Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 413 660 EA 028 763

AUTHOR Hannaway, Jane; Kimball, Kristi

TITLE Reports on Reform from the Field: District and State Survey
Results. Final Report.

INSTITUTION Urban Inst., Washington, DC.; Policy Studies Associates,
Inc., Washington, DC.

SPONS AGENCY Department of Education, Washington, DC. Planning and
Evaluation Service.

PUB DATE 1997-00-00

NOTE 106p.

CONTRACT EA9405301; LC9405301

PUB TYPE Reports - Descriptive (141) -- Tests/Questionnaires (160)

EDRS PRICE MFQ01/PCO5 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Educational Resources; Elementary Secondary Education;

*Federal Aid; Federal Legislation; Federal State
Relationship; Information Dissemination; National Surveys;
Program Implementation; *School Districts; *School
Restructuring; *Technical Assistance

IDENTIFIERS *Department of Education; *Goals 2000; Improving Americas
Schools Act 1994

ABSTRACT

The passage of the Goals 2000: Educate hmerica Act and the
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Educatior. Act (ESEA) in 1994
represented a fundamental shift in the character of federal aid to education
and demanded new roles and responsibilities for states, districts, and the
federal government. This handbook presents findings from a national mail
survey of schocl districts and a telephone or in-person survey of state
officials in all 50 states and the District of Columbia. The survey examined
the levels of understanding that state and district administrators have of
the new legislation; the progress they report making in implementing the
reforms; and the helpfulness of various forms of assistance that are
available to states and districts. The district survey was mailed during
spring and early summer 1996, and elicited an overall response rate of 83
percent (n=2,700). A total of 95 state-level surveys were completed. Key
findings led to the following reccmmendations to the Department of Education

(ED) : (1) Continue efforts to support state level reform; (2) continue to
support intermediaries to provide assistance to states and school districts;
(3) sponsor small working conferences; (4) devise an

information-dissemination and technical-assistance strategy geared to small
districts; and (5) give special attention to high-poverty districts on the
various elements of standards-based reform. The Department of Education
should invest heavily in research and development associated with assessment
systems and should focus greater effort in identifying the most effective
technical-assistance strategies to schools not making adequate progress.
Finally, three recommendations are offered to ED for tapping into effective
information channels: it should maintain its written and oral communication
channels; it should take full advantage of non-federal education
publications; and it should capitalize on the established connections of
state-based and professional associations. A total of 19 tables and 30 charts
are included. Appendices contain copies of the district and state survey
instruments. (LMI)



A J
A

ED 413 660

Reports on Reform from the Field:
District and State Survey Results

Final Report

U.8. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Office ot Educational Research and improvement

7AﬂONAL RESQURCES INFORMATION

CENTER (ERIC)

This documen! has been reproduced as
received from the person or organization
originating it

O Minor changes have been made o improve
reproduction quality.

e —

® Points of view of opinions stateo in this docu-
ment do not necessarily represent official
OERI position or policy.

Prepared Under Contract by:

The Urban Institute
Washington, DC
1997

Contract No. LC 9405301

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION - OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY




The conduct of this study and the preparation of the report were sponsored by the U.S. Department of
Education, Planning and Evaluation Service, under Contract No. LC 9405301. Any opinions, findings,
conclusions, or recommendations expressed do not necessarily reflect the views of the U.S. Department
of Education, nor do the examples included herein imply judgment by the Department or the contractor
as to their compliance with federal or other requirements.




Reports on Reform from the Field:
District and State Survey Results

Final Report

Jane Hannaway

with
Kristi Kimball
Prepared for: Prepared by:
U.S. Department of Education The Urban Institute
Planning and Evaluation Service 2100 M Street, N\W
600 Independence Ave., SW Suite 500
Washington, DC 20202 Washington, DC 20037

Joanne Bogart, Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative

This work was supported by Contract EA9405301 under subcontract from Policy Studies Associates.

(TS



Contents

CONTENTS

LiSt Of EXNIDILS « oo cvvveeeeeeeeocoaeeessssesessosescssescnasosassssssnsssss iii
AcKnowledgments .......cceoeiveeeeeeoaessceceacescesasccecnonaaanasssoonss vii
EXecutive SUMMATY . ..t veiieeeeeoansseaneassssssssssssssssssssssasssnnnns ix
I. PURPOSEANDOVERVIEW ... ...uutteiinnnnenecncsnnsossscnnes heeaaes I-1
II. METHODOLOGY: STUDY DESIGN AND SAMPLING PLAN ............c00aees -1
A. STUDY DESIGN .. ittt ettt itettet et iiiiinaaeenennanenns II-1
ODJECHVES . v« ooeviiiiieeeeee e e ey II-1
Respondents ........... RO II-1
POLICY COMIEXE .o v v vvee e ettt eeiae e, II-3
District Characteristics: District Size
and District Poverty Level .......... ... i I1-4
Survey Administration .. ..ottt I1-4
B. SAMPLINGPLAN . ...ttt ittt it ittt eaeacaacaeneons II-5
DISIICEt SUIVEY .o ottt ettt ittt it II-5
Survey of State Officials ..................cooeven.. e II-6
IIL. FINDINGS .+ .vvvevveeeereaaacensnsossoesssssssssesassaassssnnnasssas m-1
A. DISTRICTLEVELRESULTS ... iii ittt ittt ittt iiieeieaecnnneeennn nI-1
ONIMPLEMENTATIONOFREFORM . . . ... ittt ittt i i ienaneannnns II1-2
Standards-Based Reform ........c.outiiiii i II1-2
The National Picture . ......... .o euuiiuininenioeneeennns III-2
Differences by Policy Context .. ...........ccovueeneennennnn II1-8
Differences by District Characteristics . ..................... I1-12
Need for More Information . . ......... ... ... oo, I11-19
StAtULtOrY PIOVISIONS . o+« o v v v et vititeeae e e e eaneens I11-26
The National Picture ... ........c.oeuniiiiiniieeenneneanees III-26
Differences by Policy Context ... .........coouvieeneeaenn.. II1-28
Differences by District CharacteristicsS ...................... I1-30
Need for More Information . . ............. ... c.ccviiinnn. II1-34
Multiple Regression Results . ..., I11-38
WV IVEIS « v v vt ttii e iteitee s eneeeeennnanneeeeaennnnnseses I11-42
Summary: Implementationof Reform .......... ... . .. il I11-45
ON SOURCES OF INFORMATION / TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO DIsTRICTS ... III-46
The National Picture . ..........c.ooei i enneeeennns I11-46
Differences by Policy Context . .. .........cccooveeniiinnnn. 11-50
Differences by District Characteristics . ................ ... I1-52
Multiple Regression Results . ... I11-58
Summary: Technical Assistance to Districts .................cooonn. I11-60
B. STATELEVELRESULTS ... cviuitiiiiiiiiie i eneeneaeonnnennnns I11-61
Standards-Based Reform . ......... ..ottt I11-61
Statutory Provisions .. ......ooutiiiiiiiii i I11-64
Q The Urban Institute i

15
e




Contents

IV. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS . .. .ettitttiiiiiinnneeneeeenesonnannnn Iv-1
Reform Progress . ... ..ooi it i e IV-1
Differences Across DiStriCts . . ..o i ini e et et IV-2
Sources of Helpful Technical Assistance . ........................... IV-3

APPENDIX A: District Survey Instrument
APPENDIX B: Survey of State Officials Instrument

The Urban Institute ii



Exhibits

TABLE 2.1
TABLE 2.2
TABLE 2.3

CHART 3.1

CHART 3.2
CHART 3.3

CHART 3.4
TABLE 3.1
CHART 3.5
CHART'3.6
TABLE 3.2
CHART 3.7
CHART 3.8
TABLE 3.3

CHART 3.9

LIST OF EXHIBITS

RESPONDENT POSITION BY DISTRICT SIZE
DISTRICT SIZE AND POVERTY ACROSS DISTRICT POLICY CONTEXT
UNIVERSE, NUMBER SAMPLED AND RESPONSE RATE BY SAMPLING CELL

LEVEL OF REPORTED UNDERSTANDING BY STANDARDS-BASED REFORM
ELEMENT

REPORTED CHANGE REQUIRED BY STANDARDS-BASED REFORM ELEMENT
REPORTED PROGRESS BY STANDARDS-BASED REFORM ELEMENT

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:
REPORTED UNDERSTANDING BY POLICY CONTEXT

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:
UNDERSTANDING, CHANGE, AND PROGRESS BY POLICY CONTEXT

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:
REPORTED CHANGE REQUIRED AND PROGRESS BY POLICY CONTEXT

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:
REPORTED UNDERSTANDING BY SIZE

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM: ,
UNDERSTANDING, CHANGE, AND PROGRESS BY DISTRICT SIZE

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:
REPORTED CHANGE REQUIRED AND PROGRESS BY SIZE

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:
REPORTED UNDERSTANDING BY POVERTY

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:
UNDERSTANDING, CHANGE, AND PROGRESS BY POVERTY

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:
REPORTED CHANGE REQUIRED AND PROGRESS BY POVERTY

The Urban Institute iii

=3



Exhibits

CHART 3.10
TABLE 3.4
CHART 3.11

TABLE 3.5

CHART 3.12

TABLE 3.6

CHART 3.13
CHART 3.14
TABLE 3.7
CHART 3.15
TABLE 3.8
CHART 3.16
TABLE 3.9

CHART 3.17

CHART 3.18

The Urban Institute iv

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:

