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P
revious RAND reports and other research have shed some light on teachers’ implementa-
tion of current state standards. However, we know less about how schools support teach-
ers’ implementation of state standards. In this report, we consider two key school supports 
that might help teachers address state standards in their instruction: curriculum require-
ments and school leader knowledge of standards. Drawing on survey responses of school 

leaders across the United States, we 
specifically examine what instruc-
tional materials are required or rec-
ommended in English language arts 
(ELA) and mathematics classrooms 
and what school leaders know about 
their ELA and mathematics state 
standards, as well as the factors that 
appear to be related to school leaders’ 
knowledge about their standards.

As with our past surveys and 
reports about teachers’ implemen-
tation of state standards, this report 
asks school leaders about their 
knowledge of content and approaches 
that are closely aligned with the 
Common Core but also present 
in nearly all state standards. For 
ELA, we examined school leaders’ 

C O R P O R A T I O N

KEY FINDINGS
 ■ School leaders’ reports of the most commonly required or 

recommended ELA and mathematics instructional materials 
included many that are not aligned with key emphases in state 
standards. 

 ■ Majorities of school leaders were unable to identify reading 
approaches most explicitly aligned with state standards for ELA 
and literacy. However, those school leaders reporting require-
ments or recommendations to use standards-aligned ELA 
instructional materials were better able to identify standards- 
aligned reading approaches. 

 ■ School leaders had particular difficulty identifying standards- 
aligned mathematics topics at higher grade levels in their 
schools. Those reporting requirements or recommendations to 
use standards-aligned mathematics instructional materials were 
no more likely to identify content and approaches aligned with 
their mathematics standards compared with those not using 
standards-aligned mathematics materials. 
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differences we found in school leaders’ knowledge of 
their standards suggest that school leaders need more 
training and support to better understand content 
and approaches aligned with their state standards.

Introduction

During the past decade, most states have adopted 
college and career readiness standards that are more 
rigorous than previous standards, and most of those 
standards are closely aligned with key tenets of the 
Common Core State Standards (Korn, Gamboa, 
and Polikoff, 2016; Achieve, 2017; Norton, Ash, and 
Ballinger, 2017). A burgeoning number of research 
studies have examined how new state standards 
are being implemented in schools and classrooms 
(e.g., Kane et al., 2016; Edgerton and Desimone, 
2017; Ferguson, Kober, and Rentner, 2017). Previous 
RAND reports have specifically examined imple-
mentation of state standards through teachers’ survey 
reports about their use of instructional materials, 
their perceptions and understanding of their state 
standards, and their instructional practice (Opfer, 
Kaufman, and Thompson, 2016; Kaufman, Opfer, 
and Thompson, 2016; Kaufman et al., 2017; Kaufman 
et al., 2018). 

Although we know something about teachers’ 
perspectives and implementation of newer state 
standards, we know less about how schools support 
teachers’ implementation of state standards. Some 
research has highlighted concerns from district 
leaders and school leaders about standards imple-
mentation in schools (Rentner and Kober, 2014a; 
Rentner and Kober, 2014b; Lopez and Wise, 2015). In 
addition, some research—which we outline in more 
detail below—has suggested the importance of two 
particular school supports for implementation of 
state standards that we propose to examine in greater 
depth in this report:

• curriculum requirements and 
recommendations 

• school leader knowledge about state standards.

Curriculum requirements or recommenda-
tions. Recent research suggests that school district 
adoption of specific curricula can make a difference 

understanding of two standards-aligned approaches: 
(1) giving students opportunities to read complex 
texts written at or above their grade levels and (2) 
engaging students in close reading of complex texts. 
For mathematics, we examined school leaders’ under-
standing in regard to (1) major standards-aligned 
mathematics topics at each grade level and (2) aspects 
of rigor targeted by specific standards. 

Data for this report were drawn from an October 
2016 survey of the American School Leader Panel 
(ASLP), a randomly selected, nationally representa-
tive sample of school leaders across the United States 
who periodically receive surveys on education issues 
of national import.

Our findings indicate that school supports for 
teachers’ implementation of their state standards may 
vary considerably. Our findings imply that districts—
and school leaders—need more clear information and 
training in regard to the materials and approaches 
aligned with their state standards so that they can 
better support teachers. Our findings imply that if 
school leaders are able to review and reflect on the 
key aspects of required or recommended instruc-
tional materials, they might be better able to support 
teachers’ use of those materials. On a related note, the 

Although we know 
something about 
teachers’ perspectives 
and implementation 
of newer state 
standards, we know 
less about how schools 
support teachers’ 
implementation of state 
standards. 
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iterations of those standards.3 In particular, one of 
the Professional Standards focuses on “curriculum, 
instruction, and assessments” and notes that effective 
leaders “implement coherent systems of curricu-
lum, instruction, and assessment . . . that align with 
academic standards” (p. 12). Achieve (2013) and the 
Aspen Institute (2013) have similarly suggested that 
school leaders play a major role in implementation of 
state standards by providing common expectations 
regarding standards-aligned practice and support-
ing use of standards-aligned materials. In addition, 
state teacher evaluation policies often require prin-
cipals to observe and provide feedback on teachers’ 
instruction; principals’ ratings of instruction can be 
one of multiple measures used to inform high-stakes 
decisions about whether a teacher is retained or 
dismissed. 

However, exactly what and how much school 
leaders should know about their state standards 
are unclear, and how much they should know is 
likely dependent on their context. In some schools, 
instructional coaches or teacher leaders may provide 
an additional layer of subject-specific support that 
school leaders do not need to provide, while other 
schools may not have the benefit of such subject- 
specific support. In addition, leaders in high 
schools—which are generally larger than elementary 
and middle schools and focus on more advanced  
content—may have more staff with content-level 
expertise to support instruction in particular sub-
jects. On the other hand, Coburn (2005) has observed 
that the messages and teacher professional develop-
ment that principals promote are intertwined with 
both their understanding of state policies and specific 
subject areas. Other research similarly suggests that 
principals’ content-expertise is closely connected to 
school leaders’ observations and the feedback that 
they provide to teachers (Nelson and Sassi, 2000; 
Nelson, Sassi, and Grant, 2001). Thus, it is worth con-
sidering how much school leaders know about their 
state standards.

In this report, we consider curriculum require-
ments and recommendations and school leader 
knowledge of standards, based on reports of school 
leaders across the United States. We also consider 
what factors might be related to school leader knowl-
edge of standards. The ASLP gathered information 

for student achievement. By curricula, we mean the 
specific textbook(s) or instructional programs on 
record as adopted for use by teachers in a district. 
Studies in Indiana (Bhatt and Koedel, 2012) and 
California (Koedel et al., 2017) indicated higher gains 
in achievement among students using particular text-
books for their mathematics instruction. The What 
Works Clearinghouse—which identifies interventions 
with rigorous evidence regarding student outcomes—
has also noted several curricula across subjects con-
nected with gains in students’ performance.1

Research is less clear about what specific aspects 
of those textbooks might matter for student achieve-
ment. Logically, textbooks that are more aligned with 
the content of state standards could better support 
students to meet standards and do well on state tests. 
While many textbooks are marketed as aligned with 
Common Core, some recent research suggests that 
is not always the case. For example, Polikoff (2015) 
reviewed the alignment of several fourth-grade 
mathematics textbooks with the Common Core 
and found that only 28 percent to 40 percent of the 
content within those textbooks was in “proportional 
agreement” with the content of Common Core 
fourth-grade mathematics standards. More recently, 
EdReports.org—an independent nonprofit—has con-
ducted reviews on a wide range of commonly used 
instructional materials for mathematics and ELA 
and has made those reviews available online. The 
major categories of EdReports.org reviews reflect the 
key shifts emphasized in Common Core documents 
and information intended to support implementa-
tion of the Common Core.2 EdReports.org’s reviews 
identified a small number of ELA and mathematics 
texts that meet expectations across the categories and 
grade-levels of their reviews.

School leader knowledge about state standards. 
School leaders (i.e., school principals) are expected 
to play many roles in their schools. The National 
Policy Board for Educational Administration (2015) 
provides Professional Standards for Educational 
Leaders that include domains ranging from set-
ting a mission and vision to supporting equity to 
developing a professional community within their 
schools. The 2015 Professional Standards place a 
particular emphasis on the school leader role in 
supporting student learning compared with previous 
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documents and information intended to support 
implementation of the Common Core.4 For exam-
ple, for ELA, EdReports.org reviews include scores 
for text quality and complexity as well as students’ 
work to ground the justifications and conclusions in 
evidence from texts. For mathematics, EdReports.
org reviews score materials for the extent on which 
they focus on major mathematics topics that are also 
emphasized by the Common Core at each grade level, 
and it also scores materials for a balanced emphasis 
on conceptual understanding; procedural skills; and 
fluency and application to the real world.5

After discussing our methods, we begin our 
findings by presenting what ELA and mathematics 
instructional materials were reported as recom-
mended or required for use in schools, according to 
school leader reports. These materials could be ones 
that required by their district, but they could also be 
materials that leaders themselves recommended for 
use at their schools. We then consider what is known 
about the quality of those materials and their align-
ment with state standards, based on EdReports.org’s 
reviews. Next, we examine school leaders’ knowledge 
of their state standards for ELA and mathematics, 
and we compare school leaders’ responses with those 
of teachers who responded to the RAND American 
Teacher Panel (ATP) survey.6

In particular, to compare school leader and 
teacher responses, we asked school leaders similar 
questions to those asked of teachers regarding their 
state standards for ELA and mathematics. These 
items reflect the major instructional shifts required to 
implement the Common Core. While we recognize 
that school leaders might not be expected to have the 
same fine-grained knowledge of their standards as 
teachers do, the comparisons between school leaders 
and teachers’ responses can also tell us something 
about areas where school leaders’ knowledge is and 
is not on par with what teachers know. Lastly, we 
consider what factors might be related to school 
leaders’ knowledge about their standards, including 
the required or recommended materials that school 
leaders’ report and multiple other school-level and 
principal-level demographic factors. We conclude our 
report with a summary of our findings and a discus-
sion of the implications of our findings for districts 
and states.

about both of those potential supports in an October 
2016 survey to a nationally representative sample 
of school leaders (i.e., principals). This report spe-
cifically uses ASLP data to investigate the following 
three research questions:

1. What instructional materials are required or 
recommended for use in ELA and mathemat-
ics classrooms? 

2. What do school leaders know about the con-
tent and approaches aligned with their state 
standards for ELA and mathematics, and how 
does that compare with teachers’ knowledge 
about their standards?

3. What factors might be connected to what 
school leaders know about their ELA and 
mathematics standards?

While answers to these questions cannot fully 
address the extent to which schools are supporting 
teachers’ implementation of their state standards, 
they can provide some insights on specific supports 
and have implications for policy, as well as future 
research. 

As with our past RAND reports about teachers’ 
implementation of state standards, this report con-
siders standards-aligned curricula and knowledge as 
those content and approaches that are closely aligned 
with the Common Core. In particular, questions to 
school leaders about their knowledge of standards 
focused on these four Common Core-aligned ideas: 

• opportunities for students to read complex 
texts written at or above their grade level

• close and careful reading of complex texts
• a focus on major standards-aligned mathe-

matics content at specific grade levels
• balanced emphasis on three key aspects of 

rigor in mathematics: conceptual understand-
ing, procedural skills and fluency, and appli-
cation to the real world.

