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Introduction 
The American Teacher Panel (ATP) and the American School Leader Panel (ASLP) are resources that 
researchers, policymakers, and professional organizations can use to monitor over time the attitudes and 
behaviors of US teachers and school leaders1  in response to large-scale policy changes. There are many 
sources of information that provide popular opinions on education, but there are few that portray the 
perspectives of professional educators in ways that can be generalized beyond a small sample of 
participants. There are fewer still that allow us to track the evolving opinions and practices of teachers and 
principals over time. The ATP and ASLP address this gap: members will be drawn from a nationally 
representative sample of 2,300 schools (the principal and two teachers from each school); panelists will 
respond to four or more online surveys each year; and they will participate in the panels throughout their 
careers. 

One national policy change of growing importance is the implementation of the Common Core State 

Standards (CCSS). The standards, developed over a period of years by the National Governors’ 

Association,  the Council of Chief State School Officers, and other organizations, set rigorous 

expectations for what  students should know and be able to do in English language arts (ELA) and 

mathematics. As of 2014, over 40 states had adopted the CCSS or variations of them. Yet, the standards 

have become the subject of much political controversy, and a few states are considering rescinding their 

adoption or have done so already. Given the heightened rhetoric surrounding the standards, it is useful to 

know what teacher and principals think  about them and how they are being implemented. This document 

presents illustrative findings from a field  test of the panels, conducted in May 2014, focusing on 

perceptions and practices related to the CCSS. 

When fully recruited, the ATP and ASLP surveys will yield highly accurate estimates of teacher and 

principal responses at the national level. The field test that produced the current results was conducted on 

a much smaller sample: 241 teachers and 153 principals (76% of the teachers completed the survey, as 

did 60% of the principals). The field test sample lacked power to detect statistical significance in most 

cases, but the full ATP and ASLP panels will support more refined comparisons. We present these 

preliminary findings to illustrate the usefulness of the panels to answer policy questions. In addition to 

covering other topics, we will revisit questions about the CCSS in future surveys. Most of the findings 

reflect the responses of educators in schools that were embedding the CCSS, or standards directly adapted 

from CCSS, in instruction during the 2013–14 school year (based on teacher and principal reports). For 

ease of presentation, we refer to those 123 teachers and 70 principals as being “in CCSS schools.” The 

findings have been weighted to produce national   estimates. Unless otherwise noted, the findings all refer 

to teachers and principals in CCSS schools. In this report, we focus on findings related to principals’ and 

teachers’ opinions about the CCSS, their knowledge of standards, their expectations regarding changes 

needed to support the CCSS, the availability of appropriate instructional resources, and the use of 

selected instructional practices. 

 

Educators’ Opinions about the CCSS  
The implementation of the CCSS is highly controversial. Some politicians, parents, and educators have 
criticized the CCSS (and other policies related to the CCSS), whereas others have expressed support for 
them. 

 

Large majorities of teachers and principals in CCSS schools 
believe the standards support student learning 
Teachers responded to a number of statements about the effects of standards on student learning and 
instruction. Their opinions about the potential effects of the CCSS on student outcomes were largely 
positive, suggesting that the standards will increase student learning and college and career readiness (see 
Figure 4). 

Most teachers also indicated that the CCSS support cross-grade curriculum alignment. 
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1 At the present time, all members of the ASLP are principals; in the future, we may also include other school administrators.
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Figure 4. Teachers’ Agreement with Statements about the CCSS 
 

Substantial numbers of teachers reported that the CCSS are too 
rigorous, inflexible, and cover too many topics. 
Teachers did express concerns about certain aspect of the standards. For example, a little over half thought 
the standards excluded important concepts that students should learn. If the CCSS are to be implemented 
successfully, these concerns will have to be addressed through education, support, or modifications. 

Principals’ responses were very similar to those of teachers, although a bit more positive about the CCSS. 

For example, only about one-quarter of principals agreed that ELA standards were too rigorous for many of 

their students (26 percent) or that mathematics standards were too rigorous for many of their students (28 

percent). 

 

Knowledge  of  Standards 
One of the features of the CCSS in ELA and mathematics is that they also embody explicit expectations 
for teachers of other subjects. For example, social studies and science teachers are expected to help 
students master some ELA standards by embedding activities such as analysis of nonfiction texts in their 
lessons. 
Science teachers are supposed to foster attainment of the mathematics standards by embedding relevant 
mathematics learning in their instruction. The preliminary findings show that teachers and principals in 
CCSS schools understand that the ELA and mathematics standards affect other subjects. That means, of 
course, that the provision of training and supports for implementing the CCSS will need to include 
teachers of these other subjects in addition to mathematics and ELA teachers. 
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Most teachers and principals in CCSS schools know that they are 

expected to embed mathematics and ELA standards in other 

subjects  
 

 

Figure 1. Teachers’ Reports of District Expectations for Embedding Mathematics and ELA Standard in 

Other Subjects 
 

For example, 78 percent of natural science teachers (general science, biology, chemistry, physics) in 

CCSS schools indicated that they were expected to embed mathematics standards in their instruction “to 

some degree” or “extensively” (see Figure 1). The expectations regarding the application of the ELA 

standards in other subject were even higher. For example, 44 percent of social science teachers in CCSS 

schools were expected to embed ELA standards “extensively” and another 49 percent “to some degree.” 
 