REPORTED NEED FOR MORE INFORMATION/ASSISTANCE BY POLICY
CONTEXT

NEED FOR MORE INFORMATION BY POLICY CONTEXT

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:
REPORTED NEED FOR MORE INFORMATION/ASSISTANCE BY SIZE

NEED FOR MORE INFORMATION BY SIZE

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:
REPORTED NEED FOR MORE INFORMATION/ASSISTANCE BY POVERTY

NEED FOR MORE INFORMATION BY POVERTY

LEVEL OF REPORTED UNDERSTANDING AND DIFFICULTY BY STATUTORY

PROVISION

STATUTORY PROVISIONS:
REPORTED UNDERSTANDING BY POLICY CONTEXT

STATUTORY PROVISIONS:
UNDERSTANDING AND DIFFICULTY BY POLICY CONTEXT

STATUTORY PROVISIONS:
REPORTED UNDERSTANDING BY SIZE

STATUTORY PROVISIONS:
UNDERSTANDING AND DIFFICULTY BY SIZE

STATUTORY PROVISIONS:
REPORTED UNDERSTANDING BY POVERTY

STATUTORY PROVISIONS:
UNDERSTANDING AND DIFFICULTY BY POVERTY

STATUTORY PROVISIONS: _
REPORTED NEED FOR MORE INFORMATION/ASSISTANCE BY POLICY
CONTEXT

STATUTORY PROVISIONS:
REPORTED NEED FOR MORE INFORMATION/ASSISTANCE BY SIZE



Exhibits

CHART 3.19

TABLE 3.10
TABLE 3.11
CHART 3.20
CHART 3.21
TABLE 3.12

CHART 3.22

CHART 3.23

TABLE 3.13

CHART 3.24

TABLE 3.14

CHART 3.25

TABLE 3.15

TABLE 3.16

CHART 3.26

CHART 3.27

STATUTORY PROVISIONS:
REPORTED NEED FOR MORE INFORMATION/ASSISTANCE BY POVERTY

UNDERSTANDING, CHANGE, PROGRESS, AND DIFFICULTY: FULL MODEL
UNDERSTANDING, CHANGE, PROGRESS, AND DIFFICULTY: INTERACTIONS
WAIVER REQUESTS

WAIVER REQUESTS BY DISTRICT TYPE

CONTENT OF WAIVER REQUESTS BY DISTRICT TYPE

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:
REPORTED HELPFULNESS OF SOURCES OF INFORMATION/ASSISTANCE

STATUTORY PROVISIONS:
REPORTED HELPFULNESS OF SOURCES OF INFORMATION/ASSISTANCE

SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE BY POLICY CONTEXT

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:

REPORTED HELPFULNESS OF SOURCES OF INFORMATION/ASSISTANCE
BY SIZE

SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE BY DISTRICT SIZE

STATUTORY PROVISIONS:

REPORTED HELPFULNESS OF SOURCES OF INFORMATION/ASSISTANCE
BY SIZE

SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE BY POVERTY

SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE: FuLL MODEL

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:

REPORTED NEED FOR MORE INFORMATION/ASSISTANCE
STATE-LEVEL REPORT

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM:

REPORTED HELPFULNESS OF SOURCES OF INFORMATION/ASSISTANCE
STATE-LEVEL REPORT

o The Urban Institute v



Exhibits

CHART 3.28 REPORTED UNDERSTANDING AND DIFFICULTY BY STATUTORY
PROVISION
STATE-LEVEL REPORT

CHART 3.29 STATUTORY PROVISIONS:
REPORTED NEED FOR MORE INFORMATION /ASSISTANCE
STATE-LEVEL REPORT

CHART 3.30 STATUTORY PROVISIONS:
REPORTED HELPFULNESS OF SOURCES OF INFORMATION/ASSISTANCE
STATE-LEVEL REPORT

y  The Urban Institute vi

IC

IToxt Provided by ERI




Acknowledgments

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

A number of people contributed to the research presented here. At the Urban Institute
Harry Hatry, Mary Kopczynski, Elaine Morley and Julie O’Brian participated in the design of the
research and the research instruments. The effort was significantly informed by advice from John
F. Jennings and by results of interviews conducted with ED staff and a review of ED documents
completed largely by Mary Kopczynski and Julie O’Brian. The administration of the District
Survey was managed by Julie O’Brian with the help of Irene Steward. John Marcotte provided
expert advice on the sampling design and Duncan Chaplin provided expert advice on the analysis
of the data. Rosio Bugarin and Erwin Tiongson assisted with a variety of research tasks with
reliable efficiency and competence. Leslie Anderson of Policy Studies Associates supervised the
administration of the Survey of State Officials. The work presented here was conducted for the
Planning and Evaluation Service of the U. S. Department of Education where Alan Ginsburg, Val
Plisko, Sue Ross, and especially Joanne Bogart, provided good advice, much encouragement and
open discussion. Any limitations of the research remain the responsibility of the authors.

Jane Hannaway
Kristi Kimball
The Urban Institute

The Urban Institute vii

[



Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study represents the first systematic national feedback from states and school districts
on the state of education reform since the passage of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act and
the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 1994. It presents
findings from a national mail survey of school districts and a telephone or in-person survey of
state officials in all 50 states and the District of Columbia. The surveys were undertaken to
collect information from district and state level administrators about their views of standards-
based reform and the new statutory provisions in the ESEA, the progress they are making in
reform, the areas where they need more information and assistance, and the sources of assistance
they find most helpful. The study responds to Congressional mandates in Sec.1501 and
Sec.14701 of the ESEA for the U.S. Department of Education (ED) to report on progress in
implementing Federal programs and their impact on reform.

The District Survey was mailed to a nationally representative sample of school districts
over the spring and early summer of 1996. The sample was stratified by district enrollment size,
poverty, and whether the districts were located in ‘early reform’ states -- Kentucky, Oregon and
Maryland. These ‘early reform’ states, identified by a panel of experts, had comprehensive reform
efforts underway at the time the federal legislation was enacted. The overall response rate was 83
percent, producing a sample of 2,700.

The Survey of State Officials was directed to individuals responsible for Title I and for
Goals 2000 in those states that participated in the Goals 2000 program. The state surveys were
administered either over the phone or in-person in all 50 states and the District of Columbia. A
total of 95 state level surveys were completed.

The key findings of the study are:

. Administrators at the state and district level report a high level of general understanding of
reform and the new Federal provisions, although there is some indication that their
confidence in their level of understanding may be misplaced. They also report needing
more information on the details of implementation.

. At both the district and state level, administrators report lower progress and the need for a
great deal more assistance in areas of assessment and accountability than in other areas of
reform, as well as in how to provide effective technical assistance to districts and schools
not making adequate progress in student performance.

. Districts in ‘early reform’ states appear to be making significantly greater progress in
reform than districts in other states. They also appear to have a closer and more helpful
relationship with their states.

. Smaller districts appear to be at a distinct disadvantage in reform. They report lower
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Executive Summary

levels of understanding of reform and less progress. They also appear to be not well-
connected to helpful sources of information and assistance.

. Districts with the highest poverty appear to be having difficulty establishing standards and
aligning the curricula, presumably early stages of reform. Districts with the greatest
poverty also report needing a great deal more assistance in a number of areas, but
particularly in providing technical assistance to schools not making adequate progress.
While high poverty districts appear to be well-connected to helpful sources of assistance
regarding Federal programs, they do not appear to have good connections to help with
standards-based reform generally. Districts with the least poverty, in contrast, report
higher levels of understanding of reform and greater progress.

. State officials identify Federal sources of information and assistance as very helpful in their
reform efforts, as well as professional associations and education publications. Districts
find Federal sources the least helpful. They rely more heavily on state sources,
professional associations and education publications.

The findings provide clear direction to ED on 1) where to target its technical assistance
and information efforts; 2) what areas to focus on; and 3) how to tap into effective information
channels to reach state and local administrators on issues of reform. The recommendations
associated with 1) and 3) are relatively straightforward. The recommendations associated with 2)
probably involve a heavier investment in research and development by the Department.

1) Where to target efforts

. The Department should continue its efforts to support state level reform since
states heavily engaged in reform appear to have significant leverage on the
progress of districts.

. The Department should continue its support of intermediaries, e.g., the Council
of Chief State School Officers and other state-based and regional associations,
to provide assistance to States and school districts.

. The Department should sponsor small working conferences so that States can
exchange information directly and learn from each other’s experience.

. The Department should devise an information dissemination and technical
assistance strategy geared to small districts since these districts are generally
not well connected to wider information networks.

. The Department should give special attention to high-poverty districts on the
various elements of standards-based reform. These districts appear to have
good understanding of the objectives and procedures associated with Federal
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Executive Summary

programs, but need help in determining how to improve student learning.

2) Areas to concentrate efforts

. The Department should invest heavily in research and development associated
with assessment systems and provide information and technical assistance in
this area to States and school districts.

. The Department should focus greater effort in identifying and determining the
effectiveness of different strategies for States and school districts to provide
effective technical assistance to schools not making adequate progress.

3) Effective information channels

. The Department should maintain its written and oral communication channels
which State officials report are very helpful in their reform efforts.

