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About This Report

In this report, we use data from six years of the American Instructional Resources Survey, from
2019 to 2024, to take stock of the state of instructional material use among K-12 English language
arts, mathematics, and science teachers. Specifically, we track the rate at which K—12 teachers in these
subjects reported using new instructional materials, how many materials teachers reported using, and
how teachers reported modifying those materials. We also link teachers’ perceptions of school leaders
and professional learning, among other elements of instructional systems, to teachers’ use of
instructional materials. We provide researchers, policymakers at state departments of education, and
school and district leaders with insight into the state of instructional material use among K-12
teachers and offer suggestions for future improvements to instructional materials use.
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Summary

In this report, we use data from the annual American Instructional Resources Survey (AIRS),
2019 to 2024, to take stock of the state of instructional material use among K-12 English language

arts, mathematics, and science teachers. We organize our findings into chapters in which we (1) track

the rates of teachers who reported that they used a new instructional material from the 2018-2019 to
2023-2024 school years, (2) examine the number of instructional materials that teachers reported
using in the 2023-2024 school year and then categorize those teachers into one of four profiles of

curriculum material use, and (3) link teachers’ perceptions of their materials and elements of their

instructional systems with their use of the materials.

Key Findings
The Use of New Instructional Materials Reported in the 2019 to 2024 AIRS

Between 40 percent and 50 percent of teachers reported using a new instructional material in
any given school year.

Elementary and middle school teachers were more likely than high school teachers to report
using new instructional materials.

Teachers of classes with more students who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch were
more likely to use at least one new instructional material.

On average, between the 2018-2019 and 2023-2024 school years, teachers reported using
one additional instructional material.

Teachers using a new instructional material reported spending an additional 30 minutes on
instructional planning compared with peers who were not using any new materials.

The Landscape of Instructional Material Use

Most teachers mix and match multiple materials to teach their classes.

On average, teachers reported regularly using two curriculum materials and five supplemental
materials.

Nearly one-half of teachers reported using a curriculum material that they created themselves.
Nearly all teachers reported modifying their curriculum materials. High school teachers were
more likely than elementary and middle school teachers to modify their materials.

Forty-five percent of all teachers in the 2023-2024 school year were what we term cobblers—
teachers who reported using multiple comprehensive curriculum materials. Another 25
percent were do-it-yourself (DIY) teachers—those who reported using only or primarily using



self-created materials. About 20 percent of teachers were by-the-book teachers—those who
reported using a single curriculum material with limited or no modification.

Understanding the Factors that Predict How Teachers Use Curriculum
Materials

School and district policies and supports for curriculum use were positively associated with
being a by-the-book user of a curriculum material.

Teachers were less likely to substantially modify their materials or create their own if school
and district policies and principal supports were in place.

Teachers who perceived required or recommended materials as too challenging for their
students were less likely to be by-the-book teachers. Instead, they were more likely to report
using a single curriculum material and substantially modifying it.

Implications

We conclude with a discussion of the policy implications of our key findings. We emphasize the
following two key implications:

When new instructional materials are introduced to teachers, education leaders at the state
and district levels must ensure that the materials are coherent with professional learning,
assessment, and other elements of teachers’ instructional systems.

Principals set the tone for teachers’ instructional material use and are a critical part of the
implementation process. Education leaders at the state and district levels should offer
principals opportunities to develop their knowledge and understanding of the materials that
are adopted.

vi



Contents

About This Report iii
Summary v
Figures and Tables ix
CHAPTER 1 1
Introduction 1
CHAPTER 2 4
Literature Review 4
Making Sense of the Mixed Evidence on the Effectiveness of Instructional Materials 4
Understanding Curriculum Implementation and Support at Scale 5
CHAPTER 3 7
Data and Methods 7
The American Instructional Resources Survey 7
Key Measures 7
Methods and Limitations 9
CHAPTER 4 10
The Use of New Instructional Materials from the 2018-2019 Through 2023-2024 School Years......co.covvvsne 10
Between 40 Percent and 50 Percent of Teachers Reported Using a New Instructional Material in a
Given School Year 10
High School Teachers Were Less Likely to Use New Instructional Materials Than Elementary or
Middle School Teachers 13
New Teachers Are More Likely to Use New Instructional Materials 15
Teachers of Classes with More Students Who Were Eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Lunch Were
More Likely to Use at Least One New Instructional Material 16
The Average Number of Supplemental Instructional Materials Teachers Reported Using Has
Increased over Time 18
Teachers Who Reported Using a New Material Spent About 30 Minutes More Per Week on
Instructional Planning 18
CHAPTER 5 20
The Landscape of Instructional Material Use in the 2023-2024 School Year 20
On Average, Teachers Reported Using Two Curriculum Materials and Five Supplemental Materials ........ 20
Nearly One-Half of Teachers Reported Using a Curriculum Material That They Created Themselves ..... 22
About One-Third of Teachers Reported Using Their Commercially Created Curriculum Materials
Intensively 25

Nearly All Teachers Reported Making Modifications to the Lessons in Their Curriculum Materials,
Mostly by Adding Content 27
One-Fifth of Teachers Were By-the-Book Teachers 29

vii



CHAPTER 6

Understanding the Factors that Predict How Teachers Use Curriculum Materials
Principals’ Involvement Is Highly Predictive of How Teachers Use Curriculum Materials

.......................

Schools’ Curriculum-Related Policies Are Most Strongly Associated with How Teachers Use Materials

in Math and Elementary Grades

CHAPTER 7

Summary and Implications

APPENDIX

Curriculum Use Supports

Abbreviations
References

viii

32
32
34

37

11
41

45
45

49
50



Figures and Tables

Figures

Figure 1.1. Percentage of Teachers Regularly Using At Least One Standards-Aligned Curriculum Material .... 2
Figure 4.1. Percentage of English Language Arts, Mathematics, and Science Teachers Who Reported

Regular Use of at Least One New Instructional, Curriculum, or Supplemental Material, by School

Year, 2018-2019 Through 2023-2024 11
Figure 4.2. Percentage of English Language Arts and Mathematics Teachers Who Reported Regular Use

of at Least One New Standards-Aligned Curriculum Material, by School Year, 2018—-2019 Through

2023-2024 13
Figure 4.3. Percentage of Teachers Who Reported Regular Use of at Least One New Instructional,

Curriculum, or Supplemental Material, by School Year, 2018-2019 Through 2023-2024, and

Grade Level 14
Figure 4.4. Percentage of Teachers Who Reported Regular Use of at Least One New Material in the
2023-2024 School Year, by Teacher Experience 16
Figure 4.5. Percentage of Teachers Who Reported Regular Use of at Least One New Material in the
2023-2024 School Year, by Student Demographics 17
Figure 4.6. The Average Number of Core Curriculum and Supplemental Materials Used by Teachers, by
School Year, 2018-2019 Through 2023-2024 18
Figure 4.7. Hours of Instructional Planning for Teachers in the 2023-2024 School Year, by Use of New
Instructional Material 19

Figure 5.1. Proportion of Teachers Who Reported the Number of Curriculum Materials They Regularly

Used 21
Figure 5.2. Proportion of Teachers Who Regularly Used a Self-Created Material 23
Figure 5.3. Proportion of Teachers Who Reported the Number of Supplemental Materials They

Regularly Used 24
Figure 5.4. Proportion of Teachers Who Reported the Percentage of Instructional Time Spent Using

Curriculum Materials 26
Figure 5.5. Proportion of Teachers Who Reported Making Modifications to Lessons Within Their

Curriculum Materials 28
Figure 5.6. Proportion of Teachers According to Curriculum Use Profile 30

Figure 5.7. Proportion of By-the-Book Teachers by Proportion of Students Who Have Individualized
Education Programs, Are Multilingual Learners, Are Eligible for Free or Reduced Price-Lunch, and
Are Students of Color 31

Tables

Table 6.1. The Relationship Between Teacher Perceptions, School Curriculum Policies, and Type of
Curriculum Use 35

ix



Table 6.2. The Relationship Between Teachers’ Perceptions, School Curriculum Policies, and Being a
By-the-Book Curriculum User, by Grade and Subject

Table 6.3. The Relationship Between Teachers’ Perceptions, School Curriculum Policies, and Being a
DIY Curriculum User, by Grade and Subject

Table A.1. Proportion of Teachers Who Reported Having Each Curriculum Use Policy or Support, by
Subject Taught

Table A.2. Probability of Teachers Being Categorized as Each Curriculum Use Profile by Curriculum
Use Policy or Support, With and Without Covariate Adjustment

38

40

45

47



Chapter1

Introduction

In spring 2019, we fielded the first iteration of the American Instructional Resources Survey
(AIRS) to a nationally representative sample of K—12 English language arts (ELA), mathematics, and
science teachers. The AIRS was fielded to teachers amid a robust period of state-level efforts to
increase the adoption and use of high-quality instructional materials (Steiner, 2025), making the
survey a valuable source of data for measuring the progress of these efforts.

One dimension of what makes instructional materials high quality is the extent to which they are
aligned with academic standards. Using reviews provided by EdReports, a national nonprofit
organization that reviews curriculum materials on the basis of their alignment with college- and
career-ready standards, we plotted the percentage of teachers who reported using at least one
standards-aligned ELA or mathematics curriculum material (see Figure 1.1).! During the 2018-2019
school year, the first time we administered the AIRS, 31 percent of math teachers reported regularly
using at least one standards-aligned curriculum material, which was twice as high as the percentage of

ELA teachers.

1 We define curriculum materials as instructional materials that constitute a full course of study for students. We omitted science
teachers from analyses involving the use of standards-aligned materials because EdReports has rated fewer curriculum materials
in science relative to ELA and mathematics. However, science teachers are included in all other analyses in this report.



Figure 1.1. Percentage of Teachers Regularly Using At Least One Standards-Aligned
Curriculum Material
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NOTE: The figure shows the percentage of teachers who reported in the 2019 to 2024 AIRS that they regularly used at
least one ELA or mathematics curriculum material rated as standards-aligned by EdReports as of August 2024. The
data from years prior to 2024 are matched with August 2024 EdReports ratings to account for differences in the
number of materials rated by EdReports between 2019 and 2024. For more information on how the use of standards-
aligned materials is determined, please see the “Key Measures” section in Chapter 3.

Since the 2019 AIRS, teachers’ reported use of standards-aligned materials has steadily grown. By
2024, 44 percent and 55 percent of teachers reported regularly using standards-aligned ELA materials
and math materials, respectively. Several factors spurred these rates of use upward across the United
States, including

o the passage of legislation that led many state departments of education to require or
recommend to schools and districts the use of specific instructional materials (Kaufman,
Silver, et al., 2023; Peak, 2024)?

e advocacy for the use of high-quality materials by the Council of Chief State School Officers’
High-Quality Instructional Materials and Professional Development (IMPD) Network and
other organizations (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2023)

e the availability of coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) recovery funds to facilitate the
adoption of new quality materials (Pickford and Poteet, 2024).

Despite the proliferation of standards-aligned instructional materials, state and local leaders still
face the challenge of encouraging teachers to use these materials. In 2020, our research team found
that very few teachers reported using a single core curriculum material (Kaufman et al., 2020).

% Peak (2024) reports that at least 25 states have passed science of reading laws since 2022. These laws typically include
stipulations that require, ban, or recommend the use of specific curriculum materials to teach early grades reading and literacy.



Instead, teachers tended to cobble together lessons that drew from multiple core and supplemental
materials (Kaufman et al., 2020).

