment of curriculum and instruction with standards as
well as other improvement strategies. In 2004, two-thirds of teachers reported that a
major emphasis of the PD they received was on aligning curriculum and instruction
with standards, and this percentage rose to over three-quarters by 2006. One-half or
more of teachers each year reported that the following topics received strong empha-
sis: instructional strategies for low-achieving students, preparing students to take state
assessments, and mathematics and mathematics teaching. Slightly more than half of
teachers said that PD had a major focus on interpreting and using student test results
in 20006, a slight increase from 2004 (see Table B.38).

Districts reported that the state met their current needs for technical assistance. In 2005
and 2006, 70 to 80 percent of districts reported that they needed technical assistance
for each of the following purposes: identifying effective instructional methods and
strategies, providing effective PD, and using data more effectively.’> Almost all superin-
tendents reported that they received the technical assistance they needed in these areas
in 2005 and 2006. Similarly, most to all districts reported that they received the tech-
nical assistance they needed in most other areas (e.g., clarifying accountability system
rules and requirements, developing and implementing a district improvement plan,
and working with schools in need of improvement). Districts were less likely to receive
technical assistance in promoting parent involvement; just over half of superintendents
who needed assistance in this area received it in each year. Districts in Georgia were
generally more likely than districts in the other two states to report receiving sufficient
technical assistance from the state (see Table B.39).

> We did not ask this question in 2004.
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What Was the Impact of Accountability on Curriculum, Teacher Practice, and
Student Learning?

Educators’ reports about the effects of accountability on curriculum and instruction grew
more positive from 2004 to 2006, although a minority of teachers continued to believe that
the accountability system was having a negative effect on morale. The proportion of prin-
cipals who agreed that the academic rigor of the curriculum had changed for the better
grew from just over one-half to about three-quarters from 2004 to 2006. During the
same period, the proportion of teachers agreeing with this statement grew from about
40 percent to about half. Figure 3.4 shows the percentage of educators who reported
that the academic rigor of the curriculum improved. (The increases were not statisti-
cally significant in the case of superintendents and elementary school principals). Few
principals or teachers reported that academic rigor had changed for the worse. Positive
results were found regarding the school’s focus on student learning, as well. Growing
majorities of principals (from about 70 percent in 2004 to about 85 percentin 2006) and
teachers (from about half in 2004 to about 60 percent in 2006) reported an improved
focus on student learning as a result of accountability. There were also small increases
during this period in the proportion of educators reporting that the accountability

Figure 3.4
Georgia Educators Agreeing That the Academic Rigor of the Curriculum Had Improved as a
Result of Accountability
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system was beneficial for students (from slightly fewer than half to slightly more than
half among teachers and from about two-thirds to over three-quarters among princi-
pals) (see Tables B.40 and B.41).

Each year, slightly more than half of teachers reported that their teaching prac-
tices had improved as a result of the accountability system, and over one-quarter said
their relations with their students had improved, as well. Over two-thirds of teachers
reported that, as a result of the state test, they searched for more-effective teaching
methods. Each year, 70 to 80 percent of middle school teachers said they offered more
assistance outside of the school day to students who were not proficient as a result of
the test-based accountability system, compared with 15 percent of elementary science
teachers and about one-third of elementary mathematics teachers (see Tables B.42 to
B.44).

In 2006, the majority of superintendents and principals reported that coordina-
tion of the mathematics and science curricula across grades had changed for the better
as a result of accountability, representing a marked increase from 2004 among super-
intendents. In contrast, about half of teachers reported in 2004 that staff morale had
changed for the worse as a result of the accountability system; that percentage had
declined to about 40 percent by 2006 (see Figure 3.5 and Tables B.45 and B.46).

Figure 3.5
Georgia Educators Agreeing That Staff Morale Had Changed for the Worse as a Result of
Accountability
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Teachers responded to standards-based accountability by aligning their curriculum
with standards and assessments but did not report changing specific teaching techniques.
Teachers reported making a lot of changes in curriculum and instruction in response to
SBA. Perhaps the most widespread change involved aligning curriculum and instruc-
tion with standards and assessments. Each year, over 80 percent of teachers reported
that they had aligned their instruction with the standards, and about 80 percent also
reported aligning instruction with the state assessments (see Table B.47).

The state tests were an explicit factor in teachers’ reported changes in practice.
Each year, most elementary school teachers reported that the state assessments caused
them to focus more on standards, focus more on topics emphasized in the assessment,
and place more emphasis on question styles and formats from the test. Middle school
teachers were less likely to report that the state assessment caused them to focus more
on assessment topics (just under half each year) and place more emphasis on assessment
question styles and formats (just over half each year) (see Tables B.43 and B.44).

It appears that teachers’ efforts to improve alignment did not typically involve
changing the amount of time devoted to specific subjects, at least during the time
period we studied. Each year, over 60 percent of elementary school teachers and about
half of middle school teachers reported no change in the amount of time students
were exposed to each subject (math, science, reading/language arts, social studies, arts/
music, and physical education). Only about 20 percent of teachers reported increases
in the time spent on mathematics or reading/language arts, and there were few reports
of decreases in time on these two subjects. However, small but consistent minorities of
teachers, particularly elementary school teachers (usually between 10 and 15 percent),
indicated that they decreased the amount of time they spent on arts/music, social stud-
ies, or science. We asked teachers about changes during the past year in the amount of
time allocated to subjects.¢ As a result, we cannot estimate cumulative changes since
the enactment of NCLB. It is possible that these findings underestimate the cumula-
tive amount of time reallocated among subjects as a result of NCLB’s accountability
provisions (see Tables B.48 and B.49).

In general, elementary and middle school mathematics and science teachers’ reports
about particular teaching techniques were similar and did not change much from 2005
to 2006. Almost all mathematics and science teachers reported that they sometimes
or often used most of the techniques included in our survey, including introducing
content through formal presentations or direct instruction, assigning homework, and
having students help other students learn content. In contrast, only about one-half of
elementary school mathematics teachers and one-third of middle school mathemat-
ics teachers reported having students work on extended mathematics investigations or

6 In addition, we did not track individual teacher responses over time, so we cannot combine reported annual

changes across the three years to estimate cumulative change.
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projects, but over 80 percent of science teachers reported having students do hands-on
laboratory science activities or investigations (see Tables B.50 to B.53).

About half of teachers were concerned that the focus on test scores deprived high-
achieving students of challenging curriculum. About one-half of teachers reported in 2005
and 2006 that high-achieving students were not receiving an appropriately challeng-
ing curriculum as a result of the accountability system.” Other survey responses offer
possible explanations for this concern. Each year, over 80 percent of teachers felt that
the accountability system left little time to teach material that is not on the state test.
This can be viewed as a positive outcome given that SBA is designed to ensure that stu-
dents master the content outlined in state standards and measured by the assessments.
However, this narrow focus on the standards may exclude teaching advanced material
that could benefit high-achieving students. We also found evidence that some teachers
were giving special attention to certain groups of students. Substantial minorities of
teachers (typically between 30 and 40 percent) said the state tests caused them to focus
more on students near the proficient level (bubble kids) than they would have absent
the test (perhaps at the expense of students farther to the extremes of the achievement
spectrum), and there were small increases in these percentages between 2004 and 2006

among elementary school teachers (Tables B.54, B.43, and B.44).

What Conditions Hindered Improvement Efforts?

Inadequate funding, inadequate materials, and insufficient time were reported to hinder
efforts to improve performance. Resources are always a concern in education, and each
year over 80 percent of superintendents reported that lack of adequate funding was a
moderate to great hindrance to their improvement efforts. A declining proportion of
principals concurred; by 2006, only about 45 percent of elementary school principals
and about 60 percent of middle schools principals reported that inadequate funding
was a hindrance (each was down from about three-quarters in 2004). The propor-
tion of administrators reporting that inadequate facilities interfered with improvement
efforts also declined, from over 20 percent to about 10 percent of principals and from
30 percent to only about 5 percent of superintendents. About 40 percent of superinten-
dents said shortages of standards-based curriculum materials were a problem in 2006,
similar to previous years. Superintendents’ judgments were confirmed by teachers; each
year, approximately one-third of teachers reported that inadequate instructional mate-
rials hindered students’ academic success (see Tables B.55 and B.56).

Shortages of time for planning, administration, and instruction were also reported
to hinder improvement efforts. In 2006, about two-thirds of principals reported that
they had insufficient staff time to perform their administrative duties, an increase from
about half in 2005.8 Each year, about one-half of teachers reported that there was

7 We did not ask this question in 2004.
8 We did not ask this question in 2004.
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insufficient class time to cover the curriculum, and about 40 percent reported that
there was inadequate planning time built into the school day. In both cases, elementary
school teachers were more likely to be concerned about time than were middle school
teachers. Responses from principals were similar; in 2005 and 2006, about 20 per-
cent of middle school principals and about 40 percent of elementary school principals
reported that lack of teacher planning time was a hindrance to school improvement?
(see Tables B.57 to B.59).

Teachers reported that large class sizes and a wide range of student abilities in class
were hindrances to student academic success. Each year, about two-thirds of teachers
reported that the wide range of student abilities they had to address in class was a hin-
drance to students’ academic success. Similarly, each year slightly more than one-half
of middle school teachers and slightly less than one-half of elementary school teachers
reported that large class sizes hindered students’ academic success (see Tables B.60 and
B.506).

Most superintendents reported that districts had adequate capacity to support school
improvement. Each year, two-thirds or more of superintendents reported that their
districts had adequate staff capacity to provide schools support in most areas we stud-
ied, including facilitating improvement in low-performing schools and helping schools
analyze data for school improvement. The proportion of superintendents reporting that
they had adequate capacity to conduct PD for teachers and principals increased from
about one-third in 2004 to about two-thirds in 2006 (see Table B.61).

A minority of districts and schools were hindered by shortages of highly qualified prin-
cipals, highly qualified mathematics and science teachers, and high-quality PD opportuni-
ties for principals and teachers. Each year, over one-quarter of superintendents reported
a lack of qualified principals. According to superintendents, shortages of qualified
mathematics and science teachers hindered efforts to improve performance in about
two-thirds to three-quarters of districts each year. Across the three years, a substantial
minority of superintendents (between 15 percent and 45 percent) reported that their
improvement efforts were also hindered by shortages of high-quality PD opportunities
for principals or teachers; principals cited this concern in smaller proportions. Shortages
of qualified aides or paraprofessionals were a less frequently reported problem (fewer than
20 percent of principals identified this as a hindrance each year) (see Table B.57).

Most teachers reported that students’ lack of basic skills and lack of parental support
impeded their efforts to improve student achievement. Each year, about 70 percent of
elementary school teachers and over 80 percent of middle school teachers reported that
their efforts to improve student achievement were hindered by students’ inadequate
basic skills or prior preparation. Similar percentages of teachers reported that they were
hindered in their efforts to improve student performance by lack of support from par-
ents. In 2006, most elementary school and middle school teachers reported that inade-

9 We did not ask this question in 2004.
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quate basic skills or prior preparation and lack of support from parents were hindrances
to students’ academic success (see Figure 3.6). Student absenteeism and tardiness were
concerns for one-half of elementary school teachers and two-thirds to three-quarters of
middle school teachers (see Table B.60).

Administrators reported that changes in state policies and state leadership were imped-
iments to improvement in many districts and schools. Each year, most superintendents
said frequent changes in state policy or leadership were hindrances to improvement.
In 2006, one-third of superintendents reported that disagreements with their school
boards over policies hindered their improvement efforts, more than twice the propor-
tion in 2004. However, in contrast to the other states we studied, but as we would
expect in a state with few teacher unions, few Georgia superintendents reported that
complying with teacher association rules or policies hindered their improvement efforts.
Each year, fewer than 20 percent of principals said frequent changes in district policy
or district leadership hindered their improvement efforts (see Table B.62).

Some principals reported that a lack of guidance for teaching special-needs popu-
lations was a hindrance to their school improvement efforss. In 2005 and 2006, 15
to 30 percent of elementary school principals and 20 to 40 percent of middle
school principals reported that a lack of guidance for teaching standards to special

Figure 3.6
Georgia Teachers Reporting That Selected Conditions Were Moderate or Great Hindrances
to Students’ Academic Success
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education students was a moderate or great hindrance to their school improvement
efforts. About 20 percent of elementary school principals and between 20 and 30 per-
cent of middle school principals reported the same concern in reference to ELLs (see

Table B.63).



CHAPTER FOUR
Implementation of SBA in Pennsylvania

Background on Pennsylvania’s SBA System

Of the three states in the ISBA study, Pennsylvania had the least developed SBA system
prior to NCLB. Pennsylvania has a tradition of local control in education, with mini-
mal interference from the state. Prior to NCLB, Pennsylvania had content standards
and testing for reading and math in grades three, five, eight, and eleven, and science
standards in grades four, seven, ten, and twelve. The Pennsylvania State Board of Edu-
cation academic standards were cumulative, describing what students should know by
the end of the grade, including material learned in earlier grades. However, the stan-
dards were not designed to indicate what material would be assessed on the Pennsylva-
nia System of School Assessment (PSSA). Despite its tradition of local control, the state
was starting to play a somewhat larger role in education prior to NCLB. For example,
in 2000, the Pennsylvania General Assembly passed the Education Empowerment Act
(Article XVII-B), which allowed the state to identify low-performing districts as educa-
tion empowerment districts. Once districts were labeled as empowerment districts, the
state gave local boards of education expanded powers to improve schools by reopening
them as charters schools, reconstituting them, or restructuring them in other major
ways.

NCLB forced Pennsylvania to make a number of changes to its education system.
The content standards were revised to include new “assessment anchors,” which describe
what material is assessed at each grade level. Starting in 2006, students were tested in
math and reading in all grades from three to eight as well as in grade eleven; in the
2007-2008 school year, science testing was added for grades four, eight, and eleven. In
2004, Pennsylvania created the Pennsylvania Performance Index (PPI), which is a con-
tinuous improvement measure that is based on improvements at all levels of the PSSA.
Pennsylvania allowed schools to appeal their AYP status by demonstrating significant
growth on PPI. PPI was approved by the U.S. Department of Education in 2005 as an
alternate AYP measure. If a school fails to meet its AMO targets for its student body in
total and its subgroups, it can still meet AYP by hitting a target on PPL.

According to NCES, Pennsylvania’s eighth grade assessment in math falls in the
middle of a spectrum of states in terms of difhiculty, well above Georgia’s (NCES,
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2007) (California was not one of the states in the eighth grade math comparison).
Pennsylvania’s eighth grade reading test seems to be quite rigorous compared with that
of other states, just below California’s test in difficulty but far above Georgia’s test. The
proficient levels on both exams correspond to NAEP scores between basic and profi-
cient. Consistent with this evidence, Pennsylvania’s AMO starting points in reading
(45 percent) and math (35 percent) fall between California’s and Georgia’s (see Figures
2.1 and 2.2). Pennsylvania’s AMO trajectory follows the same step pattern as Georgia’s,
but its trajectory is necessarily steeper given its lower AMO starting points. As with the
other states in our study, Pennsylvania’s AMO target increased during the middle year
of our data collection but not in the other years we collected data.

In 2004-2005 and 2005-2006, Pennsylvania had roughly the same percentage of
schools fail to make AYP as Georgia (about 20 percent). However, as noted earlier, Penn-
sylvania had fewer schools in improvement status than did Georgia (see Table 2.1).

Pennsylvania Findings from the ISBA Study

How Did Districts, Schools, and Teachers Respond to State Accountability Efforts,
Including State Standards and State Tests?

Pennsylvania mathematics and science standards were perceived to be useful, but local cur-
riculum was not always aligned with standards. Each year, about three-quarters of Penn-
sylvania mathematics teachers reported that the state standards were useful for plan-
ning their lessons (a somewhat smaller majority than in the other states we studied).! In
comparison, only slightly more than one-half of Pennsylvania science teachers reported
that the state standards were useful for planning their lessons in 2006, but this marked
a 10 percentage-point increase from 2004. Although useful, the standards were per-
ceived by many teachers as being too broad. In 2006, about two-thirds of mathemat-
ics and science teachers reported that the state standards included more content than
could be adequately covered in a school year. This percentage had decreased among
elementary mathematics teachers and increased among elementary science teach-
ers from 2004 to 2006, suggesting growing comfort with the scope of elementary
mathematics standards but not with the science standards. At the same time, about
one-quarter of science teachers and a growing minority of mathematics teachers (from
about 15 percent in 2004 to about one-quarter in 2006) reported that the standards
omitted important topics that were part of their curriculum. Figure 4.1 shows that
despite the fact that a majority of teachers found the standards useful, many teachers
had concerns about the alignment of standards to their curriculum. Thus, in teachers’
judgments, the standards may embody unrealistic expectations for how much content

I The surveys administered in Pennsylvania asked about the “state standards and assessment anchors,” which

were considered part of the standards in that state.
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Figure 4.1
Pennsylvania Teachers Agreeing with Statements About State Content Standards, 2006
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can be covered, and there remains some misalignment between the content of the
mathematics and science standards and the content of their curricula (see Tables B.1
and B.2).

A majority of educators did not believe that Pennsylvania mathematics and science
assessments were good measures of student achievement. Administrators and teachers had
mixed opinions about the quality of the state assessments. Each year, less than one-half
of superintendents and middle school principals and just over one-half of elementary
school principals thought that state assessments accurately reflected student achieve-
ment. These responses were generally lower than in the other states we studied. Similarly,
in 20006 slightly fewer than half of mathematics teachers reported that the assessments
were a good measure of students’ mastery of content standards (although the percent-
age had increased from 2004 among elementary school teachers). Figure 4.2 shows that
a majority of elementary school principals saw state assessments as valid indicators of
student achievement but fewer middle school principals and teachers agreed. Further-
more, in 2006, about 40 percent of elementary mathematics teachers and about three-
quarters of middle school mathematics teachers reported that the mathematics assess-
ments were too difficult for their students, although these percentages had declined by 15
to 20 percentage points from 2004. Despite the introduction of the assessment anchors
in the spring of 2004 for mathematics and reading, a substantial, although declin-
ing, minority of elementary mathematics teachers (from one-third in 2004 to under
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Figure 4.2
Pennsylvania Educators Agreeing That States Assessment Scores Accurately Reflect Student
Achievement (Principals) or Are Good Measures of Student Mastery (Teachers)
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20 percent in 2006) and over one-third of middle school mathematics teachers reported
that the state tests included content not in their curriculum, and similar percentages
reported that the tests omitted content that was in their curriculum. As was the case
with standards, some teachers perceive there to be misalignment between the content
of the state assessments and the content of the local curriculum (see Tables B.3 and
B.4).

Test results were widely available in a variety of formats, but they were not always
available in a timely manner. Each year, almost all elementary school principals and
over 80 percent of middle school principals reported that test results for the school as a
whole, for student subgroups, and for content subtopics were available to them. Simi-
larly, about 80 percent of mathematics teachers reported that test results were avail-
able to them by subgroup and by subtopic each year. However, educators gave mixed
responses about the timeliness of test reporting. Fewer than one-quarter of principals
reported receiving results in a timely manner in 2006 (similar to responses in previous
years). The percentage of teachers reporting timely receipt of test reports declined from
about two-thirds in 2004 to about one-half in 2006 (see Tables B.6 to B.10).

Test results were widely used by superintendents and principals, but teachers’ reports
of usefulness decreased from 2004 to 2006. Each year, two-thirds or more of superinten-
dents reported that assessment results were helpful for each of the following purposes:
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district and school planning, focusing PD, and curriculum reform. Similarly, two-
thirds or more of principals said they found the test results useful for planning school
improvement, focusing PD, reforming curriculum, and identifying students who need
extra support. However, one-third or fewer of principals reported that the data were
useful for making decisions regarding student promotion and retention and for identi-
fying teachers’ strengths and weaknesses (far fewer than in the other states we studied)
(see Tables B.11 and B.12).

In 2006, about 60 percent of mathematics teachers said the test results were useful
for identifying gaps in curriculum and instruction and for identifying areas where they
needed to strengthen their content knowledge or teaching skills, down from about
three-quarters in 2004. About 40 percent of mathematics teachers reported that the
results were useful for tailoring instruction to individual student needs. Each year, just
under one-third of the mathematics teachers said the subgroup results were useful to
them, while about two-thirds of the mathematics teachers said the subtopic results
were useful to them (see Tables B.13, B.8, and B.9).