. The Department should take full advantage of non-federal education
publications (e.g., those associated with professional associations as well as
general publications such as Education Week) to disseminate information.
These publications appear to reach state and especially local education
administrators effectively.

. As noted above, the Department should capitalize on the established
connections of state-based and professional associations to disseminate
information to States and districts.

EST C@PY Av AEL ALE il_ 4 The Urban Institute xi




Purpose and Overview

I. PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

Background

The passage of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act and the reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 1994 represented a fundamental shift in the
character of Federal aid to education and demanded new roles and responsibilities for states,
districts and the Federal government. Where earlier Federal efforts were generally compliance-
oriented and focused on particular categories of students, the 1994 legislation focused on the
improvement of the core of education - teaching and learning - by supporting the reform
initiatives of the states. Both pieces of legislation represent an attempt by the Federal government
to assist states and school districts in raising academic standards in schools in the United States.

Goals 2000 encourages states’ efforts to improve education standards by providing funds
to states to develop academic content and performance standards and a means for assessing
whether these standards are met. Determining the nature of the standards and how they are to be
assessed remains the province of the states; in fact, the act explicitly proscribes Federal mandates
or Federal control of curriculum or allocation of state and local resources. The standards-based
reform movement promoted by Goals 2000 provides the conceptual and operational undergirding
for the reforms in Title I and other ESEA programs as they were reauthorized in 1994.

ESEA was refashioned to bring Federal programs into accord with state-led reform efforts
by providing greater flexibility to states and school districts in how they use Federal funds and by
instituting changes designed to transform Federal programs from remedial programs into ones that
promote high standards. The refashioning took the form of new provisions that allowed for
greater state and local discretion and that, at the same time, required greater accountability.

The flexibility provisions, designed to facilitate the effective coordination of Federal
programs with state reform efforts, included the following options for states and districts:
increased eligibility for the use of the schoolwide programs; a waiver mechanism allowing the
removal Federal requirements that impede state and local progress; the submission of consolidated
applications for program funds; the consolidation of administrative funds across programs and,
perhaps most importantly, a general move away from a procedural compliance accountability
orientation on the part of the U.S. Department of Education to one concerned with technical
assistance in achieving results.

ESEA also introduced new accountability provisions. It required that states develop high
content and performance standards for students in Federal programs and that the assessment
system that tracks the progress of students in Federal programs be the same as that used by the
state for other students. It also required under Title I that states and districts establish criteria for
“adequate yearly progress” for schools and provide technical assistance to those districts and
schools not making adequate progress. In addition, it established reporting requirements
including reporting student performance by proficiency levels and developing and disseminating
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Purpose and Overview

school profiles.

In the wake of the 1994 legislation, ED redesigned its technical assistance strategies to
support state-level and district-level reform initiatives. There were two main objectives in the
redesign: 1) to offer comprehensive assistance that promotes coherent reform and moves away
from the restrictive compartments of categorical programs; and 2) to establish a partner role with
states rather than a regulatory one. Three new structures developed: Comprehensive Technical
Assistance Centers (TACs), Regional Service Teams (RSTs), and partnerships with outside
groups and organizations. The TACs and RSTs are both designed to ensure that support is
coherent across programs. The TACs, 15 regionally based centers authorized by the 1994
legislation, are designed to replace program-specific technical assistance centers and to foster
program integration. RSTs, made up of front-line ED staff from different program offices within
the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education (OESE) and assigned to particular regions,
conduct integrated reviews of all OESE programs at the state level. Historically, these reviews
were conducted program by program with program-specific staff. ED also developed new
partnerships with organizations that have on-going relationships with states and districts. One
major partnership -- the State Education Improvement Partnership (SEIP) -- is a collaborative
effort among five state-based organizations (the National Governors Association, the National
Association of State Boards of Education, the National Council of State Legislatures, the
Education Commission of the States, and the Council of Chief State School Officers) to provide
assistance to states. Another, the Business Coalition for Education Reform (BCER), involves a
number of business groups and encourages effective school-business partnerships.

Purpose and Study Outline

The study reported here was designed to examine the levels of understanding that state
and district administrators have of the new legislation; the progress they report making in
implementing the reforms, and the helpfulness of various forms of assistance that are available to
states and districts. The work was undertaken to assess Federal efforts to support reforms
associated with Goals 2000 and ESEA and responds to Congressional mandates in Sec.1501 and
Sec.14701 of ESEA for the U. S. Department of Education (ED) to report on progress in
implementing Federal programs and their impact on reform. To collect the information a mail
survey was administered to a national sample of school districts in the United States, and a survey
was conducted either in-person or over the phone with state officials across the country. The
study was preceded by a review and analysis of the form and content of various documents
concerned with changes in the legislation that were produced by the Department and disseminated
to “customers” at the state and local levels.

The four-page District Survey (Appendix A) asked questions about the level of
understanding and implementation of specific elements of reform; the sources of information
districts use to learn about reforms; the helpfulness of different sources of information and
technical assistance; and the areas in which districts believe they need more assistance. Districts
responded to these questions in terms of standards-based reform generally and, more specifically,

The Urban Institute 1-2
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Purpose and Overview

in terms of changes in statutory provisions in ESEA designed to support standards-based reform.
Surveys were mailed to a nationally representative sample of school districts over the spring and
summer of 1996. The sample was stratified by district enrollment size, poverty, and whether the
districts were located in “early reform” states (Kentucky, Oregon and Maryland) as identified by a
panel of experts. The overall response rate was 83 percent, producing a total sample of 2,700
school districts.

The Survey of State Officials asked corresponding questions of state-level officials
responsible for Title I and for Goals 2000'. (See Appendix B.) Officials were contacted in all fifty
states and the District of Columbia. Most of the surveys were administered over the phone, but
data were collected on site in fourteen states. A total of 95 state level surveys were completed.
The state-level survey was conducted with the help of Policy Studies Associates.

Prior to developing the surveys, the Urban Institute interviewed Department staff who
were instrumental in designing and implementing key elements of the Federal reform effort in
order to ascertain the content of the information the Department was sending to states and
districts, the means of dissemination the Department was using, and how successful officials felt
the Department was in providing clear and consistent information to it “customers”. Similar
questions were asked of representatives of national associations and consortia (the National
Education Goals Panel, the National Assessment Governing Board, the Advisory Council on
Education Statistics, the Council of Chief State School Officers, and the National Alliance of
Business) who have been active in disseminating information about reforms associated with the
objectives of the Goals 2000 and ESEA legislation.

The remainder of the report is organized into three main parts. Part II describes the study
design including the sampling plan for the District Survey and the Survey of State Officials. Part
I presents the findings, with the responses from districts reported first followed by the results
from the states. The district results discuss findings for the nation as a whole and then describe
ways in which responses differed in different policy contexts: districts in ‘early reform’(Kentucky,
Oregon and Maryland) states, in ED-Flex states (Kansas, Massachusetts, Ohio, Oregon, Texas
and Vermont)? and Goals 2000 subgrant recipients. Results from districts with different
characteristics, in particular district size (enrollment) and poverty, are also shown and discussed.
The results from the Survey of State Officials follow in a separate section. Part IV of the report
summarizes the findings and discusses their implications.

! At the time of the survey five states did not have Goals 2000 coordinators (Georgia, Montana, New
Hampshire, Oklahoma and Virginia).

2 These were the ED-Flex states designated at the time of the survey.
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Methodology

II. METHODOLOGY: STUDY DESIGN AND SAMPLING PLAN

A. STUDY DESIGN

Objectives

Both the District Survey and the
Survey of State Officials were designed by
The Urban Institute after extensive
interviewing of ED staff and careful review
of the Goals 2000 and ESEA 1994
legislation and ED-developed regulations and
preliminary, draft and final guidance
stemming from the legislation.> The general
purpose of the surveys was to provide
information on Federal efforts to assist
standards-based reform (definition used in
survey is shown in box) at the state and local
level. They were conducted in response to
Congressional mandates in Sec. 1501 and °
Sec. 14701 of ESEA for the U. S.
Department of Education (ED) to report on
progress in implementing Federal programs and their impact on reform. We wanted to know
about the level of state and district understanding of the various elements of standards-based
reform as well as the level of understanding of new provisions in the ESEA legislation designed to
support state and local efforts. We also wanted to know the extent to which various sources of
assistance were helpful to state officials and local districts in their reform efforts as well as the
areas in which they needed more information and assistance. In addition, we were interested in
determining how responses differed in different policy contexts (see below) and with different
districts characteristics (district size and poverty level). The survey instruments are attached in
Appendix A and B.

Respondents

The District Survey was addressed to school district superintendents, but superintendents
were told they could pass the survey on to someone else in the district who might be more
knowledgeable about the topics covered in the survey. Individuals actually completing the survey
were asked to identify themselves and their position. Presumably the person responding to the

3 Reform Within the U.S. Department of Education: Summary of Interviews and Document Review were
prepared by the Urban Institute for the Planning and Evaluation Service, U. S. Department of Education under this
contract (EA94053001).
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Methodology

survey in each district is someone particularly knowledgeable about reform and Federal programs.
As should be clear, superintendents were most likely to complete the survey in the smallest
districts, and general administrators (e.g. Associate or Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum,
Director of Instruction) were most likely to complete the survey in the largest districts. Table 2.1
below shows the respondents by position and by district size (enroliment) categories. The Survey
of State Officials was directed specifically to the State Title I director and the Goals 2000
coordinator.