The marketplace of instructional materials for educators promises to become more crowded for
K-12 teachers as policy initiatives, such as the science of reading movement, continue to center on
instructional materials (Hollingsworth, 2023). Furthermore, the advent of artificial intelligence tools
provides further opportunities for teachers to generate and customize materials. With limited or even
conflicting guidance on which materials to use, teachers may create instruction curricula for their
students formed from many sources of unknown quality.

In this report, we use data from six years (2019 to 2024) of the AIRS to take stock of the state of
instructional material use among K-12 ELA, mathematics, and science teachers. In Chapter 2, we
review the research literature on the efficacy of instructional materials, highlighting the need for
additional research to consider and study the quality of material implementation alongside efforts to
understand the effects of those materials on student outcomes. In Chapter 3, we review the primary
data source used in this report and our methods. Next, in Chapter 4, we track the frequency with
which teachers reported using new instructional materials from the 2018-2019 to 2023-2024 school
years. In Chapter 5, we describe the state of teachers’ instructional material use as of the 2023-2024
school year, calculating the number of materials teachers reported using and classifying those teachers
into profiles of curriculum material use. Then, in Chapter 6, we examine how the supports that
teachers reported are available to them—including professional learning opportunities and school
principals—and teachers’ perceptions of their instructional materials are linked with how teachers use
their materials. Finally, in Chapter 7, we conclude with a discussion of the implications of our findings
for researchers and policymakers who are interested in the use of instructional materials as a lever for
educational reform.



Chapter 2

Literature Review

Instructional materials are high-touch resources in K—12 classrooms and are appealing levers for
policymakers hoping to improve education systems (Blazar et al., 2019; Blazar et al., 2020; Chiefs for
Change, 2017; Chingos and Whitehurst, 2012). Pushes for new instructional materials often coincide
with broader academic standard reform efforts (Chingos and Whitehurst, 2012). Specifically, the
Common Core State Standards movement resulted in large shifts in the content of instructional
materials, how the quality of those materials is defined and disseminated, and the policy and
legislation that governs how instructional materials should be selected (Blazar et al., 2019; Bleiberg,
2021; Opfer, Kaufman, and Thompson, 2016). In this chapter, we briefly review the evidence on the
effects of instructional materials on student academic achievement, and we argue that the mixed
results from this research call for a better understanding of the way instructional materials are
implemented, used, and supported in the classroom.

Making Sense of the Mixed Evidence on the Effectiveness of
Instructional Materials

The research to date on whether instructional materials matter for student academic achievement
is often described as “mixed” (Steiner, 2025). One reason for these inconsistent findings, as pointed
out in prior reviews done by Steiner (2025), Blazar et al. (2019), and others, is that efforts to
summarize the research on instructional materials often combine two different kinds of research
designs: (1) single-material designs that estimate the effects of a specific curriculum material (Agodini
et al,, 2010; Borman et al., 2007; Jaciw et al,, 2016) and (2) nonexperimental designs that compare the
relative efficacy of multiple curriculum materials implemented at scale (Bhatt and Koedel, 2012;
Blazar et al., 2019; Koedel et al., 2017). Often, studies in the first category found evidence that the
“treatment” curriculum is positively associated with student achievement; notably, relatively few
curriculum materials that are actively used have published, rigorous evidence on their efficacy (Blazer
et al,, 2019; Chingos and Whitehurst, 2012; Slavin and Lake, 2008). By contrast, the
nonexperimental studies in the second group vary with regard to whether the selection of instructional
materials is associated with student achievement; some of those studies found large differences in
student achievement that are associated with curriculum choice (Bhatt and Koedel, 2012) while others
found limited impact (Bhatt, Koedel, and Lehmann, 2013; Blazar et al., 2019; Koedel et al., 2017).

Studies that found evidence of the efficacy of a particular textbook support the broader claim that
instructional materials matter. However, these findings may be difficult to apply to state policy and
initiatives. First, rigorous research on instructional materials often lags behind the rate at which
materials are published and updated (Chingos and Whitehurst, 2012). Koedel et al. (2017) note in



their study of the relative efficacy of four math textbooks in California that three of the four textbooks
examined as part of their study were no longer available for purchase at the time of the study’s release,
including the Houghton Mifflin textbook California Math, which they identified as the most effective.
Second, even if effective materials could be identified and are available, it may be difficult for states to
require districts to adopt them. Traditionally, the selection of K—12 instructional materials is a locally
led decision across the United States. Even in states that use an “adoption process” through which
districts are recommended or even required to adopt state-selected textbooks, the requirements greatly
vary in strictness and states rarely force districts to adopt a specific textbook (Doan and Kaufman,
2024; Gewertz, 2015; Schmidt, 2022; Whinnery, Silva-Patron, and Bloomquist, 2022).

To make sense of what to take away from the evidence to date, it may be instructive for
policymakers to consider that single-material studies rarely, if ever, study the effect of the instructional
materials themselves. Rather, these studies estimate the effect of the materials in addition to any
associated supports (e.g., professional learning) that come as part of the implementation package for
those materials. Success for All, a reading program known for the extensive empirical research
documenting its effectiveness (Borman et al., 2007), is notably described by its creators as a “whole
school reform” program that includes such implementation supports as professional development for
teachers and training for school leaders. Therefore, the effects of instructional materials on classroom
instruction, student achievement, and other outcomes are contingent on the conditions in which these
materials are implemented.

Understanding Curriculum Implementation and Support at Scale

Large-scale data collections of curriculum materials implementation from the AIRS and other
surveys suggest that implementation at scale rarely looks like what is observed in the single-material
research settings described above. In Blazer et al.’s 2019 multistate study, the authors report that only
25 percent of teachers surveyed as part of their study said that they used their adopted math textbook
in “nearly all” of their lessons. Similarly, using data from the 2019 AIRS, we found that only one-third
of K-12 teachers were by-the-book teachers who reported using a single core curriculum material
with no or limited modification (Kaufman et al., 2020). The remaining teachers heavily modified their
curriculum materials, created their own instructional materials, or, most commonly, cobbled together
content from multiple curriculum materials to deliver their lessons. When teachers’ implementation of
a given instructional material is muted and comingled with other materials, it should come as no
surprise that evidence of the curriculum materials’ efficacy is similarly muted.

The haphazard nature of implementation is one reason why many at-scale studies of curriculum
efficacy fail to find meaningful effects on student achievement. Therefore, for the promise of
curriculum materials as a policy lever to be realized, researchers and policymakers should center their
work on understanding the extent to which teachers are able to implement their materials with
integrity and the different factors or supports that may facilitate or hinder successful implementation
(Pondiscio, 2024).

Prior research and enacted state policy identify several key implementation supports, three of
which we explore in this report: professional learning, school leadership, and educator preparation.
First, curriculum-based professional learning opportunities that are aligned with the materials teachers



are using are seen as a core implementation support (Chu et al., 2022; Zuo, Doan, and Kaufman,
2023). Curriculum-based professional learning provides direct, job-embedded opportunities to
develop teachers’ understanding and perceptions of their instructional materials (Bugler et al., 2017;
Marple et al., 2017; Polikoff and Dean, 2019; Shapiro et al., 2019; Silver, 2022; Steiner, 2025; Wang,
Prado Tuma, Doan, et al,, 2021). Second, there is emerging research about the importance of school
leaders in the curriculum adoption process (Wang, Prado Tuma, Lawrence, et al., 2021). School
leaders are typically neither primary users nor purchasers of instructional materials. However, school
leaders are often expected to establish a common vision and culture around instructional materials
(Rivet Education, 2024; Strandell and Reynolds, 2022). Prior AIRS research suggests that the extent
to which principals support the use of curriculum materials is linked with how teachers use curriculum
materials (Doan et al., 2022). Last, a growing number of policymakers are coordinating with teacher
preparation programs as part of their curriculum materials implementation efforts (Deans for Impact,
undated). This outreach is part of an effort to shift preparation programs toward encouraging teachers
to use their provided instructional materials as the basis for their lesson plans rather than developing
their own lessons and unit plans (Kaufman, 2025).



Chapter 3

Data and Methods

In this chapter, we briefly describe the AIRS, which is the primary data source used in this report,
provide a list of key terms, and discuss limitations related to our data and methods.

The American Instructional Resources Survey

The AIRS is a survey that is annually administered to a nationally representative sample of K—12
ELA, mathematics, and science teachers. The survey asks teachers to report what instructional
materials teachers use, how they use those materials, and the extent to which their use of those
materials is supported by professional learning, school leaders, and other factors. We have annually
administered the AIRS from 2019 to 2024 in the spring to panelists who are enrolled in RAND's
American Educator Panels.” Roughly 50 percent of teachers in any administration of the AIRS are
elementary school teachers, and the remaining 50 percent are equally divided between middle school
teachers and high school teachers. Additional information on survey sampling, weighting, and the
content of the AIRS is available in the technical reports for the 2019 to 2024 AIRS (Doan et al,,
2024).

Key Measures

Use of Instructional Materials

The AIRS asks teachers to report on the instructional materials they regularly use, which is
defined in the survey as at least once a week. In this report, we use instructional materials as an
umbrella term that refers to both curriculum materials (physical or digital instructional materials that
provide students with a full comprehensive course of study in a given subject and grade) and
supplemental materials (physical or digital instructional materials or repositories of materials that are
not comprehensive in nature). The AIRS asks separately about teachers’ use of these materials by
providing a list that is specific to their grade band (elementary, middle, or high) and subject they teach
(ELA, math, science). Teachers are asked to indicate the materials that they “use regularly (once a
week or more, on average).” We note that this definition of regular use constitutes a relatively low rate
of use and is intended to capture the breadth of materials that teachers use rather than their most
intensively used materials.

3 The AIRS is also annually administered to a nationally representative sample of K—12 school leaders. We do not analyze those
data as a part of this report.



Standards-Aligned Curriculum Materials

For select analyses, we examined whether teachers’ patterns of instructional material use differed
depending on whether they used a standards-aligned curriculum material. Following other analyses
of AIRS data (Doan et al,, 2022), we used ratings of curriculum materials provided by EdReports, as
of August 2024, to determine whether teachers reported regularly using a standards-aligned material.
EdReports is a nonprofit organization that rates ELA, math, and science curriculum materials on the
basis of their alignment with college- and career-ready standards. We coded a teacher as using a
standards-aligned material if at least one of the curriculum materials they reported regularly using is
rated as “Meets Expectations” (i.e., green rated) by EdReports in at least one of the grades the teacher
reported teaching. To account for the fact that the number of materials rated by EdReports has
increased over time, we rated data from all years of the AIRS (2019 to 2024) using August 2024
EdReports ratings. We did not include science materials in our analyses involving standards alignment
because of the relatively few science materials that EdReports has rated.

Length of Use, Intensity of Use, and Extent of Modifications

For each instructional material that teachers indicated regularly using, they were asked follow-up
questions to gather more details on how they use that material. First, teachers were asked to indicate
length of use—how long they had been using a material—by choosing from the following response
options: (1) “just this school year,” (2) “for the past two to three school years,” (3) “for the past four to
five school years,” and (4) “for more than five school years.” In this report, we focus specifically on the
percentage of teachers who reported using materials “just this school year,” which we consider a
teacher who reported using a new instructional material.

Next, teachers indicated, “for a typical class” in which they use a given material, “approximately
what percent of instructional time [they] or students use or refer” to that material by choosing from
the following options: (1) 0%, (2) 1-25%, (3) 26-50%, (4) 51-75%, (5) 76—99%, and (6) 100%. We
interpreted teachers’ responses to this item as a measure of their intensity of use of a given material.
Last, teachers were asked to report the extent to which they modify lessons within each instructional
material by choosing from the following options: (1) “I typically make no modifications to lessons
within these materials,” (2) “I typically modify less than half of a given lesson within these materials,”
and (3) “T typically modify half or more of a given lesson within these materials.” The survey defines
modifications as “[making] any changes to activities within the lesson plans, [skipping] activities, or
[reordering] activities.”