Superintendents increasingly promoted the use of periodic progress tests> in addition
to the annual state test, and teachers found progress test results helpful for improving teach-
ing and learning. In 2005 and 2006, between one-third and two-thirds of superinten-
dents reported that their districts required some or all elementary and middle schools
to administer periodic progress tests to monitor student learning in mathematics; few
superintendents required progress testing in science.? Progress test requirements in sci-
ence were less common in Pennsylvania than in either of the two other states we stud-
ied, which is consistent with the fact that state testing in science was implemented
later in Pennsylvania. Progress tests were typically administered either two to three
times per year or every six to eight weeks, with a smaller number of teachers reporting
more frequent testing. According to teachers, the use of progress tests in mathematics
increased from 2004 to 2006; in 2006, over half of teachers reported that they were
required to administer progress tests, up from about 30 percent of teachers in 2004.
Each year, about 70 percent of teachers in schools that used progress tests reported
that the progress test was a good measure of student mastery, and over 80 percent
reported that the progress tests helped them identify and correct gaps in curriculum
and instruction (both percentages are generally higher than the responses to compa-
rable questions regarding the annual state tests) (see Tables B.14 to B.18). Figure 4.3
shows that a majority of teachers found both annual state tests and progress tests useful
for identifying and correcting gaps in curriculum, but the percentage of elementary
school and middle school teachers who found state tests useful for this purpose was

2 Progress tests are formal assessments given periodically during the year to measure student progress in master-

ing state standards. They are also called interim tests, formative tests, and benchmark tests. To our knowledge,
these exams do not result in any consequences for teachers in the districts we studied.

3 We did not ask this question in 2004.
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Figure 4.3
Pennsylvania Teachers Agreeing That Annual State Tests and Progress Tests Are Helpful in
Identifying and Correcting Gaps in Curriculum and Instruction
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decreasing over time, and the percentage of middle school teachers who found progress
tests useful for this purpose was increasing over time.

Pennsylvania educators reported that they understood the state accountability system,
but not all agreed that AYP status was a good reflection of their students’ performance or
that AYP targets would be attained in future years. Each year, almost all Pennsylvania
administrators reported that they understood the AYP criteria being used in the state,
and 80 percent or more of educators reported that they received help to understand all
the accountability system requirements. On the other hand, a substantial, albeit declin-
ing, proportion of teachers reported that the system was too complicated to understand
(slightly more than half in 2004 and about 40 percent in 2006). In 2004, only about
one-third of superintendents and principals agreed that AYP status accurately reflected
the overall performance of their students; but by 2006, over one-half of the adminis-
trators agreed. Principals in schools that made AYP were more likely to agree that AYP
was an accurate reflection of student performance than principals in schools that did
not. Each year, a majority of superintendents and middle school principals and almost
all elementary school principals thought their schools or districts would make AYP the
next year, but one-half or fewer believed they would continue to make AYP over the
next five years (see Tables B.19 to B.23).
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What School Improvement Strategies Were Used, and Which Were Perceived to Be
Most Useful?

School improvement efforts incorporated a wide repertoire of strategies. Each year, seven of
the strategies to improve school performance were reported to be used by two-thirds
or more of principals, including matching curriculum and instruction with standards
and/or assessments, using existing research, providing additional instruction to low-
performing students, increasing the use of test data, increasing teacher PD, improving
the school planning process, and providing out-of-school time programs. Less preva-
lent, but still common, were efforts to make the school more attractive to parents or to
restructure the school day, with about half of principals reporting each of these strate-
gies each year. About one-quarter of principals reported increasing instructional time
by lengthening the school day or year or shortening recess (see Table B.24).

Data use, alignment, and focusing on low-performing students were the most impor-
tant school improvement strategies, according to principals. In 2005, the three strate-
gies identified as most important by the largest percentages of principals were increas-
ing the use of achievement data to inform instruction (about one-half of elementary
school principals and one-third of middle school principals), matching curriculum and
instruction with standards and/or assessments (about 60 percent of all principals), and
providing additional instruction to low-performing students (about one-half of ele-
mentary school principals and one-third of middle school principals). In 2006, these
three strategies continued to be the ones reported as most important by the largest
proportions of principals. Between 2005 and 2006, there was a 25 percentage-point
increase in the proportion of middle schools principals who identified increasing use
of achievement data as one of their three most important improvement strategies (see
Table B.25).

Pennsylvania principals reported that their schools and districts engaged in a wide
variety of test preparation activities. Each year, almost all principals reported that their
schools were engaged in one or more forms of test preparation, including identifying
content that is likely to appear on the state test, discussing methods for preparing stu-
dents to take tests, and distributing released copies of the test or test items. In addition,
about two-thirds of principals reported encouraging teachers to focus on students near
the proficient level (bubble kids) in both 2005 and 2006 (see Table B.26).

According to superintendents, districts provided a range of support to principals and
teachers for school improvement. In 2006, over 60 percent of districts implemented each
of the following strategies to help schools align curriculum and instruction with stan-
dards in mathematics: establishing detailed curriculum guidelines aligned with state
content standards, mapping the alignment of textbooks and instructional programs
to state standards, and developing “pacing plans” or “instructional calendars” aligned
with standards.* Generally smaller proportions of districts made similar alignment

4 These questions were not asked in 2004.
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efforts in science. Each year, about 80 percent of mathematics teachers reported that
the district actions listed above were useful to them in aligning their curriculum (see
Tables B.27 to B.30).

Each year, over 60 percent of principals reported that their districts provided
needed assistance to schools when they were having difficulties, appropriate support to
enable principals to act as instructional leaders, and appropriate instructional support
for teachers. In 2006, about 90 percent of superintendents reported that their districts
helped some or all schools obtain additional PD to apply the results of scientifically
based research about education, up from about two-thirds in 2004. Each year, 30 per-
cent or more of superintendents reported assigning additional full-time school-level
staff to support teacher development in some or all schools, and 15 percent or more pro-
vided a coach or mentor to assist the principal in some or all schools. Also, 85 percent
or more of districts helped some or all schools analyze assessment data to identify and
address problems in instruction. Most superintendents reported providing guidance
for teaching grade-level standards to ELLs and/or special education students, assisting
schools in implementing proven instructional strategies, and providing before- or after-
school, weekend, or summer programs. Technical assistance was typically offered to all
schools, not just those that were low performing (see Tables B.31 and B.32).

Superintendents also reported that districts intervened and required schools to
take certain actions to improve student performance. For example, in both 2005 and
2006 almost all districts required some or all elementary schools to offer remedial
assistance to students outside the normal school day,> and over 80 percent required
the same of middle schools. Also in both years, about one-half of districts required
schools to increase the amount of instruction that low-achieving students received in
mathematics, but few required increased time for low-achieving students in science. In
addition, some districts required schools to implement a new mathematics or science
curriculum. Each year, about one-third of districts required middle schools to imple-
ment new math curricula, and about one-third required elementary schools to do the
same. Similar proportions of districts required their schools to implement new science
curricula (see Tables B.33 to B.35).

In 2006, there were only nine schools (from a sample of 97) identified for improve-
ment in our sample, so our estimates of responses from identified schools are not as
precise as our estimates from all schools. However, in these schools the most common
forms of district or state assistance were additional PD resources and special grants to
support school improvement. There were only four schools in corrective action in our
sample in 2006 (see Tables B.36 and B.37).

PD emphasized aligning curriculum and instruction with standards, as well as other
improvement strategies. Across all three years, about 60 percent of teachers reported that
aligning curriculum and instruction with standards was a major emphasis of the PD

> We did not ask this question in 2004.
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they received. Other topics that received strong emphasis from more than one-half of
teachers each year were preparing students to take state assessments, and mathemat-
ics and mathematics teaching. About 40 percent of teachers reported an emphasis on
instructional strategies for low-achieving students, and about one-third of teachers said
that PD had a major focus on interpreting and using student test results (see Table
B.38).

Districts that reported needing technical assistance from the state often did not receive
it. In 2005 and 20006, over three-quarters of districts reported that they needed techni-
cal assistance to identify research-based instructional strategies, provide effective PD,
and use data more effectively.® However, only about 40 to 60 percent of superinten-
dents who needed technical assistance in these areas reported that they received the
assistance they needed (a level that was lower than in the other states we studied).
Similarly, one-third to one-half of the districts that needed technical assistance in other
areas in 2006 (e.g., clarifying accountability system rules and requirements, developing
curriculum guides or model lessons, promoting parent involvement, or working with
schools in need of improvement) reported that they received it. The reported receipt
of technical assistance to develop district improvement plans dropped from about 70
percent in 2005 to about 20 percent in 2006 (see Table B.39).

What Was the Impact of Accountability on Curriculum, Teacher Practice, and
Student Learning?

Most principals thought the accountability system had positive effects on curriculum and
instruction, but teachers’ responses were not as positive. Each year, more than half of
elementary school principals but slightly fewer than half of middle school principals
thought the academic rigor of the curriculum had improved because of accountability.
Teachers were less sanguine than principals, about 30 percent reporting that academic
rigor had changed for the better, and about 20 percent reporting that it changed for
the worse; these teacher responses were more negative than responses from teachers
in the other states we studied. Figure 4.4 shows that in each year, teachers were much
less likely than administrators to report that the academic rigor of the curriculum had
improved. Similarly, in 2006 about two-thirds of principals reported changes for the
better in students’ learning of important skills and knowledge, but fewer than one-
third of teachers agreed, and 15 percent of middle school teachers thought changes
had been for the worse. These percentages represent increases from 2004, in particular
among middle school principals. In addition, in 2006 over two-thirds of principals
reported that teachers’ focus on student learning had changed for the better as a result
of the state accountability system, but only about 40 percent of teachers concurred
(responses were similar in 2004). In fact, in 2004, over 15 percent of teachers reported

6 We did not ask this question in 2004.
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Figure 4.4
Pennsylvania Educators Agreeing That the Academic Rigor of the Curriculum Had Improved
as a Result of Accountability
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that the focus on student learning had actually changed for the worse as a result of the
accountability system, though this declined to fewer than 10 percent by 2006. Overall,
about two-thirds of principals but less than one-third of teachers reported each year
that the state’s accountability system was beneficial for students (see Tables B.40 and
B.41).

Each year, about 35 to 40 percent of teachers reported that their teaching prac-
tices had changed for the better as a result of the accountability system, although fewer
than 20 percent thought their relations with their students had improved, as well.
Sixty percent or more of elementary school math teachers and a growing majority of
middle school math teachers (from just over half in 2004 to three-quarters in 2006)
reported that the state tests had led them to search for more effective teaching meth-
ods. Two-thirds to three-quarters of middle schools teachers but only 15 to 20 percent
of elementary school teachers reported that they offered more assistance outside of the
school day to students who were not proficient as a result of the accountability system
(see Tables B.42 to B.44).

In 2006, almost all superintendents and about two-thirds of principals reported
that coordination of the mathematics curricula across grades had changed for the better
as a result of accountability, but only about 60 percent of superintendents and 40 per-
cent of principals reported improved coordination of the curricula in science (these
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percentages represented an increase from 2004 among superintendents). In contrast,
about 70 percent of teachers reported that staff morale had changed for the worse as
a result of the accountability system in 2004, although that percentage had declined
slightly to about 60 percent by 2006 (see Figure 4.5 and Tables B.45 and B.46).

Teachers responded to standards-based accountability by aligning their curricula and
instruction with standards and assessments, but did not report changing specific teaching
techniques. Teachers reported making a lot of changes in curricula and instruction
in response to standards-based accountability. Perhaps the most widespread change
involved aligning curricula and instruction with standards and assessments. Each
year, over three-quarters of mathematics teachers reported that they had aligned their
instruction with the standards, and over 80 percent also reported aligning instruction
with state assessments (see Table B.47).

Teachers reported that their focus on alignment was due, in part, to the test-based
accountability system. Each year, about three-quarters of elementary school math teach-
ers and over half of middle school math teachers reported that they focused more on
standards as a result of the state testing program. Over 70 percent of elementary school
math teachers and just under half of middle school math teachers also reported that as
a result of the state assessment, they focused more on covered topics and placed more
emphasis on question styles and formats from the test (see Tables B.43 and B.44).

Figure 4.5
Pennsylvania Educators Agreeing That Staff Morale Had Changed for the Worse as a Result
of Accountability
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It appears that teachers’ efforts to improve alignment did not typically involve
changing the amount of time devoted to specific subjects. Each year, over 60 percent
of teachers reported no changes in the amount of time students spent on each of the
following subjects: mathematics, reading/language arts, science, social studies, arts and
music, and physical education. Only about one-quarter to one-third of elementary
school teachers and 10 to 20 percent of middle school teachers reported increasing
the time they spent on mathematics and reading/language arts each year, and few
reported decreasing time on these two subjects. However, about one-quarter of elemen-
tary school teachers reported decreasing the time spent on science or social studies each
year. It is important to note that we asked teachers about changes over the past year in
the amount of time allocated to subjects. As a result, teachers’ responses would not be
expected to reflect cumulative changes since the enactment of NCLB. Thus, it is possi-
ble that these findings underestimate the amount of time reallocated between subjects
as a result of NCLB accountability provisions (see Tables B.48 and B.49).

In general, elementary and middle school mathematics and science teachers’
reports about particular teaching techniques were similar from 2005 to 2006. Almost
all mathematics teachers and smaller majorities of science teachers reported that they
sometimes or often used each of the following techniques included in the survey: intro-
ducing content through formal presentations or direct instruction, assigning home-
work, having students help other students learn content, reteaching topics because
performance did not meet expectations, and reviewing assessment results to identify
individual students who needed supplemental instruction or to identify topics requir-
ing more or less emphasis in instruction. In contrast, fewer than one-half of mathemat-
ics teachers reported having students work on extended mathematics investigations or
projects, but over three-quarters of science teachers reported having their student do
hands-on laboratory activities or investigations (see Tables B.50 to B.53).

About half of teachers were concerned that the strong focus on test scores deprived high-
achieving students of a challenging curriculum. Slightly more than one-half of middle
school teachers and slightly less than one-half of elementary school teachers reported in
2005 and 2006 that high-achieving students were not receiving an appropriately chal-
lenging curriculum as a result of the accountability system.” Other survey responses
offer possible explanations for this concern. Each year, over 80 percent of teachers felt
that the accountability system left little time to teach material that is not on the state
test. This can be viewed as a positive outcome given that SBA is designed to ensure that
students master the content outlined in state standards and measured by the assess-
ments. However, this narrow focus on the standards may exclude teaching advanced
material that could benefit high-achieving students. Each year, about one-quarter of
mathematics teachers said the state tests caused them to focus more on students near

the proficient level (bubble kids) than they would have absent the test (perhaps at the

7 We did not ask this question in 2004.
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expense of students farther to the extremes of the achievement spectrum) (see Tables

B.54, B.43, and B.44).

What Conditions Hindered Improvement Efforts?

Inadequate funding, inadequate materials, and insufficient time were reported to hinder
efforts to improve performance. Resources are always a concern in education, and each
year over 80 percent of superintendents reported that lack of adequate funding was
a moderate to great hindrance to their improvement efforts. Each year about three-
quarters of middle school principals and over half of elementary school principals con-
curred. School facilities were less of a concern; in 20006, fewer than 20 percent of
superintendents and elementary school principals (but more than one-third of middle
school principals) reported that inadequate school facilities impeded improvement
efforts (responses were similar in previous years). Thirty percent or more of superinten-
dents said shortages of standards-based curriculum materials were a problem each year.
Teachers reported similar judgments; one-quarter to one-third of teachers reported
that inadequate instructional materials hindered students’ academic success each year
(see Tables B.55 and B.56).

Shortages of time for planning, administration, and instruction were other fac-
tors that were reported to hinder improvement efforts. In 2006, about 60 percent of
elementary school principals and about 40 percent of middle school principals (down
from about 60 percent in 2005)® reported that they had insufficient staff time to per-
form their administrative duties. Each year, over half of Pennsylvania teachers reported
that there was insufficient class time to cover the curriculum, and about one-half of
elementary school teachers and about 30 percent of middle school teachers reported
that there was inadequate planning time built into the school day. Responses from
principals were similar; in 2006, about 40 percent of elementary school principals and
20 percent of middle school principals reported that lack of teacher planning time was
a hindrance to school improvement (responses were similar in 2005)? (see Tables B.57
to B.59).

Teachers reported that large class sizes and a wide range of student abilities in class
were hindrances to student academic success. Each year, about three-quarters of teach-
ers reported that the wide range of student abilities they had to address in class was a
hindrance to students’ academic success. Similarly, about half of teachers reported that
large class sizes hindered students’ academic success in 2006 (slightly lower than in
2004) (see Table B.60 and B.56).

Reported district capacity to support school improvement decreased between 2004 and
2006. Superintendents’ responses indicated that fewer districts had the staff capacity
to provide school support in 2006 than in 2004. In 2004, 80 percent of districts or

8 We did not ask this question in 2004.
9 We did not ask this question in 2004.
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more reported adequate capacity to facilitate improvement in low-performing schools,
help schools analyze data for school improvement, help schools identify research-based
strategies for improvement, and align curriculum with state content standards and
state assessments. However, by 2006 these proportions had dropped to 30 to 45 per-
cent of districts. This pattern is in stark contrast to California and Georgia, where
reported staff capacity typically increased over the three years from already high levels
in 2004 (see Table B.61).

Some districts and schools were hindered by shortages of highly qualified principals
and highly qualified mathematics and science teachers, and one-half of districts or fewer
were hindered by a lack of high-quality PD opportunities for principals and teachers. A
shortage of human capital was a concern for superintendents and principals, as well.
Each year, 20 to 30 percent of superintendents reported a lack of qualified principals,
and about 20 percent of middle school principals reported a lack of highly qualified
teachers. Shortages of qualified mathematics and science teachers hindered efforts to
improve performance in 30 to 40 percent of districts. In addition, one-third to one-half
of superintendents reported each year that their improvement efforts were hindered by
shortages of high-quality PD opportunities for principals and for teachers. About one-
half of middle school principals also reported a lack of high-quality PD opportunities
for teachers in 2004 and 2006 (there was an unexplained dip in 2005). The percentage
of elementary school principals reporting a lack of high-quality PD opportunities for
both principals and teachers doubled between 2004 and 2006, from about 15 percent
to about one-third. Shortages of qualified aides or paraprofessionals were a problem for
about 15 to 30 percent of principals each year (see Table B.57).

Most teachers reported that lack of parental support and students’ lack of basic skills
impeded their efforts to improve student achievement. Each year, about 70 percent of
elementary school teachers and 80 percent of middle school teachers reported that
their efforts to improve student achievement were hindered by lack of support from
parents, while over 60 percent of elementary school teachers and over 80 percent of
middle school teachers reported that inadequate basic skills or prior preparation was a
hindrance. In 2006, most elementary school and middle school teachers reported that
inadequate basic skills or prior preparation and lack of support from parents were hin-
drances to students’ academic success (see Figure 4.6). In addition, student absentee-
ism and tardiness were concerns for half of the elementary school teachers and over 70
percent of the middle school teachers each year (see Table B.60).

Administrators reported that changes in state policies and state leadership, as well as
compliance with teacher association rules, were impediments to improvement. Admin-
istrative concerns hindered some superintendents and principals in their efforts to
improve performance. Each year, more than two-thirds of superintendents said fre-
quent changes in state policy or leadership were hindrances to improvement. Super-
intendent reports that complying with teacher association rules or policies hindered
their improvement efforts increased from about 40 percent in 2004 to 70 percent
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Figure 4.6
Pennsylvania Teachers Reporting That Selected Conditions Were Moderate or Great
Hindrances to Students’ Academic Success
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in 2006. In 2006, about one-quarter of superintendents reported that disagreements
with district school boards over policies hindered their improvement efforts (up from
fewer than 10 percent in 2004). Some principals said frequent changes in district policy
or district leadership hindered their improvement efforts (see Table B.62).

Some principals reported that a lack of guidance for teaching special-needs popula-
tions was a hindrance to their school improvement efforts. In 2005 and 2006, about one-
quarter of elementary school principals and between 20 and 40 percent of middle
school principals reported that a lack of guidance for teaching standards to special
education students (i.e., students in IEPs) was a moderate or great hindrance to their
school improvement efforts. Between 15 and 30 percent of elementary school princi-
pals and 20 percent or fewer middle school principals cited the same concern in refer-
ence to ELLs (see Table B.63).