Table 2.1
RESPONDENT POSITION BY DISTRICT SIZE

739 (65%) 259 (23%) 29 (3%) 67 (6%) 5 (04%) | 36 (3%) || 1135 (100%)

325 (33%) | 525 (53%) 83 (8%) 6 (1%) 0 45 (5%) 984 (100%)

91 (24%) 221 (58%) 59 (15%) 0 3 (0.8%) 8 (2%) 382 (100%)

I 23 (12%) | 138 (69%) 27 (14%) 1 (0.5%) 0 10 (5%) 199 (100%)
L

1178 1143 198 74 8 99 2700 (100%)

'Based on total district enrollment as reported in the Common Core of Data, 1993-94. Percentages are based on total N for each size category.
*Includes general administrators such as assistant and associate superintendents, directors, coordinators, in charge of curriculum, instruction, etc.
*Administrators whose titles are specifically related to Title I or Federal Programs.

“Includes guidance counselors and teachers.
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Methodology

Policy Context

«education adopted:standards;ths

“sophomores must meet

receive a certificate. .

One of the objectives of the
survey was to determine whether
responses differed in different policy
contexts. We were particularly
interested in district responses in states
that were early leaders in standards-
based reform. With the help of a panel
of experts we identified Kentucky,
Maryland and Oregon as ‘early
reform’ states and sampled districts
intensively in these states. (See text
box.)

We also looked at the pattern
of responses in states that were
identified as ED-Flex states at the time
the survey was administered (Kansas,
Massachusetts, Ohio, Oregon, Texas
and Vermont). The Secretary of
Education allowed ED-Flex states to
waive regulations associated with
Federal education programs in order
to use funds more flexibly to support
reform. In addition, we examined

responses of districts that reported in
the survey that they had received

Goals 2000 subgrants. Table 2.2 (on the next page) shows the number of districts in our sample
from each policy context as well as the district size and poverty distribution in each set.
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Table 2.2

DISTRICT SIZE AND POVERTY ACROSS DISTRICT POLICY CONTEXT

1135 (42%) 94 (44%) 255 (30%) 254 (49%)

984 (36%) 87 (41%) 334 (39%) 171 (33%)

382 (14%) 20 (9%) 163 (19%) 54 (10%)

199 (7%) 13 (6%) 94 (11%) 40 (8%)

2700 (100%) 214 (100%) 846 (100%) 519 (100%)

381 (14%) 8 (4%) 92 (11 %) 75 (14%)
1820 (67%) 156 (73%) 577 (68%) 344 (66%)
499 (19%) 50 (23%) 177 (21%) 100 (19%)
2700 (100%) r 214 (100%) 846 (100%) 519 (100%)

'Size is based on total district enrollment as reported in the Common Core of Data, 1993-94,
? Poverty is based on the percentage of 5-17 year-olds living in poverty in the district according to the 1990 Census.

District Characteristics: District Size and District Poverty Level

Information on district size (district enrollment) was taken from the Common Core of
Data (CCD), 1993-94 Agency Universe. The poverty level in each district was determined by the
proportion of youth, ages 5 to 17 years old, living in poverty in the district according to the 1990
Census.

Survey Administration

The District Survey was a mail survey administered by the Urban Institute in the late
spring and early summer of 1996. The Survey of State Officials was conducted by Policy Studies
Associates as part of a larger survey of state reform they conducted for the Planning and
Evaluation Service, U. S. Department of Education in fall, 1996 and early winter, 1997. Most of
the state surveys were completed over the telephone, but surveys in 14 states were conducted in
person.
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B. SAMPLING PLAN
District Survey

A stratified random sample of school districts was chosen from the Common Core of Data
(CCD), 1993-94 Agency Universe. The universe was restricted to those districts with at least 300
students resulting in a universe of 11,143 districts. The sample was designed to be nationally
representative of school districts, stratified by whether the district was located in an ‘early reform’
state, by the poverty level in the district, and by district enroliment. School districts were divided
into 16 cells according to the following stratifiers:

‘Early Reform’ status 2 categories: ‘Early Reform’ (Maryland, Oregon, Kentucky)
vs. Other states;

District Poverty 2 categories: Districts below and above median (13.29) in % of
5-17 year-olds living in poverty;

District Size 4 categories based on enrollment: 300-2500 students; 2501-10,000
students; 10,001-25,000 students; 25,000 or more students.

Districts were randomly sampled within each of the 16 cells in proportion to the number of
districts in that cell in the universe. The number of districts to sample from each cell was chosen
with the goal of obtaining a 95% confidence interval of plus or minus 5 percentage points around
a 50% mean for a binary outcome. We assumed a 60% response rate and corrected for the finite
size of the population. Table 2.3 shows the total number of districts in the universe in each

category, the number sampled, and the response rate. Overall, the national response rate was
83%.
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Table 2.3

UNIVERSE, (NUMBER SAMPLED) AND RESPONSE RATE BY SAMPLING CELL

Number of '-.‘Eirly'iRe‘form’ ~QOther States - _-‘Early~Ref6rm’ Other States
students ' s o
300-2,500 143 (86) 78% 3646 (689) 80% 58 (47) S7% 3597 (659) 75%
2,501-10,000 94 (74) 89% 1256 (492) 87% 33 (25) 84% 1586 (551) 85%
10,001525,000 7 (6) 83% 245 (196) 90% 11 (11) 136%* 261 (205) 91%
>"'2_§,000_ 5 (5) 100% 130 (130) 91% 8 (8) 100% 63 (63) 108%*
NATIONAL | 11143 (247) 83%

* The response rate is over 100% because district mergers, which occurred after the 1993-94 Common Core Data were compiled,
resulted in a few districts actually being larger than reported in the Common Core from which the sample was drawn.

Data were weighted to be both representative nationally and representative of
combinations of strata. Because the data are based on a stratified random sample and not a simple
random sample, appropriate corrections were made to standard errors to take into account the
complex design as reflected in the weights.

Survey of State Officials

The Survey of State Officials was directed to all fifty states and the District of Columbia
with the State Title I Director and State Goals 2000 Coordinator as respondents. At the time of
the survey five states (Georgia, Montana, New Hampshire, Oklahoma and Virginia) did not have
Goals 2000 Coordinators. All states had Title I Directors although titles vary from state to state.
The universe for the state survey was therefore 97 state officials (51 Title I Directors and 46
Goals 2000 Coordinators); a total of 95 surveys were completed. All 46 Goals 2000
Coordinators and 49 of the Title I Directors completed the survey by the time of the analysis.
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Findings

I1I. FINDINGS

This chapter has two major sections. The first focuses on responses to the district survey;
the second focuses on responses to the state survey. Within each of these sections, we look at the
reported status of reform and the sources of information-and technical assistance upon which
respondents rely for help in their reform efforts.

A. DISTRICT LEVEL RESULTS

In this first section, we present findings from the District Survey. We report responses to
questions about standards-based reform and about new statutory provisions in the ESEA
legislation. We show results for the nation as a whole, and describe how responses differ for
districts in different policy contexts -- whether the district is located in an ‘early reform’ state,
whether it is in an ED-Flex state, and whether it has received a Goals 2000 subgrant. We also
examine how responses differ by characteristics of the districts, in particular the size (enrollment)
of the district and its poverty rate. We present findings with charts and tables for bivariate results
and then present multivariate results as well as examine interaction effects. We also look at the
extent to which districts take advantage of the waiver option and the content of the requests they
make. Responses to questions about the helpfulness of different sources of information and
technical assistance to district reform efforts are presented next.

26

The Urban Institute 111-1



Findings

ON IMPLEMENTATION OF REFORM

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM

The District Survey began with three
questions about specific elements of
standards-based reform: 1) the level of
understanding of the operational meaning of
each of the elements; 2) the amount of change
each of the elements requires of the school
district; and 3) the amount of progress the
district is making implementing each of the
elements. The elements of standards-based
reform identified in the survey are shown in
the box on the right.

The National Picture

Districts nationally reported high levels of understanding of all elements of standards-
based reform. (Chart 3.1) From 38 to 47 percent of districts reported ‘full’ understanding of the
various elements of standards-based reform. When combined with reports of ‘reasonable’
understanding, overall levels appear very high. Eighty-nine percent of districts reported
‘reasonable’ or ‘full’ understanding of linking school/ district accountability to student
performance and at least 90 percent of districts claimed similar levels of understanding of all the
other elements of standards-based reform identified in the survey. These reports of high levels of
understanding, however, should be interpreted cautiously. It is important to remember that
these measures of understanding are the self-reports of respondents of the extent to which they
feel they understand reform. We have no objective measures of understanding.

0o
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Chart 3.1
Level of Reported Understanding

by Standards-Based Reform Element

Qla. Report the extent 10 which you understand what it means to implement each
of the following components of reform in your district.