Teacher Perceptions and Elements of Teachers’ Instructional Systems

In Chapter 6, we investigate how teachers’ use of instructional materials is associated with
teachers’ perceptions of their materials and elements of teachers’ instructional systems. We analyzed
many of these same factors in earlier investigations of instructional material use described in Doan et
al. (2022). We detail each of these measures in full in Chapter 6 but list the categories of factors here:
(1) instructional material use policies, (2) principal supports for curriculum use, (3) teachers’
perceptions of their materials with regard to alignment with state standards and assessments and



appropriateness of challenge for students, (4) teachers’ training on curriculum use, and (5) teachers’
participation in professional learning opportunities on curriculum use.

Methods and Limitations

We conduct survey-weighted descriptive analyses of AIRS responses throughout this report with
the use of covariate-adjusted regression models for select analyses. We examine how responses of
interest differ across the following subgroups: (1) subject taught (ELA, mathematics, science), (2)
grade band taught (elementary, middle, high), (3) percentage of students taught who have
Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) or 504 plans, (4) percentage of students taught who are
multilingual learners (MLLs), (5) percentage of students taught who are Black or Latino, and (6)
percentage of students taught who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL). The
information for determining the subgroups was obtained through teacher self-reported information.
For this report, we tested for statistically significant differences at the p < 0.05 level within each
subgroup, relative to a reference group that is indicated in each figure. Unless noted otherwise, we only
discuss subgroup differences in the text that are statistically significant at this level.

We believe these findings provide readers with valuable insight into how instructional materials
are used in K—12 classrooms, but we note several caveats. First, we stress that the relationships we
present in this analysis are not causal. The work of selecting, implementing, and supporting
instructional materials requires coordination across many stakeholders. Although the AIRS captures a
great deal of information about teachers’ instructional systems, it is not exhaustive in its capture of the
factors from these systems that are related to teachers’ use of materials, and, thus, the relationships
presented in this report are likely to be endogenous. Second, as with all survey research, our analysis
relies on self-reports. The AIRS is considered a low-stakes instrument, but respondents may be prone
to social desirability bias that results in upwardly biased self-reports of instructional material use
intensity, participation in professional learning opportunities, and other measures. Additionally,
because this report uses data only from the AIRS, analyses connecting two separate measures (e.g., the
relationship between curriculum materials use and participation in professional learning) may suffer
from common source bias, which would likely inflate the strength of the relationship between these
measures. Last, although we present data from across multiple waves of the AIRS, we note that these
data are not a longitudinal study of the same teachers over time. Each year of AIRS data represents a
separate nationally representative sample of K-12 ELA, mathematics, and science teachers. Certain
respondents may appear in multiple years of AIRS data, but the survey is not designed to facilitate
longitudinal analysis of how the responses of individual teachers change over time.



Chapter 4

The Use of New Instructional
Materials from the 2018-2019
Through 2023-2024 School Years

Teachers incorporate new materials into their instruction in response to changes in academic
standards, policy initiatives, the needs of the students they are teaching, and other elements of their
instructional systems. Shifts or differences in the rates of new material use, therefore, are potentially
indicative of differences in instructional needs across years and types of teachers. In this chapter, we
explore the extent to which teachers reported using instructional materials for the first time (new
instructional materials) in the 2019 to 2024 AIRS surveys. We examine whether the prevalence of
new material use varies across subject matter, grade band, and other characteristics.

Between 40 Percent and 50 Percent of Teachers Reported Using
a New Instructional Material in a Given School Year

First, we investigated the frequency with which teachers reported using new instructional
materials (i.e., those who reported using a new material for the first time during the academic year
they completed the AIRS). Figure 4.1 shows the total percentage of teachers who reported using a
new ELA, mathematics, or science instructional material, and has separate percentages shown for (1)
curriculum materials, (2) supplemental materials, and (3) any instructional material, which includes
both curriculum and supplemental materials. Disaggregating the use of new curriculum and
supplemental materials allows us to examine whether teachers are introducing materials that propose a
new course of study (curriculum materials) or supplemental materials that are intended to augment
rather than supplant an existing course of study.

We note several caveats for and omissions from Figure 4.1. First, the 2023 AIRS did not ask
about teachers’ use of supplemental materials; therefore, we do not have data on teachers’ use of new
supplemental materials in this survey year. Accordingly, we also omitted data on teachers’ use of any
new instructional material in the 2023 survey year because these percentages will not be comparable
with data from other survey years. Second, we did not ask about teachers’ use of science materials in
the 2022 AIRS. Last, the rates of new instructional material use that we report will also include
teachers who used new materials because (1) they were new to teaching and (2) they switched to a new
grade or subject. We investigate how rates of new material use differed by teacher experience later in
this chapter.
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Figure 4.1. Percentage of English Language Arts, Mathematics, and Science Teachers Who
Reported Regular Use of at Least One New Instructional, Curriculum, or Supplemental Material,
by School Year, 2018-2019 Through 2023-2024

Any New Curriculum Material
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NOTE: This figure depicts response data from the following survey question: “For each ELA/mathematics/science
instructional material you use, please indicate how long you have been using the material” (n = 5,969 for 2019; n =
5,978 for 2020; n = 7,217 for 2021; n = 6,399 for 2022; n = 8,530 for 2023; and n = 9,126 for 2024). The response
options were as follows: “just this school year,” “for the past two to three school years,” “for the past four to five school
years,” and “for more than five school years.” Specifically, the figure displays data only for teachers who reported using
the material for “just this school year,” the year in which the survey was administered. We classify these responses as
using a new material. Science was not asked about for the 2021-2022 school year, and supplemental materials were
not asked about for the 2022-2023 school year. The data for the 2018-2019, 2019-2020, 2020-2021, 2021-2022,
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2022-2023, and 2023-2024 school year reports of curriculum use are from the 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022, 2023, and
2024 AIRS, respectively. An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup significantly differ at the p <0.05
level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.).

These data point to several interesting trends. First, teachers’ use of any new instructional material
(curriculum or supplemental) in a given school year ranged from 35 percent (science in 2018-2019) to
57 percent (ELA in 2019-2020). The use of new instructional materials for all subjects was highest in
the 2019-2020 and 2020-2021 school years, the years that were most affected by disruptions to in-
person learning by COVID-19. Second, these trends appear driven mostly by year-over-year
differences in the use of new supplemental materials because the use of new curriculum materials stays
relatively consistent across subjects during this period. By comparison, the use rates of new
supplemental materials are roughly 10 to 15 percentage points higher in 2019-2020 and 2020-2021
across all subjects relative to other school years. Similarly, we also found that between-subject
differences in the use of new materials, for which teachers were more likely to report using new ELA
and mathematics instructional materials than new science materials, were largely driven by differences
in supplemental material use; one exception is in the 2022-2023 school year, in which teachers were
significantly more likely to use new ELA curriculum materials than new math curriculum materials.
Although the focus of instructional material policy is typically on the use of core curriculum materials,
these data suggest that teachers are most likely to incorporate new materials into their instruction in
the form of supplementary materials.

We further examined what percentages of ELA and mathematics teachers used new standards-
aligned materials, as determined by EdReports ratings. As a reminder, we do not investigate the use of
standards-aligned science materials in this report. Figure 4.2 shows a small but steady increase in new
standards-aligned materials from the 2018-2019 through 2023-2024 school years, particularly in
ELA. For math, in any given year, about one-half of teachers who reported using at least one new
curriculum material also reported that at least one of their new curriculum materials was standards-
aligned. For ELA, only one-fifth of teachers who reported using a new curriculum material in the
2018-2019 school year also reported that the new material was standards-aligned. However, by the
2023-2024 school year, about one-half of ELA teachers who reported using a new material were
using a new standards-aligned material.
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Figure 4.2. Percentage of English Language Arts and Mathematics Teachers Who Reported
Regular Use of at Least One New Standards-Aligned Curriculum Material, by School Year,
2018-2019 Through 2023-2024
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NOTE: This figure depicts response data from the following survey question: “For each ELA/mathematics instructional
material you use, please indicate how long you have been using the material” (n = 5,969 for 2019; n = 5,978 for 2020;
n=7,217 for 2021; n = 6,399 for 2022; n = 8,530 for 2023; and n = 9,126 for 2024). The response options were as
follows: “just this school year,” “for the past two to three school years,” “for the past four to five school years,” and “for
more than five school years.” Specifically, the figure displays data only for teachers who reported using the material for
“just this school year,” the year in which the survey was administered. We classify this as using a new material. The
figure shows national percentages of ELA and mathematics teachers who reported regularly using (based on a
previous question on the survey) at least one standards-aligned curriculum material for the first time in the 2018-2019,
2019-2020, 2020-2021, 2021-2022, 2022-2023, and 2023-2024 school years. The data for the 2018-2019, 2019-
2020, 2020-2021, 2021-2022, 2022-2023, and 2023-2024 school year reports of curriculum use are from the 2019,
2020, 2021, 2022, 2023, and 2024 AIRS, respectively. An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup
significantly differ at the p < 0.05 level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.).

High School Teachers Were Less Likely to Use New Instructional
Materials Than Elementary or Middle School Teachers

When we examined the responses by school level, we found that elementary and middle school
teachers were equally likely to report using a new instructional material and both were more likely to
report using a new instructional material than high school teachers. This pattern holds in all years,
even though the rates at which teachers reported using new instructional materials varied (see Figure
4.3).
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Figure 4.3. Percentage of Teachers Who Reported Regular Use of at Least One New
Instructional, Curriculum, or Supplemental Material, by School Year, 2018-2019 Through
2023-2024, and Grade Level

Any New Curriculum Material
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NOTE: This figure depicts response data from the following survey question: “For each ELA/mathematics/science
instructional material you use, please indicate how long you have been using the material” (n = 5,969 for 2019; n =
5,978 for 2020; n = 7,217 for 2021; n = 6,399 for 2022; n = 8,530 for 2023; and n = 9,126 for 2024). The response
options were as follows: “just this school year,” “for the past two to three school years,” “for the past four to five school
years,” and “for more than five school years.” The figure only displays data for teachers who reported using the
material for “just this school year,” the year in which the survey was administered. We classify this as using a new
material. Specifically, the figure shows data broken down by grade level (i.e., elementary school, middle school, and
high school) over the following school years: 2018-2019, 2019-2020, 2020-2021, 2021-2022, 2022-2023, and
2023-2024. Science was not asked about in the 2021-2022 school year, and instructional and supplemental materials
were not asked about in the 2022—-2023 school year. The data for the 2018—2019, 2019-2020, 2020-2021, 2021-
2022, and 2023-2024 school year reports of curriculum use are from the 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022, and 2024 AIRS,
respectively. An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup significantly differ at the p < 0.05 level from
the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.).

In the 2018-2019 school year, about 49 percent of elementary and middle school teachers
reported using at least one new instructional material compared with approximately one-third of high
school teachers. In the 2019-2020 and 2020—2021 school years, teachers at all three school levels
were more likely to report using a new instructional material; as previously discussed, this was driven
by increases in new supplemental materials. However, only 44 percent to 47 percent of high school
teachers reported using a new instructional material in those years compared with more than one-half
of middle and elementary school teachers. In the 2021-2022 and 2023-2024 school years, the share
of teachers using new instructional materials declined at all three school levels. However, these shares
again declined at similar rates.