As noted in Box 1, state standards across the 
United States address these ideas, even in states that 
have not formally adopted the Common Core State 
Standards.

We used EdReports.org’s reviews to determine stan-
dards-alignment of curriculum materials. As noted in 
the introduction to this report, EdReports.org’s reviews 
reflect the major shifts emphasized in Common Core 
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next. Our use weights attempt to account for some of 
this bias in nonresponse. Specifically, school leaders’ 
responses were weighted to ensure that the propor-
tionate representation of school leader background 
and demographics matched the most recently avail-
able national data, while also adjusting for potential 
bias because of survey nonresponse. Weighting 
involved both modeling selection probabilities (i.e., 
the chance that a particular individual was contacted 
for inclusion into the panel) and response probabili-
ties (i.e., given that they were selected, the probability 
that they responded to our survey). Variables taken 
into account in the weighting included leader demo-
graphics (e.g., gender, professional experience, and 
others.) and school-level characteristics (e.g., school 
size, level, urbanicity, socioeconomic status, and 

Data and Methods

This report draws on data from an October 2016 
survey of the ASLP. The ASLP is a randomly selected, 
nationally representative panel of school leaders (i.e., 
principals) in K–12 schools across the United States 
who periodically receive surveys on education issues 
of national import. For the October 2016 survey, 
1,349 school leaders were surveyed from across the 
United States. Of those, approximately 31 percent, 
or 422 principals, completed the survey. This low 
response rate might be attributable to a variety of 
factors, including principals’ lack of time to respond 
to noncritical requests like surveys of this nature, as 
well as the possibility that principals in our sam-
ple left their schools between the time they were 
recruited in one school year and surveyed in the 

BOX 1

States’ Emphasis on Key Ideas Within the Common Core

In this report, we examined school leaders’ knowledge about their standards in two areas related to ELA: (1) students’ 
engagement with complex texts written at or above their grade levels and (2) close reading of texts. We also examined school 
leaders’ knowledge about their state standards in two areas related to mathematics: (1) standards-aligned mathematics 
content at specific grade levels; and (2) balanced focus on conceptual understanding, procedural skills, and real-world 
applications. Several independent reviews and our own informal scan suggest that most state standards emphasize these key 
ideas and, thus, it makes sense to examine U.S. school leaders’ understanding of these ideas. 

In ELA, nearly all states emphasize two key approaches as an integral part of ELA state standards: (1) giving students 
opportunities to read complex texts written at or above students’ grade level and (2) a focus on close reading of complex texts. 
All but two states in Achieve’s (2017) analysis had standards for text complexity, although the guidance defining complexity 
was not judged by Achieve as “comprehensive” in six additional states. Achieve defined “comprehensive” guidance defining 
text complexity as guidance that included—at minimum—both the quantitative factors (e.g., lexile scores) and qualitative 
factors (e.g., educators’ judgements regarding how well a text aligns with students’ interests and reading level). 

Use of leveled readers—or texts at or adapted to students’ individual reading levels, sometimes also called just right texts—
would seemingly conflict with most states’ emphases on use of complex, grade-level texts. It is possible that leveled readers 
could be used in ways that align with use of complex texts. For example, Liben and Liben (2013) provide examples of ways that 
teachers could encourage use of complex texts, while setting aside time apart from instructional time when students could 
engage in guided or independent reading that might incorporate leveled readers. That said, Opfer, Kaufman, and Thompson 
(2016) found that teachers frequently use leveled readers during instructional time, which might be less aligned with what 
state standards recommend. According to our informal scan, states provide little to no guidance on when or if use of leveled 
readers is appropriate. Research does not shed much light on this issue either. Few studies have specifically compared 
reading improvement over time for students using leveled readers with those using grade-level or above–grade-level texts, 
and those that have suggest little to no relationship between growth in reading and use of leveled readers (Kuhn and Stahl, 
2003; Compton, Appleton, and Hosp, 2004; O’Connor, Swanson, and Geraghty, 2010). Despite the state standards’ focus on 
use of grade-level texts and that research does not provide clear evidence on the effectiveness of leveled readers, the latter 
are the predominant instructional materials used to teach reading across the United States, as indicated in this report and our 
previous work (e.g., Opfer, Kaufman and Thompson, 2016). 

In a review of states that have changed their standards from Common Core, Achieve (2013) also noted that all states 
emphasized using evidence from texts for any arguments or claims about that text. While state standards—including Common 
Core—also focus on foundational skills related to phonics, word recognition, and fluency, those skills are generally intended 
to be integrated with students’ reading of grade-level texts and are only emphasized in the Common Core and most state 
standards through fifth grade.

Lastly, several reviews of state standards have noted that most state standards include the major mathematics content in 
the Common Core, although states might have additional standards and might have tweaked the language of the Common 
Core (Achieve, 2017; Norton, Ash, and Ballinger, 2017; Korn, Gamboa, and Polikoff, 2016). Achieve (2017), in particular, 
reviewed standards in all states that have made changes to their standards following initial adoption of the Common Core. 
Achieve noted that all states in their review touched on the three key aspects of rigor as they relate to key mathematics topics, 
including conceptual understanding, procedural skills and fluency, and application to the real world, although a handful of 
states were somewhat weaker on some aspects of rigor compared with others.
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state standards. In addition to school demographics, 
Table 1 also includes information about whether 
or not responding school leaders came from states 
formally on record as adopting the Common Core 
State Standards at the time of this survey (October 
2016). As we have noted, nearly all state standards do 
include aspects of the Common Core also addressed 
in our survey. However, states formally signaling 
that they have “dropped” the Common Core—
regardless of how radical that departure—may be 
sending messages to school leaders and teachers that 
Common Core–aligned information or materials are 
not relevant to their standards. Therefore, we were 
interested to know if being in a Common Core state 
was connected to school leaders’ reports of their 

others). All analyses for this report were conducted 
in Stata, and all estimates were adjusted for weighting 
using inverse probability weights. 

For the October 2016 ASLP survey, school 
leaders were asked about the main textbooks and/
or curricula they require or recommend for math-
ematics and ELA, as well as their knowledge about 
approaches and content aligned with college and 
career-ready standards that have been adopted in 
many states. Table 1 highlights demographics for 
schools from which school leaders responded for 
the October 2016 survey. These demographics are 
also ones accounted for in our analyses as variables 
that might be related to school leaders’ reports on 
instructional materials and understanding of their 

TABLE 1

Weighted School Leaders’ School and Individual Demographics

Elementary Percentage Secondary Percentage

School Demographic Measure

Black students 12.3    9.7

Hispanic students 23.9  18.4

Free or reduced-price lunch students 55.2  47.5

Rural school 24.3  38.2

Common Core for mathematics 74.2   77.6

Common Core for ELA 76.0   78.0 

Principal Demographic Measure

Years of Experience as a Principal

Fewer than 2 years   8.6    5.4

3 to 5 years 27.6   19.0

6 to 10 years 27.0   26.6 

11 to 25 years 31.2   34.7

26 or more years  5.6   14.3

Educational Attainment

Less than master's degree   0.8     1.3 

Master's degree 41.8  38.3

Specialty/diploma beyond master's 57.4   60.5

Number of respondents 243    173

NOTE:  Percentage of each item is calculated based on available data of respondents. Two to six school leaders are missing for each demographic mea-
sure due to availability of demographic data from the 2014–2015 Common Core of Data. A school leader was designated as an elementary school leader 
if the majority of grades at his or her school were K–5. Otherwise, the leader was designated as a secondary school leader.
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reported using at least one material judged as meet-
ing expectations at all grade levels and categories 
of their review. Out of the 20 ELA material series 
reviewed by EdReports.org that were also part of 
the October 2016 ASLP survey, the following five 
were rated as meeting expectations across cate-
gories of the review and for each grade levels on 
which they focused: American Reading Company, 
EngageNY, Expeditionary Learning, ReadyGEN, and 
Springboard ELA (9–12). Out of the 53 mathematics 
material series reviewed by EdReports.org that were 
also part of our survey, the following three were rated 
by EdReports.org as meeting expectations across 
categories and grade levels: Agile Mind, Bridges in 
Math, and Eureka Math.9

The second, more fine-grained method we 
used to measure alignment was to calculate a “per-
cent aligned” score for each material, using more 
information from EdReports.org’s scores that 
material received in the first and second gateway of 
their review (i.e., excluding the “Usability” score). 
Specifically, the “percent aligned” score is based on 
the total points provided by EdReports.org’s reviews 
of a particular material across all of the reviewed 
grade levels and then divided by the total possi-
ble points for that material, taking into account 
only points provided in the first two gateways of 
EdReports.org’s reviews for ELA and mathematics. 
Total possible points varied based on the number of 
grade levels for which a material was reviewed, as 
well as whether a material was reviewed in all cate-
gories. Specifically, materials that did not meet initial 
criteria in the first gateway of an EdReports.org 
review were not reviewed for subsequent criteria in 
the second gateway. While our percent aligned score 
does not penalize materials for not passing through 
the first gateway, materials with lower percentage 
scores have a lower chance of proceeding to the 
second gateway of EdReports.org reviews. We did not 
include the usability score provided by EdReports.org 
reviews because that score is not as related to align-
ment with key aspects of state standards. 

One caveat for our analyses of alignment is that 
we did not ask school leaders which specific version 
of a published textbook was required or recom-
mended at their schools, and EdReports.org may not 
have reviewed the specific version that a school leader 

standards-aligned instructional materials. To test 
that hypothesis, we included a variable taking into 
account whether responding school leaders were 
from states that have passed legislation clearly noting 
that their standards for 2016–2017 were a depar-
ture from the Common Core. Those states included 
Alaska, Indiana, Minnesota (for mathematics only), 
Missouri, Nebraska, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 
Texas, and Virginia.7

To understand which instructional materials were 
required or recommended for ELA and mathematics, 
we asked school leaders to choose required or recom-
mended materials from a list of the most popular ELA 
and mathematics instructional materials, according to 
market-share information and reports from teachers 
in previous RAND surveys about what they used 
in the classroom. School leaders could also write in 
“other” resources that they require or recommend. 

To calculate the standards-alignment of the 
instructional materials that school leaders reported 
were required or recommended, we drew on data 
from EdReports.org’s reviews. Expert panels of 
teachers worked with EdReports.org to assess the 
extent to which curricula met expectations in mul-
tiple categories that reflect the major instructional 
shifts emphasized in Common Core documents and 
information intended to support implementation of 
the Common Core.8 EdReports.org provides reviews 
of each material at each grade level for which there 
is a published edition. Materials must pass through 
several gateways to receive a full review. For example, 
mathematics materials must receive a certain number 
of points in the first gateway of their review—“Fo-
cus and Coherence”—before they are rated at the 
second gateway, “Rigor and Mathematics Practices.” 
Similarly, ELA materials must receive a certain num-
ber of points in the first gateway of “Text Quality” 
before they are rated at the second gateway, “Building 
Knowledge.” All materials that pass through the first 
and second gateway for mathematics and ELA are 
then reviewed for “Usability.” In addition to receiving 
scores, materials that meet a high threshold for their 
scores in each category are judged as “meeting expec-
tations” for that category.