B2 Reporting ‘Reasonable’ Understanding

[ KA Reporting 'Full' Understanding
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While objective measures of district understanding of reform are not available, we have
evidence that some districts may have overestimated their levels of understanding. A large
fraction of districts, about 25 percent, reported that standards-based reform requires ‘little’ or ‘no
change’ on their part. In other words, many districts feel they understand standards-based reform,
but their understanding is that, for them anyway, it represents a fairly modest effort, requiring
little different from what they already do.* (Chart 3.2) District reports range from 20 percent for
‘little’ or 'no change’ in developing or adopting assessments linked to standards to 29 percent for
building partnerships with parents/community. With the exception of the assessment and
accountability elements of reform, only about 20 percent of districts reported reform requires ‘a
great deal’ of change on their part. Indeed, only 17 percent reported establishing high content
and performance standards requires ‘a great deal’ of change. In other words, 83% of districts
think establishing high standards requires relatively modest change on their part. Proponents of
standards-based reform no doubt have something more ambitious in mind. District reports of
change are discussed further below as we describe differences across districts with different
characteristics.

‘A reasonably large fraction of districts of all types tended to report this way. even high poverty districts where
student performance is typically low. For example. a full quarter of the highest poverty districts (25+% poverty)
reported that establishing standards required ‘little” or “no’ change on their part; one-third of school districts with the
least poverty (<5% poverty) reported the same.
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Chart 3.2,

Reported Change Required by Standards-Based Reform Element

Establishing high content and performance standards
for all students

A Great Deat Little/No
of Change Change
17% 24%

Some Change
60%

Linking professional development to standards

A Great Deal
of Change
21%

Little/No
Change
26%

Some
Change
52%

Aligning curricula and instructional materials with
standards

A Great Deal
of Change
20%

Little/No
Change
24%

Some Change
56%

Linking school/district accountablility to student
performance

Little/No
Change
25%

A Great Deal
of Change
26%

Some
Change
49%

Developing or adopting assessments linked to
standards

Little/No
Change
20%

A Great Dea!
of Change
35%

]
i

Some Change
48%

Building partnerships with parents/community

A Great Deal
of Change
18%

Little/No
Change
29%

Some
Change
53%
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In addition to reporting high levels of understanding of reform elements, districts
nationally also reported they are making progress in their reform efforts. (Chart 3.3) Again these
reports are self-assessments of progress, but they are useful for identifying areas where districts
may need greater assistance. Nationally, districts reported the greatest progress in establishing
high content and performance standards and aligning curricula and instructional materials with
standards; 25 and 23 percent, respectively, reported ‘a great deal’ of progress and only 13 and 17
percent reported ‘little’ or ‘no’ progress in these areas. Districts reported the Jeast progress in
areas of assessment and accountability. About one-third of the districts reported ‘little’ or ‘no’
progress in developing or adopting assessments (34%) and linking school/ district accountability
to student performance (32%). Since assessment and accountability are critical ingredients of a
standards-based reform dynamic, these findings point out a particularly great need for more
assistance to school districts in these areas.
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Chart 3.3

Reported Progress by Standards-Based Reform Element

Establishing high content and performance standards
for all students

A Great Deal
of Progress
25%

Little/No
Progress
13%

Some
Progress
62%

Linking professional development to standards

A Great Deal

of Progress Littie/No
19% Progress
25%

e

/

Some
Progress
56%

Aligning curricula and instructional materials with

standards
Little/No
A Great Deal Progress
of Progress 17%
23%

Some
Progress
59%

Linking school/district accountability to student
performance

A Great Deal
of Progress

16% Little/No

Progress
32%

Some
Progress
52%

Developing or adopting assessments linked to
standards

A Great Deal Little/No

of Progress Progress
16% 34%

Some
Progress
50%

Building partnerships with parents/community

A Great Deal :)-:gl;rll\lsc;
f Progress e
° A 25%

22%

Some
Progress
53%
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Differences by Policy Context

Districts that have had more experience with reform view it somewhat differently.
Districts that are located in ‘early reform’ states and those that have received Goals 2000
subgrants reported both greater understanding of the elements of standards-based reform as well
as that reform requires greater change on their part. Since these districts are presumably the voice
of experience, they probably have a clearer understanding of what reform entails.

Early Reform States. Chart 3.4 compares the reports of districts in ‘early reform’ states
with districts in other states on understanding of all elements of standards-based reform. Table
3.1 additionally shows that districts in ‘early reform’ states reported that, with the exception of
developing or adopting assessments, the amount of change required by standards-based reform is
greater in ‘early reform’ states than that reported by districts in other states. Districts in ‘early
reform’ states were also more likely to report progress in implementing reform. Some of these
differences are quite large. For example, twice the percent of districts in ‘early reform’ states
(30%) as in other states (16%) reported ‘a great deal’ of progress in linking school/ district
accountability to student performance and in developing or adopting assessments linked to

standards (31% vs. 16%). These findings suggest a clear and strong influence of state-level
policies on district-level progress.
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Chart 3.4
Standards-Based Reform:

Reported Understanding by Policy Context*

Qla. Rate the extent to which you understand what it means to implement each
of the following components of reform in your district.

@R National 0O ED-Flex 3 Goals 2000 @R Early Reform

56

50
47
45

% Reporting 'Full Understanding

*See Table 3.1 for significance levels.
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Table 3.1

UNDERSTANDING, CHANGE, AND PROGRESS

by Policy Context

Report the extent to which you UNDERSTAND what it means to implement each of the following components of reform in your district,
how much CHANGE will be required to implement each component, and your actual progress in IMPLEMENT ING each component.

Districts in

Other States / Other Districts / Districts in
Goals 2000 Other States /
Early Ref :
DEPENDENT VARIABLE . S’; .m?m' Subgrant Districts?| ED-Flex States®
Na24B6 / =214 n=1389 / n=B46 n=2181/n=519
On Standards
UNDERSTANDING |Establishing high content and performance standards for all students 41 54 *** 40 / 50 41/ 43
% of districts reporting | Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 44 56 *** 4 / 50°* 44 | a7
‘full’ understanding
of the elements Developing or adopting assessments linked to standards a7 /1 51 36/ a4+ 38/ 39
of standards-based
refom o .
Linking professional development to standards 44 58 *** 43 1 52 *** a4 | 47
Linking school/district accountability to student performance 4 57 *** 41 / 46 39 / 47
Building partnerships with parents/community 46 57 ** 44 4 54 46 / 48
CHANGE Establishing high content and performance standards for all students 16 26 *** 13/ 21 17 /1 14
% of districts reporting | Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 19 30 *** 16 / 25°* 21 4 15
‘a great deal
of changs required Developing or adopting assessments linked to standards 33/ 35 30 / 39 35 1 27
to implement
alements . , .
of standards-based Linking professional development to standards 21 28 FARN <] 21+ 24
reform
Linking school/district accountability to student pertormance 25 36 *** 23/ 30" 26 / 25
Building partnerships with parents/community 18 25 " 17/ 19 18 / 16
PROGRESS Establishing high content and performance standards for all students 25 30 27 1 24 24 1 31
% of districts reporting | Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 23/ 34° 24 | 25 23/ %
‘a great deal
of progress ] " " e
implementing eloments Developing or adopting assessments linked 1o standards 16 31 16 / 17 15/ 19
of standards-based
raform Linking professional development to standards 18 34 18 / 22 18 /7 21
Linking school/district accountability to student performance 15 30 17 /15 14 / 23"
Building partnerships with parents/community 22 26 20/ 26* 23+ 20

'Early Reform States= KY, MD, & OR. (std errors= 2%-4%).

21389 districts reported they do NOT have a Goals 2000 subgrant; 846 reported they do.
Other reports were treated as ‘missing.’ (std errors= 2%).

3ED-Flex States= KS, MA, OH, OR, TX, & VT. (std errors= 2%-3%).

“**=2p<001 *"=p<01

*=p<05

Significance levels based

on two-tail tests.

Goals 2000 Subgrant Districts. The pattern of responses regarding understanding and
change for districts that are recipients of Goals 2000 subgrants is similar to that of districts in
‘early reform’ states -- significantly higher levels of understanding and higher estimates of the
amount of chan ge requ1red by most elements of standards based reform. These findings suggest a

The Urban Institute 111-10
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Goals 2000 subgrants, however, did not generally report significantly higher levels of progress
than districts without such grants. (Table 3.1; Chart 3.5)

ED-Flex States. The reports of districts in ED-Flex.states do not appear to be much
different from the national sample except they claimed greater understanding of, and greater
progress in, linking school/ district accountability to student performance. (Chart 3.4 and 3.5)
And unlike other districts that are experienced with reform, districts in ED-Flex states reported
aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards and developing or adopting
assessments linked to standards require less change than reported by other districts. This finding
opens interesting questions about the actual paths of reform districts in ED-Flex states pursue, but
such questions are beyond the scope of the data we have available.

Chart 3.5
Standards-Based Reform:

Reported Change Required and Progress by Policy Context*

Q1b&c. Report (b) how much CHANGE will be required to implement the following components of reform
in your district; and (c) your district’s actual progress in IMPLEMENTING reform.