Elementary and middle school teachers appeared similar in their rates of adoption of both new
curriculum materials and new supplemental materials and, again, were more likely to adopt both new
curriculum materials and new supplemental materials than high school teachers. Across several years,
more elementary and middle school teachers reported using a new curriculum material than the share
of high school teachers who reported using a new curriculum material. Although high school teachers
were similarly less likely to adopt new supplemental materials than their peers, their rates of adoption
of new supplemental materials were closer to those of elementary and middle school teachers than
their rates of adoption of new curriculum materials. These grade-level differences in rates of new
material use suggest that the availability of new instructional materials, and perhaps teachers’ demand
for them, fundamentally differ between high school teachers and their peers in elementary and middle
school.

New Teachers Are More Likely to Use New Instructional Materials

Unsurprisingly, given that new teachers may not have used any instructional materials prior to
their entry to the classroom (although some new teachers may have encountered instructional
materials in their student teaching experiences or encountered instructional materials used for other
purposes, such as YouTube), new teachers were more likely to use a new instructional material than
more-experienced teachers. However, the differences were not as great as might be expected. More
than one-half (61 percent) of teachers with two or fewer years of experience (new teachers) reported
using a new instructional material in the 2023-2024 school year, but 60 percent of teachers with three
to five years of experience and 44 percent of teachers with more than five years of experience also

15



reported using a new instructional material (see Figure 4.4). This pattern holds when we looked
separately at the use of new curriculum materials and new supplemental materials. Despite likely
having exposure to more materials as their career progresses, teachers may be less likely to experiment
with new instructional materials as they accrue additional years of experience.

Figure 4.4. Percentage of Teachers Who Reported Regular Use of at Least One New Material in
the 2023-2024 School Year, by Teacher Experience
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NOTE: This figure depicts response data from the following survey question administered during the 2023-2024
school year: “For each ELA/mathematics/science instructional material you use, please indicate how long you have
been using the material” (n = 9,126). The response options were as follows: “just this school year,” “for the past two to
three school years,” “for the past four to five school years,” and “for more than five school years.” The figure only
displays data for teachers who reported using the material for “just this school year,” the year in which the survey was
administered. We classify this as using a new material. Specifically, the figure shows national percentages of ELA,
mathematics, and science teachers who reported regularly using (based on a previous question on the survey) at least
one of their instructional materials for the first time in the 2023—2024 school year. The data are broken down by
teacher experience (i.e., the number of years spent teaching). The data for the 2023-2024 school year report of
curriculum use are from the 2024 AIRS. An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup significantly differ
at the p < 0.05 level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.).

Teachers of Classes with More Students Who Were Eligible for
Free or Reduced-Price Lunch Were More Likely to Use at Least
One New Instructional Material

For the 2023-2024 school year, we asked teachers to report information about the students in
their classrooms, including the percentage of students who had IEPs, the percentage of students who
were MLLs, the percentage of students who were Black or Latino, and the percentage of students who
received FRPL. Students who have IEPs or who are MLLs may have different or more-pronounced
needs than students who do not have IEPs or who are not MLLs. Students who are both economically
disadvantaged and Black or Latino have historically had lower access to high-quality educational
experiences (Lankford, Loeb, and Wyckoff, 2002). We show teachers’ rates of new material use
disaggregated by student characteristics in Figure 4.5.
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Figure 4.5. Percentage of Teachers Who Reported Regular Use of at Least One New Material in
the 2023-2024 School Year, by Student Demographics
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NOTE: This figure depicts response data from the following survey question administered during the 2023-2024
school year: “For each ELA/mathematics/science instructional material you use, please indicate how long you have
been using the material” (n = 9,126). The response options were as follows: “just this school year,” “for the past two to
three school years,” “for the past four to five school years,” and “for more than five school years.” The figure displays
data only for teachers who reported using the material for “just this school year,” the year in which the survey was
administered. We classify this as using a new material. Specifically, the figure shows national percentages of ELA,
mathematics, and science teachers who reported regularly using (based on a previous question on the survey) at least
one of their instructional materials for the first time in the 2023—2024 school year. The data are broken down by
student demographics. The data for the 2023-2024 school year report of curriculum use are from the 2024 AIRS. An
asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup significantly differ at the p < 0.05 level from the reference
group, which is indicated by (ref.).

Generally, in the 2023-2024 school year, teachers who reported that they taught students with
higher levels of disadvantage were also more likely to report using at least one new instructional
material. We found no variation in the use of new instructional materials by the percentage of
students in the classroom who were MLLs. Fifty-six percent of teachers who reported that one-half or
more of their students had IEPs used at least one new instructional material compared with 43
percent of teachers who reported less than 10 percent of students with IEPs and 47 percent of
teachers who reported between 11 percent and 49 percent of students with IEPs. We see similar stair-
step patterns based on the percentages of a teacher’s students who were identified as Black or Latino
or who were identified as eligible for FRPL.

Given that students with higher levels of disadvantage are generally more likely to be taught by
new teachers and new teachers are more likely to use materials that are new to them, we also
accounted for teacher experience and reached the same results.
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The Average Number of Supplemental Instructional Materials
Teachers Reported Using Has Increased over Time

In Figure 4.6, we show the average number of curriculum materials and supplemental materials
that teachers reported regularly using from the 2018-2019 to 2023-2024 school years. We see
substantial increases in the number of supplemental materials that teachers used: An average of 3.8
supplemental materials were used in the 2018-2019 school year, which increased to more than six
supplemental materials in the 2020-2021 school year and dropped to 5.2 supplemental materials in
the 2023-2024 school year. We observed much smaller increases in the number of curriculum
materials teachers reported using during this period: An average of 1.7 materials were used in the
2018-2019 school year, increasing to 2.1 materials used in the 2021-2022 school year.

Figure 4.6. The Average Number of Core Curriculum and Supplemental Materials Used by
Teachers, by School Year, 2018-2019 Through 2023-2024
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NOTE: This figure shows the average number of core curriculum materials and supplemental materials used by
teachers in the 2018-2019, 2019-2020, 2020-2021, 2021-2022, 2022-2023, and 2023-2024 school years (n =
5,969 for 2019; n = 5,978 for 2020; n = 7,217 for 2021; n = 6,399 for 2022; n = 8,530 for 2023; and n = 9,126 for 2024).
Science was not asked about in the 2021-2022 school year, and supplemental materials were not asked about in the
2022-2023 school year. The data for the 2018-2019, 2019-2020, 2020-2021, 2021-2022, and 2023-2024 school
year reports of curriculum use are from the 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022, and 2024 AIRS, respectively.

Teachers Who Reported Using a New Material Spent About 30
Minutes More Per Week on Instructional Planning

Last, for the 2023-2024 school year, we compared instructional planning time between teachers
who did and did not report using new materials. We found that teachers who used any new material

spent 8.19 hours on instructional planning per week compared with teachers who used no new
materials (7.43 hours). We did not find any difference in instructional planning time between teachers
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who used a new curriculum material and teachers who used no new curriculum material. Instead, we
found that differences in instructional planning time were most strongly associated with the use of
new supplements. Teachers who used a new supplemental material spent roughly 30 minutes more on
planning time than teachers who used no new material. Teachers who used both new supplemental
materials and new curriculum materials reported an additional one hour of planning time compared
with their peers who used no new materials. These results hold when controlling for teacher

experience.

Figure 4.7. Hours of Instructional Planning for Teachers in the 2023-2024 School Year, by Use
of New Instructional Material
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NOTE: This figure depicts response data from the following survey question: “In a typical week this school year (2023—
24), approximately how many hours have you spent on instructional planning—including finding materials and creating
lesson plans on your own or with others—for the following subjects you teach?” (n = 9,126 for 2024). Specifically, the
figure shows the average number of hours of instructional planning for ELA, mathematics, and science teachers by
whether they reported regularly using (based on a previous question on the survey) at least one of their instructional
materials for the first time in the 2023-2024 school year. The data for the 2023-2024 school year report of curriculum
use are from the 2024 AIRS. An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup significantly differ at the p <
0.05 level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.).

19



Chapter 5

The Landscape of Instructional
Material Use in the 2023-2024
School Year

In this chapter, we examine the state of teachers’ use of instructional materials in the 2023-2024
school year, describing the number of materials—including curriculum, supplemental, and self-created
materials—that teachers use, how frequently teachers report modifying these materials, and how
patterns of teacher use and materials modification combine to form different profiles of curriculum
material use. We highlight trends across all teachers, grade level taught, subject taught, groups of
learners taught, and the use of standards-aligned materials.

On Average, Teachers Reported Using Two Curriculum Materials
and Five Supplemental Materials

As we showed in Figure 4.5, on average, teachers reported regularly using (i.e., using at least once a
week or more) two curriculum materials and five supplemental materials, which highlights how most
teachers mix and match multiple materials to teach their classes. Although this pattern of mixing and
matching is not inherently negative for instruction and student learning, it requires teachers to spend
more planning time to figure out how to combine materials, and it is more difficult to support through
professional learning and other resources that are often curriculum-specific.

To further explore the variation in how many materials teachers reported using, we examined the
proportion of teachers who used one curriculum material, two materials, three materials, four or more
materials, or no materials at all (Figure 5.1). Nearly all teachers reported using at least one curriculum
material; only 5 percent said that they did not use any materials. Thirty-five percent of teachers
reported using just one curriculum material, 29 percent reported using two materials, 18 percent
reported using three materials, and 14 percent reported using four or more materials.
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Figure 5.1. Proportion of Teachers Who Reported the Number of Curriculum Materials They
Regularly Used
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NOTE: This figure shows the percentage of teachers who reported using one, two, three, or four or more curriculum
materials for a given grade band (elementary, middle, or high) and subject (math, ELA, or science). For instance, for
elementary teachers teaching multiple subjects, these results represent the number of curriculum materials they used
for one given subject (e.g., only ELA or only math). An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup
significantly differ at the p < 0.05 level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.). N all teachers = 8,973. SA
= standards-aligned.

We also observed significant differences in the number of curriculum materials used by subject
and grade level. Math teachers were more likely than their ELA and science counterparts to report
using just one material; science teachers and especially ELA teachers were more likely to report using
four or more curriculum materials. Meanwhile, elementary teachers were more likely than their
middle and high school counterparts to report using only one curriculum material for a given subject.
Middle and especially high school teachers were more likely to use multiple curriculum materials.

Teachers who taught a higher proportion of students with IEPs were less likely to report using a
single curriculum material. That is, teachers who taught a majority of students with IEPs were less
likely to use one single curriculum than their counterparts who taught a moderate proportion of
students with IEPs (i.e., 11 percent to 49 percent) or their counterparts who taught a small
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proportion of students with IEPs (i.e., 0 percent to 10 percent). In addition, teachers who taught a
moderate proportion of students with IEPs were also less likely than their counterparts who taught a
small proportion of students with disabilities to use a single curriculum. We did not observe a similar
pattern when examining teachers’ responses by the percentage of MLLs they taught. It is possible that
teachers who taught more students with IEPs may have a need for additional materials to serve the
varied needs of students with IEPs,

Teachers who regularly used a standards-aligned material were less likely to say that they used just
one material than their counterparts who did not regularly use a standards-aligned material. Instead,
those teachers who regularly used a standards-aligned material were far more likely to say that they
used multiple materials (e.g., three materials or four or more materials). In fact, teachers who used a
standards-aligned material were three times more likely than their counterparts to say that they used
four or more materials (21 percent versus 7 percent, respectively).

We may have observed this pattern because prior research suggests that teachers may struggle
with using standards-aligned materials, especially when they say that the materials are too difficult for
the struggling learners in their classrooms (Doan and Shapiro, 2023). Thus, teachers who use
standards-aligned materials may be layering on the use of other curriculum materials to their
instruction when they find that rigorous, standards-aligned materials are not appropriate for their
students. This finding also highlights the challenge of having teachers use standards-aligned materials
with fidelity in their classrooms.