We used two different methods to measure 
standards-alignment of materials for our analyses. 
First, we took into account whether a school leader 
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Findings

Required and Recommended 
Instructional Materials for ELA and 
Mathematics
In the ASLP October 2016 survey, school leaders were 
asked which “programs or tools” were recommended 
or required for use in their schools for ELA and 
mathematics. The list of programs or tools included 
a long list of popular curriculum series. Figures 1 
and 2 summarize the instructional materials most 
frequently required or recommended for ELA and 
mathematics, according to school leader reports.

Most Commonly Reported Instructional 
Materials for English Language Arts Included 
a Number of Leveled Reader Series

For ELA, the most commonly required or recom-
mended materials were leveled readers, particularly at 
the elementary level (see Figure 1). Sixty-four percent 
of elementary school leaders indicated requirements 
or recommendations for use of leveled readers at their 
schools, as well as 22 percent of secondary school 
leaders. In addition, high percentages of school lead-
ers reported requirements or recommendations to 
use Accelerated Reader and RAZ Kids, which are also 
guided reading series that include a leveled reader 
component. Frequent use of leveled reader series 
could potentially conflict with guidance within most 
state standards that students read texts of appropriate 
grade-level complexity.

Other required or recommended textbook series 
for ELA reported by 20 percent or more of elemen-
tary or secondary school leaders included trade 
books and Read 180, among others. Among the mate-
rials most frequently required or recommended, only 
Journeys and Pearson Literature have been reviewed 
by EdReports.org; both of these curricula were found 
to only partially meet expectations meet expectations 
for text quality at all grade levels. Most of these ELA 
materials have not been reviewed by EdReports.
org at all, likely because they may not constitute full 
curricula from EdReports.org’ perspective, despite 
being heavily used in ELA classrooms. For exam-
ple, similar to leveled readers, Accelerated Reader 

reported as recommended or required. In the hand-
ful of cases where EdReports.org provided reviews 
for different versions of the materials we asked about 
in our survey, we took the average of EdReports.
org’ reviews across the different versions, because we 
could not differentiate the edition or version about 
which school leaders reported. For more details, see 
Appendix A, which provides the percent aligned 
score for each material asked about in the ASLP that 
was also reviewed by EdReports.org, as well as which 
materials were considered as meeting expectations 
for all categories and grade levels of their reviews.

After presenting school leaders’ reports of 
instructional materials, we consider their self- 
reported knowledge about approaches and content 
aligned with state standards, as well as factors related 
to higher school leader knowledge of approaches 
aligned with most state standards. Various items 
used in this survey to ask school leaders about 
their knowledge of their standards were also asked 
to teachers who participated in the ATP. These 
knowledge items were adapted from other surveys, 
including one from Shanahan and Duffett (2013) and 
another developed by Student Achievement Partners. 
These knowledge items have some limitations. First, 
because some of these items were originally intended 
for teachers, some asked about more fine-grained 
knowledge of standards than school leaders might 
be expected to know (e.g., knowledge of particular 
mathematics topics addressed at specific grade levels). 
At the same time, other items may be somewhat 
crude indicators of knowledge of standards, given 
that they only address some aspects of standards 
and are heavily based on the “instructional shifts” 
that Common Core State Standards documentation 
suggests as main shifts that teachers must undertake 
to implement more recent state standards.10

Despite these limitations, this report provides 
some glimpses into the factors that could be support-
ing teachers’ work to implement state standards at 
their schools.
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FIGURE 1

Percentage of School Leaders Choosing Each ELA Material as Required or 
Recommended for Use in Their Schools

Leveled readers/texts

Trader books

Accelerated Reader/
Renaissance Learning

RAZ-Kids/Learning A-Z

Read 180/Scholastic

Book It! Program

Journeys/HMH

Houghton Mifflin Reading/
HMH

Pearson Literature /
Pearson (6—8)

SRA Reading or Open
Court Reading/McGraw-Hill

706050403020100

NOTE: Survey item on which this figure is based, “For each English language arts program or tool listed below, please indicate which are either recommended or 
required for use in your school.” School leaders could choose more than one material. Top ten materials in the figure were determined based on overall percentages 
of both elementary and secondary school leaders indicating that each material was required or recommended, but they are ordered above based on use at the 
elementary level. 
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and RAZ-Kids provide texts for students but do not 
constitute all elements of a curricula for ELA (e.g., 
tasks intended to support improvements in speak-
ing, listening, and writing, as well as reading), and 
Book It! is a reading program that allows teachers or 
students to set goals for their reading and then track 
their accomplishments. 

Most Commonly Reported Instructional 
Materials for Mathematics Did Not Meet 
Expectations of EdReports.org’s Reviews in 
All Grades and Review Categories

For mathematics, 10 percent or more of elementary 
school leaders indicated that their schools required or 
recommended use of Investigations, Eureka Math (or 
EngageNY, which includes a version of Eureka Math), 

EnVision Math, or GO Math. At the secondary level, 
10 percent or more of secondary school leaders also 
reported requirements or recommendations to use 
GO Math, as well as Glencoe Math.

All of the most frequently recommended or 
required materials for mathematics, as reported 
in Figure 2, were reviewed by EdReports.org. 
EdReports.org rated nearly all of them as only “par-
tially meeting expectations” or “not meeting expec-
tations” for at least some categories and grade levels 
of their analyses, with the exception of Eureka Math/
EngageNY, which met expectations in all categories 
of EdReports.org’ reviews and at all grade levels. 
That said, EdReports.org reviews were more positive 
for some materials compared to others. For exam-
ple, GO Math—the most commonly recommended 
or required material in our survey—partially met 
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FIGURE 2

Percentage of School Leaders Choosing Each Material as Required or Recommended 
for Use in Their Schools
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NOTE: Survey item on which this figure is based: “For each mathematics program or tool listed below, please indicate which are either recommended or required for 
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Math Expressions/HMH

expectations for the “focus and coherence” category 
of EdReports.org review for some grade levels. GO 
Math also met expectations of EdReports.org regard-
ing rigor but not mathematical practices. Envision 
Math, on the other hand, only partially met expec-
tations for focus and coherence at some grade levels 
and did not meet expectations at other grade levels, 
and Envision also did not meet expectations for rigor 
or mathematical practices. 

Between 15 Percent and 20 Percent of School 
Leaders Reported Using Materials That Met 
Expectations for All Categories and Grade 
Levels of EdReport.org Reviews

As noted in Figure 3, 26 percent of elementary school 
leaders and 11 percent of secondary school leaders 
reported requirements or recommendations to use at 

least one ELA instructional materials with demon-
strated alignment with key instructional shifts repre-
sented by most state standards, based on EdReports.
org reviews, although none of those materials were in 
the top ten materials that school leaders reported as 
recommended or required at their schools. Many of 
these school leaders reported using EngageNY for ELA 
(9 percent of elementary school leaders and 4 percent 
of secondary school leaders), with between 1 percent 
and 5 percent of school leaders also reporting use of 
ReadyGEN, Springboard ELA (9–12), Expeditionary 
Learning, and American Reading Company. 

Also as noted in Figure 3, 20 percent of elemen-
tary school leaders and 10 percent of secondary school 
leaders reported use of mathematics instructional 
materials that met expectations in EdReports.org 
reviews across categories and grade levels, with nearly 
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all of those leaders reporting use of Eureka Math or 
EngageNY. In our sample, few school leaders reported 
using Bridges in Mathematics or Agile Mind (about 
3 percent and fewer than 1 percent of school leaders, 
respectively), which were the other two materials 
judged by EdReports.org as meeting expectations for 
all categories and grade levels of their review, among 
those asked about in our survey. The percentages 
in Figure 3 might not reflect the true percentage of 
schools using materials aligned with state standards. 
As noted earlier, EdReports.org has not reviewed all of 
the materials that school leaders reported requiring or 
recommending, particularly for ELA and secondary 
mathematics. Given these data limitations, readers 
should not draw the conclusion that most schools 
do not recommend or require standards-aligned 
materials.

As noted in our methods, we also calculated 
a percent aligned score for each material that 
was reviewed by EdReports.org, based on total 
EdReports.org score for each particular material. 
Each school leader received an average percent 
aligned score for all the materials that they reported 
as required or recommended at their schools for 
ELA and for mathematics that were also reviewed 
by EdReports.org. School leaders’ average percent 
aligned score was 71 percent for ELA and 57 percent 
for mathematics. These scores are not comparable 
across subjects given that the scores were based on 
different review categories and criteria. 

Unsurprisingly, we found much more alignment 
of materials among school leaders in states that 
had formally adopted Common Core. Specifically, 
roughly 20 percent of school leaders reported 
requirements or recommendations to use materials 
that had met expectations of EdReports.org reviews, 
compared with between 5 percent and 10 percent 
of those who were not from Common Core states. 
In addition, the average percent aligned score for 
those from Common Core states was 72 percent for 
ELA and 60 percent for mathematics, compared 
with—respectively—64 percent and 54 percent in 
non-Common Core states. 

School Leader Knowledge about ELA 
and Mathematics State Standards
In the October 2016 survey, school leaders were asked 
various questions about their understanding of the 
content and approaches emphasized by their states’ 
ELA and mathematics state standards. In order to 
be able to draw comparisons between teachers and 
school leaders, school leaders received many ques-
tions about their knowledge of standards that were 
the same as those posed to teachers as part of the 
ATP survey. However, at the same time, we acknowl-
edge that school leaders might not be expected to 
know as much about the details of their standards 
as teachers, depending on their schools’ context. 
In addition, all school leaders were asked a few 
questions about their understanding of their stan-
dards that are more relevant for elementary grades. 
Thus, readers should exercise caution in comparing 
responses of school leaders for ELA and mathematics, 

FIGURE 3

Percentages of School Leaders 
Reporting Required or Recommended 
Materials that Met Expectations 
According to EdReports.org Reviews 
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complex texts for students to read, only between one-
half and one-third of school leaders indicated that 
selection of texts for classes based on qualitative and 
quantitative factors was an approach aligned with 
their standards.

Only 16 percent of elementary school leaders and 
30 percent of secondary school leaders indicated that 
teaching particular texts and organizing instruction 
around those texts were aligned with their standards, 
despite that most state standards emphasize use of 
texts in connection to reading skills instruction. The 
majority indicated that they should focus on reading 
skills first and then ask students to apply these skills 
to their reading, even at the secondary level (when 
mention of reading skills is minimal within most 
state standards). As Figure 5 demonstrates, more 
elementary leaders than secondary leaders indicated 
that teaching skills first was the practice most aligned 
with their standards and were also less likely to 
choose teaching through texts as the aligned practice.

as well as comparing elementary and secondary 
school leader responses.

The Majority of School Leaders Were Unable 
to Identify Reading Approaches Most Aligned 
with State Standards for ELA

While nearly all states emphasize use of complex, 
grade-level texts, the minority of school leaders 
believed that the assignment of “complex texts that all 
students in a class are required to read” was aligned 
with their state standards (see Figure 4). In contrast, 
while almost no state standards suggest that students 
should read texts at their individual grade levels, the 
majority of school leaders—and nearly 90 percent 
of elementary school leaders—who responded to 
our survey indicated that “selecting texts for indi-
vidual students based on their reading level” was an 
approach aligned with their state standards. 