CHANGE REQUIRED PROGRESS
% Reporting ‘a Great Deal' of Change % Reporting ‘a Great Deal' of Progress
@National
OED-Flex
OGoals 2000

BEarly Reform

RS,

=1

*See Table 3.1 for significance levels.
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Differences by District Characteristics

District Size. Chart 3.6 shows the reported levels of understanding of elements of
standards-based reform across districts of different size. The pattern is clear and dramatic.
Respondents in larger districts, on average, reported higher levels of understanding of standards-
based reform than respondents in smaller districts. Table 3.2, for example, shows that 36 percent
of the smallest districts (enrollment 300-2500 students), but nearly twice that percentage (71 %)
of the largest districts (enrollment >25,000), reported ‘full’ understanding of the operational
meamng of establzshzng hzgh content and performance standards for all students. Indeed onall

mfgm_than_smauer_ms_mgs_mp_qm For example only 13 percent of the smallest dlstrrcts report

‘a great deal’ of progress linking schooll district accountability to student performance, but 34
percent of the largest districts report such progress.
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Chart 3.6
Standards-Based Reform:
Reported Understanding by Size*

Qla. Report the extent to which you understand what it means to implement each
of the following components of reform in your district.

B 300-2,500 students [3 2,501-10,000 students O 10,001-25,000 students W8 25 000+ students

% Reporting 'Full' Understanding

& o © ) 2 .
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*See Table 3.2 for significance levels.
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Table 3.2 UNDERSTANDING, CHANGE, AND PROGRESS
by District Size

Report the extent to which you UNDERSTAND what it means to implement each of the following components of reform in your district,
how much CHANGE will be required to implement each component, and your actual progress in IMPLEMENTING each component.

Small’ Mid1? Mid2® Large*
DEPENDENT VARIABLE n=1135 n=984 n=382 n=199
On Standards
UNDERSTANDING Establishing high content and performance standards for all students 36 49 *** 59 *** 71
% of districts reporting Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 39 54 *** 62 ** 65
‘full’ understanding
of the elements ! . I
1 46 *** .ve
of standards-based Deweloping or adopting assessments linked to standards 32 6 56 62
reform
Linking profes sional development to standards 39 63 *** 58 67 *
Linking school/district accountability to student performance 36 47 *** 66 ** 69 ***
Building partnerships with parents/community 41 65 *** 67 *** 75"
CHANGE Establishing high content and performance standards for all students 15 20 * 22 21
% of districts reporting Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 18 23 21 20
‘a great deal'
of :.:hange required Dewveloping or adopting assessments linked o standards 30 39 *** 35 35
to implemant elemants
of standards-based reform
Linking professional dewelopment to standards 21 23 21 25
Linking school/district accountability to student performance 24 30 *** 24 ** 28
Building partnerships with parents/community 18 18 12 * 12
PROGRESS Establishing high content and performance standards for all students 24 27 34 41
% of districts reporting Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 21 27 ** 31 3
‘a great deal’
of progress implementing . . : . v
lements of standards- Dewveloping or adopting assessments linked to standards 14 18 ] 26
based reform
Linking professional development to standards 17 23 23 22
Linking school/district accountability to student performance 13 19 *** 24 34
Building partnerships with parents/community 18 28 *** 37 " 48 **
‘Size is based on total student enrollment as reported in the Common Core of Data, 1993-94. " _p<001 "=p<0t *=p<05
Small= 300-2,500 students. Significance levels based
*Mid1= 2,501-10,000 students. Tests dilferences between small and mid1 districts (std errors=2%). on two-tail tests.

*Mid2= 10,001-25,000 students. Tests diiferences between mid1 and mid2 districts (std errors=1% - 3%).
4Large= 25,000+ students. Tests differences between mid2 and large districts (std erors=2%-4%).
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Smaller districts also reported less progress than larger districts on all elements of reform.
(Chart 3.7) At the same time, they were less likely to think that reform required a ‘great deal’ of
change which may be related to their limited understanding of standards-based reform.

Chart 3.7
Standards-Based Reform:

Reported Change Required and Progress by Size*

QIlb&e. Report (b) how much CHANGE will be required to implement the following
components of reform in your district; (c) your district’s actual progress in IMPLEMENTING reform.

CHANGE REQUIRED PROGRESS
% Reporting 'a Great Deal' of Change Required % Reporting 'a Great Deal' of Progress

6300-2,500 students
[32,501-10,000 students
010,001-25,000 students
825 000+ students [T
MRt °F K
35

30 31
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& & &
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*See Table 3.2 for significance levels.
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District Poverty. Survey results also show systematic differences by district poverty rates,
L.e., the percentage of 5-17 year-olds living in poverty in the district according to the 1990

Census. In general, districts with the least poverty reported higher levels of understanding of
mmmuas&d.mfszun.than.dmmmuhmmw (Chart 3.8; Table 3 3) Ihcu.lsg

p.QALcII)LLaICLS_LQnQII (Chart 3 9) DlStl'lCtS with the hlghcst povcrty rates for examplc were twice
as likely as those with the least poverty to report that establishing high content and performance
standards requires ‘a great deal’ of change (11% vs. 22%).

Chart 3.8
Standards-Based Reform:
Reported Understanding by Poverty*

Qla. Report the extent 1o which you understand what it means 1o
implement each of the following componenis of reform in your district.

B8 High Poverty (25+%) O Mid Poverty (5%-<25%) B Low Poverty (<5%)

% Reporting 'Full' Understanding

*See Table 3.3 for significance levels.
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Table 3.3

by Poverty

UNDERSTANDING, CHANGE, AND PROGRESS

Report the extent to which you UNDERSTAND what it means to implement each of the following components of reform

and your actual progress in IMPLEMENTING each component.

in your district; how much CHANGE will be required to implement each component;

Low Medium High
DEPENDENT VARIABLE Poverty' | Poverty | Poverty?
n=381 n=1820 n=499
On Standards
UNDERSTANDING Establis hing high content and performance standards for all students 53 *** 40 39
% of districts reporting Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 51° 44 43
‘full’ understanding
of the elements Developing or adopting assessments linked to standards 48 *** 36 36
of standards-based
reform
Linking professional development to standards 51 ** 43 45
Linking school/district accountability to student performance 50 *** 39 43
Building partnerships with parents/community 52 * 46 45
CHANGE Estabtishing high content and performance standards for all students 11° 16 22°
% ol districts reporting Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 15 ° 19 25 °
‘a great deal’
of ¢_:hang e required Developing or adopting assessments linked to standards 32 33 33
to implement
elements
of standards-based Linking professional development to standards 17 © 22 23
reform
Linking school/district accountability to student performance 22 25 29
Building partnerships with parents/community 12 *** 18 21
PROGRESS Establishing high content and performance standards for all students 35 = 24 2
% ol districts reporting Aligni . . . . ith da > 3
'a great deal igning curricula and instructional materials with standards 7 2 23
of progress implementing
elements Developing or adopting assessments linked to standards 17 15 18
of standards-based reform
Linking professional development to standards 22 18 20
Linking s chool/district accountability to student performance 20 ** 14 20 **
Building partnerships with parents/community 20 *° 22 19
Poverty is based on % of 5-17 year-olds living in poverty in the district according to **—p<001 **=p<01 *=p<05

the 1990 Census.

Low Poverty= <5% Medium Poverty= 5% - <25% High Poverty=25+%
‘Tests differences between low poverty and medium poverty districts (std errors =2%-3%).
2Tests differences between high poverty and medium poverty districts (std errors =2%-3%)}.

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

40
BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Significance levels based

on two-tail tests.

The Urban Institure 111-17



Findings

OW DOVCILY C1SUI] d L \ L dl CIC
reform than other districts. For example, 35 percent of districts with the lowest poverty reported
making a ‘great deal’ of progress in establishing standards while only 22 percent of the highest
poverty districts report the same. It is interesting to note that the highest poverty districts
reported making greater progress in some areas - developing assessments, linking professional
development to standards and linking accountability to student performance - than at least those
in the mid-poverty range. (Chart 3.9) These differences could be related to the new accountability
provisions in ESEA to which high poverty districts are particularly attuned. (Discussed later.)
Still the strongest pattern here is that districts with the least poverty, districts that presumably also
have relatively high levels of student performance, reported the highest levels of understanding
and the most progress in standards-based reform and those with the highest poverty appear to be
having trouble making progress in simply establishing standards.

Chart 3.9
Standards-Based Reform:
Reported Change Required and Progress by Poverty*

QIbdc. Report (b) how much change will be required to implement the following components of reform
in your district; (c) your district’s actual progress in implementing reform.
CHANGE REQUIRED PROGRESS

% Reporting 'a Great Deal' of Change Required % Reporting ‘a Great Deal’ of Progress

W High Poverty (25+5%)
OIMid Poverty (5%-<25%)
BLow Poverty (<5%)

27

23

*See Table 3.3 for significance levels. - . . .
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Findings

Need for More Information on Standards-Based Reform

National Picture

Districts reports of the need for more information mirror the above findings. Nationally,
districts were most likely (24%) to report needing a ‘great deal’ of information in developing or
adopting assessments, the same area in which they reported the lowest level of understanding, the
most required change, and the least progress. They were least likely to report needing a “great
deal’ of information in establishing standards (15%) and building partnerships (16%). (Chart
3.10) Though not shown in the chart, about one-half to two-thirds of districts appear to be
receptive to receiving information and assistance in reform as indicated by their reporting they ’
need either ‘some’ or a ‘great deal’ of information depending on the particular area of reform.
Responses ranged from 48 percent for building partnerships with parents and community to 65%
for developing or adopting assessments. But put another way: about 40 to 50 percent of districts
feel they need little, if any, information or assistance in most areas of standards-based reform.