CHAPTER FIVE
Conclusions

Although this study examined only three states, we think the results can be valu-
able to educators and policymakers concerned with the implementation of No Child
Left Behind, in particular, and the application of standards-based accountability, in
general. First, we observed common responses across districts and schools in Cali-
fornia, Georgia, and Pennsylvania that may generalize to other states. Respondents
had strong opinions about NCLB itself, steps that were taken to implement it, and its
impact on their practices. Understanding these reactions from the field can be benefi-
cial in thinking about how to achieve the goals of the existing legislation and improve
future authorizations of the law. Second, in some cases, educators’ responses changed
consistently during the three years of the study. Where clear trends appeared, we can
make inferences about dynamic features of implementation to help set expectations
for future growth or decline. Third, there were some notable differences in responses
among the three states. Although these differences cannot always be fully explained
in terms of the elements of state context that we measured, context can often be used
to relate results from this study to other states. The following paragraphs discuss these
three types of conclusions based on evidence from California, Georgia, and Pennsylva-
nia during the period 2004 to 2006. We will not review every finding from the study,
but we will draw attention to issues that have arisen in other research on NCLB and
themes that might be of particular interest for future efforts to design and implement
standards based accountability. Where appropriate, we compare results of this study
with findings from recent research on the implementation of NCLB, including results
from the National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left Behind (U.S. Department of
Education, 2007a and 2007b) and a series of studies conducted by the Center on Edu-
cation Policy (CEP, 2006, 2007a, 2007b, and 2008).

63
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Common Themes Across the Three States

States, Districts, and Schools Have Adapted Their Policies and Practices to Support
the Implementation of NCLB

Although these changes took a few years, by the end of this study, all three states had
constructed most of the infrastructure needed to support standards-based account-
ability, including academic standards, aligned assessments, reporting mechanisms, and
support structures. This finding is consistent with national reports that all states had
adopted academic standards and were making progress in implementing the required
tests by 2005-2006 (U.S. Department of Education, 2007b, pp. 10-11). Further-
more, educators in all three states were familiar with federal rules as implemented in
their states; they appeared to understand the language of the reform, the policies that
affected them directly, and the responsibilities that were theirs.

Alignment Was a Major Focus of Efforts to Implement NCLB

Efforts were made at all levels—state, district, school, and classroom—to ensure consis-
tency among the standards, assessments, curriculum, and instruction. There were some
false starts (e.g., Georgia’s initial standards were judged to be insufficiently rigorous;
Pennsylvania’s initial standards lacked the level of detail teachers wanted), but states
responded with changes to address those shortcomings. Not surprisingly, alignment
was a major focus of implementation efforts across the country, as well. Forty-nine
states reported that their strategies to raise student achievement relied either moder-
ately or to a great extent on having curriculum and instruction aligned with stan-
dards and/or assessments (CEP, 2007b, p. 9). Over 70 percent of schools nationwide
reported that aligning curriculum and instruction with standards and/or assessments
was a major focus of their school improvement efforts (U.S. Department of Education,
2007b, p. 88).

Despite all these efforts, misalignment remains a concern among a minority of
teachers in these three states. Teachers reported that both standards and assessments
exclude some topics that are part of their local curriculum and include some topics that
are not. Figure 5.1 shows that although a majority of math and science teachers in each
state found the standards useful for planning lessons, many teachers were concerned
that the standards either included too much content or omitted important content.
Such misalignment might occur because textbook adoptions occur infrequently and
some districts have not yet caught up, because old materials are still in use, or because
teachers or administrators are reluctant to change a curriculum that they endorse and/
or find familiar.

Similar alignment challenges have been reported in national studies. For exam-
ple, while 90 percent of teachers nationwide reported that they had access to district or
school content standards to augment the state standards, only 47 percent had access to
detailed information showing the alignment of required textbooks and instructional



Conclusions 65

Figure 5.1
Teachers Agreeing with Statements About State Academic Standards, 2006
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programs to state standards (U.S. Department of Education, 2007b, p. 90). Eighteen
percent of teachers said that having textbooks that are not aligned with state standards
was a moderate or major challenge to improving student performance (U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, 2007b, p. 91).

Educators Think That Test Results Are a Good Measure of Student Mastery and
Provide Useful Information for Improving Curriculum and Instruction
Despite some reported mismatches between testing and curriculum, most administra-
tors and many teachers in all three states report that test results provide a good measure
of student mastery, i.c., they are confident in the quality of the information provided
by the tests. Confidence in the value of test results can also be inferred from the wide-
spread adoption in these three states of periodic progress tests to monitor instruction
more frequently. In fact, progress tests are becoming far more common across the
country; two-thirds of schools reported supplementing annual state tests with progress
assessments (U.S. Department of Education, 2007b, p. 97). Teachers in California,
Georgia, and Pennsylvania schools that adopted progress tests agree that those tests are
good measures of student mastery, as well.

Teachers also report that the information they obtain from student tests is useful
for identifying and correcting gaps in curriculum and instruction. This finding is con-
sistent with national reports of efforts to use achievement data for school improvement.
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For example, 82 percent of identified schools and 67 percent of nonidentified schools
said that using data to inform instruction was a major focus of their school improve-
ment efforts (U.S. Department of Education, 2007b, p. 88). In fact, teachers in schools
that use progress tests were more likely to report that progress tests were useful for
identifying and correcting gaps in curriculum and instruction than teachers in all
schools were to report that annual state tests were useful for these purposes.

Most Educators Report That NCLB Has Had a Positive Impact on Teaching and
Learning, Although Concerns Remain About Potential Negative Effects on Some
Students

Almost all administrators and most teachers in California, Georgia, and Pennsylva-
nia agreed that state academic standards were useful guides and that standards-based
accountability had led to certain improvements in instruction. In particular, educators
in these three states felt that NCLB had led teachers to focus more on student learn-
ing and had resulted in improvement in the academic rigor of the curriculum. CEP
(2007b, p. 2) reports that educators think the NCLB interventions for low-performing
schools—such as extending the day, assigning outside experts, or implementing new
curriculum—are effective, as well.

However, many teachers raised concerns that the system was not serving all stu-
dents equally well. For example, many thought that NCLB led teachers to focus on the
bubble kids—those near the proficient level (perhaps at the expense of students who
had farther to go to reach proficiency). As can be seen in Figure 5.2, the percentage
of elementary school math teachers who reported that they focused more on students
who were close to proficient as a result of the state math assessment increased over
time in each of the three states we studied (although the change was not statistically
significant in Pennsylvania). In addition, some teachers reported that high-achieving
students were not receiving appropriately challenging curriculum and instruction.

Despite the Changes in Alignment and Instructional Planning, It Appears That
Teaching Techniques Have Generally Not Changed

Teachers in California, Georgia, and Pennsylvania reported many changes that relate
to instruction (e.g., aligning the content of lessons with the standards, using test results
to make instructional plans), but they did not appear to have made changes in their
regular interactions with students (e.g., direct instruction, use of peer coaching). The
evidence we collected suggests that teachers were not changing their day-to-day instruc-
tional techniques in response to NCLB. This finding is interesting in light of national
reports that most districts are providing training to help teachers change their teach-
ing techniques to be more effective. In one national study, over 60 percent of districts
reported that they were training teachers to use specific methods to address the aca-
demic needs of low-performing subgroups of students in either reading or mathemat-
ics (CEP, 2007b, p. 25). Our surveys may not have been sensitive to these particular
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Figure 5.2
Elementary School Teachers Reporting That They Focused More on Students Near
Proficiency in Mathematics as a Result of State Mathematics Assessments
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efforts, or districts in these states may not have been typical of the nation; however, it
would be wise to explore further the actual impact of districts’ PD efforts on teachers’
instructional practices.

Teachers Are Less Sanguine Than Administrators About the Validity of Test Scores
and the Impact of NCLB on Students

In all three states, teachers were more likely than administrators to find fault with the
state tests and to worry about the impact of the reform on certain students. For exam-
ple, fewer teachers than administrators thought the tests were good measures of stu-
dent performance, and many teachers reported that the tests were too difficult for their
students. Figure 5.3 shows that in 2006, a smaller proportion of teachers than either
district administrators or school principals thought that state exams were valid indi-
cators of student achievement. As can be seen in Figure 5.4, principals were generally
more likely than were teachers to think that the accountability system overall had been
beneficial for students. Our case study interviews suggest that teachers were acutely
aware of the problems some students had performing well on state tests, and they may
be less optimistic in their judgments as a result. Administrators, who are farther from
the classroom, may be less attuned to these specific concerns.
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Figure 5.3
Educators Agreeing That State Assessment Scores Accurately Reflect Student Achievement
(Administrators) or Are Good Measures of Student Mastery (Teachers), 2006
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Districts and Schools Are Engaged in a Wide Variety of Reforms

Superintendents and principals reported making many changes in efforts to improve
performance. The most attention has been paid to alignment, focusing on low-
performing students, and using test results. Yet, almost every strategy included in
the survey was endorsed by a majority of respondents. This multifaceted approach
to school improvement is consistent with national reports that nearly all schools are
making many improvement efforts. For example, more than half of the principals
reported placing a major emphasis on nine of the ten improvement strategies included
in the National Longitudinal Study of the NCLB school survey (U.S. Department of
Education, 2007b, p. 88).

There Are Small but Notable Differences in Implementation Between Elementary
and Middle Schools

In this study, as in other studies of NCLB, there were a number of differences in
responses associated with school level. For example, elementary schools in California,
Georgia, and Pennsylvania were more likely than middle schools to implement prog-
ress tests and to be required to implement a new curriculum. The first finding is con-
sistent with the National Longitudinal Study of NCLB, which found that 76 percent
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Figure 5.4
Educators Agreeing That State’s Accountability System Has Been Beneficial for Students,
2006
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of elementary schools were administering progress tests in reading compared with 57
percent of middle schools and only 48 percent of high schools (U.S. Department of
Education, 2007b, p. 98). Elementary school teachers in the current study were more
likely than middle school teachers to receive PD that focused on the use of test results.
By comparison, the National Longitudinal Study did not find big differences in the
amount of PD focusing on mathematics and reading instruction that was received by
elementary and secondary teachers (U.S. Department of Education, 2007a, p. 72).
Yet, CEP (2007b, pp. 19-20) reported that districts were more likely to use selected
improvement strategies—including increasing the amount of PD—with identified ele-
mentary schools than with identified secondary schools. Furthermore, in two of the
three states, a higher proportion of elementary school teachers than middle school
teachers increased the time they devoted to mathematics in each of the three years we
studied. We hypothesize, as did the authors of the CEP report, that some of these dif-
ferences can be attributed to the fact that schedules are typically less flexible in second-
ary schools, where students have different teachers for each subject. It is also interesting
to note that elementary school principals in California, Georgia, and Pennsylvania
were more likely than middle school principals to believe their school would make AYP
over the next five years.
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There Are Major Differences in Implementation Between the Subjects of
Mathematics and Science

The NCLB guidelines give states more time to implement science standards and tests
than mathematics or reading standards and tests,' require science testing at fewer grade
levels than mathematics and reading testing, and do not include science results in
determining a school’s AYP. As a result, in California, Georgia, and Pennsylvania far
more effort has been made to implement standards-based accountability in mathemat-
ics than in science. This finding is illustrated by the fact that fewer schools report
aligning their science programs with standards, implementing a new science curricu-
lum, allocating more time to science instruction, or providing PD for teaching science.
While not surprising given the NCLB requirements, this pattern is worthy of note
because it illustrates an important feature of standards-based accountability: Subjects
that do not “count” as much do not command resources or attention.?

Administrative Efforts Were Hindered by Lack of Funding and Lack of Time;
Instructional Efforts Were Hindered by Lack of Time, Large and Heterogeneous
Classes, and Poor Student Preparation

Meeting the expectations of NCLB has proven to be a challenging task, and educators
in California, Georgia, and Pennsylvania highlighted a number of factors that hinder
their progress. Both superintendents and principals reported that inadequate funding
presents an obstacle to improvement. They also complained that administrative staff
has inadequate time to perform all their duties. Time was also a concern when it comes
to instruction. Most teachers said there is inadequate class time to cover the curricu-
lum, and about half said they also lack adequate planning time during the day. Teach-
ers also reported that their efforts are hampered by the large number of students in
their classes and the wide range of student abilities they have to address. Finally, teach-
ers were concerned that their students lack basic skills (that they should have learned
previously) and that they do not receive adequate support from parents. Some of these
concerns echo findings from a CEP case study of restructuring schools in California;
many respondents reported that schools’ efforts to raise achievement were hampered by
factors outside of their control (CEP, 2008, p. 2).

' States did not have to implement science tests until 2007-2008, the year after our third round of surveys.

2 Tt is worth noting that California’s own accountability system did include science results, although science

counted for only a small percentage of a school’s score.
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Trends

Patterns based on three years of data can only cautiously be interpreted as trends.
Nevertheless, it is interesting to note the following instances in which we found con-
sistently increasing or decreasing reports during the study period.

State Infrastructure for Accountability Has Improved

According to reports from administrators and teachers, the departments of educa-
tion in these three states were generally becoming more efficient with their assessment
and reporting systems, providing information more quickly or in more diverse ways.
This finding is consistent with national reports that found that states were improving
their data systems during this period (U.S. Department of Education, 2007b, p. 65).
Improved data systems are one of the ways in which the impact of the law continued
to “broaden and deepen” during this period (CEP, 2006, p. vii). While there were also
some improvements at the local level (e.g., fewer reports of shortages of aligned curri-
cula, inadequate facilities, or inadequate funding), local conditions were static in many
districts in California, Georgia, and Pennsylvania.

State Reporting of Test Results Has Become Timelier and More Complete

Despite some problems with test administration in Georgia and the implementation of
new examinations in Pennsylvania, the reporting of test results has generally improved
over this time period. Growing percentages of elementary school respondents in all
three states (and secondary school respondents in Georgia) said that test results were
being provided in a more timely manner, or that they had access to subgroups or
subtopic data, or both. Again, this finding matches national findings that states were
improving the timeliness of their performance reports during this period (U.S. Depart-

ment of Education, 2007b, p. 64—65).

The Use of Progress Tests Is Growing, as Are Efforts to Use Test Results for
Instructional Decisionmaking

Increasing proportions of educators reported that periodic progress assessments were
being administered to students so teachers would have more frequent and immediate
data to use for instructional planning. Figure 5.5 shows that in each state the percent-
age of math teachers who reported that they were required to administer progress tests
increased from 2004 to 2006 (although the changes from 2004 to 2006 were not
always statistically significant). Also, teachers were more likely to report that the results
from such progress tests were useful to them than the results from annual state assess-
ments. This growth is consistent with a growing emphasis on data-driven decisionmak-
ing as a school improvement tool (Marsh, Pane, and Hamilton, 2006). Our longitudi-
nal study allows us to monitor growth more closely than the national studies of NCLB
implementation, but these findings are consistent with the prominence of progress tests
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Figure 5.5
Teachers Required to Administer Mathematics Progress Tests

100

Elementary Middle school

l 2004
E 2005
2006

90

80 |—

70 |—

60

50

Percentage

40

30

20

10

California Georgia Pennsylvania California Georgia Pennsylvania

RAND MG784-5.5

and efforts to promote the use of test data for improvement that have been reported
nationally (CEP, 2007b; U.S. Department of Education, 2007b). Neither this study
nor the national studies offer much evidence about the success of such efforts, but they
are generally endorsed by teachers and administrators in these three states.

Educators Are Growing More Positive Toward Accountability Policies

Growing proportions of educators in the three states reported that accountability has
improved the academic rigor of the curriculum and increased the school’s focus on
student learning. During this period, teachers were also more likely to report that their
own teaching had improved as a result of accountability (although these gains were not
always statistically significant and there were no changes over time in their reported
use of specific teaching practices).

Concerns About Low Morale Continue, but Are Becoming Less Common

Educators in these three states raised concerns about the negative effects of account-
ability, particularly its impact on teacher morale. This finding is consistent with CEP
reports from several districts that “NCLB has escalated pressure on teachers to a stress-
ful level and has negatively affected staff morale in some schools” (CEP, 2006, p. 1).
Yet, the prevalence of these concerns in California, Georgia, and Pennsylvania declined
during the period of this study, as can be seen clearly in Figure 5.6. We cannot say
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Figure 5.6
Teachers Agreeing That Staff Morale Has Changed for the Worse as a Result of
Accountability

100

Elementary Middle school

l 2004
E 2005
2006

20 |—

80 |—

70 |-

60 [—

50 |—

Percentage

40 |—

30 |~

20 |—

10 |—

California Georgia Pennsylvania California Georgia Pennsylvania

RAND MG784-5.6

whether the decline reflects positive changes in the environment or readjustment on
the part of respondents, but it is certainly a welcome development.

Distinctive Approaches by States

We also observed differences in NCLB implementation among the states in a number
of areas. These differences may be explained, in part, by three facts. First, the states set
very different levels for proficiency. We did not observe this directly, but using NAEP
as a yardstick, other researchers have established that there are substantial differences
among these three states in the difficulty of the proficiency cutoff point (U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, 2007b, p. 19). The Georgia standard for proficiency is less rigorous
than the Pennsylvania standard, which is, in turn, less rigorous than the California
standard (NCES, 2007). One consequence of the differences in proficiency levels is
that the percentage of proficient students is much greater in Georgia than in the other
states. This translates into differences in AMO starting points for schools and differ-
ences in annual gains required to stay on target. As a result, meeting annual targets
may be easier in Georgia than in Pennsylvania or California. A second factor is that
Georgia is a “right to work” state, and teacher unions are not a strong presence in rela-
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tions between teachers and school districts. Third, California has a more diverse stu-
dent population than the other two states, and more-heterogeneous schools must meet
more targets under NCLB and tend to make AYP at lower rates. These are just three of
many context and policy differences among the states. With this background in mind,
we highlight a few state-level differences.

States Varied in Their Capacity to Implement NCLB
NCLB has placed additional demands on states, and many lack the capacity to respond.
According to a 2006 national study, 36 states did not have enough staff to implement
NCLB, and 33 states found that federal funds were inadequate to assist all schools
that were identified for improvement (CEP, 2006, pp. ix—x). California, Georgia, and
Pennsylvania differed in a number of ways that influenced their capacity to implement
NCLB and to support district and school improvement. Pennsylvania had a strong
tradition of local control and a relatively decentralized education system prior to 2001.
The Pennsylvania Department of Education was small compared with those of the
other states, and it had less experience in a number of areas. As a result, Pennsylvania
was slower to implement many of the provisions of NCLB and provided less direct sup-
port to schools and districts. For example, Pennsylvania superintendents were less likely
than their counterparts in California and Georgia to report receiving needed technical
assistance from the state; fewer principals and teachers in Pennsylvania reported receiv-
ing information in a timely manner; and more teachers reported not understanding the
state test results. National studies confirm that some state agencies have greater capac-
ity challenges than others (CEP, 2007a, p. 2), and they document wide variation in the
strategies states have employed to provide support services to schools and districts (U.S.
Department of Education, 2007a, pp. 74—78). Our three-state study highlights some of
the ways these capacity and support issues manifest themselves in particular states.
Georgia was unique among the three states in having science assessments in place
in grades three through eight prior to NCLB. As a result, science assessments were
more familiar to educators in Georgia, and more districts in the state were implement-
ing progress testing in science. California had a distinctive policy with respect to test
preparation during much of this period. The California Department of Education did
not release any items from its state test, and it had a policy that discouraged test prepa-
ration behaviors that might appear to be inappropriate. As a result, teachers were less
likely to report certain test-focused classroom practices.

Georgia Educators Were Relatively More Positive Toward NCLB Than Were
California or Pennsylvania Educators

While there was general agreement among educators across the states on many of the
issues we addressed, responses from Georgia were often more positive than responses
from the other states. Furthermore, in some cases Georgia educators responded posi-
tively while educators in the other two states gave mixed or negative responses. These
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findings may be the result of better implementation: Georgia teachers were more likely
to report that they received sufficient technical assistance than did teachers in other
states. However, the Georgia advantage may also be due to “external” confounding
factors. We hinted above at one possible explanation: Georgia educators were having
more success meeting their AYP targets relative to educators in California and Penn-
sylvania because they had lower targets. Another possibility, which we did not explore
in this study, is that Georgia educators are generally not affiliated with national unions;
teacher unions in their desire to protect teachers’ rights may resist external interven-
tions like those associated with NCLB.

Looking Ahead

This study suggests that NCLB has led to distinctive accountability systems in each
state, although each was derived from the same federal legislation. States used the
flexibility in the law to develop accountability systems that reflect local conditions.
The reauthorization of ESEA should recognize that this variation exists and develop
policies accordingly. In some cases, new regulations may be needed to reduce or elimi-
nate differences—e.g., to make proficiency in reading and mathematics similar across
states. This study found a number of attitudes and behaviors associated with the overall
level of student proficiency in the states. In other cases, it may be appropriate to relax
rules to give states additional flexibility. This study suggests that school improvement
efforts might be more effective if they were responsive to local conditions. Rather than
imposing a fixed set of choices that apply when schools fail to achieve AYP for a given
number of years, improvement efforts should be customized to address the specific
causes of the failure and the capacity that exists locally.