Similarly, while many states include guidance 
for quantitative and qualitative methods to identify 

FIGURE 4

Percentages of School Leaders Indicating Which Approaches for Selecting ELA Texts 
Were Aligned with Their State Standards
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School Leaders Had Particular Difficulty 
Identifying Math Topics Addressed by Their 
Standards for Middle Grade Levels in Their 
Schools  

Now, we turn to school leaders’ understanding of 
their state standards for mathematics. We asked 
school leaders to identify the major math topics 
addressed in kindergarten through eighth grade. 
School leaders only received math topics for grade 
levels served by their schools. Thus, leaders in schools 
that only included ninth through 12th grade did not 
receive questions about mathematics topics addressed 
at any grade levels. At each grade level, school leaders 
were given the opportunity to choose from four pos-
sible topics, including two major topics that were part 
of the Common Core at that grade level, as well as 
two topics also included in the Common Core but at 
least two grade levels above or below that grade level. 
While some states have made additions to the major 

The percentages of school leaders choosing  
standards-aligned approaches are similar to 
responses of ELA teachers across the United States. 
In May 2016, we asked U.S. ELA teachers the same 
question about their ELA standards through the ATP. 
Only 30 percent of elementary ELA teachers, and 
45 percent of secondary ELA teachers, indicated that 
“assign complex texts that all students are required to 
read” was aligned with their standards. Furthermore, 
only 16 percent of elementary ELA teachers and 
25 percent of secondary ELA teachers reported that 
their standards specified teaching texts that students 
should read and organizing instruction around those 
texts. These close similarities between school leader 
reports and teacher reports suggest, at the least, that 
most school leaders have an understanding of their 
state standards for ELA that are on par with teachers’ 
understanding.

FIGURE 5

Percentage of School Leaders Indicating Which Approach for Teaching English 
Language Arts Was Most Aligned with Their State Standards
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mathematics teachers should be teaching at those 
higher grade levels, they may not be able to evaluate 
those teachers effectively. 

Of the four mathematics topics school leaders 
were asked about at each grade level, including two 
standards-aligned topics, school leaders at each 
grade level chose an average of close to three topics 
at the third- through eighth-grade levels, although 
they chose closer to two topics at the kindergarten 
through second-grade level. In our prior research, 
we also found that teachers identified many topics as 
aligned with their standards at specific grade lev-
els, even when those topics were not clearly aligned 
with Common Core State Standards. That research 
suggests that teachers think they need to address 
many more mathematics topics in their instruc-
tion than what the Common Core State Standards 
prescribe. Teaching too many topics at a single grade 
level might encourage more surface-level attention 
to some topics, which the Common Core was meant 
to avoid.11 These findings in this report suggest that 
school leaders, just as teachers, may perceive that 
more mathematics topics should be addressed in 
classroom instruction than what is prescribed by 
state standards, particularly at higher grade levels. At 
the same time, standards in a small number of states 
do include additional standards beyond the Common 
Core, which could be affecting school leaders’ 
responses in those states.12

School Leaders Were Able to Identify Key 
Aspects of Rigor Identified by Standards at 
About the Same Rate as Teachers

Lastly, we provided all school leaders with a set of 
mathematics standards typically addressed at the 
kindergarten through second-grade level and asked 
them to identify the “aspect of rigor” addressed by 
each standard: conceptual understanding, proce-
dural skills and fluency, or application to real-world 
situations. Each of the standards we provided was 
intended to address a specific aspect of rigor. As 
noted earlier in our report, nearly all state standards 
emphasize this idea of balancing aspects of rigor, and 
certain standards place more emphasis on conceptual 
understanding than in the past. In studying teachers’ 
responses to similar survey items, Opfer, Kaufman, 

mathematics topics addressed at each grade level 
beyond what is addressed by the Common Core and 
slightly reworded some standards, most have retained 
an emphasis on those Common Core topics at each 
grade level. 

Roughly half of school leaders were able to 
identify major standards-aligned mathematics topics 
at each grade level from kindergarten through fifth 
grade. However, starting in sixth grade, lower per-
centages of school leaders were able to identify the 
mathematics topics aligned with each grade level. 
Table 2 presents the percentage of school leaders 
who identified each of the two major math topics 
aligned with the Common Core at each grade level, 
as well as those who identified both of the two stan-
dards-aligned mathematics topics (regardless of what 
other topics they chose). 

School leaders might not have been as successful 
at identifying topics aligned with the Common Core 
at higher grade levels because middle school courses 
might diverge from the Common Core, especially 
if they track some students into more-advanced 
classes in middle school, such as prealgebra, algebra, 
or geometry. In addition, mathematics instruction 
at higher grade levels are usually departmentalized, 
unlike at the elementary grade levels. Therefore, 
teachers might have more content expertise at higher 
grade levels, and school leaders might not need to 
have as much content expertise to guide teachers’ 
work. That said, U.S. mathematics teachers who 
responded about these same topics in a May 2016 
ATP survey were much better able to identify  
standards-aligned topics at each grade level, includ-
ing the upper-grade levels. Specifically, at every grade 
level, 70 percent or more of mathematics teachers 
were able to identify topics aligned at the grade levels 
they taught, with the exception of fifth grade, where 
only 61 percent of mathematics teachers were able to 
identify topics aligned with their state standards. This 
evidence from the ATP suggests that school leaders 
may be less well versed in the standards addressed at 
higher grade levels. We have already emphasized that 
school leaders do not necessarily need to be as famil-
iar with their standards as mathematics teachers. 
Yet, they should also be able to observe classrooms 
and evaluate those who are teaching mathematics 
standards. If they are less knowledgeable about what 
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Grade Level Stadards-Aligned Topic
Percentage of School 

Leaders

K Compare numbers 52

Understand meaning of addition and subtraction 46

Chose both standards-aligned topics 45

1 Add and subtract within 20 55

Measure lengths indirectly and by iterating length units 46

Chose both standards-aligned topics 46

2 Understand place value 54

Represent and solve problems involving addition 53

Chose both standards-aligned topics 52

3 Multiply and divide within 100 50

Develop understanding of fractions as numbers 50

Chose both standards-aligned topics 47

4 Generalize place value understanding for multidigit whole 
numbers

51

Extend understanding of fraction equivalence and ordering 51

Chose both standards-aligned topics 49

5 Apply and extend previous understandings of multiplication 
and division to multiply and divide fractions 

48

Understand the place value system 46

Chose both standards-aligned topics 45

6 Understand ratio concepts and use ratio reasoning to solve 
problems

25

Apply and extend previous understandings of arithmetic to 
algebraic expressions

24

Chose both standards-aligned topics 23

7 Apply and extend previous understandings of operations 
with fractions to add, subtract, multiply, and divide rational 
numbers

19

Use properties of operations to generate equivalent 
expressions

18

Chose both standards-aligned topics 18

8 Define, evaluate, and compare functions 18

Understand and apply the Pythagorean Theorem 16

Chose both standards-aligned topics 15

NOTE: Survey item on which data in this table are based: “Which of the following major topics are emphasized in each indicated grade, according to your 
state standards for mathematics? Check all that apply.”

TABLE 2

Percentage of School Leaders Identifying the Major Math Topics Aligned with State 
Standards for the Grade Levels Served in Their Schools
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and Thompson (2016) found that teachers in low- 
income schools were less likely to identify the 
intended conceptual focus of some standards, which 
could mean that teachers were not supporting stu-
dents’ conceptual understanding as much as other 
teachers.

If school leaders also cannot identify the 
intended focus of particular standards, they might 
not recognize what aspects of rigor teachers should 
be emphasizing in their classrooms when addressing 
those standards. Thus, school leaders may not be able 
to ensure that teachers are able to balance aspects of 
rigor addressed by standards in their classrooms. To 
confirm the intended aspect of rigor targeted by each 
standard, we consulted with mathematics education 
experts, including those from Student Achievement 
Partners and the Louisiana Department of 
Education.13 One limitation of these findings is that—
because of survey space considerations—the surveys 
only included standards for kindergarten through 
second grade. While all school leaders received these 
questions, those who serve lower grade levels might 
have been more familiar with those standards and, 
thus, better able to respond to those items. Because 
of this limitation, we do not compare responses of 
elementary and secondary school leaders for this 
analysis but instead report on all school leaders’ 
responses together.

The majority of school leaders were able to 
identify the intended aspect of rigor targeted by most 
standards, with the exception of a few conceptual 
standards (see Table 3). School leaders identified the 
intended aspect of rigor at roughly the same rate as 
mathematics teachers to whom these same survey 
items were presented in the May 2016 ATP survey. 
For example, as seen in Table 3, 62 percent of school 
leaders correctly identified the following standard as 
emphasizing conceptual understanding: “Understand 
that the two digits of a two-digit number represent 
amounts of tens and ones.” Seventy-three percent 
of ATP teachers did the same in the May 2016 ATP 
survey. As another example, 23 percent of school 
leaders correctly identified the following standard as 
emphasizing conceptual understanding: “Organize, 
represent, and interpret data with up to three cat-
egories; ask and answer questions about the total 
number of data points, how many in each category, 

and how many more or less are in one category than 
in another.” Twenty-five percent of ATP teachers did 
the same in the May 2016 ATP survey. In general, as 
with teachers, school leaders were less able to identify 
the intended aspect of rigor for some standards that 
targeted conceptual understanding.

Factors Related to School Leader 
Knowledge of Standards
We used regressions to explore possible factors that 
could be related to school leaders’ knowledge about 
their standards, including their reports about the 
materials required or recommended for use at their 
schools. In regressions, we included school-level and 
school-leader level demographic variables, as well 
as school leaders’ reports regarding requirements or 
recommendations for instructional materials. For all 
factors included in regressions, see regression tables 
in Appendix B (Table B.1–B.7).

School Leaders Who Reported Requirements 
or Recommendations to Use Standards-
Aligned Instructional Materials for ELA Were 
Better Able to Identify Aligned Reading 
Approaches  

For ELA, we considered the factors related to school 
leaders’ reports regarding their knowledge about 
standards-aligned reading approaches. Specifically, 
we examined the factors that could be related to 
school leaders’ reports about whether assigning 
“complex texts that all students are required to read” 
and selecting “texts for a class based on qualitative  
. . . and quantitative factors.” We also examined 
the factors related to school leaders’ reports about 
whether teaching particular books and organizing 
instruction around them were aligned with their 
standards. 

There were only two factors that were consis-
tently related to whether school leaders chose a more 
standards-aligned reading approach in regressions: 
(1) those reporting requirements or recommenda-
tions to use at least one ELA text that met expecta-
tions for all aspects of EdReports.org reviews; and 
(2) being a secondary school leader. Specifically, 
school leaders who reported requirements or 
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recommendations for ELA materials that met expec-
tations in EdReports.org’s reviews were significantly 
more likely to indicate that the following approaches 
were aligned with their standards:

• assignment of complex texts that the whole 
class is required to read (p < .01)

• selection of texts based on qualitative and 
quantitative factors (p < .05)

• organizing instruction around texts (p < .01).

In addition, secondary school leaders were more 
likely than elementary school leaders to choose the 

assignment of complex texts and “organizing instruc-
tion around texts” as aligned with their standards. 
See Tables B.1 through B.3 in Appendix B for more 
information.

We also examined whether average percent 
alignment scores—based on EdReports.org reviews—
were related to school leader knowledge. We found 
that the average “percent alignment” among all 
required or recommended ELA instructional mate-
rials—based on aggregated scores from EdReports.
org—was not significantly related to school leader 
knowledge. Thus, in our regressions, only use of 

TABLE 3

Percentage of School Leaders Choosing Intended Aspects of Rigor Targeted by 
Particular Standards

Standard Drawn from Common Core Intended Aspect of Rigor (IAR) % of Leaders Identifying IAR

Fluently add and subtract within 20 using 
mental strategies. By end of second grade, 
know from memory all sums of two one-
digit numbers.