Policy Context

As we might expect, given the reports of understanding above, districts in ‘early reform’
states were less likely to report needing ‘a great deal’ of information in all areas of standards-
based reform. Districts with Goals 2000 subgrants were also less likely to report needing much
information in some areas, €.g., establishing standards and building partnerships. Interestingly
enough, they were more likely to report needing a ‘great deal’ of information developing
assessments, which suggests they may feel greater performance pressure in this regard, but may
have less developmental help available than is probably available to districts in ‘early reform’
states. Districts in ED-Flex states also were less likely to report needing a ‘great deal’ more
information in most, but not all, areas of reform.

The Urban Institute 111-19



Findings

Chart 3.10
Standards-Based Reform:
Reported Need for More Information/Assistance by Policy Context*

Q16. Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources,
please indicate the extent to which you NEED ADDITIONAL information or assistance
in each of the following areas.

SEarly Reform
BGoals 2000
OIED-Flex

@ National

18

16
15

% Reporting 'Need a Great Deal More' information/assistance

*See Table 3.4 for significance levels.
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Findings

Table 3.4

Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources, please indicate the extent to which you
NEED ADDITIONAL information or assistance in each of the foliowing areas.

Need For More Information

by Policy Context

? 1389 districts reported they do NOT have a Goals 2000 subgrant. 846 districts reported they do.

Other reports were treated as 'missing.’ (std errors=1%-2%).
ED-Flex States= KS, MA, OH. OR, TX, & VT (std errors=1%-2%).

44

Districts in Other Districts / Districts In
Other States / Goals 2000 Other States /
DEPENDENT VARIABLE Early Reform Subgrant s
1 2 ED-Fiex States
States Districts Ne2181 / 519
N=2486 / n=214 n=1389 / n=846 = =
On Standards
% of districts reporting Establishing high content and performance standards for all students 15 /7 12 15 /7 12 16/ 1"
‘need a great deal more
information or Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 16 /14 15/ 14 16 / 15
assistance’
Davsloping or adopting assessments linked to standards 24 / 19 2/ 25 25/ 20°
Linking professional development to standards 18 / 16 17/ 15 17 /20
Linking school/district accountability to student performance 20 / 19 19 / 19 22/ 16"
Building partnerships with parents and community 16 / 15 16 /7 12° 15 / 18
On Statutory Provisions
. i i /
% of districts reporting Schoowide programs through Title | 9 10 9/ 9 9 / 9
‘need a great deal more
information or Waivers of federal education provisions 27 / 29 24 | 27 28 / 22"
assistance’
Consolidated planning for federal programs 19 /17 18 / 17 19 / 20
Consolidaion of federal administrative funds 22/ 23 20/ 20 2y /1 22
Shift in accountability emphasis from procedural to student 18/ 17 17 7 14 187 17
performance
Establishing adeguate ysarly progress criteria for schools 18 / 17 16 / 16 18 / 15
Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels 17 /1 13 15 /1 15 17 7 13
Devsloping school performance profiles 18/ 11 16 /16 19 / 13*
Providing eftective technical assistance for schools not making 187 18 17 17 19/ 18
adequate yearly progress
'Early Retorm States= KY, MD. & OR (std errors= 2%-3%). " 2p<001 "=p<0l "=p<05

Signiticance levels based

on two-tail tests.
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Findings

District Characteristics

District Size. Larger districts were less likely to report needing information on all
elements of standards-based reform (Chart 3.11), as we might expect given earlier findings about
larger districts and their level of understanding of, and progress in implementing, reform. One
exception is linking professional development to standards, where the largest and smallest
districts reported needing information at about the same rate. A possible explanation for the
exceptional pattern on professional development is that the complex relationship with teachers
unions typical in the largest district in the U. S. complicates reforms associated with the
professional development of teachers.

Chart 3.11
Standards-Based Reform:
Reported Need for More Information/Assistance by Size*

Q16. Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources,
please indicate the extent to which you NEED ADDITIONAL information or assistance
in each of the following areas.

2 Large (25,000+ students)
I National
8 Small ( <2,501 students)

% Reporting ‘Need a Great Deal More' information/assistance

*See Table 3.5 for significance levels.
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Findings

Table 3.5 Need For More Information
by Size

Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources, please indicate the extent to which you
NEED ADDITIONAL information or assistance in each of the tollowing areas.

Small' Mid1? Mid2® Large*
DEPENDENT VARIABLE h=1135 n=984 n=382 n=199
On Standards
% of districts Establishing high content and perf ormance standards for all students 16 14 12 1
reporting
'need a great deal Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 17 16 11 °° 13
more
info/assistance’ Dewveloping or adopting assessments linked to standards 24 26 20 ** 20
Linking professionat development to standards 19 17 13° 19 *
Linking school/district accountability to student performance 21 20 16 16
Building partnerships with parents and community 17 13 ° 10 8

On Statutory Provisions

% of districts Schoolwide programs through Title | 1 7 3 5
reporting
‘need a great deal W aivers of federal education provisions 28 25 17 *** 14
more
info/assistance’ Consolidated planning for fedsral programs 20 18 13 ° 17
Consolidation of tederal administrative funds 22 22 18 * 18
Shift in accountability emphasis from procedural to student .
18 19 12 9
performance
Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for schools 17 19 16 15
Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels 17 16 12 14
Dewsloping school performance profiles 18 19 13 °° 9
Providing etfective technical assistance tor schools not making
18 19 17 17
adequate yearly progress
Size is based ontotal student enroliment as reported in the Common Core of Data, 1993-94. “*=p<.001 **=p<01 *=p<05
' Small= 300-2,500 students. Significance levels based
2Mid1= 2,501-10,000 students. Tests differences between small and mid1 districts (std emors=1%-2%). on two-tail tests.

3Mid2= 10,001-25,000 students. Tests difterences betwean mid1 and mid2 districts (std errors=1%-2%).
3 Large= 25,000+ students. Tests differences betwesn mid2 and large districts (std errors=2%-3%).
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Findings

District Poverty. Districts with higher poverty were more likely to report greater need for
information on all elements of standards-based reform, suggesting that they feel particularly
pressured by reform. (Chart 3.12) This finding corresponds to results, noted earlier, of higher
poverty districts reporting lower levels of understanding of, and greater change required by,
standards-based reform.

Chart 3.12
Standards-Based Reform:
Reported Need for More Information/Assistance by Poverty*

Q16. Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources,
please indicate the extent to which you NEED ADDITIONAL information or assistance
in each of the following areas.

C3 Low Poverty (<5%)
@ National
High Poverty (25+%)

% Reporting ‘Need a Great Deal More' information/assistance

*See Table 3.6 for significance levels.
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Findings

Table 3.6 Need For More Information
by Poverty

Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources, please indicate the extent to which you
NEED ADDITIONAL information or assistance in each of the following areas.

Low Medium Righ
DEPENDENT VARIABLE Poverty' | Poverty | Poverty?
n=381 n=1820 n=499

On Standards

% of districts Establishing high content and performance standards for all students 13 14 21+

reporting

'need a great deal Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 14 15 21°

more

info/assistance’ Developing or adopting assessments linked to standards 21 24 2%
Linking professional development to standards 17 17 23"
Linking school/district accountabiiity to student performance 20 20 22
Building partnerships with parents and community 12 15 22

On Statutory Provisions

% of districts Schoolwide programs through Title | 10 9 11
reporting
‘need a great deal Waivers of federal education provisions 22 27 27
more .
info/assistance’ Consolidated planning for federal programs 17 19 22
Consolidation of federal administrative funds 20 22 23
Shift in accountability emphasis from procedural to student 14 18 21
performance
Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for schools 17 18 18
Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels 14 17 17
Developing school performance profiles 18 18 18
Providing effective technical assistance for schools not making 17 18 o3+
adequate yearly progress
Poverty is based on the % of 5-17 year-olds living in poverty in the district according to **=p<001 " =p<01 "=p<05
the 1990 Census. Significance levels based
Low Poverty= <5% Medium Poverty= 5%-<25% High Poverty= 25+% on two-tail tests.

'Tests differences between low poverty and medium poverty districts (std errors=2%-3%).
Tests differences between high poverty and medium poverty districts (std errors=2%-3%).
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Findings

STATUTORY PROVISIONS

The survey also asked questions about new provisions associated with flexibility and
accountability that are part of the ESEA as reauthorized in 1994. Respondents were asked about:
1) their level of understanding of each provision; and 2) the degree of difficulty associated with
implementing the accountability provisions. The flexibility and accountability provisions identified
in the survey are shown on the next page.

'_-"_-..Accountabalsty vaislons

Prov1du1g effecuve tec]
makmg adequate progress

,‘thft in accountablhty em rPhasxs from procedural
scompliance to studenit.performance .

The National Picture

The majority of districts reported ‘reasonable’ or ‘full’ understanding of the new statutory
provisions in the 1994 ESEA legislation. The largest fraction of districts (85%) reported
‘reasonable’ or ‘full” understanding for schoolwide programs and a low of 52 percent reported the
same for waivers. At the same time, from 41 to 49 percent of the districts reported that
implementing the new accountability provisions was either ‘moderately’ or ‘very’ difficult. Not
surprisingly, providing technical assistance to schools not making adequate yearly progress was
most often considered ‘very’ difficult by districts nationally (10%). (Chart 3.13)
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Findings

Chart 3.13
Level of Reported Understanding and Difficulty

by Statutory Provision

Q2&3. For each provision identified, please rate the extent to which you understand
the provision and the expected difficulty of implementing it in your district.