Nearly One-Half of Teachers Reported Using a Curriculum
Material That They Created Themselves

Opverall, as shown in Figure 5.2, nearly one-half of teachers nationally reported using curriculum
materials that they created themselves. Among the teachers who used one curriculum material, 19
percent said that they used self-created materials. For these teachers, self-created curriculum materials
were the only type of materials they used. Among the teachers who used multiple curriculum
materials, the use of self-created curriculum materials was even more prevalent. For instance, among
teachers who used two curriculum materials, 55 percent reported using a self-created material. Among
the teachers who used three curriculum materials, 70 percent reported using a self-created material.
This percentage was even higher among teachers using four or more curriculum materials—82
percent. This suggests that teachers who use multiple materials for their classroom instruction often
balance multiple commercially created materials alongside self-created materials.
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Figure 5.2. Proportion of Teachers Who Regularly Used a Self-Created Material
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NOTE: This figure shows the percentage of teachers who reported using self-created curriculum materials for a given
grade band (elementary, middle, or high) and subject (math, ELA, or science). An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages
for that subgroup significantly differ at the p < 0.05 level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.). N all
teachers = 8,973.

ELA and science teachers were more likely than math teachers to report using self-created
materials. In addition, secondary teachers were more likely than elementary teachers to report using
self-created materials, and among those teachers, high school teachers were even more likely than
middle school teachers to use self-created materials. Higher rates of self-created material use among
ELA, science, and secondary school teachers are a contributor to the higher rates of multiple material
use we observed among these types of teachers.

Notably, teachers who used a standards-aligned material were less likely to create their own
material than their counterparts who did not use a standards-aligned material, even though those
teachers were more likely to use more curriculum materials overall. It is possible that teachers using
standards-aligned materials work in an environment that emphasizes the skillful use of commercially
created curriculum materials and encourages the adoption of such curricula rather than the use of self-
created curricula.

When we look at teachers’ use of supplemental materials, nearly all teachers (97 percent) reported
using at least one supplemental material once per week or more. Most teachers reported using
numerous supplemental materials. Eighteen percent of teachers reported using only one or two
supplemental materials, and the remaining roughly 80 percent of teachers reported using three or
more supplemental materials; nearly 20 percent of those teachers used eight or more supplemental
materials (Figure 5.3).
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Figure 5.3. Proportion of Teachers Who Reported the Number of Supplemental Materials They
Regularly Used

NOTE: This figure shows the proportion of teachers who reported using one to two, three to five, six to eight, or more
than eight supplemental materials for a given subject (math, ELA, or science). For instance, for elementary teachers
who taught multiple subjects, these results represent the number of supplemental materials they used for one subject
(i.e., only ELA or only math). An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup significantly differ at the p <
0.05 level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.). N all teachers = 8,909.

Echoing our findings about teachers’ use of curriculum materials by subject, we found that ELA
teachers were more likely than their math and science counterparts to report using a very high number
of supplemental materials (i.e., eight or more). Meanwhile, math and science teachers were more likely
than ELA teachers to use only a few supplemental materials (i.e., just one or two). Although high
school teachers were more likely than their counterparts to report using multiple curriculum materials,
they were slightly less likely to report using eight or more supplemental materials. This is in slight
contrast to our findings about teachers’ use of curriculum materials by grade level.

We also found that teachers who served a high proportion of vulnerable student populations were
more likely to use a high number of supplemental materials. Teachers who served a majority of
students with IEPs were less likely than teachers who served a small proportion of students with IEPs
to say that they used only one or two supplemental materials, and those teachers were also more likely
to say that they used more than eight supplemental materials. Similarly, teachers who served a
majority of MLLs were also more likely than their counterparts who served a small proportion of
MLLs to say that they used more than eight supplemental materials.

It is possible that teachers who did not use any curriculum materials decided to use a compilation
of supplemental materials to support their instruction instead. The 5 percent of teachers who said that
they did not use any curriculum materials reported using, on average, five supplemental materials.
Surprisingly, teachers who reported using more curriculum materials also reported using more
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supplemental materials. For instance, teachers who used just one curriculum material reported using
an average of four supplemental materials. In comparison, teachers who used four or more curriculum
materials reported using an average of eight supplemental materials.

Altogether, these results suggest that teachers almost universally used multiple instructional
materials, and some teachers used an exceptionally high number of materials when curriculum
materials and supplemental materials are included.

About One-Third of Teachers Reported Using Their Commercially
Created Curriculum Materials Intensively

Sixty percent of teachers said that they used commercially created curriculum materials for more
than one-half of their instructional time. But only 35 percent reported that they intensively used these
materials, meaning that they used such materials for more than 75 percent of instructional time
(Figure 5.4).*

Teachers appeared to spend slightly less time using self-created materials than using their
commercially created materials. Among teachers who used self-created materials, 48 percent said that
they spent, at most, more than one-half of their instructional time on those materials, and 27 percent
said that they used those materials intensively.

# Because teachers often reported using more than one curriculum material, this percentage represents the greatest amount of
instructional material time that teachers spent on any commercially created curriculum material. For instance, if a teacher
reported using two commercially created curriculum materials—one for 10 percent of instructional time and one for 90 percent
of instructional time—we counted this teacher as spending, at most, 75 percent or more of instructional time on their materials.
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Figure 5.4. Proportion of Teachers Who Reported the Percentage of Instructional Time Spent
Using Curriculum Materials

Commercially-created curricula Self-created curricula
All teachers 35% 25% 60% 27% 21% 48%
Math 40% 23% 64% 23% 23% 46%
(ref.)
ELA 33%* 26% 59% 28%* 21% 49%
) . . 76-100% | 51-75%
Science 29% 25% 54% 28% 20% 48%
Elementary 40% 26% 66% 15% 18% 33%
(ref.)
Middle 31%* 28% 59% 25%* 23%*  48%
High 24%* 20%* 44% 39%* 24%* 64%
Does not use a SA material 30% 23% 54% 31% 22% 53%
(ref.)
Uses a SA material 42%* 26% 67% 18%* 22% 40%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

NOTE: This figure shows the proportion of teachers who reported that they used their commercially created and self-
created curriculum materials for 51 percent to 75 percent of their instructional time and the proportion of teachers who
reported that they used their curriculum materials for 76 percent to 100 percent of their instructional time. For
commercially created curriculum materials, these percentages represent the maximum amount of instructional time
that teachers reported using on any of their curriculum materials. For instance, if a teacher reported using two
commercially created curriculum materials—one for 10 percent of instructional time and one for 90 percent of
instructional time—we counted this teacher as spending, at most, more than 75 percent of instructional time on their
commercially created materials. An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup significantly differ at the
p < 0.05 level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.). The bars may not sum to totals because of
rounding. N of all teachers for commercially created curriculum materials = 7,829; N of all teachers for self-created
curriculum materials = 4,023.

Math teachers were more likely than ELA and science teachers to be intensive users of their
commercially created curriculum materials and were less likely to be intensive users of their self-
created curricula. Elementary teachers were more likely than their secondary counterparts to report
using their commercially created materials intensively, and high school teachers were more than twice
as likely as elementary teachers to use their self-created materials intensively (39 percent versus 15
percent), which echoes prior findings.

Teachers who used standards-aligned materials were also more likely than their counterparts to be
intensive users of their commercially created materials (42 percent versus 30 percent). However, we
were unable to determine whether those teachers were using their standards-aligned material or
another material intensively.
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Nearly All Teachers Reported Making Modifications to the
Lessons in Their Curriculum Materials, Mostly by Adding Content

Among teachers who reported using commercially created curriculum materials, about 90 percent
said that they modified their lessons to some extent. On the survey, we defined modifications as
changes to, skipping, adding to, or reordering activities within lesson plans. Among the teachers who
said that they modified their lessons, about one-half did so for fewer than one-half of their lessons (i.e.,
infrequent modifications), and one-half did so for more than one-half of their lessons (i.e., frequent
modifications).

We observed small but statistically significant differences by the subjects that teachers taught.
ELA teachers were as likely as their counterparts to modify their lessons in any way, but they were
slightly more likely than math teachers to frequently modify their lessons (49 percent versus 44
percent). Differences by teachers’ grade levels were larger. High school teachers were more likely than
elementary and middle school teachers to modify their lessons in any way, and high school teachers
were also more likely to frequently modify their lessons (58 percent versus 47 percent of middle school
teachers and 43 percent of elementary teachers) (see Figure 5.5).

Teachers who served large populations of vulnerable students were also more likely to heavily
modify their lessons. Teachers who served a majority of students with IEPs were more likely to report
frequently modifying their lessons than their counterparts who served only a small or moderate
proportion of students with IEPs. We observed a similar pattern depending on the proportion of
MLLs that teachers taught. It is possible that these teachers saw a need to modify their curriculum
materials to better tailor them to students’ needs.

Finally, although we observed many differences in teachers’ use of instructional materials by
whether they used a standards-aligned material, teachers’ modifications of their lessons did not differ
much by the type of curriculum they used. Teachers who used standards-aligned materials were
slightly more likely than their counterparts to make any type of modification, but this difference—
although statistically significant—was very small at only three percentage points. Otherwise, teachers
who did and did not use standards-aligned materials were equally likely to make modifications to their
lessons.
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Figure 5.5. Proportion of Teachers Who Reported Making Modifications to Lessons Within Their
Curriculum Materials

NOTE: This figure shows response data from the following question: “Of the [ELA/math/science] curriculum materials
you reported using regularly, indicate how much you typically modify lessons within those materials. By modify, we
mean make any changes to activities within the lesson plans, skip activities, add activities, or reorder activities.” We
asked about each curriculum material that teachers reported using, excluding self-created curriculum materials. These
percentages represent the maximum amount of modification that teachers reported making to any of their curriculum
materials. For instance, if a teacher reported that they made no modifications to one of their materials and did make
modifications to one-half or more of the given lessons in another material, we counted those teachers as modifying
one-half or more of the lessons in their materials. An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup
significantly differ at the p < 0.05 level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.). N of all teachers =7,808.

We also asked teachers about the approach they used the most when modifying their curriculum
materials. A majority of teachers (58 percent) said that the approach they used the most was adding
content or tasks, and 29 percent said that their primary approach was revising the content within their
curriculum materials. Very few teachers said that the approach they used the most was skipping
content within their materials (10 percent). Teachers most commonly reported making modifications
to make content more engaging or more relevant for students.

Teachers who served a higher proportion of disadvantaged students were more likely than their
counterparts to say that they revised their curriculum materials and were less likely to say that they
added content to their materials. For instance, 34 percent of teachers who served a majority-IEP
student population said that they revised their curriculum materials, compared with 27 percent of
teachers who served a small proportion of students with IEPs. Meanwhile, 53 percent of teachers who
served a majority-IEP student population said that they added content to their materials, compared
with 59 percent of teachers who served a small IEP student population. We observed very similar
patterns according to the percentage of MLLs that teachers served.
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When they revised their materials, teachers who served a majority-IEP student population were
more than twice as likely as teachers who served a small IEP student population to say that they did so
to make their materials less challenging (38 percent versus 12 percent). We observed a similar pattern
for teachers who served a majority-MLL student population, although the difference was not as large
(22 percent versus 16 percent of teachers serving a small MLL student population).