Procedural 
skill/fluency

67

Relate counting to addition and subtraction 
(e.g., by counting on 2 to add 2).

Conceptual 47

Determine whether a group of objects 
(up to 20) has an odd or even number 
of members, e.g., by pairing objects or 
counting them by 2s; write an equation to 
express an even number as a sum of two 
equal addends.

Conceptual or procedural 
skill/fluency

46

Understand that the two digits of a two-
digit number represent amounts of tens 
and ones. 

Conceptual 62

Measure the length of an object by 
selecting and using appropriate tools such 
as rulers, yardsticks, meter sticks, and 
measuring tapes.

Procedural skill/fluency 
or application

82

Classify objects into given categories; 
count the numbers of objects in each 
category and sort the categories by count.

Conceptual 16

Organize, represent, and interpret data 
with up to three categories; ask and answer 
questions about the total number of data 
points, how many in each category, and 
how many more or less are in one category 
than in another.

Conceptual 23

Explain why addition and subtraction 
strategies work, using place value and the 
properties of operations.

Conceptual 58

NOTE: Survey item on which data in table is based: “Content standards are often intended to address three types of student learning (sometimes called 
“aspects of rigor” in relation to Common Core State Standards): conceptual understanding—students know the meaning behind the math; procedural skill 
and fluency—students can quickly and accurately perform operations; and application—students apply their skills and knowledge in real world situations. 
Examine each standard carefully and check which of the above types of learning—or aspects of rigor—a teacher should particularly target in a lesson 
focused on this standard.” 
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materials with very high ratings by EdReports.
org appeared to make a difference for school leader 
knowledge about their ELA standards. 

This relationship between highly aligned mate-
rials and school leader knowledge could be present 
for a number of reasons. When teachers are required 
to use highly aligned materials, information about 
those materials could be transmitted to leaders via 
any curriculum-specific professional development 
in which they participate, through conversations 
with their staff about the materials, and/or through 
their observations of teachers using the materials. It 
is also possible that greater awareness about stan-
dards in the district more broadly led to adoption 
of highly-aligned materials, and that awareness 
was somehow transmitted to leaders. Lastly, while 
requirements for instructional materials typically 
happen at the district level, it could be that school 
leaders played a role in the selection of those mate-
rials and that their knowledge of standards actually 
influenced that selection process. 

Readers should keep in mind that regressions 
taking into account whether school leaders reported 
at least one material that met expectations included 
all school leaders, including those who reported no 
materials reviewed by EdReports.org. It is possible 
that some school leaders were using high-quality 
materials that would be rated as meeting expecta-
tions if they were reviewed by EdReports.org. Thus, 
the relationships we have observed between use 
of aligned materials and school leader knowledge 
could be higher as more materials are reviewed by 
EdReports.org.

No Factors in Our Analysis Were Consistently 
Related to School Leader Knowledge About 
Their Mathematics Standards

We also used regressions to explore whether 
requirements or recommendations for use of stan-
dards-aligned instructional materials were connected 
to school leaders’ knowledge about mathematics stan-
dards as measured by these questions. We specifically 
considered what factors were connected with school 
leaders’ ability to identify standards-aligned mathe-
matics topics for the grades served by their schools, 
as well as their ability to identify the intended aspects 

of rigor addressed by specific standards. For the for-
mer, our dependent variable counted the number of 
grades for which a school leader was able to identify 
both standards-aligned topics, then divided by the 
total number of grade levels for which a school leader 
responded. For the latter, we calculated the percent-
age of standards for which school leaders identified 
the intended aspects of rigor. 

We found no relationship between school leaders’ 
reports about requirements or recommendations for 
use of standards-aligned materials and their knowl-
edge of mathematics standards, both when we just 
took into account use of highly aligned materials and 
when we took into account the average percent aligned 
across all school leader materials. We were also unable 
to find other consistent relationships between school 
leader knowledge and any other variables in regres-
sions. See Tables B.5 through B.7 in Appendix B for 
more information regarding those regressions.

Summary and Limitations

This report examined two potential school supports 
for teachers’ implementation of their state standards 
for mathematics and ELA: instructional materials 
required or recommended for use in schools and 
school leader knowledge about their standards. 
Our findings suggest, first, that a relatively small 
percentage of schools—approximately 15 percent to 
20 percent—have requirements or recommendations 
for instructional materials with strong evidence of 
alignment to the Common Core State Standards. 
Leveled readers series were among the most popular 
instructional materials that school leaders reported 
as required or recommended for ELA. Leveled read-
ers are not clearly aligned with the use of complex, 
grade-level texts emphasized by most state standards. 
That said, it is hard to know the extent to which 
widespread use of leveled readers is taking instruc-
tional time away from a focus on grade-level texts of 
appropriate complexity. 

According to our survey results, high percentages 
of U.S. school leaders were also not able to identify 
the reading approaches aligned with state standards, 
including use of grade-level texts of appropriate com-
plexity and a focus on teaching reading skills through 
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texts. At the same time, the percentages of school 
leaders choosing standards-aligned approaches were 
quite similar to responses of ELA teachers across the 
United States who were surveyed as part of the ATP 
at close to the same time period.

Roughly half of school leaders in schools, includ-
ing elementary grades, were able to identify major 
mathematics topics aligned with state standards for 
those elementary grade levels. However, in middle 
school grades, school leaders were much less success-
ful in identifying major mathematics topics typically 
addressed by state standards in those grades. School 
leaders were somewhat less successful at identifying 
major standards-aligned mathematics topics com-
pared with mathematics teachers surveyed in the 
ATP. The gap between school leaders’ and teachers’ 
ability to identify standards-aligned mathematics 
topics was particularly large for topics in the middle 
grades, which might be expected given that school 
leaders are not typically expected to be as familiar 
with fine-grained details regarding mathematical 
topics compared with teachers. That said, school 
leaders might be expected to observe and evaluate 
mathematics instruction at any grade level. School 
leaders were much more similar to mathematics 
teachers in their ability to identify the aspects of rigor 
targeted by specific standards.

We also examined the factors related to school 
leaders’ knowledge about content and approaches 
aligned with their standards. Those who reported 
requirements or recommendations to use at least one 
ELA text that met expectations of EdReports.org 
reviews were better able to identify standards-aligned 
reading approaches. Secondary school leaders were 
also better able to identify standards-aligned read-
ing approaches. This relationship between use of 
standards-aligned materials and school leaders’ 
knowledge of approaches aligned with ELA state 
standards could be present for many reasons, includ-
ing that schools using standards-aligned materials 
could be more likely to emphasize standards-aligned 
approaches. At the same time, we did not observe the 
same relationship between standards-aligned ELA 
instructional materials and school leader knowledge 
about ELA standards when we used a more-nuanced, 
continuous variable reflecting the average percent 
alignment of all materials school leaders reported 

as required or recommended at their schools. The 
absence of a relationship between the percent align-
ment of materials and school leader knowledge could 
mean that different levels of alignment—beyond 
very high alignment with standards—do not make 
a difference for what school leaders know. However, 
it could also be that EdReports.org’s reviews are 
better able to capture high alignment with standards 
through their reviews but are less well-suited to dif-
ferentiate between small differences in alignment that 
we were trying to capture in our analyses.

Unlike in ELA, we found no relationship between 
use of standards-aligned mathematics instructional 
materials and school leaders’ knowledge of math-
ematics standards, and we also did not pinpoint 
any other factors that were consistently related to 
school leaders’ knowledge about their mathematics 
standards. It might be that the questions about ELA 
standards presented in this report were more global, 
reflecting broad philosophical approaches to reading 
that were also reflected in which instructional mate-
rials school leaders reported requiring or recom-
mending. Thus, the relationship between materials 
and knowledge might be easier to identify for ELA 

Those who reported 
requirements or 
recommendations 
to use at least one 
ELA text that met 
expectations of 
EdReports.org reviews 
were better able to 
identify standards-
aligned reading 
approaches.
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than for mathematics. In addition, we asked about 
specific mathematics topics aligned with standards 
at each grade level, which would require a deeper 
familiarity with mathematics instructional materials 
than the items asking about ELA state standards. 
Furthermore, the questions regarding aspects of 
rigor represented by mathematics standards may not 
require school leaders to have deep knowledge of 
instructional materials used in their schools. Instead, 
the questions might reflect school leaders’ ability to 
know the differences among the types of standards 
that might emphasize conceptual understanding, 
procedural skills and fluency, or application to real-
world situations.

There are considerable limitations in these 
analyses. In particular, we defined standards-aligned 
instructional materials in terms of EdReports.org’s 
reviews, although EdReports.org does not review 
materials for all emphases and content that might 
be included in state standards. However, the broad 
categories of their reviews do reflect aspects of state 
standards that were the focus of our questions about 
school leader knowledge. Specifically, EdReports.
org examined mathematics curricula in regard to 
whether topics addressed were aligned with content 
within the Common Core, and EdReports.org also 

attempted to assess whether curricula were balanced 
in how they address conceptual understanding, 
procedural skill or fluency, and application. For ELA, 
EdReports.org considered whether curricula inte-
grated complex texts and made texts a central focus 
of instruction, as well as the extent to which curricula 
built knowledge with texts, vocabulary, and tasks. 

Another limitation is that our analyses might not 
have fully captured some connections between use 
of standards-aligned materials and school leaders’ 
knowledge about standards. First, EdReports.org did 
not review many of the ELA curricula that school 
leaders reported as recommended or required at their 
schools. Therefore, we were unable to assess connec-
tions between school leaders’ knowledge and use of 
some ELA materials. 

In addition, our questions about school leaders’ 
knowledge do not capture all aspects of school lead-
ers’ knowledge about their standards. For example, 
we did not ask school leaders about their understand-
ing of Standards for Mathematical Practice—e.g., 
reasoning or problem-solving—that could also signal 
something about how much school leaders know 
about their mathematics state standards and how 
they might be addressed through classroom instruc-
tion. Thus, this report only provides some glimpses 
into what school leaders know about their state stan-
dards for ELA and mathematics.

Lastly, as we noted in our introduction, school lead-
ers might need to have different levels of knowledge about 
standards, depending on their context. For example, 
high school leaders might be able to depend more on the 
content expertise of teachers and department heads who 
likely have deeper knowledge about specific subjects than 
their counterparts at the elementary level who teach all 
subjects. In addition, some school leaders might have 
coaches within their schools who can support teachers in 
specific subjects as much as school leaders. At the same 
time, as we have pointed out, school leaders are frequently 
expected to observe and evaluate teachers in all grades. 
Thus, knowledge of specific content and standards is 
likely important at some level for many school leaders.

Implications for Policy and Practice
Our findings do suggest a few areas where policies and 
practices could support teachers’ implementation of 

This report makes 
clear that some 
school leaders have 
more knowledge than 
others about their state 
standards and may 
be able to offer their 
teachers and students 
more support to master 
them. 
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state standards through school-level supports, despite 
the limitations we noted. Given our findings that many 
schools might be using materials that are not clearly 
aligned with their state standards, both states and 
school districts should consider the messages they are 
sending to districts and educators about recommen-
dations and requirements for instructional materials. 
Many states provide reviews and lists of adopted mate-
rials.14 However, states with review processes in place 
may want to consider whether their reviews align with 
reviews by independent external groups. As we pointed 
out, EdReports.org’s review criteria do align with most 
state standards. Therefore, states could consider how 
their own review processes align with EdReports.org 
reviews or whether to use EdReports.org’s process for 
their states (rather than creating a new review process). 
If states do not have clear review processes in place, dis-
tricts will need to consider how much of a review they 
can conduct, as well as the extent to which they could 
rely on sources like EdReports.org for that review. 