There is also a lesson for SBA in general. Educators have become comfortable with
the underlying SBA theory of action—set clear goals, develop measures, and establish
consequences to encourage educators to achieve them. They are not comfortable when
the implementation of that theory seems inconsistent with their local situation—e.g.,
when the standards do not match their local curriculum, when the proficient level
seems unattainable for many of their students, or when their school is judged against
targets that feel unattainable. It would seem that engaging educators in the develop-
ment or refinement of the SBA framework (e.g., the reauthorization of NCLB) would
be a good way to attempt to bridge this gap.






APPENDIX A

Sampling and Response Rate Tables

Tables A.1 through A.6 show the sampling and response rates for our study.

Table A.1

Size of K-12 Public School Systems, 2005-2006

Feature California Georgia Pennsylvania
Districts 1,128 204 730
Schools 9,863 2,489 3,250
Teachers 309,198 108,535 122,397
Students 6,437,202 1,598,461 1,830,684

SOURCE: NCES (undated).

Table A.2

Student Demographic Characteristics, 2003-2004

Characteristic California (%) Georgia (%) Pennsylvania (%)
White 30 48 75
Hispanic 47 8 6

Black 8 38 16

Asian 1" 3 2
Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 48 50 31

ELLs 24 5 3
Students with disabilities 1" 12 15

SOURCES: ELL data for Pennsylvania come from Pennsylvania Department of Education (2006).
All other data come from NCES (undated).
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-l;ailgtlreic?.:ample and Cooperation, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, and 2005-2006

Sampling California Georgia Pennsylvania Total
2003-2004

Initial sample number 27 27 27 81
Replacement sample number 13 5 5 23
Total sample number 40 32 32 104
Number cooperating 19 25 24 68
Cooperation rate (%) 47.5 78.1 75 65.4

2004-2005 and 2005-2006

Total sample number 56 37 39 132
Number cooperating 31 30 31 92
Cooperation rate (%) 55 81 80 70
Table A.4
School Sample and Cooperation, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, and 2005-2006
Sampling California Georgia Pennsylvania Total
2003-2004
No. in sample 78 116 103 297
No. of cooperating schools 63 108 96 267
Cooperation rate (%) 80.7 93.1 93.2 89.9
2004-2005
No. in sample 122 124 107 353
No. of cooperating schools 91 m 99 301
Cooperation rate (%) 75 90 93 85
2005-2006
No. in sample 122 124 107 353
No. of cooperating schools 91 m 97 299

Cooperation rate (%) 74.6 89.5 90.7 84.7
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zizl:r;or;.tsendent Survey Responses, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, and 2005-2006

Response California Georgia Pennsylvania Total
2003-2004

No. of cooperating districts 19 25 24 68
No. completing superintendent survey 18 20 22 60
Survey response rate (%) 94.7 80 91.6 88.2
2004-2005

No. of cooperating districts 31 30 31 92
No. completing superintendent survey 24 24 19 67
Survey response rate (%) 77.4 80.0 61.3 72.8
2005-2006

No. of cooperating districts 31 30 31 92
No. completing superintendent survey 26 21 20 67

Survey response rate (%) 83.9 70.0 64.5 72.8
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;?itr)\lcei:;fand Teacher Survey Responses, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, and 2005-2006
Sampling and Response California Georgia Pennsylvania Total
2003-2004

No. of cooperating schools 63 108 96 267
No. of principal survey responses 51 88 88 227
Principal response rate (%) 80.9 81.5 91.7 85.3
No. in teacher sample 692 1,522 1,073 3,287
No. of teacher survey responses 487 1,318 926 2,731
Teacher response rate (%) 70.4 86.6 86.3 83.1
2004-2005

No. of cooperating schools 91 m 99 301
No. of principal survey responses 78 95 87 260
Principal response rate (%) 86 86 88 86
No. in teacher sample 1,013 1,605 1,050 3,668
No. of teacher survey responses 826 1,409 938 3,173
Teacher response rate (%) 81.5 87.8 89.3 86.5
2005-2006

No. of cooperating schools 91 m 97 299
No. of principal survey responses 75 96 88 259
Principal response rate (%) 82.4 86.5 90.7 86.6
No. in teacher sample 972 1,574 1,059 3,605
No. of teacher survey responses 670 1,366 931 2,967

Teacher response rate (%) 68.9 86.8 87.9 82.3




APPENDIX B
Results Tables

For explanations of the abbreviations in the results tables, see the abbreviations list in
the front matter.

I::Ici:;: Agreeing That Standards Are Useful for Planning Lessons
California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
Standards 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Math 91 88 90 91 88 86 76 73 81
(2 (2) (2) Q) Q) (2 (3 (3 (2)
Science 86 84 81 90 84 83 44 43 54

@) (2) (3) (M ) ) @) (3) (3)

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree.
Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly agree responses.
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Table B.2
Teachers Agreeing with Statements About Content Coverage of State Standards

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Statement Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
State content standards for mathematics
Include more 83 86 81 85 81 84 70 84 68 71 55 59 74 78 64 74 65 78
contentthancanbe (3) (3) 3 @3 3 @ 3 @ 3 3 3 @ @) (6) @)  (6) @) (5
adequately covered
in the school year
Do not cover some 15 23 20 21 24 27 22 27 21 24 17 27 15 30 22 34 23 34
important content 2 5 3 @ 3 @ 2 @ 2 @ @ @ 2 () 2 5 2 (5)
areas
State content standards for science
Include more 60 74 65 79 60 79 56 82 53 78 43 56 49 78 55 62 60 77
contentthancanbe (6)  (5) @ Q3 @ @ 3 @ 3 3 3 @ @ @3 @)  (6) 3 @
adequately covered
in the school year
Do not cover some 15 40 19 37 23 45 35 29 36 34 23 41 19 33 22 37 24 41
important content @ @ 3 @ 3 @ 3 3 2 @ 2 @3 @)  (6) @ (3) (5)

areas

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree. Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly

agree responses.
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Table B.3
Administrators Agreeing That State Assessment Scores Accurately Reflect Student
Achievement

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
Respondent 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
District 95 65 68 78 68 84 32 49 44
superintendents (5) (12) (10) (10) (13) (8) (11) (15) (13)
Elementary school 65 34 60 78 75 70 58 56 64
principals (12) (10) (8) (5) (6) (7) () (10) (8)
Middle school 70 64 63 60 64 61 29 40 42

principals (13) (1) (13) ®) (8) ) (1) (12) (1)

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree.
Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly agree responses.



I::Ic?\:r.:Agreeing with Statements About State Math Assessments
California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Statement Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid

The state math assessment

Is a good measure of 38 39 42 38 42 47 56 55 60 57 59 57 38 36 45 50 50 42
students’ mastery of  (3)  (5) 3 @ @ Q) 3 @) 2 @) (E) N ) @ @ @ @ @ ®
content standards

Is too difficult for 48 70 47 65 46 54 26 48 31 46 25 36 59 75 47 64 40 61

the majority of my (5)  (5) (5) @ 6 @ (€)EE)) 3) @ 3) 3 (5)  (6) @ @ @ (8
students

Includes considerable 27 39 33 32 27 27 19 24 24 27 18 23 32 43 25 43 17 45
content thatisnotin (5)  (6) 3 @ 3 @ 2 @ 2 @ 2 3 @ 5 (3) () (€) N )]
our curriculum

Omits considerable 30 38 35 30 36 32 26 34 26 37 25 29 24 37 27 49 26 36
content thatisinour (5)  (4) 3 3 @ @3 3 @3 2 @3 2 3 3 @ (3 () 3 @3
curriculum

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree. Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly
agree responses.
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E:Ic?\:r:ss Agreeing with Statements Regarding State Science Assessments
California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Statement Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid

The state science assessment

Is a good measure of 28 22 21 30 23 22 46 43 46 47 54 40
students’ mastery of (7) (16) 8) (10) (5) (10) 4 @ 3) @ 3) @)
content standards

Is too difficult for the 61 86 64 73 74 75 40 52 43 45 42 34
majority of my students (8)  (9) (7) (18) (5) (15) 3) @ 3) 3 4 3

Includes considerable 37 52 44 54 52 78 32 33 33 39 29 31
content that is not in (10)  (7) (7) (10) (7)) (10) (3) (4) 3) 3 (2) (3)
our curriculum

Omits considerable 26 18 36 28 39 24 29 43 28 45 25 40
content that is in our 8 (12) (7) (10) (5) (10) 3) (4) (2) (3) 3) 3)
curriculum

NOTES: Pennsylvania is omitted from this table because that state did not have science assessments
during these years. Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree.
Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly agree responses.



Table B.6

Elementary School Principals Reporting That State Test Results Are Available and Useful

California, % (SE)

Georgia, % (SE)

Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Results Avib Usfl Avib Usfl Avib Usfl Avib Usfl Avilb Usfl Avlb Usfl Avib Usfl Avlb Usfl Avib Usfl
Reports of last year's 100 87 98 81 100 91 91 88 98 92 100 100 96 79 96 84 100 82
test results for the (NA)  (8) (1) (8) (NA)  (5) 4) (5) (2) (4) (NA)  (0) (2) (7) (3) (8) (NA)  (7)
students at your
school /ast year
Reports of last year's 95 86 100 86 96 93 100 95 98 98 100 100 96 81 99 93 100 89
test results for the (3) 9) (NA)  (8) (3) (4) (NA) (4 (2) (2) (NA)  (0) (3) (7) (1) (4) (NA)  (5)
students at your
school this year
Test results 100 70 100 72 100 95 100 92 92 91 98 97 96 64 100 59 98 74
summarized for each (NA) (7) (NA)  (9) (NA)  (3) (NA)  (4) (4) (4) (2) (2) (3) (8) (NA)  (8) (2) (8)
student subgroup
Test results 97 79 88 71 91 91 97 79 96 94 93 93 98 79 100 85 99 93
summarized by @ ® (0 (5 () 3 @ 3 6 @ @ (2 (8 (NA) () mn @

subtopic or skill

NOTES: Response options included not available, available and not useful, available and minimally useful, available and moderately useful, and
available and very useful. Percentages for useful represent the sum of moderately useful and very useful responses from principals who said that the

test results were available.
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Table B.7
Middle School Principals Reporting That State Test Results Are Available and Useful

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Results Avib Usfl Avib Usfl Avib Usfl Avib Usfl Avilb Usfl Avlb Usfl Avib Usfl Avib Usfl Avlib Usfl
Reports of last year's 95 93 93 74 100 78 97 75 98 89 100 97 83 73 81 77 100 78
test results for the (5) (6) (7) (1)  (NA) (14) (2) (8) (1 (6) (NA)  (3) (14) (14 (16) (16) (NA) (9)
students at your
school /ast year
Reports of last year's 98 98 100 92 100 89 88 75 100 92 100 100 87 65 100 72 90 78
test results for the (2) 20 (NA) () (NA)  (6) (6) (8) (NA) (5)  (NA) (0) (8) (14) (NA) (16) (7)  (10)
students at your
school this year
Test results 100 96 100 89 100 92 98 84 96 89 100 93 100 56 100 59 100 78
summarized for each (NA) (4) (NA)  (7)  (NA) (6) (2) (7) (3) (6) (NA)  (5)  (NA) (14) (NA) (14) (NA) (9
student subgroup
Test results 96 94 96 81 99 91 95 86 94 87 83 83 100 81 100 84 100 87
summarized by 3 @ 3 © 1 ) 3 O @ (® (0 (@10 (NA) (9 (NA) (9 (NA) (7)

subtopic or skill

NOTES: Response options included not available, available and not useful, available and minimally useful, available and moderately useful, and
available and very useful. Percentages for useful represent the sum of moderately useful and very useful responses from principals who said
that the test results were available.
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-IIE-?:rLeelra\.tiry School Teachers Reporting That Mathematics and Science State Test Results Are Available and Useful
California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Results Avail Useful Avail Useful Avail Useful Avail Useful Avail Useful Avail Useful Avail Useful Avail Useful Avail Useful
Math teachers
Mathematics test 83 29 86 36 90 39 56 88 51 89 53 71 29 81 27 81 29

8
results summarized 3 6 @ @ @ 6 3 @ 2 6 @ 0 @ @ 3 @ 3 6
by student subgroup

Mathematics test 80 75 87 68 89 69 64 70 94 80 96 85 82 68 82 66 84 61
results disaggregated (4)  (4) @ 3 2 @ 3 6 m @ mn @ 3 6 3 6 3 6
by subtopic/skill

Science teachers

Science test results 14 20 27 17 42 13 35 29 73 35 77 37 NA NA NA NA NA NA
summarized by 2 3) @) (5 @4 @ (4) () (€) N E)) 2 @3
student subgroup

Science test results 14 37 28 25 41 28 37 53 78 55 83 59 NA NA NA NA NA NA
disaggregated by 2 (4 (5) (® (3) (5) @ @ 3 3 @ 3
subtopic/skill

NOTES: Response options included not available, available and not useful, available and minimally useful, available and moderately useful, and
available and very useful. Percentages for useful represent the sum of moderately useful and very useful responses from teachers who said that the
test results were available. Georgia tested students in all grades in math and science. California and Pennsylvania did not test students in some grades,
but percentages include all teachers who reported that the resource was available, regardless of grade level.
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Table B.9
Middle School Teachers Reporting Availability and Usefulness of Mathematics and Science State Test Results

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Results Avib Usfl Avib Usfl Avib Usfl Avib Usfl Avilb Usfl Avlb Usfl Avib Usfl Avlb Usfl Avib Usfl
Math teachers
Mathematics test 86 38 89 30 91 34 76 37 82 56 89 56 77 23 79 27 80 27

results summarized @ 3 6 3 6 @ @ 3 @ 2 O @ @ 5 @ @ ()
by student subgroup

Mathematics test 85 71 82 59 88 63 85 74 90 83 92 83 81 71 75 65 81 59
results disaggregated (4)  (4) @ @ @ 2 @ 3 @ 2 @ @ O ® @ @ @
by subtopic/skill

Science teachers

Science test results 15 23 20 21 21 16 53 41 77 51 80 47 NA NA NA NA NA NA
summarized by @) (19 @ (5 (5)  (5) @) (5 @ @ (3) (5
student subgroup

Science test results 15 47 18 43 20 31 57 57 82 70 87 67 NA NA NA NA NA NA
disaggregated by @ e @ (@® 5 ® @ (© @ @ 2 @
subtopic/skill

NOTES: Response options included not available, available and not useful, available and minimally useful, available and moderately useful, and
available and very useful. Percentages for useful represent the sum of moderately useful and very useful responses from teachers who said that the
test results were available. Georgia tested students in all grades in math and science. California and Pennsylvania did not test students in some grades,
but percentages include all teachers who reported that the resource was available, regardless of grade level.
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Table B.10
Principals and Teachers Agreeing That They Receive State Test Results/Performance
Information in a Timely Manner

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
Respondent 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Elementary school 45 44 43 14 51 60 13 13 23
principals 4 ® ) (3 (5) 9 (4) (6) (12)
Middle school 35 23 22 9 39 59 17 34 19
principals (® (10) (13) (6) (8 o)) (5) (5) ®
Elementary school 72 58 57 36 71 78 60 36 48
teachers (10) (5) (&) 9 (3 4 (®) (5) (5)
Middle school 63 70 69 47 69 77 79 64 54
teachers (5) (3 4 (3 (3 (3 (3) (3 4

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree.
Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly agree responses.

Table B.11

Superintendents Reporting That State Assessment Data Are Useful for Decisionmaking
California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

Action 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006

Developing a district 100 92 94 85 100 95 71 97 82

improvement plan (0) 4 (6) 9) (0) (5) (1) () (1)

Focusing principal 96 94 100 85 91 89

and/or teacher PD (3) (6) 0) 9) (5) (8)

Helping individual 100 88 97 94 100 95 67 86 90

schools to develop (0) (7) (3) (6) (0) (5) (8) 9) (8)

school improvement

plans

Making changes 100 89 99 89 90 90 97 92 88

to the district’s (0) (6) (1 (7) (6) (6) (2) 4 (9)

curriculum and

instructional

materials

Recommending 68 65 69 80 80 75

specific instructional 11) (10) (13) (10) (10) (11)

strategies

Making policies 58 64 68 52 76 78 44 72 52

regarding how much  (14) (11) (10) (14) (10) (10) (12) (12) (14)
time is spent on each

academic subject

Allocating resources 59 59 52 80 53 55
among schools (11) (11) (14) (10) (15) (13)

NOTES: Response options included not useful, minimally useful, moderately useful, and very useful.
Percentages represent the sum of the moderately useful and very useful responses.



Table B.12
Principals Reporting That State Assessment Data Are Useful for Decisionmaking

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Action Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid

Developing a school 84 86 79 77 98 87 97 95 100 94 94 100 75 86 70 88 70 95
improvement plan 7 (8) 8 ® m ® @k @ (OB )] @ (0 @ @ O @ 3

Focusing teacher PD 75 65 73 72 86 65 71 80 86 83 88 87 75 53 78 71 65 83
(6) o)) @ O 6 @ 7y  (6) (CYR )] 5 (® ® (3 ® (6 @ @

Making changes 76 87 69 90 94 85 85 81 78 83 85 84 69 71 82 89 70 86
to curriculum (7) (7) (100 (5 (5) () 6 (@ 5y @ 7y () 7 (4 e @ 1) @
and instructional

materials

Identifying students 77 94 73 85 81 92 94 97 96 94 97 100 60 64 63 65 70 75
who need additional  (11) (5) (100 (8) (6) (4) (6) (2) (3) (5) (2) (0) 9 (4 9 (15) 9) 9)
instructional support

Making decisions on 55 66 53 70 56 62 70 61 71 66 79 72 60 38 47 49 53 46
how much time is (14) (100 (120 (1) (11 (10) 9) 9) (8) (10) (8) 9) an  an 9 (4 9 (12
spent on each subject

Identifying teacher 25 39 a7 63 69 43 70 52 78 60 76 73 32 28 39 36 33 20

strengths and (12) (9) an @ (12) ® (6) (10) () (8 @ an 9 a1 @ (©®
weaknesses
Making decisions 44 58 45 57 60 73 76 65 79 76 90 88 25 23 22 36 27 24

regarding student (14) ® (2 @@ @@ @0 © @ @ ® @ ® ® @12 ®
promotion or
retention

Assigning studentsto 36 30 7 47 23 54 47 53 57 62 62 65 12 9 10 26 10 30
teachers (13 ® 3 ay @ @) @ 9 (n (o) @ @0 G @ (5 o By (11

NOTES: Response options included not useful, minimally useful, moderately useful, and very useful. Percentages represent the sum of the moderately
useful and very useful responses.
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Table B.13
Mathematics and Science Teachers Agreeing with Statements About the State Tests
California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Statement Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
Math teachers
State test results 77 65 70 54 73 62 81 71 89 79 89 79 70 68 69 60 62 57
allowed me to 3 @ @ @ 3 6 3 6 m @ @ @ @ O @ @
identify areas
where | need to
strengthen my
content knowledge
or teaching skills
State test results 67 62 63 53 67 60 77 71 85 84 88 80 69 77 63 58 56 61

helped me identify @ @ @ 3 (® 3 6 2 @ 2 3 3 3 @ @ @
and correct gaps
in curriculum and

instruction
State test results 52 35 54 35 59 42 70 65 84 78 85 79 28 56 40 50 36 42
helped me tailor 3 5 @4 @ 3 O 3 @ 2 3 2 3 @ (5 @ (5 (3) ()

instruction to
individual student
needs

Science teachers

State test results 53 26 46 48 57 50 77 72 83 79 85 74 NA NA NA NA NA NA
allowed me to (13)  (18) 8 (1) 8) (24) 4) (4) (2) (2) (2) (3)

identify areas

where | need to

strengthen my

content knowledge

or teaching skills
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Table B.13—Continued

California, % (SE)

Georgia, % (SE)

Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006

2004 2005 2006

Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid

Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid

2004 2005 2006
Statement Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
State test results 53 13 38 54 47 31

helped me identify ~ (13)  (9) 7y (12)  (6) (12)
and correct gaps
in curriculum and

instruction
State test results 24 13 30 41 42 8
helped me tailor () 6) (1) (8) (7)

instruction to
individual student
needs

75 65 79 74 83 73
@ @ 2 @ @ 6

65 52 72 58 74 64
@ O 3 @ e @

NA NA NA NA NA

NA NA  NA NA  NA

NOTES: Teachers who said that they did not receive test results are excluded. Only teachers in grades in which state tests were administered in 2004—
2005 are included. In Pennsylvania these grade levels were 3, 5, and 8. Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly
agree. Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly agree responses.
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Table B.14
Districts Requiring Some or All Elementary and Middle Schools to Administer
Progress Tests

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
School Type 2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006

Math progress tests required at some or all

Elementary schools 44 54 89 73 38 64
(13) (12) (6) (1) (14) (14)

Middle schools 56 65 89 72 32 53
(14) (12) (6) (1 (13) (14)

Science progress tests required at some or all

Elementary schools 9 16 55 55 0 6
@ (®) (14) (13) (NA) (6)
Middle schools 17 27 43 65 0 6
(®) (11 (14) (12) (NA) (6)
Table B.15
Teachers Required to Administer Mathematics and Science Progress Tests
California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Subject Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid

Mathematics 56 31 62 42 67 51 73 55 77 62 81 63 30 28 47 50 56 60
® (6 6 (@ (7 (10) @ 6 ()R] @ (e 5 (® (6) (14 (6 (12

Science 6 2 9 11 8 9 23 37 30 44 26 46 3 3 3 10 3 6
M 3 @ @ @ 5y 5 ® (6 ® @ m M m @ mn @

NOTE: Response options included yes and no.
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Table B.16
Mathematics Teachers’ Responses to Statements About Progress Tests

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006

Statement Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
District or school 56 31 62 42 67 51 73 55 77 62 81 63 30 28 47 50 56 60
requires you to (8) (6) (6) (8) 7) (10 4) (5) (5) (5) (4) (6) (5) (6) 6) (14 6) ((12)
administer a progress
test®
Progress tests 60 44 57 59 63 62 25 25 35 28 42 39 46 51 51 34 43 45
administered twoto  (9) (7) (7) 9) 8 (12 (5) 4) (6) (5) (6) (6) (8) 9) (6) 4) (5) (1)
three times per year
Progress tests 35 45 30 21 24 20 65 59 54 65 50 53 21 32 32 38 41 34
administered @ ()] @ ©® ()N ) e G () )] (YR @ @ () )]
approximately every
six to eight weeks
Progress tests 5 10 13 20 13 17 " 16 10 7 8 8 33 17 17 28 17 21
administered 3 © 5 () 6 3 3 @ 2 @ 2 3 ® @ @ (6 @
approximately every
two to four weeks
Results are available 20 46 35 53 26 39 66 63 57 56 50 47 56 56 56 49 34 20
’éhe same or next 6 (13) ® (@ 6 (6 5 (© (6 (6) ® (5 ® (1 e (1 5 2

ay“
Results are available 38 37 30 24 9 5 20 22 25 24 9 21 21 20 24 28 7 7
within one week“®  (6)  (12) 5 ® 3 6 3 @ @ 3 m @ @ ® @ (6 @ @
There are 5 1 3 6 4 6 5 13 9 7 8 7 6 4 4 7 3 3
consequences for @ m @ 3 @ 2 @ 3 6 3 @ @ @ @ @ m M

teachers associated
with performance on
the tests’

2 Response options included yes and no.

b Response options included two to three times per year, approximately every six to eight weeks, and approximately every two to four weeks.