When they added content to their materials, teachers who served a majority-IEP student
population were also nearly twice as likely as teachers who served a small IEP student population to
say that they did so to provide more review or remediation (47 percent versus 24 percent). Notably,
we did not observe these same differences according to the proportion of MLLs that teachers served.
Instead, teachers who served a majority-MLL student population were more likely to say that they
added content to make their materials more relevant than their counterparts who served a small MLL
student population (20 percent versus 12 percent). Altogether, these results highlight the challenges

that teachers face when using their materials to support their vulnerable students, especially students
with IEPs,

One-Fifth of Teachers Were By-the-Book Teachers

To understand these various facets of curriculum use together, we created four curriculum use
profiles that are described in the box on the next page.” Overall, the most common types of teachers
were cobblers (45 percent) and do-it-yourself (DIY) (25 percent), and the least common teachers were
by-the-book (20 percent) and modifiers (10 percent) (see Figure 5.6). This finding broadly aligns with
our prior findings that teachers commonly used self-created materials and multiple curriculum
materials. However, we note that there are many different scenarios of curriculum use that would
classify teachers as cobblers, according to our definition. Cobblers could combine elements of lesson
plans from across multiple curriculum materials to provide instruction that is a blend of the
constituent materials. However, teachers who used certain instructional materials for specific lessons
or groups of students could also be classified as cobblers. These subprofiles within the cobbler profile
constitute separate use cases of curriculum materials that we were unable to explore in depth with our
existing data.

> We drew these conceptualizations of curriculum use from our prior work (Kaufman et al., 2020). In Kaufman et al. (2020), we
outlined the same four profiles using the same criteria for by-the-book, modifiers, and DIY teachers. However, the criteria we use
for cobblers in this report are slightly different. In Kaufman et al. (2020), we defined cobblers as teachers who “[stitch] together
multiple comprehensive curricula that are not self-created.” In this report, the definition of cobblers also includes any teachers who
used self-created materials alongside other materials but for less than 50 percent of their instructional time.
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Curriculum Use Profile Definitions

1. The by-the-book teachers used only one curriculum material that they did not modify or modified for less
than-half of the given lessons. These teachers did not use any self-created materials.

2. Teachers who were modifiers used only one curriculum material that they modified for one-half or more
of the given lessons. These teachers did not use any self-created materials.

3. DIY teachers only used one self-created curriculum material or used a self-created curriculum material for
50 percent or more of their instructional time alongside other curriculum materials.

4. Teachers who were cobblers used more than one curriculum material (excluding teachers who used self-
created materials) or used self-created materials alongside other materials but for less than 50 percent of
their instructional time.

These definitions exclude any teachers who reported that they did not use any curriculum materials or who

chose not to respond to any of the survey items used in the construction of these profiles. This accounts for
675 teachers or slightly more than 5 percent of our total sample of teachers.

Figure 5.6. Proportion of Teachers According to Curriculum Use Profile
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aligned materials

NOTE: This figure shows the proportion of teachers categorized as by-the-book, modifiers, DIY, and cobblers. By-the-
book teachers used only one curriculum material that they did not modify or modified for less than-half of the given
lessons. These teachers did not use any self-created materials. Modifiers used only one curriculum material that they
modified for one-half or more of the given lessons. These teachers did not use any self-created materials. DIY teachers
used only one self-created curriculum material or used a self-created curriculum material for 50 percent or more of
their instructional time alongside other curriculum materials. Cobblers used more than one curriculum material
(excluding teachers who used self-created materials) or used self-created materials alongside other materials but for
less than 50 percent of their instructional time. These definitions exclude any teachers who reported that they did not
use any curriculum materials or who chose not to respond to any of the survey items used in the construction of these
profiles. An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup significantly differ at the p < 0.05 level from the
reference group, which is indicated by (ref.). N of all teachers = 8,451.
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Subgroup patterns in the curriculum use profiles resemble patterns in the number of curriculum
materials teachers reported using (see Figure 5.1). ELA teachers, elementary school teachers, and
teachers who used standards-aligned materials were more likely than their peers to be cobblers—
teachers who regularly used multiple curriculum materials. Broadly, we found small relationships
between teachers’ curriculum use profiles and the characteristics of the students they taught. Figure

5.7 shows the proportion of by-the-book teachers by the share of students in their classroom who have
IEPs, are MLLs, are eligible for FRPL, and are students of color.

Figure 5.7. Proportion of By-the-Book Teachers by Proportion of Students Who Have
Individualized Education Programs, Are Multilingual Learners, Are Eligible for Free or Reduced
Price-Lunch, and Are Students of Color
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NOTE: This figure shows the proportion of teachers who were classified as by-the-book by the characteristics of the
students in their classroom (N = 8,451). The black bars represent 95-percent confidence intervals. The asterisks (*)
indicate statistically significant differences in the proportion of teachers who are by-the-book between each pair of
bars.

These differences are generally much smaller than what we observed when comparing the
likelihood of being a by-the-book teacher by grade and the use of standards-aligned material, as
reported in Figure 5.6. These findings suggest that teachers with smaller proportions of students who
may need additional modifications or supports, such as students with IEPs and MLLs, are less likely
to use a single material intensively than teachers with more-diverse student populations. However,
these differences are smaller than those we found when comparing across teachers’ grades taught,
subject taught, and use of standards-aligned materials reported in Figure 5.6.
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Chapter 6

Understanding the Factors that
Predict How Teachers Use Curriculum
Materials

This chapter explores the relationships between teachers’ use of their curriculum materials and
multiple factors, including teachers’ perceptions of their instructional materials and different elements
of their instructional systems. Specifically, we examine how these factors predict the likelihood that a
teacher is a by-the-book, cobbler, modifier, or DIY user of their curriculum materials; these analyses
do not consider how teachers use supplemental materials.

As we described eatlier in this report, teachers’ curriculum material implementation depends, in
part, on the elements of the instructional systems that guide teachers’ use and teachers’ perceptions of
these materials. In this chapter, we focus on a set of 12 measures of teacher perceptions and
instructional system elements that we link with curriculum material use (see the box on the next page
for more detail). These measures include instructional material use policies, principal supports for
curriculum material use, teacher perception of materials, and teacher training and professional
learning on curriculum material use. See Table A.1 in the appendix for the descriptive statistics on the
prevalence of each of the 12 measures by full sample and subject level.
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Measures of Teacher Perceptions and Instructional System Elements Linked with Curriculum
Material Use

We used teachers’ responses to items from the 2024 AIRS to construct measures of their perceptions of
instructional materials and elements of their instructional systems that are linked with their use of curriculum
materials.

Instructional material use policies

Required to use at least one standards-aligned material is defined as teachers who indicated that they are
“required or recommended” to use at least one material that is standards-aligned as measured by EdReports.
Principal or above chooses materials is defined as teachers who reported that their “principal,” “other
instructional leader beyond the principal (e.g., assistant principal, instructional coach),” or “district leader” is the
primary decisionmaker about which materials teachers use in the classroom each day.

Principal supports for curriculum material use
Principal considers curriculum use in observations is defined as teachers who somewhat or strongly agreed
that “observations of their teaching take into account their use of the required curricula.”

Principal encourages use of required or recommended curriculum is defined as teachers who somewhat or
strongly agreed that their principal “encourages them to use the curricula required or recommended by their
district or school as the basis for their lessons.”

Teacher perception of materials
Materials are adequate for meeting state standards is defined as teachers who somewhat or strongly agreed
that their materials were adequate for meeting their state’s (ELA, math, or science) standards.

Materials are adequate for state assessments is defined as teachers who somewhat or strongly agreed that
their materials were adequate for covering content addressed by their state-mandated assessment.

Materials are too challenging for students is defined as teachers who indicated that the materials required or
recommended by their districts are too challenging for the majority of their students.

Training on curriculum material use
Teacher preparation is focused on skillful use of materials is defined as teachers who indicated that their
teacher preparation program “emphasized how to skillfully use and modify curricula provided to me.”

Professional learning helps teachers use materials effectively is defined as teachers who somewhat or
strongly agreed that their professional learning helped them use their instructional materials more effectively
to meet student needs.

Participation in professional learning on curriculum material use
Coaching on materials is defined as teachers who participated in coaching focused on their use of main
curriculum materials four or more times in the year.

Collaborative learning is defined as teachers who participated in collaborative learning with other teachers
(e.g., professional learning communities or instructional planning time) that focused on their use of main

curriculum materials four or more times in the year.

Workshops are defined as professional development workshops or trainings focused on teachers’ use of main
[ELA/math/science] curriculum materials four or more times in the year.
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Principals’ Involvement Is Highly Predictive of How Teachers Use
Curriculum Materials

The ways teachers use their instructional materials are integral to how these materials affect
classroom instruction and student learning. In our analyses, we found that teachers’ perceptions of
their materials are linked with how they use their materials, as measured by the curriculum use
profiles we developed. However, our data also suggest a strong role for principals and other school-
based factors in determining how teachers use their materials.®

Table 6.1 shows the relationship between each of the 12 measures and the probability that a
teacher’s curriculum use was classified as by-the-book, cobbler, modifier, or DIY. Each cell represents
a regression model. The positive relationships are indicated by the green boxes. The lightest green
represents a 0 to 5 percentage-point increase in the probability of being in a given curriculum use
profile, the medium green represents a 6 to 10 percentage-point increase in that probability, and the
darkest green represents a more than 10 percentage-point increase in that probability. The negative
relationships are indicated by the red boxes and follow the same gradation scheme: The lightest red
represents a 0 to 5 percentage-point decrease in the probability of being in a given curriculum use
profile, the medium red represents a 6 to 10 percentage-point decrease in that probability, and the
darkest red represents a more than 10 percentage-point decrease in that probability. The white boxes
indicate no statistically significant relationship at the p < 0.05 level.

 We also estimate versions of these models that control for the percentage of students with IEPs, percentage of MLLs,
percentage of students who are eligible for FRPL, percentage of students of color, grade band, subject taught, school size, locale,
teacher ethnicity, and teacher degree. Across measures, the results were similar in both the unadjusted and covariate-adjusted
models (Table A.2). We present the unadjusted results in the main text of this report.
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Table 6.1. The Relationship Between Teacher Perceptions, School Curriculum Policies, and
Type of Curriculum Use

Measure By-the-Book Cobbler Modifier DIY

Instructional material use policies
Required to use at least one standards-aligned material +5 +9 —
Principal or above chooses materials +11 +9 +4

Principal supports for curriculum material use

Principal considers curriculum use in observations +8 +6 -2
Principal encourages use of required or recommended +11 +9 —
curriculum

Teacher perception of materials

Materials are adequate for meeting state standards +12 — -6 -7
Materials are adequate for state assessments +9 — -4 -7
Materials are too challenging for students -6 — +5 —
Training on curriculum material use
Teacher preparation is focused on skillful use of — +4 — -4
materials
Professional learning helps teachers use materials +5 +5 -4 -6
effectively
Participation in professional learning on curriculum material
use
Coaching on materials +3 +5 — -6
Collaborative learning — — — +3
Workshops — — — -3

NOTE: N = 8,060-8,216 across all items except for items that are related to the use of standards-aligned materials,
which do not include science teachers (n = 6,698). Light green indicates a small positive relationship (0 to 5
percentage points), medium green indicates a moderate positive relationship (6 to 10 percentage points), and dark
green indicates a large positive relationship (more than 10 percentage points). Light red indicates a small negative
relationship (O to 5 percentage points), medium red indicates a moderate negative relationship (6 to 10 percentage
points), and dark red indicates a large negative relationship (more than 10 percentage points). The blank cells indicate
no statistically significant relationship at the p < 0.05 level between the type of support and the probability of being in
each curriculum use type.