In addition, given that EdReports.org has found 
so few materials that meet expectations for all cate-
gories and grade levels of their analyses, publishers 
should consider whether they can do more to support 
schools and teachers to address state standards suffi-
ciently. EdReports.org’s reviews could give publishers 
some indication of where they could revise materials 
to better support standards-aligned instruction. At the 
same time, given that EdReports.org provides just one 
perspective on the extent to which materials are aligned 
with standards, publishers should also consider other 
sources of information that might—when triangulated 
with EdReports.org’s reviews—more clearly point to 
areas for improvement. For example, the Louisiana 
Department of Education provides reviews of many 
materials on their website that could provide addi-
tional information for publishers to take into account 
(Louisiana Department of Education, undated). 

In ELA, given such high use of guided and leveled 
reader series, both states and district and school leaders 
might consider providing guidance for how use of such 
series can be aligned with state standards. For example, 
Liben and Liben (2013) provide guidance suggesting 
that teachers focus instructional time on “share reading 
of grade-level complex text,” but provide students with 
opportunities to engage in guided or independent read-
ing—including, potentially, leveled reader texts—during 

a block of time separate from reading and writing 
instructional time. 

Our findings also indicate that majorities of school 
leaders do not have clear understandings of approaches 
and content aligned with their state standards, which 
suggests that both districts and states could provide 
more clear messages and professional development 
opportunities to enhance school leaders’ knowledge. 
A lack of knowledge about their state standards could 
impede school leaders’ ability to judge and also support 
teachers’ instruction. And, if they have not already done 
so, states and districts might consider more ways to 
encourage schools to put expert teachers and content 
leaders in roles where they can support other teachers 
and supplement school leaders’ knowledge about their 
state standards and classroom instruction.

Supporting school leaders through professional 
development or assistance by other experts might be 
even more important for ELA at elementary grade 
levels, where a traditional focus on leveled readers and 
skills could take attention away from use of grade-level 
texts and close reading of texts in the classroom. Our 
results indicate that elementary school leaders were 
less likely to choose standards-aligned approaches for 
reading instruction compared with secondary school 
leaders. For mathematics, that support might be more 
important in secondary grades, where mathematics 
content is becoming increasingly sophisticated and 
school leaders might be less well-versed in what their 
state standards emphasize and how to support teachers’ 
mathematics instruction. Our findings specifically indi-
cated that school leaders may have less knowledge of the 
mathematics content that should be addressed at higher 
grade levels compared with elementary grade levels. 

Research suggests that school leaders affect school 
effectiveness.15 While leaders must serve multiple roles 
in school, their instructional leadership is one possi-
ble pathway through which teachers are supported to 
address state standards in their instruction and support 
students to meet those standards. This report makes 
clear that some school leaders have more knowledge 
than others about their state standards and may be able 
to offer their teachers and students more support to mas-
ter them. States, school districts, and others who support 
school leaders can all play a role in improving school 
leaders’ knowledge about their state standards and help-
ing them become stronger instructional leaders. 
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At the same time, we still do not know enough 
about all the mechanisms by which school leaders 
can become more knowledgeable about their state 
standards. While use of standards-aligned instruc-
tional materials was linked with stronger school leader 
knowledge of approaches aligned with ELA standards 
in our analyses, few other factors in our analyses pre-
dicted higher school leader knowledge about their state 
standards. More research on school leader professional 
development might help us understand the types of 
support and training that school leaders need to support 
standards implementation.

Notes
1 Steiner (2017) notes examples of curricula across subjects con-
nected with gains in students’ performance.
2 For more information, see “Key Shifts in Mathematics” (Com-
mon Core State Standards Initiative [CCSSI], undated-b) and 
“Key Shifts in English Language Arts” (CCSSI, undated-a).
3 The first standards for school leaders were published by the Coun-
cil of Chief State School Officers in 1996, with an update in 2008.
4 For more information, see “Key Shifts in Mathematics” (CCSSI, 
undated-b) and “Key Shifts in English Language Arts” (CCSSI, 
undated-c).
 5 For examples of rubrics used to score ELA and mathematics  
instructional materials, see EdReports.org, March 2015a, and  
EdReports.org, March 2015b.
6 We specifically compare descriptive responses with similar survey 
items in the ASLP and ATP. However, we did not consider any rela-
tionships between school leader and teacher responses, because we 
could not link school leaders and teachers from the same schools.
7 These nine states were excluded based on documented state 
adoption of Common Core (CCSSI, undated-a). Missouri is not 
included as a non–Common Core state on the map. Yet, according 
to media reports, Missouri is the most recent state to have officially 
dropped the Common Core State Standards. For more information 
on Missouri’s move to drop the Common Core, see Burnette, 2016. 
Although these nine states are on record as dropping Common Core, 
some independent analyses have suggested that many have standards 
similar to the Common Core. See, for example, Achieve’s reviews of 
Indiana (2014) and South Carolina (2015) state standards.
8 For more information, see “Key Shifts in Mathematics” (CCSSI, 
undated-b) and “Key Shifts in English Language Arts” (CCSSI, 
undated-c).
9 To view all math reports, go to EdReports.org, undated-c. To 
view all ELA reports, go to EdReports.org, undated-b.
10 For more information on those shifts, see CCSSI (undated-a) or 
CCSSI (undated-b).

11 Specifically, one of the key instructional shift noted within 
Common Core documentation is “a greater focus on fewer top-
ics” (CCSSI, undated-b).
12 For example, Korn, Gamboa, and Polikoff (2016) note that 28 
states have adopted Common Core State Standards verbatim for 
fourth-grade mathematics, while 12 states have minor changes or 
additions, and three states have major changes or additions.
13 The Louisiana Department of Education shared documents 
with us that identified key aspects of rigor addressed by stan-
dards we also asked about in our survey.
14 See, for example, states noted by the Southern Regional Edu-
cation Board (2017) as establishing conventions for identifying 
high-quality instructional materials.
15 See, for example, Johnson and Birkland, 2003, and Leithwood 
et al., 2004.

References
Achieve, Implementing the Common Core State Standards: The 
Role of the Secondary School Leader, Washington, D.C., 2013. As of 
February 27, 2018:  
https://www.achieve.org/files/RevisedSecondaryActionBrief_
Final_Feb.pdf

Achieve, A Review of the Draft 2014 Indiana K-12 Content Standards 
for College- and Career-Ready Standards in English Language Arts 
and Mathematics, Washington, D.C., 2014. As of April 12, 2018: 
https://www.achieve.org/files/Indiana2014MathematicsandEnglish 
LanguageArtsStandardsReview-FINA....pdf

Achieve, A Review of the South Carolina College- and Career-Ready 
Standards in English Language Arts and Mathematics , Washington, 
D.C., 2015b. As of April 12, 2018 English Language Arts and 
Mathematics , Washington, D.C., 2015. As of April 12, 2018: 
http://www.achieve.org/files/SouthCarolinaStandardsReview-08-31-
15FINAL.pdf

Achieve, Strong Standards: A Review of Changes to State Standards 
Since Common Core, Washington, D.C., 2017. As of February 
27, 2018:  
https://www.achieve.org/files/StrongStandards.pdf

Aspen Institute, Implementation of Common Core State Standards: 
A Transition Guide for School Leaders, Washington, D.C., 2013. As of 
February 27, 2018:  
http://www.aspendrl.org/portal/browse/
DocumentDetail?documentId=1882&download

Bhatt, R., and C. Koedel, “Large-Scale Evaluations of Curricular 
Effectiveness: The Case of Elementary Mathematics in Indiana, 
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Vol. 21, No. 4, 2012, 
pp. 391–412.

Burnette II, D., “Missouri Board Approves Standards to Replace 
Common Core,” Education Week, April 20, 2016. As of  
February 27, 2018:  
http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/state_edwatch/2016/04/missouri_
replaces_common_core_standards.html

CCSSI—See Common Core State Standards Initiative.

Coburn, C. E., “Shaping Teacher Sensemaking: School Leaders and 
the Enactment of Reading Policy,” Educational Policy, Vol. 19, No. 3, 
2005, pp. 476–509. 

https://www.achieve.org/files/RevisedSecondaryActionBrief_Final_Feb.pdf
https://www.achieve.org/files/Indiana2014MathematicsandEnglishLanguageArtsStandardsReview-FINA....pdf
http://www.achieve.org/files/SouthCarolinaStandardsReview-08-31-15FINAL.pdf
https://www.achieve.org/files/StrongStandards.pdf
http://www.aspendrl.org/portal/browse/DocumentDetail?documentId=1882&download
http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/state_edwatch/2016/04/missouri_replaces_common_core_standards.html


23

Kaufman, Julia H., Lindsey E. Thompson, and V. Darleen Opfer, 
Creating a Coherent System to Support Instruction Aligned with 
State Standards: Promising Practices of the Louisiana Department of 
Education, Santa Monica, Calf.: RAND Corporation, RR-1613-HCT, 
2016. As of February 27, 2018: 
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1613.html

Kaufman, Julia H., Elaine Lin Wang, Laura S. Hamilton, Lindsey E. 
Thompson, and Gerald Hunter, U.S. Teachers’ Support of Their State 
Standards and Assessments: Findings from the American Teacher 
Panel, Santa Monica, Calf.: RAND Corporation, RR-2136, 2017. As of 
February 27, 2018:  
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2136.html

Koedel, C., D. Li, M. S. Polikoff, T. Hardaway, and S. L. Wrabel, 
“Mathematics Curriculum Effects on Student Achievement in 
California,” AERA Open, Vol. 3, No. 1, 2017. As of February 27, 2018:  
https://economics.missouri.edu/sites/default/files/wp-files/cacur_
wporig_v1.pdf

Korn, S., M. Gamboa, and M. Polikoff, Just How Common Are the 
Standards in Common Core States? Philadelphia, Pa.: Pennsylvania 
University, The Center on Standards, Alignment, Instruction and 
Learning, 2016. As of February 27, 2018:  
http://c-sail.org/resources/blog/just-how-common-are-standards-
common-core-states 

Kuhn, M. R., and S. A. Stahl, “Fluency: A Review of Developmental 
and Remedial Practices,” Journal of Educational Psychology, Vol. 95, 
No. 1, 2003, p. 3. 

Leithwood, Kenneth, Karen Seashore Louis, Stephen Anderson, and 
Kyla Wahlstrom, How Leadership Influences Student Learning, New 
York: Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement, 
September 2004. As of May 23, 2017: 
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/Pages/How-
Leadership-Influences-Student-Learning.aspx

Liben, D., and M. Liben, “‘Both and’ Literacy Instruction K-5: A 
Proposed Paradigm Shift for the Common Core State Standards ELA 
Classroom,” Achieve the Core, September 11, 2013. As of September 
21, 2017:  
https://achievethecore.org/page/687/both-and-literacy-instruction

Lopez, P., and D. Wise, “Leading Change for the Implementation of 
Common Core State Standards in Rural School Districts,” NCPEA 
Education Leadership Review of Doctoral Research, Vol. 2, No. 1, 2015. 
As of February 27, 2018:  
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1105742.pdf 

Louisiana Department of Education, “Curricular Resources 
Annotated Reviews,” webpage, undated. As of February 17, 2018:  
https://www.louisianabelieves.com/academics/ONLINE-
INSTRUCTIONAL-MATERIALS-REVIEWS/curricular-resources-
annotated-reviews

National Policy Board for Educational Administration, Professional 
Standards for Educational Leaders, Reston, Va., 2015. As of February 
27, 2018:  
http://npbea.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Professional-
Standards-for-Educational-Leaders_2015.pdf 

Nelson, B. S., and A. Sassi, “Shifting Approaches to Supervision: 
The Case of Mathematics Supervision,” Educational Administration 
Quarterly, Vol. 36. No. 4, 2000, pp. 553–584. 