€ Response options included the same day administered, the next day, within one week, two to four weeks later, more than four weeks later, and the
scores are not available to me.

d Percentages represent the sum of the same day and next day responses.

€ Percentages represent within one week responses.

fResponse options included yes, no, and don’t know. Percentages represent yes responses.
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96 Pain and Gain: Implementing No Child Left Behind in Three States, 2004-2006

Table B.17
Elementary School Teachers Agreeing with Statements About Tests

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
Statement 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
State test
Mathematics tests are a good 38 42 42 56 60 59 38 45 50
measure of students’ mastery  (3) 3) 4) (3) 2) 3) (4) 4) 4)
of state content standards
Mathematics test results help 67 63 67 77 85 88 69 63 56

me identify and correct gaps (4) (4) 3) (3) (2) (2) (3) 3) (4)
in curriculum and instruction

Progress test

Mathematics tests are a good 48 57 62 73 62 69 74 70 70
measure of students’ mastery  (5) (5) (4) (3) (4) (3) (4) 3) (3)
of state content standards

Mathematics test results help 78 76 81 82 76 85 87 84 84

me identify and correct gaps (5) (5) (4) 3) 3) (2) 3) 3) 3)
in curriculum and instruction

NOTES: The results displayed for “state test” include responses from teachers in grades in which
state tests were administered in 2004-2005 and who reported having access to these results. For
Pennsylvania, this included only teachers in grades 3 and 5. The results displayed for “progress
test” include only teachers who reported being required to administer progress tests. Percentages
represent the sum of the agree and strongly agree responses.

Table B.18
Middle School Teachers Agreeing with Statements About Tests

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
Statement 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
State test
Mathematics tests are a good 39 38 a7 55 57 57 36 50 42
measure of students’ mastery  (5) (4) 3) (3) 3) 3) (7) (4) (8)
of state content standards
Mathematics test results help 62 53 60 71 84 80 77 58 61
me identify and correct gaps (5) (4) (6) 3) 2) 3) (6) (4) (4)
in curriculum and instruction
Progress test
Mathematics tests are a good 48 59 69 68 68 69 39 69 64
measure of students’ mastery  (11) (5) (5) (5) (4) 3) 9) (5) 3)
of state content standards
Mathematics test results help 67 76 75 76 82 81 61 86 76

me identify and correct gaps 9) (5) 3) (5) 3) 3) (7) (4) (5)
in curriculum and instruction

NOTES: The results displayed for “state test” include responses from teachers in grades in which
state tests were administered in 2004-2005 and who reported having access to these results. For
Pennsylvania, this included only teachers in grades 3 and 5. The results displayed for “progress
test” include only teachers who reported being required to administer progress tests. Percentages
represent the sum of the agree and strongly agree responses.



Results Tables 97

Table B.19
Superintendents, Principals, and Teachers Agreeing with Statements About
Understanding AYP and the State Accountability System

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
Statement 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006

| have a clear understanding of AYP criteria

Superintendents 80 77 100
(14) (12) (0)
Elementary school principals 78 92 99 97 100 96 95 96 93
9 @ M (2 (0) @ @ @ @
Middle school principals 91 95 96 89 88 100 99 94 87

(5) @ (3 (5) (6) (0) Q) (6) (®)
The district and/or state helps me to understand the state accountability system requirements

Elementary school principals 85 81 93 84 86 91 83 84 96
(100 (9 (5) (5) @ (&) (7 C)] (3

Middle school principals 92 82 85 77 81 100 88 99 80
(6) (® (6) (®) (6) (0) (6) Q) (5)

The state’s accountability system is so complicated, it is hard for me to understand

Elementary school teachers 54 52 42 50 39 36 56 45 43
(5) @ (3 (3 (2) (2) (3 (3 (2)

Middle school teachers 56 55 58 46 44 42 54 48 41
(4) (4) (4) () (2) (2) (4) (3) (5)

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree.
Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly agree responses.

Table B.20
Superintendents and Principals Agreeing That District/School AYP Status Accurately
Reflects Overall Student Performance

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
Respondent 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Superintendents 48 60 41 14 44 40 27 30 51

(14 2y (1) @ (4 13 a4 3
Middle school principals 43 55 60 32 46 48 22 43 34

an a2 o)) (®) 9 9@ a3  an
Elementary school principals 56 63 60 68 77 86 44 62 69

(14) (o) (1) (6) (6) (6) (1m0 (@)

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree.
Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly agree responses.




Table B.21
Administrators Agreeing That District/School AYP Status Accurately Reflects Overall Student Performance, by District/School AYP
Status

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Did Did Did Did Did Did Did Did Did
Not Not Not Not Not Not Not Not Not
Met Meet Met Meet Met Meet Met Meet Met Meet Met Meet Met Meet Met Meet Met Meet
Respondent AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP AYP
District 49 64 68 0 47 29 28 6 93 12 66 20 37 17 47 0 53 19
superintendents (17)  (26) (12) (NA) (14) (16) (28) (6) (6) (7) 18) (1) (16)  (13) (18) (NA) (14) (18)
Principals 55 39 67 47 72 38 70 12 80 2 87 10 43 22 61 0 66 1

(12 ) (120 (1) (9 (100 (6) (5 5 @ @ 6y @an @a3) @) (NA) @) (©

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree. Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly
agree responses.
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Table B.22

Administrators Agreeing That Their District/School Would Meet AYP Targets for the Next
School Year

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
Respondent 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
District superintendents 85 88 76 50 69 89 74 58 79

(13 (e (0 (14 (N () (1 @5 (0
Elementary school principals 89 72 91 97 100 93 89 93 95

(100 (9 (5) (2 (0) @ (6) @ (3
Middle school principals 77 66 75 69 92 88 89 74 69

(1 (1o ) 9) @) (6) © a7 (4

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree.
Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly agree responses.

Table B.23

Administrators Agreeing That Their District/School Would Meet AYP Targets in the Next
Five School Years

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
Respondent 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
District superintendents 35 29 22 45 35 59 40 39 54

(13 12y (13 a3 @3 (13) @5 4
Elementary school principals a4 a4 58 80 87 87 55 51 52

(13 an - an (6) (6) (6) (10 (100 (@
Middle school principals 56 44 33 65 71 60 43 49 47

® (10 (9 t) (8) (8 (13)  (15)  (13)

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree.
Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly agree responses.




Table B.24

Principals Employing School Improvement Strategies

California, % (SE)

Georgia, % (SE)

Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Strategy Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
Matching curriculum 99 96 100 100 95 98 99 94 97 100 100 100 99 100 100 99 100 100
and instruction with (1)  (4) 0 (0 G @ m @ (3) (0 0 (0 m (0 o M 0 (0
standards and/or
assessments
Using existing 98 92 100 94 95 85 96 95 100 99 100 99 93 100 94 94 88 90
research to inform 2 () 0 (5 (3) (3 3 @ o M o M (5)  (5) 0 (5 (7) ()
decisions about
improvement
strategies
Providing additional 96 95 100 98 98 100 99 98 97 97 85 90
instruction to low- 3) 3) (0) (2) (2) (0) (1) (2) (2) 3) (7) (6)
performing students
Increasing the use of 99 100 93 100 90 98 100 96 100 94 100 98 99 95 91 100 100 92
student achievement (1)  (0) (7)  (0) e @ o @ o) (5) 0 @ (O E)) (7)  (0) o @
data to inform
instruction
Increasing the 84 72 89 90 93 80 96 83 95 96 95 96 85 70 64 94 71 72
quantity of teacher ~ (8)  (8) (5) (8) (4) (10) 2 (e) 3 @3 3 @ 7 4 9 @ (9) (10)
PD
Improving the school 87 96 74 85 94 83 100 94 100 84 100 94 77 100 81 929 73 72
planning process 7 @ (100  (®) (5) (8 o @ o @ o @3 ® (0 ® M (9 (15)
Providing before- 82 81 84 92 97 62 90 97 86 86 93 95 65 70 77 59 69 63
or after-school, 9) (11) (8) (6) 2) (14) (5) (2) (4) (5) (5) 3) 11 (14 (7) (15) (10) (14)
weekend, or summer
programs
Promoting programs 74 70 60 70 80 78 80 64 74 62 87 56 57 59 43 71 47 42
to make the school (10) 9) 9 (10) 9) 9) (6) (10) (6) 9) (6) (11) (8) (12) (8) (11) (10)  (12)

a more attractive
choice for parents
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Table B.24—Continued

California, % (SE)

Georgia, % (SE)

Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Strategy Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
Restructuring the day 63 53 62 36 75 43 67 49 79 53 79 59 54 31 61 43 73 38
to teach content in (1) (10) 9) (10) (10)  (13) (5) 9) (7) 9) (5) (11) (8) (11) 9) (13) 9) (12)
greater depth (e.g.,
a literacy block)
Increasing 8 23 31 12 58 35 42 23 26 20 20 24
instructional time (5) (8 7 @ 7 (8 @ @ 9) 8 (5) (9)

(lengthening school
day or year or
shortening recess)

NOTES: Response options included not employed, employed and not useful, employed and minimally useful, employed and moderately useful, and

employed and very useful. Percentages represent employed responses.
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102 Pain and Gain: Implementing No Child Left Behind in Three States, 2004-2006

Table B.25
Elementary and Middle School Principals Identifying School Improvement Strategies as Most
Important

California % (SE) Georgia % (SE) Pennsylvania % (SE)
2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006
Strategy Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid

Matching curriculum 58 57 53 47 62 46 55 65 63 59 51 59
and instruction with (1) (10) 9) (10) (6) (8) (7) (8) 9 (13) 8) (11)
standards and/or

assessments

Using existing 40 37 34 44 23 25 22 28 22 18 23 25
research to inform 1 @1 (10)  (9) (5) (8) (6) (10) (6) (8) ) (10)
decisions about

improvement

strategies

Providing additional 40 55 48 72 38 46 45 46 50 71 47 39
instruction to low 1) @an a5 9) 6 (10 9 (¥ 9 (10 9 (10
performing students

Increasing the use of 71 44 53 21 68 66 57 61 52 34 59 59
student achievement (8)  (11) 9) (8) (7) 9) (6) (8) a1 1) 9 (1)
data to inform

instruction

Increasing the 36 25 31 35 23 21 42 30 25 19 18 31
quantity of teacher  (11)  (9) 9) 9) (5) 7) (6) 9) 9) 9) (5) ()
professional

development

Improving the school 2 16 1 17 22 32 25 29 17 22 9 15
planning process mn @ 7 © 8 (8 @ @ ® @ @3 @

Providing before- 18 27 24 4 19 13 17 8 19 26 27 29
or after-school, 6) (10) 9) 3) (6) (6) (6) (3) (5) (10) @8 (1
weekend, or summer

programs

Promoting programs 0 21 1" 13 3 14 4 5 2 19 7 12
to make the school (8) (6) (7) (3) (8) (3) (3) (1 (e) (3) (8)

a more attractive
choice for parents

Restructuring the day 13 8 17 16 24 20 22 25 26 18 24 16
to teach content in (8) (5) (7) (7) (7) (8) (6) 9) (6) 9) (7) (8)
greater depth (e.g.,

a literacy block)

Increase instructional 2 2 5 1 17 5 1 1 3 1 1 13
time (lengthening (2) (2) 4) )] (5) 3) 1 1 (3) 1 1 (7)
school day or year or

shortening recess)

NOTE: The question was identify up to three strategies that are most important for making your school
better.



Table B.26
Principals Reporting Test Preparation Activities

California, % (SE)

Georgia, % (SE)

Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Activity Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
Helping teachers 89 96 94 99 81 98 95 100 100 100 97 98 100 95 100 99 100 98
identify content that  (7)  (4) 3 O @ @ 3  (© 0) (0 3 @ 0 () o M o @
is likely to appear
on the state test
so they can cover it
adequately in their
instruction
Discussing methods 76 99 94 95 94 99 100 100 100 100 99 100 100 100 99 100 100 100
for preparing ® @ @ ()R] 0 (O 0 (0 M () 0 (O M () 0 (O
students for the state
test at staff meetings
Distributing released 49 31 60 61 85 67 96 78 88 98 88 100 98 90 96 96 96 91
copies of the state (14)  (10) (100 (1) 8) (1) (3) (7) 4) (2) (5) (0) (2) (7) (3) (2) (3) (5)
test or test items
Encouraging teachers 85 93 71 70 90 93 91 99 77 57 73 64
to focus their efforts (6) (3) (8) 9) 4) 4) 4) 1 (7) (15) 9 (4
on students close
to meeting the
standards
Distributing 1 36 59 61 57 54 87 73 90 88 89 94 75 89 93 88 79 92
commercial test (12)  (12) (100 (1) (15)  (13) (5) (7) (5) (5) (5) (3) (8) (7) (4) (7) (8) (5)
preparation materials
(e.g., practice tests)
Encouraging or 52 44 53 63 45 63 53 55 44 66 51 50 39 46 61 45 64 44
requiring teachersto (11)  (8) (V)] (7)  (13) (8) 9) (7) (8) ® (an 9 (3 (1) 3) 8 (12)
spend more time on
tested subjects and
less on other subjects
Discussing NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 100 100 100

assessment anchors
with teachers (PA
only)

0 () (0)

NOTE: Response options included yes and no.
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104 Pain and Gain: Implementing No Child Left Behind in Three States, 2004-2006

Table B.27
Districts Taking Certain Steps to Assist Schools with Aligning Math Curriculum and
Instruction with Standards in the Past Three Years

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE)  Pennsylvania, % (SE)

Step 2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006
Monitored or provided 98 81 93 70 82 70
feedback on the (2) 9) (4) (12) (10) (13)

implementation of state
standards in classrooms

Mapped out the alignment 82 76 85 58 54 70
of required textbooks and (11) (10) (6) (13) (15) (12)
instructional programs to

state standards

Mapped out the alignment 68 51 87 68 49 62
of required textbooks and (12) (11) (6) (12) (15) (12)
instructional programs to

state assessments

Developed pacing plan or 60 58 83 76 64 66
instructional calendar aligned (12) (11) (8) (11) (15) (14)
with state standards

Established detailed 48 51 75 84 66 79
curriculum guidelines aligned 11 (11) (13) (11) (15) (11)
with state content standards

Provided sample lessons linked 65 88 70 71 76 67
to state standards (13) (7) (13) (12) (12) (13)
Developed local content 62 57 51 27 72 30
standards that augment state (12) (11) (14) (13) (15) (14)

content standards

NOTES: Response options included mathematics; science; reading, language arts, and English;
and none of these subjects. We asked respondents to select at least one option. Percentages
represent mathematics responses.



Results Tables

Table B.28
Districts Taking Certain Steps to Assist Schools with Aligning Science Curriculum and
Instruction with Standards in the Past Three Years

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE)  Pennsylvania, % (SE)

Step 2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006
Monitored or provided 43 54 92 69 40 39
feedback on the (13) (11) 4) (12) (14) (14)

implementation of state
standards in classrooms

Mapped out the alignment 54 51 76 60 34 58
of required textbooks and (13) (12) 9) (13) (14) (13)
instructional programs to

state standards

Mapped out the alignment 48 34 72 60 30 a1
of required textbooks and (12) (11) (10) (13) (13) (13)
instructional programs to

state assessments

Developed pacing plan or 24 24 72 67 32 29
instructional calendar aligned (11) (10) (10) (11) (12) (14)
with state standards

Established detailed 27 27 70 70 48 63

curriculum guidelines aligned (10) (10) (11) (12) (14) (14)
with state content standards

Provided sample lessons linked 38 49 67 69 32 41

to state standards (12) (12) (13) (12) (12) (14)
Developed local content 35 31 47 50 49 69
standards that augment state 1) 11) (14) (14) (14) (14)

content standards

NOTES: Response options included mathematics; science; reading, language arts, and English;
and none of these subjects. We asked respondents to select at least one option. Percentages
represent science responses.

105
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Table B.29
Elementary School Teachers Reporting That District/State Actions to Align Math
Curriculum/Instruction with Standards Were Useful

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

Action 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006

Detailed curriculum guidelines 80 83 82 85 89 91 83 87 87
aligned with state standards (5) (2) (3) (2) (2) (2) (3) (2) (2)

A “pacing plan” or 70 77 83 89 84 82
“instructional calendar” 4) (5) (2) (2) (2) (3)
Monitoring and feedback 57 56 51 69 63 72 61 58 64
on implementation of state 4) (5) 4) 4) 3) (3) (3) 4) 4)
standards

Mapping out alignment of 72 74 69 85 77 80 78 83 81

textbooks and instructional (4) (2) (4) (2) (2) (2) (3) 3) (3)
programs to state standards

Sample lesson aligned with 62 65 63 82 75 76 78 72 77
state standards (6) (@) (5) (2) (3) (3 (3 (2) (3

NOTE: Percentages represent the sum of moderately useful and very useful responses from
teachers who said that the action occurred.

Table B.30
Middle School Teachers Reporting That District/State Actions to Align Math
Curriculum/Instruction with Standards Were Useful

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE)  Pennsylvania, % (SE)

Action 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006

Detailed curriculum guidelines 72 80 79 90 87 89 77 84 76
aligned with state standards (7) 4) (3) (2) (2) (2) (4) 3) (5)

A “pacing plan” or 67 78 81 85 73 69
“instructional calendar” (7) (7) 3) (2) (8) (6)
Monitoring and feedback 62 52 49 64 61 71 60 51 56
on implementation of state (7) (6) (6) (3) 3) (2) 4) (5) 4)
standards

Mapping out alignment of 75 76 74 84 70 74 66 61 71
textbooks and instructional (6) (5) (5) (2) 3) (3) 9) (8) 4)
programs to state standards

Sample lesson aligned with 61 66 69 74 72 75 67 57 80
state standards 9) (6) (6) (3) (3) (3) (6) (7) (5)

NOTES: Response options included did not occur, occurred and not useful, occurred and
minimally useful, occurred and moderately useful, and occurred and very useful. Percentages
represent the sum of moderately useful and very useful responses from teachers who said that
the action occurred.