Many teachers and principals in CCSS schools have only a 
general understanding of the standards 
The CCSS embody a number of changes to curriculum content and instructional emphases, and it is 
reasonable to assume that teachers will require some time to become fully familiar with them. Figure 2 
shows that both mathematics and ELA teachers using the CCSS are developing familiarity with the 
standards but are not yet experts. More than one third have at best a general understanding of the 
standards. 
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Figure 2. Teachers’ Reports of Their Familiarity with Mathematics and ELA Standards 

Similarly, about one-quarter of principals say they are familiar enough with CCSS standards to “discuss 

them and support teachers’ use of them,” i.e., to be strong instructional leaders with respect to promoting 

standards implementation (see Figure 3). 
 

 
 

Figure 3. Principals’ Reports of Their Familiarity with Mathematics and ELA Standards 
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Messages about  Changes in Instruction 
It is important to understand the messages being communicated through the system about the degree of 
instructional change required to implement the new standards, because these messages can influence 
teachers’ instructional decisions, from planning lessons to seeking support and assistance. 

 

Most teachers in CCSS schools have been told that the 
standards require changes to their instruction 
Almost half of the teachers received clear messages that the mathematics standards require some changes 
to their instruction, and over one-third received the message that the CCSS require major changes to 
instruction (see Figure 5, left panel). Consistent with this finding, principals reported sending strong 
messages to teachers in CCSS schools that changes are required, with close to one-half of principals 
indicating that major changes were needed in instruction (see Figure 5, right panel). The discrepancy 
between principals and teachers may reflect differences in their perception of the strength of the messages 
principals are sending. 

 
 

 

Figure 5. Principals’ and Teachers’ Reports of the Messages They Send and Receive Regarding the 

Instructional Changes Required by the CCSS 

 

Instructional  Resources 
Teachers and principals both agree that new standards will require some changes to instruction, and it is 
important to know if the conditions exist to support such changes. Two key conditions are having 
instructional resources aligned to the new standards and receiving adequate training and support to 
change 
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their practices. Teachers reported that existing instructional resources, including textbooks, state tests and 

district benchmark assessments, may not be adequately aligned with the CCSS. This deficiency might be 

expected when standards are newly implemented, but one would expect the situation to improve over 

time. 
 

Principals reported that existing instructional resources are not 
yet fully aligned with the CCSS 
Most principals and teachers using the CCSS agreed that their materials and assessments are not yet fully 
aligned to the CCSS, both in ELA and mathematics. As illustrated in Figure 6, approximately 25–30 
percent of principals reported full alignment of their instructional materials and assessments. 

 

 
 

Figure 6. Principals’ Reports of the Alignment of Instructional Resources with the CCSS 
 

Principals reported that teachers need CCSS-aligned 
instructional resources in greater quality and quantity 
To best help students meet the CCSS, teachers need access to a wide range of instructional resources 
aligned with the standards, including curriculum materials, lesson plans, instructional strategies and both 
formative and summative assessments. The majority of teachers reported at least some access to the 
curricula, lesson plans, ideas for instructional strategies, and assessments they need to help students meet 
standards. Principals’ reports were similar. A high percentage of principals reported that their teachers 
needed many type of instructional resources in greater quantity or quality (see Figure 7). For example, 
over 90 percent reported  that their teachers needed formative assessments that were aligned to standards 
in ELA and in mathematics. 
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Figure 7. Principals’ Reports of the Need for Instructional Resources to Help Student Meet the CCSS 
 
 

Instructional  Practices 
The CCSS are not intended to tell teachers how to teach. Instead, teachers and schools determine the 
curriculum and lessons that best address the CCSS and how to differentiate for individual student needs. 
That said, the CCSS prescribe content and goals that could change what teachers do in their classrooms. 
For example, the CCSS for mathematics expect students to apply mathematics and statistics to everyday 
problems and to investigate patterns and relationships, and the CCSS for English language arts expect all 
students to practice with complex texts and engage in a diverse range of speaking and writing activities. 

 

Teachers in CCSS schools engage in key instructional practices 
more than teachers in non-CCSS schools 
Figures 8 and 9 show responses from teachers in CCSS and non-CCSS schools to questions about their 
students’ engagement in practices that are consistent with the emphases of the CCSS (listed as items in 
each figure). The results suggest that teachers in CCSS schools engaged their students in these activities 
more frequently than teachers in non-CCSS schools. 
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Figure 8. Teachers’ Reports of Daily or Weekly Student Engagement in Specific Mathematics Practices 
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Figure 9. Teachers’ Reports of Daily or Weekly Student Engagement in Specific ELA Practices 
 
 

Conclusions 
Results from the field test of the ATP and ASLP suggest that many teachers see potential for the CCSS to 
improve teaching and learning, but also identify some areas for concern. 

 

 Most teachers implementing the CCSS seemed to understand the standards general terms, but 

many teachers and principals lacked adequate familiarity with their specific content. 

 The majority of teachers believe that the CCSS will boost student success. Yet, many raised 

concerns that the standards are too rigorous, inflexible, and cover too many topics. 

 Existing resources were not fully aligned with CCSS standards, and principals and teachers 

expressed needs for a variety of new resources, including resources to help judge student 

performance. 

 Teachers in CCSS schools reported adopting practices that are consistent with the CCSS. 
 

In our next report we will provide more information about some of these topics, as well as probe further 

into teachers’ use of student performance data and teachers’ access to and satisfaction with professional 

development to help them implement the CCSS. Future surveys, to be carried out in 2015 and 

subsequent years, will track responses over time to see how the CCSS implementation is progressing 

and identify implementation challenges principals and teachers are facing. These findings will provide a 

significant tool to help policymakers assess whether further efforts are needed to address these 

challenges. 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 150
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308030d730ea30d730ec30b9537052377528306e00200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /FRA <>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for high quality pre-press printing. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later. These settings require font embedding.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [150 150]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