Nelson, B. S., A. Sassi, and C. M. Grant, “The Role of Educational 
Leaders in Instructional Reform: Striking a Balance Between 
Cognitive and Organizational Perspectives,” paper presented at the 
American Educational Research Association Conference, Seattle, 
Wash., April 2001. 

Common Core State Standards Initiative, “Key Shifts in English 
Language Arts,” webpage, undated-a. As of February 27, 2018:  
http://www.corestandards.org/other-resources/key-shifts-in-english-
language-arts/ 

Common Core State Standards Initiative, “Key Shifts in 
Mathematics,” webpage, undated-b. As of February 27, 2018:  
http://www.corestandards.org/Math/

Common Core State Standards Initiative, “Standards in Your State,” 
webpage, undated-c. As of February 27, 2018:  
http://www.corestandards.org/standards-in-your-state/

Compton, D. L., A. C. Appleton, and M. K. Hosp, “Exploring the 
Relationship between Text‐Leveling Systems and Reading Accuracy 
and Fluency in Second‐Grade Students Who Are Average and Poor 
Decoders,” Learning Disabilities Research & Practice, Vol. 19, No. 3, 
2004, pp. 176–184. 

Edgerton, A., and L. Desimone, Teacher Implementation of College 
and Career Ready Standards: Challenges and Resources, Philadelphia, 
Pa.: Pennsylvania University, The Center on Standards, Alignment, 
Instruction and Learning, 2017. As of February 27, 2018:  
https://www.c-sail.org/sites/default/files/Brief_Teachers_
Implementation_0_0.pdf

EdReports.org, “ELA Reports,” webpage, undated-b. As of 
February 27, 2018:  
https://www.edreports.org/ela/reports/index.html#!?f=&b=title&o=0

EdReports.org, “Math Reports,” webpage, undated-c. As of February 
27, 2018:  
https://www.edreports.org/math/reports/index.
html#!?f=&b=title&o=0

EdReports.org, Quality Instructional Materials Tool: English 
Language Arts 3-8 Review Tool, Durham, N.C., March 2015a. As of 
February 27, 2018:  
https://www.edreports.org/files/EdReports.org%20ELA%203-8%20
Review%20Tool.pdf

EdReports.org, Quality Instructional Materials Tool: Grades K-8 
Mathematics, Durham, N.C., March 2015b. As of February 27, 2018:  
https://www.edreports.org/files/EdReports-Quality-Instructional-
Materials-Tool-K-8-Math_1.pdf

Ferguson, M., F. Kober, and D. S. Rentner, What Do Teachers and 
District Leaders Feel About State Standards and Assessments? Center 
on Education Policy, 2017. As of February 27, 2018:  
https://www.cep-dc.org/displayTopics.cfm?DocumentTopicID=1

Johnson, S. M., and S. E. Birkland, “The Schools That Teachers 
Choose,” Educational Leadership, Vol. 60, No. 8, May 2003, pp. 20–
24. As of June 3, 2017:
http://www.ascd.org/publications/educational-leadership/may03/
vol60/num08/The-Schools-That-Teachers-Choose.aspx

Kane, T. J., A. M. Owens, W. H. Marinell, D. R. C. Thal, and D. O. 
Staiger, Teaching Higher: Educators’ Perspectives on Common Core 
Implementation, Center for Education Policy Research, Harvard 
University, 2016. As of February 27, 2018:  
http://cepr.harvard.edu/files/cepr/files/ 
teaching-higher-report.pdf 

Kaufman, Julia H., V. Darleen Opfer, Joseph Pane, and Lindsey E. 
Thompson, Connecting What Teachers Know about State English 
Language Arts Standards for Reading and What They Do in Their 
Classrooms: Findings from the American Teacher Panel, Santa 
Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-2258-HCT, 2018. As of 
March 19, 2018: 
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2258.html

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1613.html
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2136.html
https://economics.missouri.edu/sites/default/files/wp-files/cacur_wporig_v1.pdf
http://c-sail.org/resources/blog/just-how-common-are-standards-common-core-states
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/Pages/How-Leadership-Influences-Student-Learning.aspx
https://achievethecore.org/page/687/both-and-literacy-instruction
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1105742.pdf
https://www.louisianabelieves.com/academics/ONLINE-INSTRUCTIONAL-MATERIALS-REVIEWS/curricular-resources-annotated-reviews
http://npbea.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Professional-Standards-for-Educational-Leaders_2015.pdf
http://www.corestandards.org/other-resources/key-shifts-in-english-language-arts/
http://www.corestandards.org/Math/
http://www.corestandards.org/standards-in-your-state/
https://www.c-sail.org/sites/default/files/Brief_Teachers_Implementation_0_0.pdf
https://www.edreports.org/ela/reports/index.html#!?f=&b=title&o=0
https://www.edreports.org/math/reports/index.html#!?f=&b=title&o=0
https://www.edreports.org/files/EdReports.org%20ELA%203-8%20Review%20Tool.pdf
https://www.edreports.org/files/EdReports-Quality-Instructional-Materials-Tool-K-8-Math_1.pdf
https://www.cep-dc.org/displayTopics.cfm?DocumentTopicID=1
http://www.ascd.org/publications/educational-leadership/may03/vol60/num08/The-Schools-That-Teachers-Choose.aspx
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2258.html
http://cepr.harvard.edu/files/cepr/files/teaching-higher-report.pdf


24

https://www.cep-dc.org/ 
displayDocument.cfm?DocumentID=441 

Rentner, Diane Stark, and Nancy Kober, Common Core State 
Standards in 2014: Districts’ Perceptions, Progress, and Challenges, 
Washington, D.C.: Center on Education Policy and The George 
Washington University, 2014b. As of February 27, 2018:  
https://www.cep-dc.org/displayDocument.
cfm?DocumentID=440 

Shanahan, Timothy, and Ann Duffett, Common Core in the 
Schools: A First Look at Reading Assignments, Washington, D.C.: 
Thomas B. Fordham Institute, 2013. As of February 22, 2016:  
http://edexcellence.net/publications/common-core-in-the-schools

Southern Regional Education Board, Alignment of Instructional 
Materials: Trends in States’ Efforts, Atlanta, Ga., 2017. As of February 
27, 2018:  
https://www.sreb.org/publication/alignment-instructional-materials

Steiner, D., Curriculum Research: What We Know and Where We 
Need to Go, Washington, D.C.: Johns Hopkins School of Education, 
Institute for Education Policy, April 6, 2017. As of February 27, 2018:  
http://edpolicy.education.jhu.edu/curriculum-research-what-we-
know-and-where-we-need-to-go-by-dr-david-steiner/

Norton, J., J. Ash, and S. Ballinger, “Common Core Revisions: What 
Are States Really Changing?” ABT Associates, 2017. As of February 
27, 2018:  
http://abtassociates.com/Perspectives/January-2017/Common-Core-
Revisions-What-Are-States-Really-Chang 

O’Connor, R. E., H. L. Swanson, and C. Geraghty, “Improvement 
in Reading Rate under Independent and Difficult Text Levels: 
Influences on Word and Comprehension Skills,” Journal of 
Educational Psychology, Vol. 102, No. 1, 2010, p. 1. 

Opfer, V. Darleen, Julia H. Kaufman, and Lindsey E. Thompson, 
Implementation of K–12 State Standards for Mathematics and English 
Language Arts and Literacy: Findings from the American Teacher 
Panel, Santa Monica, Calf.: RAND Corporation, RR-1529-1-HCT, 
2016. As of February 27, 2018:  
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1529-1.html

Polikoff, M. S., “How Well Aligned Are Textbooks to the Common 
Core Standards in Mathematics?” American Educational Research 
Journal, Vol. 52, No. 6, 2015, pp. 1185–1211. 

Rentner, Diane Stark, and Nancy Kober, “Common Core State 
Standards in 2014: Curriculum and Professional Development at the 
District Level,” Washington, D.C.: Center on Education Policy and 
The George Washington University, 2014a. As of February 27, 2018:  

Appendix A

Each table lists all the instructional materials addressed in the October 2016 ASLP survey that were also 
reviewed by EdReports.org.

TABLE A.1

ELA Textbooks in ASLP and Reviewed by Edreports.org

Textbook Title
Percentage Aligned, Based on 

EdReports.org Reviews

Engage NY* 99

Expeditionary Learning* 99

ARC (American Reading Company) Core (2017)* 96

ReadyGen* 92

Reading Wonders 86

SpringBoard English Language Arts (2017) 84

Bookworms 82

Collections (2017) 67

Collections (2015) 66

Journeys (2017) 57

Holt McDougal Literature (2012) 56

Pearson Literature (2015) 47

NOTES: The percent aligned score is based on the total points provided by EdReports.org’s reviews for a particular 
material reviewed across all the grade levels and then divided by the total possible points for that material, taking into 
account only points provided in the first two gateways of EdReports.org’s reviews for ELA and mathematics. For four 
materials asked about in the ASLP survey, EdReports.org provided reviews for two different versions of those materials: 
Springboard English Language Arts, Pearson Literature, Holt McDougal Literature, and Carnegie Learning Mathematics. 
Because we could not differentiate which version school leaders reported on for the ASLP for those four materials, we 
took the average of EdReports.org’s reviews across the different versions.

* = Materials met expectations of EdReports.org reviews in all categories and grade levels. 
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Table A.2
Mathematics Textbooks in ASLP and Reviewed by Edreports.org

Textbook Title
Percentage Aligned, Based on 

EdReports.org Reviews

Agile Mind Middle School Mathematics 2016 (Agile Mind)* 94

Eureka Math (Great Minds)* 92

Bridges in Mathematics (The Math Learning Center)* 90

Agile Mind (Agile Mind) [High School]* 88

GO Math (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt) 81

Investigations in Number, Data, and Space, 3rd Edition 2017 
(Pearson)

78

Math Expressions (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt) 78

Math Links (Center for Math and Teaching) 66

Carnegie Traditional (Carnegie Learning) 65

Connected Mathematics Project 3 (Pearson) 65

Carnegie Integrated (Carnegie Learning) 62

Everyday Math 4 (McGraw-Hill Education) 60

Glencoe Math (McGraw-Hill Education) 58

Digits (Pearson) 56

Big Ideas Integrated (Big Ideas Learning, LLC) 50

Big Ideas Traditional (Big Ideas Learning, LLC) 50

Prentice Hall Mathematics (Pearson) 50

SpringBoard Middle (College Board) 49

Big Ideas Math (Big Ideas Learning, LLC) 48

Carnegie Learning Math Series (Carnegie Learning) 48

Edgenuity (Edgenuity, Inc.) 44

Creative Core Curriculum for Math with STEM, Literacy and Art 15

Math in Focus (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt) 15

Math Trailblazers (Kendall Hunt) 11

Connecting Math Concepts - Elementary  
(McGraw-Hill Education)

7

Holt McDougal Mathematics (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt) 5

Saxon Math (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt) 4

NOTES: The percent aligned score is based on the total points provided by EdReports.org’s reviews for a particular mate-
rial reviewed across all the grade levels and then divided by the total possible points for that material, taking into account 
only points provided in the first two gateways of EdReports.org’s reviews for ELA and mathematics. For four materials 
asked about in the ASLP survey, EdReports.org provided reviews for two different versions of those materials: Springboard 
English Language Arts, Pearson Literature, Holt McDougal Literature, and Carnegie Learning Mathematics. Because we 
could not differentiate which version school leaders reported on for the ASLP for those four materials, we took the average 
of EdReports.org’s reviews across the different versions.