First, we found a strong relationship between policies on curriculum material use and the type of
curriculum use profile teachers fall into. Specifically, these findings point to a strong role for school
leaders in signaling how teachers should use their instructional materials. Teachers who reported that
their principal, other school leader, or district leader is the primary decisionmaker for which materials
they use are 11 percentage points more likely to be by-the-book teachers, 9 percentage points more
likely to be cobblers, and slightly more likely at 4 percentage points to be modifiers. However, this
group of teachers was substantially less likely to be DIY (12 percentage points) than teachers who
reported another person as being the primary curriculum decisionmaker. Teachers who said that their
principal considers curriculum materials in their observations are moderately more likely to be by-the-
book or cobblers (8 and 6 percentage points, respectively), slightly less likely to be modifiers (2
percentage points), and substantially less likely to be DIY (12 percentage points). We found similar
relationships based on whether teachers reported that their principal encourages the use of required
materials. These findings suggest that having policies that support the use of specific materials, such as
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standards-aligned materials, and principal practices that encourage the use of specific materials are
positively associated with the intensive use of one material or with the use of a combination of
materials with little modification. In contrast, teachers are less likely to substantially modify their
materials or use mainly self-created materials if these policies and principal supports are in place.

Teacher perception of materials is also linked with curriculum use profiles. Teachers who agreed
that their materials are adequate for meeting state standards are 12 percentage points more likely to be
by-the-book and moderately less likely to be modifiers or DIY (6 and 7 percentage points,
respectively) than those teachers who disagreed. Similarly, teachers who agreed that their materials are
adequate for state assessments are 9 percentage points more likely to be by-the-book, 7 percentage
points less likely to be DIY, and 4 percentage points less likely to be modifiers. Teachers who reported
that the materials their district requires or recommends are too challenging for the majority of their
students are moderately less likely to be by-the-book and slightly more likely to be modifiers. These
findings suggest that teachers’ curriculum use is related, in part, to how they perceive their materials.
Those who found their materials inadequate or inappropriately challenging were more likely to modify
or use self-created materials.

Teachers’ participation in curriculum-specific training and professional learning are less strongly
associated with curriculum use profiles, but we found some evidence that participation in these types
of training is positively associated with being by-the-book or cobblers and negatively associated with
being DIY, with some exceptions. Teachers who somewhat or strongly agreed that their professional
learning helped them use their instructional materials more effectively were slightly more likely to be
by-the-book or cobblers, slightly less likely to be modifiers, and somewhat less likely to be DIY.
Teachers who reported that their preservice training focused on the skillful use of materials were
slightly more likely to be cobblers and slightly less likely to be modifiers. Teachers who participated in
coaching on using their materials were slightly more likely to be by-the-book or cobblers and
moderately less likely to be DIY. However, participation in collaborative learning on materials use or
in workshops or trainings on materials use were not predictive of any curriculum use profile with one
exception: Teachers who participated in collaborative learning four or more times per year were
slightly more likely to be DIY, and teachers who participated in workshops or trainings were slightly
less likely to be DIY.

Altogether, we found evidence that policies, principal supports, teachers’ perceptions of their
materials, and teachers’ participation in curriculum-specific training and professional learning are
associated with how teachers report using their instructional materials, particularly for teachers who
used a single material intensively (i.e., by-the-book) and teachers who used mostly self-created
materials (i.e., DIY).
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Schools’ Curriculum-Related Policies Are Most Strongly
Associated with How Teachers Use Materials in Math and
Elementary Grades

Next, we examined how the relationship between teachers’ perceptions of their materials and
curriculum-related policies differs across subject and grade level. We focused on two of four
curriculum profiles—Dby-the-book and DIY—because those profiles represent the two ends of the
curriculum use profile spectrum: By-the-book teachers represent those who are most adherent to a
single curriculum material, and DIY teachers represent those who exclusively or primarily use a self-
created material.

Opverall, policies that support the use of specific curriculum materials, principal supports, teacher
perception of materials, teacher training on curriculum material use, and teacher professional learning
on curriculum material use are strongly associated with whether a teacher is classified as by-the-book.
However, we found that the strength of the relationship between each of these factors and curriculum
use varies both by subject and grade taught (Table 6.2). For example, there is a stronger positive
association between being required to use at least one standards-aligned material and being by-the-
book for math teachers than for ELA teachers. In contrast, if the primary decisionmaker for which
materials teachers use is a principal or higher, this association is more-strongly positively correlated
with being by-the-book for ELA and science teachers than for math teachers. This factor also appears
to be most salient for high school teachers; no statistically significant association was detected among
elementary or middle school teachers.

We also found variation in the strength of the relationship between principal supports and being
by-the-book, with a stronger positive association for math and elementary teachers. Teachers’
perceptions of their materials and teachers’ training on curriculum use are also most strongly
associated with being by-the-book for math, science, and elementary teachers. Somewhat surprisingly,
we also found variation in both the magnitude and direction of the relationship between coaching on
curriculum use and subject taught. Although receiving coaching on curriculum use is positively
associated with being by-the-book for ELA teachers, it is negatively associated for science teachers.
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Table 6.2. The Relationship Between Teachers’ Perceptions, School Curriculum Policies, and
Being a By-the-Book Curriculum User, by Grade and Subject

ELA Math Science  Elementary Middle High
Measure (n=2,998) (n=3,700) (n=1,702) (n=4,067) (n=1974) (n=2,198)
Instructional material use policies
Required to use at least one — +6 — — —
standards-aligned material
Principal or above chooses +6 — +9 — —

materials

Principal supports for curriculum
material use

Principal considers curriculum use +7 +7 +4

in observations

Principal encourages use of +9 +8 —
required or recommended

curriculum
Teacher perception of materials

Materials are adequate for meeting +7 +10

state standards

Materials are adequate for state +6 +7 +4

assessments

Materials are too challenging for —
students

Training on curriculum material use

Teacher preparation focused on — — — — — —
skillful use of materials

Professional learning helps — +6 +5 +6 — —
teachers use materials effectively

Participation in professional learning on
curriculum use

Coaching on materials +6 — -8 — — +7
Collaborative learning — — — — — —
Workshops +8 — — — — —

NOTE: N = 8,060-8,216 across all items except for items related to the use of standards-aligned materials, which do not include
science teachers (n = 6,698). Differences in the probability of being a by-the-book teacher by subject (ELA, math, and science) and
grade level (elementary, middle, and high school) are measured in percentage points. Light green indicates a small positive
relationship (O to 5 percentage points), medium green indicates a moderate positive relationship (6 to 10 percentage points), and
dark green indicates a large positive relationship (more than 10 percentage points). Light red indicates a small negative relationship
(O to 5 percentage points), medium red indicates a moderate negative relationship (6 to 10 percentage points), and dark red
indicates a large negative relationship (more than 10 percentage points). The blank cells indicate no statistically significant
relationship between the type of support and the probability of being in each curriculum use type. The gray cells indicate that the
item was not asked for the subgroup.
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We found similar variation in both the magnitude and direction of the relationship between each
of these factors and being a DIY teacher across subject and grade level (Table 6.3). Instructional
material use policies and principal supports are less strongly associated with a decrease in the
probability of being DIY among elementary teachers. Teacher perception of materials is most strongly
associated with the probability of being DIY among high school teachers and least strongly associated
among ELA teachers. The perception that required or recommended materials are too challenging is
also positively associated with being DIY for math teachers but negatively associated with being DIY
for ELA teachers, which suggests that math teachers are more likely to respond to their materials
being too challenging for their students by using self-created materials. Participation in collaborative
learning is also positively associated with being DIY for math and science teachers but not for ELA
teachers.
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Table 6.3. The Relationship Between Teachers’ Perceptions, School Curriculum Policies, and Being a DIY Curriculum User, by Grade
and Subject

ELA Math Science Elementary Middle High
Measure (n=2,998) (n =3,700) (n=1,702) (n = 4,067) (n=1,974) (n =2,198)

Instructional material use policies
Required to use at least one standards-aligned material

! |
o

Principal or above chooses materials

Principal supports for curriculum material use

Principal considers curriculum use in observations =10 -5
Principal encourages use of required or recommended -9
curriculum

Teacher perception of materials

Materials are adequate for meeting state standards =5 -8 =7 -6

Materials are adequate for state assessments =5 -7 -9 -6 -

Materials are too challenging for students =5 +7 — — — —
Training on curriculum material use

Teacher preparation focused on skillful use of materials — — -7 — — =7

Professional learning helps teachers use materials effectively -7 -6 — -5 — —
Participation in professional learning on curriculum material use

Coaching on materials _ - — _ — _

Collaborative learning — +5 +10 — — —

Workshops -8 — — — — _

NOTE: N = 8,060-8,216 across all items except for items related to the use of standards-aligned materials, which do not include science teachers (n = 6,698).
Differences in the probability of being a by-the-book teacher by subject (ELA, math, and science) and grade level (elementary, middle, and high school) are measured in
percentage points. Light green indicates a small positive relationship (0 to 5 percentage points), medium green indicates a moderate positive relationship (6 to 10
percentage points), and dark green indicates a large positive relationship (more than 10 percentage points). Light red indicates a small negative relationship (0 to 5
percentage points), medium red indicates a moderate negative relationship (6 to 10 percentage points), and dark red indicates a large negative relationship (more than
10 percentage points). The blank cells indicate no statistically significant relationship between the type of support and the probability of being in each curriculum use
type. The gray cells indicate that the item was not asked for the subgroup.
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Chapter 7

Summary and Implications

In this report, we examined trends in teachers’ use of instructional materials across six years
(2019-2024) of the AIRS. During these years, many states engaged in a large amount of policy
activity related to instructional materials and curriculum-based professional learning. For example,
states in the Council of Chief State School Officers’ IMPD Network or states that adopted science of
reading legislation signaled and incentivized schools’ use of high-quality instructional materials. We
attempted to take stock of what the state of instructional material use looked like during this period
and what challenges may lie ahead for policymakers seeking to begin or continue efforts to implement
new instructional materials. We offer the following key findings that span across the analyses we
conducted as part of this report.

Teachers are using an increasing number of instructional materials. This use comes at a cost
to teachers’ time and to coherence across the instructional system. Relative to the 2018-2019
school year, the average teacher during the 2023-2024 school year used roughly two more
instructional materials for their ELA, mathematics, or science instruction. Most of this increase was
driven by the use of more supplemental materials. This proliferation of instructional materials runs
counter to states’ goals for teachers to use fewer materials and prioritize comprehensive curricula
rather than compile lessons from many sources. Teachers can accumulate instructional materials with
no clear sense of how to combine them for their instruction (Steiner, 2025). The addition of new
instructional materials takes a toll on teacher time; we found that teachers who used both new
curriculum materials and supplemental materials in a given school year reported spending an
additional two hours of instructional planning time relative to teachers who did not report using any
new materials.

State and district education leaders should not only involve themselves in identifying high-quality
materials and professional development opportunities but also take on the task of ensuring that they
are providing teachers and students with a coherent, streamlined instructional experience. The work
of building coherence can be challenging because it involves reconciling different visions, investments,
and timelines. As a first step, we encourage, state, district, and school leaders to use one of several
available toolkits or frameworks for investigating the extent to which their instructional systems are
coherent (Cronin, 2024; Kaufman, Wang, et al., 2023; The New Teacher Project, 2022).

Teachers meet instructional needs with more instructional materials. We found that the
number of instructional materials, particularly supplemental materials, that teachers reported using
peaked in the 2019-2020 and 2020-2021 school years, the years that were most heavily affected by
the challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic. We also found that teachers who served larger
proportions of economically disadvantaged students or students with IEPs or 504 plans were more
likely to use a greater number of instructional materials and to make modifications to these materials.
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These patterns of use potentially compound instructional incoherence as teachers opt to use different
materials to guide their instruction.

Our survey data do not readily answer how to solve this problem. However, we suggest that when
selecting curriculum materials, education leaders evaluate both the materials themselves and how
teachers perceive those materials. Teachers who say that they need to add new materials to the mix
may be signaling about inadequacies in the materials that are provided to them by their school or
district (e.g., the existing materials do not properly scaffold content).