Table B.31

Principals Agreeing with Statements About District Support

California, % (SE)

Georgia, % (SE)

Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004

2005

2006

2004

2005

2006

2004 2005

2006

Statement Elem Mid

Elem Mid

Elem Mid

Elem Mid

Elem Mid

Elem Mid

Elem Mid

Elem Mid

Elem Mid

When schools are 77 84
having difficulty, (10) 9)
the district provides

assistance needed to

help them improve

District staff provide 61 69
appropriate support  (17)  (17)
to enable principals

to act as instructional

leaders

District staff 76 67
provide appropriate  (10)  (14)
instructional support

for teachers

District staff

provide support for
teaching grade-level
standards to special
education students
(i.e., students in IEPs)

District staff provide

support for teaching

grade-level standards
to ELLs (i.e., students
with LEP)

66
(1)

61
(13)

68
(12)

45
(1

62
(1

91
(6)

82
(®

74
(9)

64
(10)

74
(10)

78
(1)

63
(1)

69
(9

56
(14)

61
(13)

77
&)

66
(®

72
©)

63
(10)

70
8

81
(6)

74
®)

78
o)

86
3

81
@)

80
(5)

83
(6)

80
(5)

84
(5)

77
(6)

74
@

82
@

77
(5)

75
(7)

77
®)

76
6

79
(6)

75
(6)

87
(5)

77
@

81
@

88
@

79
®)

76
(9

84
(6)

76
%

80 83 86
(7)  (6) ®

75 65 66
(1 a3 9

79 61 74
7 4 (®

80
(5)

84
%

69
(16)

58
(15)

90
(6)

80
(9)

91
(@)

77
®

64
9)

77
(9

82
(6)

85
@

78
&)

57
(14)

67
(14)

69
(15)

70
(10)

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree. Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly

agree responses.
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Table B.32

Districts Providing Technical Assistance to All Schools or Low-Performing Schools

Assistance

California, % (SE)

Georgia, % (SE)

Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004

2005

2006

2004

2005

2006

2004

2005

2006

All

Low

All

Low

All

Low

All

Low

All

Low

All

Low

All

Low

All

Low

All

Low

Assisting the

school in analyzing
assessment data

to identify and
address problems in
instruction

Assisting the school
in implementing
instructional
strategies that
have been proven
effective

Assisting the school
in analyzing and
revising its budget to
use resources more
effectively

Helping the
school with school
improvement
planning

Helping schools
prepare complete
and accurate data
to comply with
NCLB reporting
requirements

Helping the school
obtain additional
PD based on
scientifically based
research

86
®

86
(®

86
®

86
(8

85
©)

81
©)

0
(NA)

0
(0)

(NA)

(NA)

(NA)

0
(0)

89
®

89
9

65
(12)

87
®)

73
(12)

72
(12)

3
(3
1"

(9

16
(10

2
(03]

3

2
)

88
(7)

74
(10)

67
(1)

81
9)

81
9)

73
(10)

5
(3

13
(2)

(6)

6
4

19
(9)

14
4

98
(2)

100
(NA)

53
(14)

85
(10)

79
(12)

100
(NA)

2
vl

0
(NA)

(NA)

15
(10)

15
(n

(NA)

100
(NA)

98
(2)

74
(10)

95
4

100
(NA)

98
(2

0
(NA)

(NA)

©)
5
@)
(NA)

2
)

99
(M

96
3

70
(13)

97
@3)

87
(n

94
(5)

1
(1

4
(3)

o)

3
3

12
m

1
M

81
(10)

78
(11

39
(12)

59
(12)

77
(1

66
(12)

3
(3)

(NA)

(M

7
)

(NA)

(NA)

97
3)

97
3

54
(15)

63
(15)

71
(14)

98
)

3
(3

3
(3

(NA)

19
(14)

15
(14)

1
m

91
(9

78
(12)

34
(13)

59
(14)

66
(14)

81
(1

0
(NA)

5
(5)

m
7
©)

34
(14)

9
(9
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Table B.32—Continued

California, % (SE)

Georgia, % (SE)

Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Assistance All  Low All  Low All  Low All  Low All  Low All  Low All  Low All  Low All  Low
Providing guidance 79 8 75 2 90 8 93 3 78 0 73 0
for teaching grade- (9) (5) (100 (@ (7) (7) (5) (3) (11)  (NA)  (13) (NA)
level standards to
ELLs and/or special
education students
Providing before- 44 23 57 18 71 7 82 12 86 2 80 16 62 10 39 24 74 0
or after-school, (14)  (14) (13)  (10) (10) (4 9) (7) 11 () (10)  (9) (12)  (8) (14)  (13) (12)  (NA)
weekend, or summer
programs
Providing additional 80 2 57 17 68 7 a4 30 80 18 75 20 72 0 61 7 57 0
instructional 9) 2) (12)  (9) (11) (4) (13)  (13) 9) 9) (10)  (9) (12) (NA) (15) (&) (14)  (NA)
materials and books
Assisting the school 44 0 57 10 59 4 74 18 94 4 55 27 44 6 1 33 38 14
in implementing (14) (NA) (13) (6) 11 (3 (12)  (10) (4) (4) (13)  (10) (12) () (14) (15) (13) (10)
parental involvement
strategies
Helping the school 42 2 35 3 39 1 67 4 81 0 71 4 33 0 23 1 23 0
obtain more- 13) (@ 13) (@ (11) (1) 13) (3 (12) (NA)  (11)  (3) (1)  (NA)  (14) (1) (10) (NA)
experienced teachers
Assigning additional 29 15 12 10 5 18 10 21 55 15 48 25 38 1 27 3 26 8
full-time school-level (11)  (13) (7) (5) (5) (8) (6) 9) 14) (@) (13)  (10) (12) (1) 12) (2 (11)  (8)
staff to support
teacher development
Providing a coach or 15 0 19 21 15 17 34 26 41 40 42 14 12 4 1 9 5 0
mentor to assist the (8) (0) 8) (10) (8) (7) 13) (11 (14) (14) 13) (7 (8) (3) 9) (8) (3)  (NA)

principal

NOTE: Response options included no schools, low-performing schools, high-performing schools, and all schools.
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110 Pain and Gain: Implementing No Child Left Behind in Three States, 2004-2006

Table B.33
Districts Requiring Some or All Elementary and Middle Schools to
Offer Remedial Assistance to Students Outside the School Day

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE)  Pennsylvania, % (SE)

School 2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006

Elementary 61 72 84 86 95 87
(13) (1 (12) (7 @ (9)

Middle 44 75 86 75 82 87

(12) (1m ) (12) (1m (9)

NOTES: Response options included none, some, and all schools. Percentages
represent the sum of the some and all responses.

Table B.34

Districts Requiring Some or All Elementary and Middle Schools to Make Changes Targeting

Low-Achieving Students

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006
Change Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
Creating separate 39 56 23 34 57 56 34 43 54 51 19 27

mathematics classes  (13)  (14) (100 (11 (14) (13) (13)  (13) (15) (15)
for low-achieving

students

Increasing the 44 35 71 60 94 92 50 87 63 49
amount of time (13) (3 (a1 (@12 4) 4) 13) () (15)  (15)
spent on math

instruction

specifically for low-
achieving students

Eliminating some 53 76 22 61 19 21 43 66 1" 32
remedial math (14) (10) 9 (1) (9) 9) (14) (13) B) (12)
courses or instruction

and requiring all

students to take

more challenging

math courses or

instruction

Increasing the 6 12 4 2 30 33 34 34 0 0
amount of time 3 O 3 @ (4 a4 (13 (13) (NA) (NA)
spent on science

instruction

specifically for low-
achieving students

Requiring all 6 9 9 1" 33 43 28 37 17 28
students to take 4 (5 9 @1y (@4 4 (28 (37) (14 (@5
more-challenging
science courses or

instruction

Creating separate 2 4 2 2 3 16 13 13 8 8
science classes 2) (3) 2) 2) 2 M) an @ (7) (7)
for low-achieving

students

(10)

(12)

58 48
(19 (14
20 21
an  an
2 2
2 @
16 16
(16)  (16)
0 0
(NA) (NA)

NOTES: Response options included none, some, and all schools. Percentages represent the sum of the

some and all responses.



Table B.35
Principals and Superintendents Reporting New Curricula

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Response Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
Principal reports implementing?
New math 70 55 10 29 26 52 39 44 20 22 22 52 30 49 29 38 39 31
curriculum (100  (13) (5) 9) 1) 2) (8) 9) (5) (7) 6) (10) (100 (13) (10) (15) (1) (10)
New science 26 46 14 24 6 16 41 20 9 8 6 60 42 45 16 17 32 21
curriculum an a3 @ 012 @ @® ® (3 @ () (E)R) (12)  (13) ® @ 9
Superintendent reports requiring some or all schools to adoptb
New math 47 62 27 35 28 33 34 18 29 36 39 45 20 33 24 27 36 32
curriculum (14) (4 (12) (@13) an @ (12) 9 (1) (13) (13) (12 (10 (12) (12) (120 (4 (14
New science 33 36 13 26 16 15 7 7 14 18 23 33 29 29 23 23 47 30

curriculum (14) (15) 9 (3 (12)  (8) (5) (5) (8) (8) (13)  (12) (12)  (12) (14)  (14) (13)

(13)

@ Response options included yes and no.
b Response options included none, some, and all schools. Percentages represent the sum of the some and all responses.
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112 Pain and Gain: Implementing No Child Left Behind in Three States, 2004-2006

Table B.36
Principals of Schools Identified as Needing Improvement Reporting District or State
Assistance

California Georgia Pennsylvania

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Type of Assistance n=6 n=17 n=11 n=24 n=21 n=21 n=13 n=8 n=9
Additional PD or special access 6 9 6 18 9 14 10 7 5
to PD resources
Special grants to support 5 7 3 12 10 14 8 7 7
school improvement
A mentor or coach for 5 6 2 5 6 1" 2 2 2
you (e.g., a distinguished
educator)
School support teams 2 3 3 9 8 10 4 4 4
Additional full-time school- 4 2 3 1" 1
level staff to support teacher
development
Distinguished teachers 1 3 0 3 1 1 3 1 5

NOTE: Response options included yes and no.

Table B.37
Principals of Schools in Corrective Action or Restructuring Reporting District
Interventions

California Georgia Pennsylvania
2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006

Intervention (n=9) (n=38) (n=4) (n=5) (n=0) (n=4)
Extending the school day or 2 2 3 0 NA 0
school year
Appointing an outside expert 0 4 2 2 NA 1
to advise the school
Reassigning or demoting the 0 0 2 1 NA 0
principal
Significantly decreasing 1 2 0 1 NA 1
management authority at the
school level
Restructuring the internal 1 2 0 0 NA 1
organization of the school
Replacing school staff who 0 0 1 0 NA 1
are relevant to the failure to
make AYP
Replacing all or most of the 0 0 0 0 NA 0
school staff
Reopening the school as a 0 0 0 0 NA 0
public charter school
Entering into a contract with a 0 0 0 0 NA 0

private management company
to operate the school

NOTE: Response options included yes and no.



Table B.38
Teachers Reporting Emphasis on PD Activities

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Activity Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid

Aligning curriculum 65 61 68 52 63 60 67 64 79 68 83 75 63 61 70 64 60 59
and instruction with ~ (6)  (4) (5) (5 @) (5) 3 3 2 3 2 @ @ @ 3 @ (3  (5)
state and/or district

content standards

Instructional 56 48 57 44 53 47 61 55 68 57 64 54 43 38 46 39 42 35
strategies for low- 3 6 5 @ 5 @ 3 3 @ 3 6 3 @ 3 6 2 @
achieving students

Preparing students 31 31 a7 28 42 31 65 56 74 56 69 62 66 57 67 58 62 55

to take the state G @ ® @ G @ @ 3 Gk 6 @ 6 @ @ 3 @ @ @®
assessments

Instructional 53 42 57 40 54 41 17 19 27 17 23 16 11 11 14 10 1M1 N
strategies for ELLs G 6 G 6 (5> (©) @ 3 @ @ @ @ @ © @ @ m @
Math and math 51 50 53 42 52 37 54 39 57 52 58 49 57 36 64 44 57 45
teaching e (5 @ 5 (5 6 @ (3 @ 3 @ @ 6 @ @ O @ @
Interpreting and 32 33 4 24 43 26 47 40 65 45 60 49 38 27 36 33 36 32
using reports of G @ ® Q) (RN E) @ 0 Bk @ @ Q @ Q) @ @ @ )

student test results

Instructional 33 26 25 25 21 32 34 40 39 42 40 44 28 33 33 33 30 28
strategies for special  (4)  (4) @ @ 3 3 2 @3 2 @3 (€) N E)) 3 @3 3) @ 2 @
education students

Science and science 16 27 28 26 16 36 21 25 20 32 32 36 18 21 22 30 28 31
teaching 3 @ @ @ @ (6 @k @ 2 @ 3 @ 2 @ (C) )] @ (6

NOTES: Response options included no emphasis, minor emphasis, moderate emphasis, and major emphasis. Percentages represent the sum of the
moderate and major emphasis responses.
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Table B.39
Superintendents Reporting Need for Technical Assistance and Receipt of Assistance If
Needed
California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006

Assistance N R N R N R N R N R N R
Identify effective 79 53 16 64 70 74 71 93 88 38 14 55
methods and 9 (@(16) (100 (120 (14 (3) (13) () 9 (14) (7) (15)
instructional
strategies in
scientifically based
research
Provide effective PD 74 69 69 61 72 92 69 93 77 58 78 53

(100 (e) (1 A3 4 () (3 & (12 a5 (a1 (7
Use data more 48 57 72 73 74 90 80 100 8 55 85 63
effectively 14) (18 (100 (13) (13) (7 (11 (0) 9) (16) (7) (15)
Clarify accountability 84 96 41 94 55 86 66 100 57 100 45 59
system rules and 3 @ 11 (6) (15)  (13)  (13) (0) (15)  (0) (14)  (21)
requirements
Develop and 43 93 22 77 45 78 58 79 50 69 18 19
implement a district  (13)  (6) (10) (10) (15) (16) (13) (15) (15) (24) (10) (15)
improvement plan
Develop curriculum 34 31 47 56 50 90 58 100 86 62 65 a1
guides or model (12) (190 (12 (19 (@15 @ (13)  (0) 6) @(17) (@(3) ((17)
lessons based
on state content
standards
Promote parent 37 42 57 37 52 60 62 51 70 17 44 41
involvement (12) (20) (11 (@16 (4 @8 (13) (A7)  (13) (14 (14 (22)
Help the district 37 78 39 55 62 100 60 89 39 30 33 36
work with schools (12) (1e) (11 @1 (14 (0) (13) (10) (15) (190 (12) (24)
in need of
improvement

NOTES: Response options included yes and no to whether needed, received, and sufficient. “N” is

needed, and “R” is received, if needed.



Table B.40
Educators Reporting Changes in Their Schools or Districts as a Result of the State’s Accountability System

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For

Respondent Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse

Academic rigor of the curriculum

Super- 65 4 61 2 62 0 50 3 76 0 57 1 62 7 61 9 57 12
intendents (12) 4) (12) (2) (12)  (NA) (14) (3) (10)  (NA) (14) 1 (12) (6) (15) (8) (13) (8)
Elementary 39 19 61 10 81 0 57 0 62 0 72 3 55 12 68 3 70 2

school (12 @ (10)  (6) (6) (0) an - an (11 (NA) (8 3 1 (e (®) (2) (® (2)
principals

Middle school 50 4 79 2 52 2 54 0 40 4 77 0 49 3 38 2 45 1

principals (14 @ (7 (2 (12 @ ® (Na) a1y @ @  (NA) (3) (@ (12)

Elementary 34 16 42 16 48 17 40 13 47 12 48 10 28 33 26 26 32 28
school (5) (3 @ (3 (7 (3 (3 (2 (3 Q) (3 @) (3 (3 (3 (3 (3 (3
teachers

Middle school 32 10 39 10 47 1 39 17 42 " 46 8 26 21 25 15 34 16
teachers G 6 @ @ 6 6 e 6 0 6 0 6 @ 6 @ @ 6
Principal/teacher focus on student learning?

Super- 45 0 68 0 80 0 84 0 88 2 87 12

intendents (14)  (NA) (1) (NA) (10)  (NA) (8) (NA) (7) (2) (8) (8)

Elementary 57 15 81 0 86 0 0 3 77 2 79 0 61 1 73 4 75 6

school 9 (8 (9 (NA) (5) 7 (3 (6) 2 (® (NA) 9 (5) (8 (3 (8 @)
principals

Middle school 63 0 79 5 74 0 69 0 80 0 93 0 70 5 45 7 70 3

principals (18) (NA) (1) @D (10)  (NA) ® (NA) (7))  (NA) 3 (NA) (0 Q) (13 @ (100 @
Elementary 44 9 44 12 53 10 2 6 59 3 62 5 39 15 45 8 40 10
schor?l (6) (2) (5) (3 (7 (2) (3 Q) (3 Q) (3) Q) @ 3 (3 (2) @ (2)
teachers

Middle school 36 8 48 6 50 6 52 10 63 7 59 4 35 19 36 12 39 8
teachers (5) ) (5) (2) @ (2 (3 (M (3 v (3 Q) @ (3 ) (2) @ (2
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Table B.40—Continued

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For

Respondent Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse

Students’ focus on school workP

Elementary 36 1" 30 0 46 0 48 0 51 0 59 0 30 1 21 7 37 6

school 12 @ (10)  (NA) (9 (NA) (7)  (NA) (® (NA) ® (NA) (100 (D (6) 4 (7 (&)
principals

Middle school 21 4 51 2 43 0 42 0 42 0 40 0 18 1 27 3 24 4
principals (12) @ an @ (13)  (NA) (9 (NA)  (10) (NA) 9 A @ (M an @ 9 (3
Elementary 22 5 23 9 31 5 27 6 36 5 34 6 13 12 15 10 20 11
school (5) (2) ()] (2) (5) (2) (3 (1 (3 Q) (3 (2 (2 (2 (2 (2) (3 (2)
teachers

Middle school 13 9 20 10 21 9 18 13 21 16 28 10 10 14 10 10 13 14
teachers (3 )] (2 (2) (5) (2) (2) (2 (2) (3 (3 Q) (2 @ (3 (2) @ (3
Students’ learning of important skills and knowledgeb

Elementary 43 1 60 1 66 0 59 0 72 0 75 0 45 8 57 7 56 10
school (12 @ 9 M o)) (0) 7 (NA) (@) (NA) (7)) (NA) (1) (6) (®) (5) C)] (5)
principals

Middle school 42 0 66 2 50 8 55 1 56 0 75 2 36 0 33 23 73 1

principals a7y (NA) () @) (12) (8 (®) Q) (10)  (NA) (8 (2) (12)  (NA)  (12)  (17) 9 Q)
Elementary 31 6 35 8 46 8 1 6 49 4 47 5 23 12 30 8 32 "
school (5) Q) @ (2) (6) (2) (3 Q) (3 Q) (3 Q) (3 (2) 3 (2) (3 (2
teachers

Middle school 30 11 36 10 39 9 36 10 37 8 42 7 17 16 25 12 25 15
teachers 4) (3) (3 (2) @) (2) (3) (1) (2) (2) (2) (1) 4) (3) (7) (5) (5) (2)
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NOTE: Response options included changed for the worse, did not change due to accountability system, and changed for the better.
@ \We asked superintendents about principals’ focus on student learning. We asked principals about teachers’ focus.
b \We did not ask superintendents this question.
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Table B.41
Teachers and Principals Agreeing That the State’s Accountability System Has Been
Beneficial for Students

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
Respondent 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Elementary school principals 51 79 77 88 67 71
(13  ® (6) (5) 9 (®
Middle school principals 77 70 60 76 56 61
(7 (® 9 (® (14) (12
Elementary school teachers 40 28 37 45 54 54 22 30 31
(5) (3 (5) (2 (2 (3 @ (3 @
Middle school teachers 32 34 34 44 50 50 29 29 28

©) @) (5) 2 @ (2) ) @) (3)

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree.
Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly agree responses.