*  = Materials met expectations of EdReports.org reviews in all categories and grade levels. 
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APPENDIX B

We use the following labels for each of our subgroups in the following regressions.

Label Subgroup

Common Core aligned materials  
(versus not aligned materials)

• School leaders who responded to using Common Core 
aligned materials in their schools (versus school leaders who 
did not respond to using Common Core aligned materials) 

• Teachers in states that formally adopted Common Core 
(versus teachers in states that did not formally adopt 
Common Core)

Rural (versus cities, suburbs, or towns) • School leaders in rural-area schools (versus school leaders 
in schools that are in cities, suburbs, or towns) 

Elementary (versus secondary) • Elementary K–5 school leaders (versus secondary 6–12 
school leaders)

TABLE B.2

Coefficients and Standard Errors for Logistic Model of Predictors of School Leaders 
Choosing the Following Approach as Aligned with their Standards: “Assign Complex 
Texts That All Students in Class Are Required to Read” 

Model 1 Model 2

Coefficient  
(SE)

Coefficient  
(SE)

Percentage of students receiving free and reduced-price lunches –0.54 
(0.75)

–0.97 
(1.38)

Percentage of black students –0.35 
(0.94)

2.31 
(1.57)

Percentage of Hispanic students 0.16 
(0.85)

2.68 
(1.48)

Requirement or recommendation to use one material meeting expectations 
of EdReports.org reviews

1.02** 
(0.37)

Average percent aligned score for all required/recommended materials 
reviewed by EdReports.org

2.24 
(1.56)

Rural (versus cities, suburbs, or towns) –0.07 
(0.32)

0.61 
(0.48)

Elementary (versus secondary) –0.87** 
(0.28)

–1.26* 
(0.49)

Years of experience as principal –0.05 
(0.03)

–0.06 
(0.04)

Master’s degree or education beyond master’s 0.36 
(0.27)

0.11 
(0.44)

NOTES: See Figure 4 for all response choices for the survey item from which this predictor was derived. To account for unobserved variation because of 
state-level differences in school leader knowledge, we also included state-level fixed effects in each model but do not report individual state fixed effects 
in this table. Neither model included an indicator for Common Core state given multicollinearity between being in a Common Core state and using aligned 
materials. For model 1, all school leaders were included. Model 2 only includes school leaders reporting requirements or recommendations for materials 
reviewed by EdReports.org. * = p < 0.05; ** = p < 0.01; SE = standard errors. 

TABLE B.1

Subgroup Labels for Regression Tables
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TABLE B.3

Coefficients and Standard Errors for Logistic Model of Predictors of School Leaders 
Choosing the Following Approach as Aligned with their Standards: “Select Texts for a 
Class Based on Qualitative Factors Like Knowledge Demands, as well as Quantitative 
Factors Like Word and Sentence Length”  

Model 1 Model 2

Coefficient  
(SE)

Coefficient  
(SE)

Percentage of students receiving free and reduced-price lunches –1.35 
(0.72)

–0.11 
(1.36)

Percentage of black students 1.06 
(0.92)

1.87 
(1.52)

Percentage of Hispanic students –0.43 
(0.89)

–0.78 
(1.64)

Requirement or recommendation to use one material meeting expectations 
of EdReports.org reviews

0.87* 
(0.34)

Average percent aligned score for all required/recommended materials 
reviewed by EdReports.org

0.40 
(1.56)

Rural (versus cities, suburbs, or towns) 0.40 
(0.32)

0.11 
(0.51)

Elementary (versus secondary) –0.41 
(0.27)

–0.59 
(0.43)

Years of experience as principal 0.00 
(0.02)

0.00 
(0.03)

Master’s degree or education beyond master’s –0.09 
(0.25)

–0.52 
(0.39)

NOTES: See Figure 4 for all response choices for the survey item from which this predictor was derived. To account for unobserved variation because of 
state-level differences in school leader knowledge, we also included state-level fixed effects in each model but do not report individual state fixed effects 
in this table. Neither model included an indicator for Common Core state given multicollinearity between being in a Common Core state and using aligned 
materials. For model 1, all school leaders were included. Model 2 only includes school leaders reporting requirements or recommendations for materials 
reviewed by EdReports.org. * = p < 0.05; SE = standard errors.
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TABLE B.4

Coefficients and Standard Errors for Logistic Model of Predictors of School Leaders 
Choosing the Following Approach as Aligned with their Standards: “Teach Particular 
Books, Short Stories, Essays and Poems Students Should Read and Then Organize 
Instruction Around Them . . .”  

Model 1 Model 2

Coefficient  
(SE)

Coefficient  
(SE)

Percentage of students receiving free and reduced-price lunches –0.26 
(1.03)

–2.54 
(1.87)

Percentage of black students –0.62 
(1.50)

3.33 
(2.00)

Percentage of Hispanic students 0.93 
(1.27)

4.25* 
(1.92)

Requirement or recommendation to use one material meeting expectations 
of EdReports.org reviews

1.16** 
(0.39)

Average percent aligned score for all required/recommended materials 
reviewed by EdReports.org

3.97 
(2.18)

Rural (versus cities, suburbs, or towns) 0.14 
(0.41)

0.79 
(0.66)

Elementary (versus secondary) –1.06** 
(0.34)

–1.01 
(0.54)

Years of experience as principal 0.01 
(0.02)

0.03 
(0.05)

Master’s degree or education beyond master’s 0.04 
(0.32)

–1.14* 
(0.53)

NOTES: See Figure 5 for all response choices for the survey item from which this predictor was derived. To account for unobserved variation due to 
state-level differences in school leader knowledge, we also included state-level fixed effects in each model but do not report individual state fixed effects 
in this table. Neither model included an indicator for Common Core state given multicollinearity between being in a Common Core state and using aligned 
materials. For model 1, all school leaders were included. Model 2 only includes school leaders reporting requirements or recommendations for materials 
reviewed by EdReports.org. * = p < 0.05; ** = p < 0.01; SE = standard errors.
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TABLE B.5

Coefficients and Standard Errors for Linear Model of Predictors of Standards-Aligned 
Mathematics Topics Identified by School Leader (Grades K–5 Only) 

Model 1 Model 2

Coefficient  
(SE)

Coefficient  
(SE)

Percentage of students receiving free and reduced-price lunches –0.07 
(0.17)

0.04 
(0.15)

Percentage of black students 0.01 
(0.21)

0.04 
(0.20)

Percentage of Hispanic students –0.03 
(0.21)

–0.21 
(0.18)

Requirement or recommendation to use one material meeting expectations 
of EdReports.org reviews

0.08 
(0.07)

Average percent aligned score for all required/recommended materials 
reviewed by EdReports.org

0.11 
(0.13)

Rural (versus cities, suburbs, or towns) 0.05 
(0.06)

0.02 
(0.07)

Years of experience as principal 0.00 
(0.00)

0.00 
(0.00)

Master’s degree or education beyond master’s –0.02 
(0.05)

0.01 
(0.05)

NOTES: See Table 2 for all results for the survey item from which this predictor was derived. To account for unobserved variation due to state-level dif-
ferences in school leader knowledge, we also included state-level fixed effects in each model but do not report individual state fixed effects in this table. 
Neither model included an indicator for Common Core state given multicollinearity between being in a Common Core state and using aligned materials. 
For model 1, all school leaders were included. Model 2 only includes school leaders reporting requirements or recommendations for materials reviewed by 
EdReports.org. SE = standard errors. 
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Model 1 Model 2

Coefficient  
(SE)

Coefficient  
(SE)

Percentage of students receiving free and reduced-price lunches –0.41 
(0.30)

–0.08 
(0.31)

Percentage of black students 0.16 
(0.49)

–0.49 
(0.57)

Percentage of Hispanic students –0.04 
(0.33)

–0.32 
(0.41)

Requirement or recommendation to use one material meeting expectations 
of EdReports.org reviews

–0.07 
(0.14)

Average percent aligned score for all required/recommended materials 
reviewed by EdReports.org

0.06 
(0.21)

Rural (versus cities, suburbs, or towns) 0.08 
(0.12)

0.05 
(0.14)

Years of experience as principal 0.01 
(0.01))

0.01 
(0.01)

Master’s degree or education beyond master’s –0.20* 
(0.09)

–0.13 
(0.11)

NOTES: See Table 2 for all results for the survey item from which this predictor was derived. To account for unobserved variation due to state-level dif-
ferences in school leader knowledge, we also included state-level fixed effects in each model but do not report individual state fixed effects in this table. 
Neither model included an indicator for Common Core state given multicollinearity between being in a Common Core state and using aligned materials. 
For model 1, all school leaders were included. Model 2 only includes school leaders reporting requirements or recommendations for materials reviewed by 
EdReports.org. * = p < 0.05; SE = standard errors. 

TABLE B.6

Coefficients and Standard Errors for Linear Model of Predictors of Standards-Aligned 
Mathematics Topics Identified by School Leader (Grades 6–12)  
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TABLE B.7

Coefficients and Standard Errors for Linear Model of Predictors of Total Number of 
Intended Aspects of Rigor Identified by School Leader

Model 1 Model 2

Coefficient  
(SE)

Coefficient  
(SE)

Percentage of students receiving free and reduced-price lunches 0.20 
(0.66)

0.00 
(0.76)

Percentage of black students –0.11 
(0.79)

0.12 
(0.98)

Percentage of Hispanic students 0.11 
(0.70)

–0.70 
(0.88)

Requirement or recommendation to use one material meeting expectations 
of EdReports.org reviews

1.15 
(0.26)

Average percent aligned score for all required/recommended materials 
reviewed by EdReports.org

–0.53 
(0.49)

Rural (versus cities, suburbs, or towns) 0.05 
(0.28)

–0.05 
(0.33)

Elementary (versus secondary) 0.43* 
(0.22)

0.53 
(0.27)

Years of experience as principal 0.01 
(0.01)

0.01 
(0.02)

Master’s degree or education beyond master’s 0.35 
(0.21)

0.66** 
(0.23)

NOTES: See Table 3 for all results for the survey item from which this predictor was derived. To account for unobserved variation due to state-level dif-
ferences in school leader knowledge, we also included state-level fixed effects in each model but do not report individual state fixed effects in this table. 
Neither model included an indicator for Common Core state given multicollinearity between being in a Common Core state and using aligned materials. 
For model 1, all school leaders were included. Model 2 only includes school leaders reporting requirements or recommendations for materials reviewed by 
EdReports.org. * = p < 0.05.; ** = p < 0.01; SE = standard errors. 
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