Teachers who pull in more materials may also be pointing to a need for more experience and
training with their existing materials. In eatlier work, Doan and Shapiro (2023) found that teachers
were less likely to consider their required or recommended instructional materials too challenging for
their students after they accrued more experience using those materials and if they perceived that
professional learning opportunities helped them use their instructional materials more effectively.

High school teachers are more likely to modify materials and create their own materials.
Across several indicators, we found that high school teachers were the most likely to do things their
own way when it comes to instructional materials. Relative to elementary and middle school teachers,
high school teachers used a greater number of instructional materials, were more likely to report using
self-created materials, were less likely to use any given material intensively, and were the most likely to
report modifying lessons within their materials. Furthermore, we found that high school teachers’
propensity to be by-the-book users of instructional materials was not as sensitive to their perceptions
of their materials or elements of their instructional environment (e.g., requirements to use standards-
aligned materials, principal supports) as teachers in other grades and subjects.

These findings echo those from a survey published in 2024 that indicates that high school math
teachers are more likely than their elementary and middle school peers to report that either they do
not use their recommended materials or they do not have materials recommended to them (Zahner,
Skarin, and Pelaez, 2024). These patterns of use may reflect both supply side and demand side issues.
Because high school courses are often outside the “tested grades and subjects” required by the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, there are fewer incentives to produce and implement
uniform curriculum materials in these grades. Pushes to diversify secondary math course offerings as
part of the mathematics pathways movement—while a promising approach for improving student
engagement and preparation—further splinter the curriculum needs of high school teachers and lead
teachers to craft their own curriculum materials for these courses.

Beyond the availability of materials, high school teachers may also view themselves as having more
instructional autonomy than elementary and middle school teachers, creating a culture of instruction
that is more hesitant to adopt a comprehensive curriculum (Instruction Partners, 2024; Narayanan,
Shields, and Delhagen, 2023). To the extent that education leaders hope to encourage high school
teachers to use comprehensive curriculum materials, this shift would require both supply side and
demand side solutions. First, education leaders should consider ways to incentivize the creation of
high-quality curriculum materials for high school teachers by presenting data on teacher demand for
these materials to traditional academic publishers or even funding nonprofit organizations to develop
curriculum materials. Second, states should consider working explicitly in networks to develop high
school curriculum materials. The Charles A. Dana Center’s Launch Years Initiative at the University
of Texas at Austin, which supports states in designing postsecondary and high school mathematics
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pathways, is one example of a multistate network that allows for collaboration and potential efficiency
in producing materials. Last, education leaders should consider ways to provide professional learning
opportunities that shift high school teachers’ mindsets regarding the importance of a comprehensive
curriculum (Instruction Partners, 2024).

Data from teachers using standards-aligned materials reveal nuanced relationships between
intensity of use and number of materials used. We found somewhat paradoxical findings when we
examined patterns of instructional material use among teachers who used at least one standards-
aligned material: Relative to their peers who did not use these materials, teachers who used standards-
aligned materials were both more likely to use at least one of these materials intensively (for more than
75 percent of their instructional time) and use a greater number of instructional materials. If we take
these findings at face value, they suggest that teachers who use standards-aligned materials are more
likely to have a single instructional material for the majority of their instruction but not in a way that
displaces their use of other materials. That is, although users of standards-aligned materials are more
likely to have a single instructional material take up a significant amount of their instructional time, it
is less likely to be the sole material that informs their instruction. Curriculum implementation with
perfect fidelity is not a realistic goal. In fact, an emphasis on fidelity may restrict teachers from making
otherwise thoughtful adaptations to their curriculum materials that maintain the integrity of the
original curriculum while making the content more accessible for the students they serve (Hill, Papay,
and Schwartz, 2022; Korbey, 2025). We encourage researchers and education leaders to further
investigate the ways in which teachers combine their standards-aligned materials with other resources
and the extent to which the resulting instruction remains standards-aligned.

School leaders set the tone. We found that many elements of teachers’ instructional systems are
associated with the different curriculum use profiles that we analyzed as a part of this report. One of
the strongest elements was the extent to which school leaders involved themselves in decisions about
curriculum materials and centered the role of curriculum in the instructional environment. There is a
growing body of research around the role of school leaders in curriculum selection and
implementation (Acton, 2021; Birchem, 2025; Wang, Prado Tuma, Lawrence, et al., 2021). School
leader preparation should explicitly train aspiring school leaders about curriculum selection, the
selection of curriculum-based professional development for teachers, and curriculum-centered
classroom observations. Roughly 75 percent of school leaders reported participating in at least some of
the curriculum-based professional learning opportunities provided by their school but, depending on
the subject, only 9 percent to 25 percent of school leaders reported participating in all of these
opportunities (Rivet Education, 2025). School leader participation can help build their knowledge of
the curriculum being implemented in their school and send a message to teachers regarding the
importance of implementing curriculum materials with integrity.

Further research on the ways teachers modify, combine, and supplement their provided
instructional materials should be a primary focus going forward. Curriculum materials, while
designed to be comprehensive in nature, are not typically used by teachers in this fashion. Given the
prevalence of use of multiple instructional materials, more studies should be devoted to understanding
how teachers combine multiple materials and the relationship between the specific nature of
combining materials and classroom instruction with student outcomes. As we stated previously, the
act of modifying instructional materials or combining instructional materials is not inherently negative
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and can reflect thoughtful adaptations for a teacher’s students. Additional research that seeks to
classify the nature of teacher modification and supplementation of materials and connect these
classifications to the student experience would be beneficial for the field.
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Appendix

Curriculum Use Supports

Table A.1 presents the descriptive statistics on the prevalence of each of the 12 measures of

teacher perceptions and instructional system elements linked with curriculum material use by full

sample and subject level.

Table A.1. Proportion of Teachers Who Reported Having Each Curriculum Use Policy or

Support, by Subject Taught

Measure Full Sample Math ELA Science
Instructional material use policies
Required to use at least one standards- 0.54 0.59 0.49 -
aligned material (0.52, 0.55) (0.56, 0.61) (0.47,0.52)
Principal or above chooses materials 0.52 0.53 0.56 0.45
(0.51, 0.54) (0.50, 0.55) (0.54, 0.58) (0.42,0.48)
Principal supports for curriculum material
use
Principal considers curriculum use in 0.83 0.84 0.83 0.79
observations (0.81, 0.84) (0.82, 0.86) (0.81, 0.85) (0.77, 0.82)
Principal encourages use of required or 0.63 0.59 0.73 0.51
recommended curriculum (0.61, 0.64) (0.57,0.62) (0.70, 0.75) (0.48, 0.55)
Teacher perception of materials
Materials are adequate for meeting 0.58 0.60 0.57 0.56
state standards (0.57, 0.60) (0.58, 0.63) (0.55, 0.60) (0.53, 0.59)
Materials are adequate for state 0.60 0.67 0.57 0.56
assessments (0.59, 0.62) (0.64, 0.69) (0.54, 0.59) (0.52, 0.59)
Materials are too challenging for 0.31 0.33 0.34 0.24
students (0.30, 0.33) (0.30, 0.35) (0.32,0.36) (0.21,0.27)
Training on curriculum material use
Teacher preparation focused on skillful 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.63
use of materials (0.62, 0.65) (0.62, 0.66) (0.61, 0.66) (0.60, 0.66)
Professional learning helps teachers 0.32 0.32 0.30 0.34
use materials effectively (0.30, 0.33) (0.30, 0.35) (0.27,0.32) (0.30,0.37)
Participation in professional learning on
curriculum material use
Coaching on materials 0.18 0.19 0.23 0.09
(0.17, 0.20) (0.17,0.21) (0.21, 0.25) (0.07,0.1)
Collaborative learning 0.59 0.63 0.66 0.42
(0.58, 0.61) (0.6, 0.65) (0.64, 0.68) (0.39, 0.45)
Workshops 0.23 0.23 0.28 0.14
(0.22, 0.24) (0.21, 0.25) (0.26, 0.30) (0.1, 0.16)
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Measure Full Sample Math ELA Science

N 9,126 3,225 3,962 1,939

NOTE: The cells display the proportion of teachers who responded that they had each of the curriculum use policies or
supports. A description of the specific items used to construct each measure is provided in the box in Chapter 6. We do not
include science teachers in our analyses involving the use of standards-aligned materials. The numbers in parentheses
indicate 95 percent-confidence intervals.
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Table A.2 presents the unadjusted and covariate-adjusted models for the probability of teaching being categorized as each curriculum use
profile by curriculum use policy or support.

Table A.2. Probability of Teachers Being Categorized as Each Curriculum Use Profile by Curriculum Use Policy or Support, With and
Without Covariate Adjustment

Category By-the-Book Cobbler DIY Modifier

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Instructional material use policies

Required to use at least one standards-aligned 0.05** 0.02 0.09*** 0.07*** -0.14*** -0.07** 0.00 -0.02
material (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Principal or above chooses materials 0.09*** 0.03* 0.09*** 0.06** -0.22%* -0.12%** 0.05 0.03
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Principal supports for curriculum material use
Principal considers curriculum use in 0.1 0.06** 0.09** 0.06* -0.22%* -0.13* -0.02 0.00
observations (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Principal encourages use of required or 0.08*** 0.07** 0.06*** 0.01 -0.12%** -0.06*** -0.02* -0.02
recommended curriculum (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Teacher perception of materials
Materials are adequate for meeting state 0.12%* 0.13** 0.01 0.01 -0.07** -0.06*** -0.04*** -0.07***
standards (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Materials are adequate for state assessments 0.09*** 0.09** 0.03 0.03 -0.07** -0.08*** -0.04*** -0.05**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Materials are too challenging for students -0.06"** -0.07*** 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.05*** 0.05***
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Training on curriculum material use
Teacher preparation focused on skillful use of 0.05 0.04 0.05* 0.04 -0.06* -0.03* -0.01 -0.01
materials (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Professional learning helps teachers use 0.07%* 0.02** 0.04* 0.03* -0.04** -0.04* -0.04* -0.05"**
materials effectively (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)-
Participation in professional learning on curriculum
material use
Coaching on materials 0.03 0.03 0.05* 0.02 -0.06*** -0.03 -0.01 -0.02
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Category By-the-Book Cobbler DIY Modifier
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01 (0.01
Collaborative learning -0.02 0.00 0.00 -0.02 0.03* 0.03* -0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01
Workshops 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 -0.03 -0.03 -0.06 -0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01

NOTE: This table displays the estimated difference (in percentage points) in the probability that a teacher is categorized as each of the four curriculum use profiles as predicted
by whether they have each of the 12 curriculum use policies or supports. Each cell represents a separate regression model. Standard errors are displayed in parentheses. Model
1is unadjusted. Model 2 includes binary indicators for the following sociodemographic characteristics: percentage of students in teachers’ classroom with IEPs, percentage of
students in teachers’ classroom who are eligible for FRPL, percentage of students in teachers’ classroom who are students of color, percentage of students in teachers’
classroom who are MLLs, teachers’ experience, grades taught, subjects taught, school size, locale, school poverty, school racial composition, teachers’ ethnicity, and teachers’

educational attainment. Statistical significance is indicated as follows: *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; and * p < 0.05.
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Abbreviations

AIRS American Instructional Resources Survey

COVID-19 coronavirus disease 2019

DIY do-it-yourself

ELA English language arts

FRPL free or reduced-price lunch

IEP Individualized Education Programs

IMPD High-Quality Instructional Materials and Professional Development
MLL multilingual learner

SA standards-aligned
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