I::li:rzglzndicating Various Changes in Their Schools as a Result of the State’s Accountability System
Respondent California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For

Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse

The principal’s effectiveness as an instructional leader

Elementary 25 7 31 " 38 9 1 7 46 8 1 8 26 10 27 9 24 10
school (7) (2) (5) (3 (6) (2) @ Q) (3) (2 (3 (2 (3 (2) (2 (2) (3 (3)
teachers

Middle school 31 9 30 8 28 14 32 13 44 13 37 12 25 14 21 19 24 10
teachers (5 (3 (3 (2) @ 4) (2) (2 (3 (2 (3 Q) (2 (3 (3 o)) (5) (2)
Teachers’ relationships with their students

Elementary 14 12 22 14 27 16 30 9 34 5 34 7 14 17 16 11 18 15
school @ @) @ (3 (5) (3 (3 (2 (3 Q) (€)] Q) (2 @) 2 (2 @) (2
teachers

Middle school 10 10 18 1" 19 10 26 " 33 10 31 9 9 10 14 6 13 10
teachers (2) )] (3 (2) (2 (2) (2) (2) (3 (2 (2) (2 (2 @ (2 (2) 3 (2)
My own teaching practice

Elementary 33 8 43 10 51 8 51 5 59 5 61 5 38 15 40 1 43 12
school (5) (2 (5) (2) (6) M @ M @ (1 (&) Q) @) (3 (3 (2 @ (2)
teachers

Middle school 37 8 45 6 48 6 52 7 56 4 56 3 37 1 32 4 44 6
teachers (5) (2 4 (2 (5 (2) (3 M (3 (1) (3 (1 (3 (3 (5 (1 4 (2

NOTE: Response options included changed for the worse, did not change due to accountability system, and changed for the better.
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Table B.43

Elementary School Teachers Reporting That Their Instruction Differs as a Result of Mathematics and Science Assessments

California, % (SE)

Georgia, % (SE)

Pennsylvania, % (SE)?

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Difference Math Sci Math Sci  Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci  Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci
Assign more 37 8 42 8 31 1 33 18 29 21 32 20 31 NA 30 NA 30 NA
homework @ @ @ @ ® 0 ®@ 6 @ o 6 6 @ (@ 3)
Spend more time 53 27 52 29 51 26 58 43 58 43 58 46 55 NA 53 NA 55 NA
teaching content (5) @ 3 @ () )] 3 @ (4) (4) 3 @ (4) (4) (4)
Offer more assistance 26 4 29 8 27 10 31 15 34 16 33 15 14 NA 21 NA 21 NA
outside of school for 5B) () (3) (2) (4) 3) (4) (3) (3) (3) (4) (2) ) (3) (3)
students who are not
proficient
Search for more 76 44 67 33 62 39 77 73 74 64 76 67 76 NA 60 NA 60 NA
effective teaching (3 @ 3 @ 5) @ 3 @ (4) (5) 3) 3 (3) (4) (3)
methods
Focus more on 84 47 73 45 68 48 85 85 77 68 76 72 74 NA 76  NA 78 NA
standards (3) () 4 @ () )] 2 3 (3) (4) 3 @ (3) (3) (3)
Focus more on 62 21 63 35 64 28 70 60 72 57 71 62 75 NA 72 NA 71 NA
topics emphasized in (3) () 5) @ @ @3 4 @ (3) (4) @ 5 (3) (3) (4)
assessment
Emphasize 46 16 55 20 56 23 72 65 78 59 75 63 77 NA 74 NA 81 NA
assessment styles and (4) 3) 4) 4) (5) 3) 3) (4) 3) 4) 3) 4) 3) 3) 3)
formats of problems
Spend more time 53 15 53 25 53 27 56 45 56 42 59 47 57 NA 51 NA 56 NA
teaching test-taking 5 @ @4 @ 5 3 3 O3 (4) (4) 3 (B (3) (3) (3)
strategies
Focus more on 27 11 37 9 41 14 28 17 36 23 39 31 28 NA 29 NA 30 NA
students who are @ Q) @ @ @ @ @ 3 (2) (3) 3 @3 (3) (2) (3)

close to proficient
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Table B.43—Continued

California, % (SE)

Georgia, % (SE)

Pennsylvania, % (SE)?

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Difference Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci  Math Sci
Rely more heavily 22 16 24 19 29 23 38 41 37 41 37 40 19 NA 18 NA 23 NA
on multiple- 3 @ (5) (@) () @ @ @ @ 3 @ (3) (3) (2)
choice tests
Rely more heavily 33 25 21 17 21 19 26 34 23 27 27 30 61 NA 50 NA 46 NA
on open-ended G @3 (4) (3) 3 O @ 5 @ 3 @ 3 (4) (2) (3)

tests

NOTES: Response options included not at all, a small amount, a moderate amount, and a great deal. Percentages represent the sum of a moderate
amount and a great deal responses.

2 We did not present these questions to Pennsylvania science teachers because there was no state science test.
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Table B.44

Middle School Teachers Reporting That Their Instruction Differs as a Result of Mathematics and Science Assessments

California, % (SE)

Georgia, % (SE)

Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Difference Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci  Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci  Math Sci
Assign more 38 15 29 8 21 11 31 25 29 26 23 23 19 NA 13 NA 28 NA
homework 7 @ @ Q3 @ Q3 3 3 3 3 2 @ (3) (3) (4)
Spend more time 67 50 58 35 57 41 73 76 69 67 69 71 64 NA 59 NA 59 NA
teaching content (5) (5 (3) () (5)  (5) 3 @3 3 3 3 3 (3) (7) (6)
Offer more 77 62 66 46 69 53 80 83 72 77 72 81 66 NA 69 NA 74 NA
assistance outside (4) (5) (4) (6) (5) (7) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (5) (3) (4)
of school for
students who are
not proficient
Search for more 75 28 57 27 56 41 71 62 73 64 72 63 56 NA 71 NA 75 NA
effective teaching @ O () G @ 3 @ 3 @ 2 3 (5) (7) (5)
methods
Focus more on 49 18 44 23 52 23 67 66 71 65 69 65 57 NA 62 NA 72 NA
standards () (5 (5) (@ (6)  (6) @ @3 (€) N E)) 3 @ (6) (4) (5)
Focus more on 50 27 45 26 45 24 44 44 44 48 48 44 39 NA 38 NA 41 NA
topics emphasized () (8 (7)  (8) e @ @ @3 (€) B E)) 3 3 (6) @) (4)
in assessment
Emphasize 64 44 45 24 40 25 64 63 53 59 53 49 44 NA 46 NA 49 NA
assessment styles 5) (5 6 @ @4 3 (€) )] 3 @ 2 @ (4) (3) (5)
and formats of
problems
Spend more time 33 16 19 8 22 12 26 24 37 30 39 30 16 NA 22 NA 31 NA
teaching test- (7) (6) 3 @ (€) )] (€) )] @ 3 @ @& (3) (5) (3)
taking strategies
Focus more on 38 15 26 9 30 8 44 29 41 33 44 27 26 NA 19 NA 22 NA
students who are 7 5 3 @ @ @ @ @ 3 @3 @ @ (5) (5) (4)

close to proficient
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Table B.44—Continued

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Difference Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci Math Sci  Math Sci
Rely more heavilyon 25 15 23 20 19 24 35 59 38 54 35 47 19 NA 9 NA 17 NA
multiple-choice tests  (6) (5) (3) 3) (6) 4) (5) (4) 4) (3) (5) (3) (4) (2) (4)
Rely more heavilyon 29 30 12 1 17 1 30 33 23 26 20 27 39 NA 33 NA 46 NA
open-ended tests 3 @ @ ()R E)] 3 6 2 @ 3 3 4 (5) (6)

NOTES: Response options included not at all, a small amount, a moderate amount, and a great deal. Percentages represent the sum of a moderate
amount and a great deal responses.

2 We did not present these questions to Pennsylvania science teachers because there was no state science test.
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Table B.45
Administrators Reporting Various Changes as a Result of the State’s Accountability System

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For For

Respondent Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse Better Worse

Coordination of mathematics curriculum across grades

Super- 1 4 73 0 63 0 29 3 49 2 63 0 72 6 76 2 99 0
intendents (14) 4) (10)  (NA) (1) (NA) (13) (3) (14) (2) (14)  (NA) (11) (6) (14) (2) (1) (NA)
Elementary 48 0 50 0 37 0 37 0 51 0 52 0 67 0 76 1 63 0
school (1M (NA)  (12) (NA)  (8) (0) (8 (NA) (8 (NA) 9 (NA) (1) (NA) () Q) (9 (NA)
principals

Middle school 47 0 67 0 78 0 55 0 46 0 64 4 76 0 82 0 71 2
principals (10) (NA)  (10) (NA) (9 (NA) (9 (NA) (9 (NA) 9 4 (9 (NA) (8 (NA) (8 (2

Coordination of science curriculum across grade levels

Super- 20 23 54 1 13 0 8 3 43 4 58 0 35 2 42 2 58 0
intendents (10)  (13) (12) (1) (7) (NA) (5) (3) (14) 3) (14)  (NA) (12) (3) (15) 2) (13)  (NA)
Elementary 28 0 27 0 21 0 29 0 33 0 37 0 40 4 30 9 36 8
school (12)  (NA) (100 (NA) (5)  (NA) (9 (NA) 9 (NA) 9 (NA) (100 (3 (10 @ (100 (6)
principals

Middle school 22 0 45 0 43 0 30 0 20 0 69 2 52 2 45 0 47 0
principals (10)  (NA) (10)  (NA) (13)  (NA) (7)  (NA) (5)  (NA) (8) 2) (12) 1) (14)  (NA) (11)  (NA)
Extent to which innovative curricular programs or instructional approaches are used

Elementary 32 19 43 21 64 0 65 0 42 9 47 8
school (10 (9 12 @ (6) (NA) (7)  (NA) (9) (5) (8) (6)
principals

Middle school 26 20 38 22 37 2 45 6 38 4 45 3
principals (7) (10 (13 (1) 9 (2) (100  (6) 12 @) an @

NOTE: Response options included changed for the worse, did not change due to accountability system, and changed for the better.
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Table B.46
Educators Reporting Changes in Staff Morale as a Result of the State’s Accountability
System

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
Respondent 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Change for the better
District superintendents 0 0 0 6 12 35 0 10 16

(NA)  (NA)  (NA) @ an 4  NA) (9 1)

15 20 20 23

Elementary school principals 3 5 7 8 9
(2 @ (0 (6) (5) (® (5) (5) @

Middle school principals 16 22 4 28 19 23 18 13 13
(12) (¥ (3 (®) (7 (0 9 (®) (®)
Elementary school teachers 7 10 17 15 20 17 6 6 9

©) (3) (3) @ (2) (2) M m (2)

8 10 11 13 15 20 5 4 4
©) ) (©) @ ) (©) @ m m

Middle school teachers

Change for the worse

District superintendents 69 77 77 51 76 38 72 77 55
(12) (11) (10) (14) (13)  (12) (11) (12) (13)
Elementary school principals 63 65 43 38 27 36 53 53 a4
(8 an  ® 9 (5) 9 (10 (100 (@
Middle school principals 37 34 19 35 41 33 67 53 35
® (10 O (8 (® (10 (12 (13 (0
Elementary school teachers 56 48 46 47 39 39 73 63 60
@ @ @ (2 @ (3 @ @ (5)
Middle school teachers 59 49 48 56 50 45 72 66 63

(4) (4) (4) ©) ©) (3) ©) ©) (4)

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree.
Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly agree responses.



Table B.47
Teachers in Tested Grades Reporting Aligning Their Instruction with State Assessments and State Content Standards

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Measure Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
Math teachers
Standards 97 96 95 93 94 95 95 94 90 90 86 88 89 87 82 71 84 80
Q)] (2) (1 (1 (1 (2) (1 (1 (1 (2) 2 @ 2 (5 (3) (4) 3 @
Assessments 62 65 52 51 58 53 81 80 82 77 78 80 88 85 87 86 85 85
5y @ (4) (4) 4)  (6) 3 3 (€) N )) 3 3 2 @ (€) N E)) 3 @
Science teachers
Standards 84 78 87 95 84 100 95 95 87 90 84 91 NA? NA NA NA NA NA
7y (1) (4) (4) (5)  (0) (1 Q)] 2 3 2 @
Assessments 42 60 60 64 46 71 82 79 80 81 77 78 NA NA NA NA NA NA

©® 9 7 ) ® an @ @ 3 B @ 3

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree. Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly
agree responses.

3 Excludes Pennsylvania science teachers because Pennsylvania did not administer a science test.
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Table B.48
Elementary School Teachers Reporting Changes in Instructional Time from Year to Year

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2002-2003 to  2003-2004 to 2004-2005to 2002-2003 to 2003-2004 to 2004-2005to 2002-2003to 2003-2004to 2004-2005 to
2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006

Subject

Changed - = + - = + - = + - = + - = + - = + - = + - = + - = +

Math 3 65 30 5 62 28 4 71 19 8 64 23 6 60 22 6 68 18 4 60 35 3 55 38 4 65 26
m @ 6 @ 6 6 m @6 6 @ @ 6 m e @ o @ m 6 6 M 6 6 M @ 3

Science 16 62 19 19 53 21 19 60 15 15 67 N 10 63 M1 12 67 9 24 63 7 22 62 8 18 61 1N
@ @4 3 6B @4 6 6 6 & @ 66 Hm 6 @6 @ 0 @ @ 4 @ G e a0 6 6 3

Reading/ 2 64 31 59 32 59 31 62 25 62 21 63 21 61 33 63 24 66 23

3 3 7 4 4 2 7 3
ELA m @ @ 0 @ @ O e 6 @ & 6 0 6 o 6 & Mm 6 3 6 @ 6 0 6 @

Social 20 67 4 28 55 10 23 62 9 14 64 13 11 65 9 1M1 67 9 26 63 6 25 60 6 22 61 6
Studies (4 4 @ ©6G) @ @ @ 6 @ @ & @ O 6 @ @ @ @ @ @ 9 @ @ m 3 3 M

Arts/ 26 58 N 23 60 9 23 61 9 18 68 5 9 69 4 6 70 8 3 91 1 2 88 3 1 8 1
Music G O @ @& 6 9 6 6 @ 6@ n @ 6m @6 @ 0O @ oo M @O @O 0 ©

PE 16 70 8 23 58 M 15 70 9 9 78 5 5 74 5 6 77 4 3 91 1 3 88 3 2 86 3
@ 6 6 @ 6 6 66 @ @ 60 O 9 n @ @0 O o0 @60 @ @ O

NOTES: Response options included decreased by >45 minutes per week, decreased by 1-45 minutes per week, stayed the same, increased by 1-45 minutes
per week, increased by >45 minutes per week, and don’t know. Percentages for — columns represent the sums of decreased by >45 minutes per week and
decreased by 1-45 minutes per week responses. Percentages for + columns represent the sums of increased by >45 minutes per week and increased by 1-45
minutes per week responses. Percentages for = columns represent stayed the same responses. The omitted category is “don’t know.” PE = physical education.
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Table B.49
Middle School Teachers Reporting Changes in Instructional Time from Year to Year

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2002-2003 to  2003-2004 to 2004-2005to 2002-2003 to 2003-2004to 2004-2005to 2002-2003 to 2003-2004to 2004-2005 to
2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006

Subject
Changed - = + - = + - = + - = + - = + - = + - = + - = + - = +
Math 3 67 17 1 67 20 2 73 N 4 64 19 5 53 29 4 62 19 3 70 19 2 78 14 2 69 18
m 6 @ ©0 6 6 m 6 6 M B 6 @ G . M @4 @ @ 6 @ @O 6 @ O 3 @
Science 6 60 8 9 63 10 9 66 6 6 65 14 5 51 23 7 62 14 7 73 01" 7 77 6 4 70 12
2 6 @ 6 @4 6 6 @4 6 Hm 6 @ O @4 6 @9 4 3 @ 6 @ @ 6 6 @ 6 (6
Reading/ 2 60 N 3 60 14 2 59 13 3 61 19 8 48 23 5 54 19 1 64 21 3 74 9 3 62 13
ELA m 6 6 O @4 a0 m 6 6 M 6 & @ @4 6 @ @ 3 O G . @O ;6 6 @O 6 6
Social 6 58 5 13 59 5 10 60 2 4 61 12 5 51 20 6 59 12 3 71 10 9 75 3 7 65 6
Studies B @ @ 6 @ o 6 a3 m O 6 O @ 6 m @@ e 0O 6 @ 6 e M 6 6 @
Arts/ 12 46 14 48 56 57 52 55 67 74 69

3 8 6 1 6 4 9 5 6 7 5 3 5 6 4 3
Music 3@ @ 0n &6 @6 66 m o0 @6 9 @ @ @ @ 6 @ 6 @ 0 6 @

PE 5 62 5 5 68 3 2 67 6 6 59 4 8 55 5 7 59 4 4 69 3 3 75 5 6 68 1
@ @ 6 @6 o O e 6 0o 60 @ 6 @ @ @ 0 @ 6 g O e @ @ 6 O

NOTES: Response options included decreased by >45 minutes per week, decreased by 1-45 minutes per week, stayed the same, increased by 1-45 minutes
per week, increased by >45 minutes per week, and don’t know. Percentages for — columns represent the sums of decreased by >45 minutes per week and
decreased by 1-45 minutes per week responses. Percentages for + columns represent the sums of increased by >45 minutes per week and increased by 1-45
minutes per week responses. Percentages for = columns represent stayed the same responses. The omitted category is “don’t know."”
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Table B.50
Elementary School Mathematics Teachers Reporting That They Use Certain
Instructional Techniques

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE)  Pennsylvania, % (SE)

Technique 2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006
Assign math homework 97 99 96 97 98 98
(M (1 (1 (1 (1 (1
Have students work on 45 45 46 52 43 52
extended math investigations 4) 4) (3) (3) (3) (3)
or projects
Introduce content through 98 97 98 97 98 96
formal presentations or direct (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)
instruction
Provide help to individual 68 71 70 67 72 71
students outside of class time 3) 3) (3) (3) 4) 4)
Confer with another teacher 81 86 90 92 89 88
about alternative ways to 3) 3) (1) (1) (2) (2)
present specific topics or
lessons
Have students help other 91 89 93 93 92 920
students learn math content (2) (2) (1) (1) (1) (1)
Refer students for extra help 57 49 65 63 54 52
outside the classroom 4) (3) 4) (4) (4) (4)
Plan different assignments 82 80 90 87 81 79
based on performance (2) 3) (1) (2) (2) (3)
Reteach topics because 93 97 96 98 89 95
performance on assignments (2) (1) (1) (1) (2) (1)

or assessments did not meet
expectations

Review assessment results to 91 94 95 96 89 93
identify individual students 2) 2) (1) (1) (1) 1
who need supplemental

instruction

Review assessment results to 90 93 94 96 87 91
identify topics requiring more (2) (2) (1) (1) (1) (1)
or less emphasis in instruction

Conduct a preassessment to 65 67 67 76 60 58
find out what students know 4) (3) (3) (3) (5) (3)

about a topic

NOTES: Response options were never, rarely (a few times a year), sometimes (once or twice a
month), and often (once a week or more). Percentages represent the sum of the sometimes
and often responses.
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Table B.51
Middle School Mathematics Teachers Reporting That They Use Certain Instructional
Techniques

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE)  Pennsylvania, % (SE)

Technique 2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006
Assign math homework 94 98 92 90 94 95
(2) (1 (2) (2) (2) (2
Have students work on 28 34 39 42 26 39
extended math investigations (4) 4) 3) 3) 3) (6)
or projects
Introduce content through 95 98 97 98 99 98
formal presentations or direct (2) (1) (1 1) (0) 1)
instruction
Provide help to individual 85 87 85 86 80 76
students outside of class time 4) (3) (2) (2) (11) (6)
Confer with another teacher 81 79 84 91 72 81
about alternative ways to (3) (5) (2) (2) (10) (3)
present specific topics or
lessons
Have students help other 86 87 94 95 84 86
students learn math content (2) 2) (1 (1) 4) (3)
Refer students for extra help 70 73 63 68 66 64
outside the classroom 3) (6) 4) (3) (4) (4)
Plan different assignments 68 67 81 83 69 73
based on performance (2) (5) (2) (2) (5) (5)
Reteach topics because 95 97 93 95 87 90
performance on assignments (2) 1 M Q)] (3) (3)

or assessments did not meet
expectations

Review assessment results to 84 91 89 91 75 80
identify individual students (3) (3) (2) (1) (6) (5)
who need supplemental

instruction

Review assessment results to 86 86 90 95 83 81

identify topics requiring more (2) (2) (2) (1 (4) (5)
or less emphasis in instruction

Conduct a preassessment to 49 51 65 68 41 56
find out what students know 4) (5) 3) (3) 9) (10)

about a topic

NOTES: Response options were never, rarely (a few times a year), sometimes (once or twice a
month), and often (once a week or more). Percentages represent the sum of the sometimes
and often responses.
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Table B.52
Elementary School Science Teachers Reporting That They Use Certain Instructional
Techniques

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE)  Pennsylvania, % (SE)

Technique 2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006
Assign science homework 51 44 75 73 57 56
@ (6) (3) (3 4 ()]
Have students do hands-on 72 71 81 85 84 87
laboratory science activities or 3) (5) (2) (3) 3) (2)
investigations
Introduce content through 93 92 99 99 97 95
formal presentations or direct 2) 2) (0) 1) (1) 1
instruction
Provide help to individual 25 26 a1 37 30 30
students outside of class time 3) 4) (3) (3) 3) (3)
Confer with another teacher 62 64 83 84 68 66
about alternative ways to (5) (5) (2) (2) (4) (4)
present specific topics or
lessons
Have students help other 66 64 87 84 75 73
students learn science content 3) 4) 2) (2) (3) (3)
Refer students for extra help 20 18 35 28 16 13
outside the classroom 3) 3) 3) 3) 3) (2)
Plan different assignments or 38 36 64 59 37 40
lessons based on performance 3) (4) (4) (3) (3) (3)
Reteach topics because 57 58 81 80 54 58
performance on assignments 4) (5) (3) (3) 4) (3)

or assessments did not meet
expectations

Review assessment results to 61 62 81 83 62 68
identify individual students (4) (5) (2) (2) (3) (3)
who need supplemental

instruction

Review assessment results to 61 63 82 82 60 66
identify topics requiring more 4) (5) (2) (2) 3) (3)
or less emphasis in instruction

Conduct a preassessment to 42 39 53 55 43 44
find out what students know 4) (5) (3) (3) 4) 4)

about a topic

NOTES: Response options were never, rarely (a few times a year), sometimes (once or twice a
month), and often (once a week or more). Percentages represent the sum of the sometimes
and often responses
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Table B.53
Middle School Science Teachers Reporting That They Use Certain Instructional
Techniques

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE)  Pennsylvania, % (SE)

Technique 2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006
Assign science homework 75 69 87 83 78 78
(7) (8) (3) (3 (6) (5)
Have students do hands-on 82 78 85 84 76 87
laboratory science activities or (5) 9) (2) (3) (6) (4)
investigations
Introduce content through 98 93 98 97 94 97
formal presentations or direct Q] 4) n (1) 4) 1)
instruction
Provide help to individual 65 64 76 72 56 68
students outside of class time (7) 9) 3) 3) (10) (8)
Confer with another teacher 69 67 84 89 69 78
about alternative ways to (5) 9) (2) (2) (6) (5)
present specific topics or
lessons
Have students help other 80 68 90 20 74 79
students learn science content 4) (5) (2) 2) (6) 4)
Refer students for extra help 43 25 57 53 39 38
outside the classroom (5) (5) 3) 3) (7) (6)
Plan different assignments or 46 40 74 76 65 66
lessons based on performance (7) (5) 3) 3) (5) 4)
Reteach topics because 59 63 80 82 62 71
performance on assignments (5) (7) (2) (3) (3) 4)

or assessments did not meet
expectations

Review assessment results to 66 60 80 87 79 79
identify individual students (7) (7) (3) (2) (6) (4)
who need supplemental

instruction

Review assessment results to 70 55 85 88 76 78
identify topics requiring more (5) 9) (2) (2) (3) (3)
or less emphasis in instruction

Conduct a preassessment to 53 37 63 69 65 53
find out what students know (5) (5) 3) (4) (3) (6)

about a topic

NOTES: Response options were never, rarely (a few times a year), sometimes (once or twice a
month), and often (once a week or more). Percentages represent the sum of the sometimes
and often responses.



Table B.54
Teachers Agreeing with Statements About the State’s Accountability System

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Statement Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
The state’s 82 86 89 90 89 88 82 84 87 85 82 83

accountability system (4) 2) (2) 2) 2) 3) 2) 2) 1) (2) (2) (2)
leaves little time to

teach content not on

the state tests

As a result of the 52 a7 52 54 49 55 46 51
state’s accountability (3) 3) (4) 3) (2) 2) (3) (2)
system, high-

achieving students
are not receiving
appropriately
challenging
curriculum or
instruction?

NOTES: Response options included strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree. Percentages represent the sum of the agree and strongly

agree responses.
@ Blank cells indicate that we did not ask this question in 2004.
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Table B.55
Administrators Reporting Inadequate Fiscal or Physical Capital as a Hindrance to Their Improvement Efforts

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Hindrance E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S
Lack of 67 71 84 81 80 98 55 74 81 73 77 81 43 67 99 44 60 93 64 75 80 66 72 98 55 74 86
adequate an o @ @ @ (@ @o) () 9 @ . O @ @ Ay (7 9 (6 @ (1) (1) (9 (10) (10)
funding
Inadequate 9 30 27 3 8 10 11 23 8 23 29 30 23 18 19 11 12 4 23 30 31 16 30 26 14 38 17
school ) (14) 6) (2 () (14 ) B () ] @B (120 7 7 (13 @ G B O a1y (12 (& @) O
facilities
Shortage of 34 14 16 31 46 40 30 34 32
standards- 9) (14) 9) (14) (12) (13) (13)
based
curriculum
materials
Unanticipated 29 21 33 14 18 15 24 13 23 20 18 38
problems 9 @ ® () (5) (5) 7y ) 7
with space,
facilities,
and trans-
portation

NOTES: Response options included not a hindrance, a minor hindrance, a moderate hindrance, and a great hindrance. Percentages represent the sum of the
moderate and great hindrance responses. “E” is elementary principal, “M" is middle school principal, and “S" is superintendent.

sa|ge] s1nsay

€EL



Table B.56
Teachers Reporting Inadequate Resources as a Hindrance to Students’ Academic Success
California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006

Hindrance Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
Large class size 51 66 59 69 55 60 44 54 39 57 40 55 55 60 47 57 47 50

4 (4) ()] (4) (7) 4 (3) 4 (3) (3 (3 @) (3 (4) ()] (4) (3) (5)
Inadequate 26 38 33 34 27 26 25 31 28 35 26 36 26 23 33 33 32 27
instructional (6) (4) (3 (3) (4) 4 (3) (3 (3) (3 (3 (3 4 (4) (4 (6) (3) (3)
resources (e.g.,
textbooks,
equipment)
Lack of school 41 48 42 37 41 30 20 37 23 34 22 31 33 32 32 31 34 33

resources to provide  (7)  (5) 5 @ @  (5) 3 3 3 3 3 3 @4 @ @) () @ Q3
the extra help for
students who need it

NOTES: Response options included not a hindrance, a minor hindrance, a moderate hindrance, and a great hindrance. Percentages represent the sum
of the moderate and great hindrance responses.
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Table B.57
Administrators Reporting Inadequate Human Capital as a Hindrance to Their Improvement Efforts

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006

Hindrance E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S

Shortage 15 22 25 26 36 38 30 29 18
of qualified (8) (11) (10) (13) (13) (12) (11) (13) (11)
principals

Shortageof 29 35 12 39 24 25 18 21 7 32 13 28 9 18 10 25 8 19

highly quali- (9) (9) (5) (10) ® (7) @) @ @® (5) () ) (8 (5) (11
fied teachers

Shortage of 40 76 69 66 33 28
highly quali- (12) (10) (13) (14)

fied math

teachers

Shortage of 43 60 69 78 28 39
highly quali- (13) 11) (13) (12)

fied science

teachers

Shortage of 38 23 22 28 31 24 14 1N 9 8 20 12 16 17 27 34 25 19
highly quali- (12) (8) ® (10) (9) (5) (@) (5) (5) (7) () 7 @ ® @1

fied teacher

aides and

para-profes-

sionals

Teacher 22 19 20 12 19 10 19 20 15 25 19 24 2 33 13 21 9 18
turnover (10) (@ (9 (© ©@ @ (6) (6) ® (9 @ @ (1 (4 (5) (10
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Table B.57—Continued

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006

Hindrance E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M

Shortage/ 31 34 48 32 38 47 42 44 42 25 11 26 16 17 45 16 18 30 16 51 30 22 19 39 32 49
chl;of (1 (3) (14) @10y (100 (13) (1) (0 (11) (7)) (G) (A1) (5) (6) (14) (6) (6) (12) (6) (13) (11)  (9)

igh-

quality PD

opportu-

nities for

teachers

Shortage/ 44 30 39 29 39 37 29 47 40 22 12 29 10 10 45 11 12 16 16 38 42 34 22 51 36 43
Iha_cl;m‘ (15) (11) (13) (@) (100 (12) (1) (13) (12) (7)) (G) (13) () @) (14 () () (8 (6) (13) (12) (9)

igh-

quality PD

opportu-

nities for

principals

Insufficient 71 72 57 69 56 43 62 65 55 63 58 38
staff time (7) (12) 9) (10) 6) (8) 7 (9 (10)

to meet ad-

ministrative

responsi-

bilities

51

52

NOTES: Response options included not a hindrance, a minor hindrance, a moderate hindrance, and a great hindrance. Percentages represent the sum of the
moderate and great hindrance responses. “E” is elementary principal, “M" is middle school principal, and “S” is superintendent.
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Table B.58
Teachers Reporting Inadequate Time as a Hindrance to Students’ Academic Success

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006

Hindrance Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
Insufficient class 71 56 70 61 75 60 58 49 59 46 58 40 58 49 64 47 64 54
time to coverallthe  (3)  (4) (€) N )] 3 @ 2 @ 2 @ 2 3 @ @3 (3) () @4 @
curriculum

Lack of teacher 62 43 63 37 a4 38 42 32 52 29 53 30
planning time built ) @ 4)  (6) 3 @) @ @ (3) () @ @

into the school day?

NOTES: Response options included not a hindrance, a minor hindrance, a moderate hindrance, and a great hindrance. Percentages represent the sum

of the moderate and great hindrance responses.
@ Blank cells indicate that we did not ask this question in 2004.
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Table B.59
Administrators Reporting Inadequate Time as a Moderate or Great Hindrance to Their Improvement Efforts
California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006

Hindrance E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S

Inadequate 57 56 92 46 31 8 36 38 58 67 41 8 34 36 69 43 40 32 52 47 64 34 33 57 22 64 73
lead time  (12) (10) (5) (9 (10) (7) (9 (10) (1) (9 @) ) () (10) (13) @) (9 (10) (10) (12) (12) (7) (12) (15)

to prepare

before

implement-

ing reforms

Lack of 71 36 56 40 44 22 39 17 41 12 37 20
teacher (9 (10) (6) (12) 6 (@ (8 (6) ® (®

planning

time built

into the

school day

NOTES: Response options included not a hindrance, a minor hindrance, a moderate hindrance, and a great hindrance. Percentages represent the sum of the
moderate and great hindrance responses. “E” is elementary principal, “M" is middle school principal, and “S" is superintendent.
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Table B.60
Teachers Reporting Student Background Conditions as a Hindrance to Students’ Academic Success

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Hindrance Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid
Inadequate basic 70 79 78 83 75 84 71 85 70 86 66 83 62 81 66 85 65 83
skills or prior (6 (6 & 6 3 6 5 @ @ @ @ @ G @ & @ @ Q)

preparation

Lack of support from 68 78 75 80 72 80 74 85 75 86 73 83 72 79 69 85 72 85

parents (6)  (6) 5) @ ) @ 5) @ 5) @ G @ (5) (@ 5) @ @ @3
Student absenteeism 51 68 61 70 64 73 54 76 51 74 47 69 52 71 51 82 51 71
and tardiness (6)  (6) G @ ) (5 G 3 @ @ @ @ (€Y )] (5) (5 (4) (4)
Wide range of 80 68 82 77 76 77 67 69 65 71 65 69 76 72 78 75 73 72

student abilities to @ 5 3 3 (4) (4) 3 @ 3 @ 3 @ 3 3 3 @ 3 3
address in class

NOTES: Response options included not a hindrance, a minor hindrance, a moderate hindrance, and a great hindrance. Percentages represent the sum
of the moderate and great hindrance responses.
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Table B.61

Superintendents Reporting That Their Districts Have Sufficient Staff with Necessary Skills

in Certain Areas

California, % (SE)

Georgia, % (SE)

Pennsylvania, % (SE)

Skill 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006
Facilitate improvements in 61 62 79 74 67 65 80 32 44
low-performing schools (14) (14) 9) (12) (13) (12) (10) (15) (14)
Help schools to analyze data 70 68 74 68 66 80 86 55 31
for school improvement (14) (12) (10) (13) (14) (10) (8) (16) (12)
Help schools identify 70 57 72 71 73 77 92 58 38
research-based strategies for  (14) (12) (10) (12) (13) (11) (5) (16) (14)
improvement

Conduct PD tailored to the 52 35 57 31 68 62 73 74 34
needs of teachers (14) (11) (1) (11) (14) (12) (11) (13) (13)
Conduct PD tailored to the 65 27 58 34 64 68 65 48 31
needs of principals (14) (10) (11) (11) (14) (12) (12) (16) (12)
Align curriculum with state 94 52 69 63 70 70 88 85 38

content standards and state
assessments

(5)

(1

(10)

(12)

(13)

(11

t)

(10)

(13)

NOTE: Response options included yes and no.



Table B.62
Administrators Reporting Frequent Changes in Policy or Leadership as a Hindrance to Their Improvement Efforts

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)

2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006

Hindrance E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S E M S

Frequent 87 71 71 76 79 67 73 98 68
changes (8) (12) (11) (12) (12) (12) (11) (1 (13)
in state

policy or

leadership

Frequent 22 24 46 15 37 N 21 28 1 18 15 27 21 30 19 15 19 32
changes (7 (10) (10) (5) (12) (5 @ @ @ () @ (0 () (9 @ @

in district

policy and

priorities

Frequent 12 13 30 20 29 10 18 20 14 10 1 16 9 23 14 9 13 25
changes 9 a1 (10) (8) (13) (8) 7 @ 4 @ (5) (@) (5) () (7)

in district

leadership

Complying 73 71 59 0 7 12 42 51 70
with teacher (12) (12) (11) (NA) (6) 9) (12)

association

rules/

policies

Disagree- 1 2 2 13 17 33 9 21 23
ments with (8) 2) (2) (13) 9) (13) 9)

district

school

board over

policies

NOTES: Response options included not a hindrance, a minor hindrance, a moderate hindrance, and a great hindrance. Percentages represent the sum of the
moderate and great hindrance responses. “E” is elementary principal, “M" is middle school principal, and “S” is superintendent.

sa|gel sy nsay

A%
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Table B.63
Principals Reporting Lack of Guidance for Teaching Standards to Students Subgroups as a
Hindrance to Their School Improvement Efforts

California, % (SE) Georgia, % (SE) Pennsylvania, % (SE)
2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006
Hindrance Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid Elem Mid

Lack of guidance for 51 26 39 37 17 21 28 39 27 a1 23 21
teaching grade-level (10)  (9) 9) 9) (6) (8) (8) (10) 8) (14) (7) 9)
standards to special
education students)

Lack of guidance for 47 15 49 45 19 21 22 30 27 8 18 20
teaching grade-level (10) (7) (100 (1) (7) (6) 9) (7) (8) (3) (5) (7)
standards to ELLs

NOTES: Response options included not a hindrance, a minor hindrance, a moderate hindrance, and a
great hindrance. Percentages represent the sum of the moderate and great hindrance responses.



Bibliography

20 U.S. Code § 6311-6322, Education: Strengthening and Improvement of Elementary and
Secondary Schools: Improving the Academic Achievement of the Disadvantaged: Improving Basic
Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies: Basic Program Requirements, January 2, 2006.

California Department of Education, Guidelines on Academic Preparation for State Assessments,
Sacramento, Calif.: California Department of Education, April 2004. As of July 14, 2008:
hetp://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/documents/academicprep.pdf

, Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA), Sacramento, Calif.: California Department of
Education, last reviewed May 14, 2008. As of July 14, 2008:
heep://www.cde.ca.gov/talac/pal

California State Board of Education, Content Standards, Sacramento, Calif.: California State Board
of Education, last reviewed June 27, 2008. As of July 14, 2008:
http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/st/ss/

Center on Education Policy (CEP), From the Capital to the Classroom: Year 4 of the No Child Left
Behind Act, Washington, D.C., March 2006.

, Educational Architects: Do State Education Agencies Have the Tools Necessary to Implement
NCLB? Washington D.C., May 2007a.

, Moving Beyond Identification: Assisting Schools in Improvement, Washington D.C., July
2007b.

, Managing More Than a Thousand Remodeling Projects: School Restructuring in California,
Washington D.C., February 2008.

Cronin, John, Michael Dahlin, Deborah Adkins, and G. Gage Kingsbury, 7he Proficiency Illusion,
Washington, D.C.: Thomas B. Fordham Institute, October 4, 2007. As of July 14, 2008:
htep://www.edexcellence.net/detail/news.cfm?news_id=376

Finn, Chester E., Jr., Michael J. Petrilli, and Liam Julian, 7he State of State Standards 2006,
Washington, D.C.: Thomas B. Fordham Foundation, August 29, 2006. As of July 14, 2008:
heep://www.edexcellence.net/detail/news.cfm?news_id=358

Georgia Department of Education, Curriculum Frequently Asked Questions, Atlanta, Ga.: Georgia
Department of Education, undated. As of July 14, 2008:
heep://www.georgiastandards.org/fags.aspx

Hamilton, Laura S., Brian M. Stecher, Julie A. Marsh, Jennifer Sloan McCombs, Abby Robyn,
Jennifer Russell, Scott Naftel, and Heather Barney, Standards-Based Accountability Under No Child
Left Behind: Experiences of Teachers and Administrators in Three States, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND
Corporation, MG-589-NSF, 2007. As of July 14, 2008:
htep://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG589/

143


http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/documents/academicprep.pdf
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/pa/
http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/st/ss/
http://www.edexcellence.net/detail/news.cfm?news_id=376
http://www.edexcellence.net/detail/news.cfm?news_id=358
http://www.georgiastandards.org/faqs.aspx
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG589/

144 Pain and Gain: Implementing No Child Left Behind in Three States, 2004-2006

Harr, Jenifer J., Tom Parrish, Miguel Socias, and Paul Gubbins, Evaluation Study of California’s High
Priority Schools Grant Program: Final Report, Washington, D.C.: American Institutes for Research,
September 9, 2007. As of July 14, 2008:
htep://eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/custom/portlets/record Details/detailmini.
jsp?_nfpb=true&_&ERICExtSearch_SearchValue_0=ED499197&ERICExtSearc
h_SearchType_0=no&accno=ED499197

Marsh, Julie A., John F. Pane, and Laura S. Hamilton, Making Sense of Data-Driven Decision Making
in Education: Evidence from Recent RAND Research, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation,
OP-170-EDU, 2006. As of July 14, 2008:

http://www.rand.org/pubs/occasional_papers/OP170/

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Common Core of Data, Build a Table,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, undated. As of July 14, 2008:
heep://nces.ed.gov/ced/bat/

, Mapping 2005 State Proficiency Standards Onto the NAEP Scales, Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of Education, NCES 2007-482, June 2007. As of July 14, 2008:
htep://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pubs/studies/2007482.asp

O’Connell, Jack, A California Perspective on Growth Models and Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP),
written testimony submitted to the Aspen Institute—Commission on No Child Left Behind, May
22,2006. As of July 14, 2008:

heep://www.cde.ca.gov/nr/sp/yr06/yr06sp0522.asp

Pennsylvania Department of Education, “English as a Second Language Program Statistics,”
Harrisburg, Pa.: Pennsylvania Department of Education, content last modified on October 30, 2006.
As of July 14, 2008:

http://www.pde.state.pa.us/esl/cwp/view.asp?a=3&Q=70150

P.L. 107-110, No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, January 8, 2002.

Poston, William, et al., Preliminary Evaluation of Curriculum Development and Design in Reading and
Language Arts, Mathematics, Social Studies, and Science: A Preliminary External Curriculum Audit of
the Georgia Performance Standards (Preliminary Draft), Bloomington, Ind.: International Curriculum
Management Audit Center, Phi Delta Kappa International, April 23, 2004. As of July 29, 2008:
heep://www.gpee.org/Curriculum-Audit.49.0.heml

U.S. Department of Education, State and Local Implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act,
Volume II—Teacher Quality Under NCLB: Interim Report, Washington, D.C., 2007a.

, State and Local Implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act, Volume I[I—Accountability
Under NCLB: Interim Report, Washington, D.C., 2007b.



http://eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/custom/portlets/recordDetails/detailmini.jsp?_nfpb=true&_&ERICExtSearch_SearchValue_0=ED499197&ERICExtSearch_SearchType_0=no&accno=ED499197
http://www.rand.org/pubs/occasional_papers/OP170/
http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/bat/
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pubs/studies/2007482.asp
http://www.cde.ca.gov/nr/sp/yr06/yr06sp0522.asp
http://www.pde.state.pa.us/esl/cwp/view.asp?a=3&Q=70150
http://www.gpee.org/Curriculum-Audit.49.0.html


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages false
  /ColorImageFilter /None
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages false
  /GrayImageFilter /None
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages false
  /MonoImageFilter /None
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308030d730ea30d730ec30b9537052377528306e00200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /FRA <>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for high quality pre-press printing. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later. These settings require font embedding)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