UNDERSTANDING UNDERSTANDING DIFFICULTY
FLEXIBILITY ACCOUNTABILITY IMPLEMENTING ACCT
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Differences by Policy Context

Slmllar to the fmdmgs for standards based reform, dmmc_ts_m_ea.dy_mLm_mgs_and

(Chart 3.14; Table 3 7 Agaln reports of districts in ED- Flex states were not much different from
districts in other states, with the exception of waivers where districts in ED-Flex states, not
surprisingly, reported greater understanding.

Chart 3.14
Statutory Provisions:
Reported Understanding by Policy Context*

(Q2&3. Rate the extent to which you understand the new Federal provisions.

® National GV ED-Flex  ©3 Goals 2000 & Early Reform

‘93

% Reporting ‘Reasonable’ / ‘Full Understanding

BT e e Yy oot ey

s

*See Table 3.7 for significance levels.
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Table 3.7

UNDERSTANDING AND DIFFICULTY

by Policy Context

Report the extent to which you UNDERSTAND tha flexibility and accountability provisions;
and the expected DIFFICULTY of implementing accountability provisions in your district.

Districts in Other Districts / Districts in .
Other States / Goals 2000 Other States /
Early Reform
DEPENDENT VARIABLE SZ ates’ Subgrant Districts?| ED-Flex States®
Ne2486 / ne214 n=1389 / n=846 n=2181/n=519
On Statutory Provisions
UNDERSTANDING |Schoolwide programs through Title | 85 / 93 85 / 89* 85 / 86
% of districts reporting  |Waivers of federal education provisions 51 / 58 53 / 56 49 / 61
‘reasonable’ /full
understanding Consolidated Planning for federal programs 64 / 83 64 / 69° 66 / 60°
of new federal
provisions _ . )
Consolidation of federal administrative funds 53 / 61° 54 / 55 53 / 54
Shift in accountability emphasis from procedural compliance to student e "
performance 72 / 83 72 / 78 72 /1 75
Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for schools 79 / 89 *** 79 / 85" 79 / 80
Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels 82 / 93 ** 82 / 87°* 82 / 84
Deweloping school performance profiles 72 1 92 *** 72 / 80 72 / 75
Providing effective technical assistancs for schools not making 69 / 84 68 / 76 70 / 68
adequate yearly progress
DIFFICULTY Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for schools 47 / 49 4 / 50°* 48 / 44
% of districts reporting
moderate/very' Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels 41 / 4 39 / 39 43 / 43
difficult to implement
new federal provisions | Daveloping school performance profiles 49 / 39 46 /| 47 49 / 46
Providing effective technical assistance for schools not making 49/ 53 46 | 54 50 / 50
adequate yearly progress
'Early Reform States= KY, MD, & OR (std emors=2%-4%). “*zp<00t *“=p<0! “=p<05

% 1389 districts reported they do NOT have a Goals 2000 subgrant. 846 districts reported they do.
Other reports wers treated as 'missing.’ (std errors=2%).
3ED-Flex States= KS, MA, OH, OR, TX, & VT (std errors=2%-3%).

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Significance levels based
on two-tail tests.

The Urban Institute 111-29




Findings

Differences by District Characteristics

District Size. District reports of understanding of new Federal provisions also increase

steadily with district size. (Chart 3.15; Table 3.8) For example, while 46 percent of the smallest
districts claim to have ‘reasonable’ or *full’ understanding of waivers, 79 percent of the largest
districts make the same claim. Similarly, 65 percent of the smallest districts report ‘reasonable’
or ‘full’ understanding of what it means to provide effective technical assistance for schools not
making adequate yearly progress, but 93 percent of the largest districts report the same.

Chart 3.15
Statutory Provisions:
Reported Understanding by Size*

(Q2&3. Report the extent to which you understand the new Federal provisions.

B8 300-2,500 students (3 2,501-10,000 students O 10,001-25,000 students M@ 25,000+ students

92
89
85

76

% Reporting '‘Reasonable’ or ‘Full Understanding
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*See Table 3.8 for significance levels. ) 2 30
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Table 3.8 UNDERSTANDING AND DIFFICULTY
by District Size

Report the extent to which you UNDERSTAND the flexibility and accountability provisions;
and the expected DIFFICULTY of implementing accountability provisions in your district.

Small' Mid1? Mid2® Large*
DEPENDENT VARIABLE n=1135 n=984 n=382 n=199
On Statutory Provisions
UNDERSTANDING Schootwide programs through Title | . 82 89 ** 96 *** 98
% of districts reporting Waivers of federal education provisions 46 59 *** 68 ** 79
‘reasonable’ /full
understanding Consolidated Planning for federal programs 60 71 82 ** 86
of new federal provisions
Consolidation of federal administrative funds 49 57 *** 68 *** 75
Shift in accountability emphasis from procedural compliance to student e e e
performance 68 78 %0 %
Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for schools 76 B5 *** B9 * 92
Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels 80 86 *** 90 * a3
Dewveloping school performance profiles 70 76 *** 83 ** g2 ***
Providing eftective technical assistance for schools not making adequate 65 76 ** 86 ** g3 **
yearly progress
DIFFICULTY Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for schools 48 45 48 44
% of districts
reporting Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels 42 40 40 40
moderate/very'
difficult to implement Deweloping school performance profiles 50 49 37 31
new federal
provisions Providing effective technical assistance tor schools not making adequate
50 51 45 43
yearly progress
Size is basad on total student enroliment as reported in the Common Core of Data, 1893-94. “**=p<001 **=p<01 *=p<05
! Small= 300-2,500 students. Signiticance levels based
2Mid1= 2,501-10,000 students. Tests differences between small and mid1 districts (std errors=2%). on two-tail tests.
3 Mid2= 10,001-25,000 students. Tests differences between mid1 and mid2 districts (std errors=1%-3%)
‘Large= 25,000+ students. Tests differences between mid2 and large districts (std emors=2%-4%).
5 ~
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District Poverty. In contrast to the findings on standards-based reform reported earlier,
hlgh levels of poverty are associated w1th greater understandmg of Federal prov1snons Dmmﬁs

ﬂmblhnLand_acmunLabﬂmmﬂmmmm:dMESEA Slnce these dlstrlcts are the major

beneficiaries of its funding, greater understanding of the new statutory provisions of ESEA is
probably to be expected. (Chart 3.16; Table 3.9)

Chart 3.16
Statutory Provisions:.
Reported Understanding by Poverty*

Q24&3. Report the extent to which you understand the new Federal provisions.

& Low Poverty (<5%) O Mid Poverty (5%-<25%) W High Poverty (25+%)
93

85

78

% Reporting 'Full’ or ‘Reasonable’ Understanding
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*See Table 3.9 for significance levels.
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Table 3.9

UNDERSTANDING AND DIFFICULTY

by Poverty

Report the extent to which you UNDERSTAND the flexibility and accountability provisions ;

and the expected DIFFICULTY eof implementing accountability provisions in your district.

Low Medium High
DEPENDENT VARIABLE Poverty' | Poverty | Poverty?
n=381 n=1820 n=499
On Statutory Provisions
UNDERSTANDING Schoolwide programs through Titie | 78 ** 85 Q3 ***
% of districts reporting Waivers of federal education provisions 52 49 60 ***
'reasonable’ /full
understanding . Consolidated Planning for federal programs 63 64 70 *
of new federal provisions
Consolidation of federal administrative funds 53 51 59 **
Shift in accountability emphasis from procedural compiiance to student .
performance 71 4 77
Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for schools 78 78 86 =
Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels 82 82 87 **
Developing school performance profiles 7 72 78 *
Providing effective technical assistance for schools not making -
67 69 75
adequate yearly progress
DIFFICULTY Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for schools 40 ° 48 48
% of districts reporting
'moderate”very' Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels 39 42 43
difficut to implement
new federal Developing school performance profiles 46 50 47
provisions
Providing effective technical assistance for schoois not making .
41 51 50
adequate yearly progress
Poverty is based on % of 5-17 year-olds living in poverty in the district according to " =p<001 **=p<01 *=p<05

the 1990 Census.

Significance levels based
on two-tail tests.

Low Poverty= <5% Medium Poverty= 5%-<25% High Poverty= 25+%
'Tests differences between low poverty and medium poverty districts (std errors = 2%-3%).
2Tests differences between high poverty and medium poverty districts (std errors = 2%-3%).
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Need for More Information on Statutory Provisions

National Picture

Reports of need for more information again mirror other findings from the survey.
Districts were least likely (9%) to report needing a ‘great deal’ of information about schoolwide
programs and most likely (27%) to report needing a ‘great deal’ of information about waivers.
Though not shown in the chart, with the exception of schoolwide programs, about 55 percent of
districts in the country reported needing either ‘some’ or ‘a great deal’ of information or
assistance with the new Federal provisions.

Differences by Policy Context

The biggest differences between districts in ‘early reform’ states and other districts were
that those in ‘early reform’ states were less likely to report needing much information in
reporting assessment results by student proficiency level (13% vs. 16%) and developing school
performance profiles ( 11% vs. 18%). (Chart 3.17) The information needs of Goals 2000
districts were similar to the national picture, although these districts were somewhat more likely
to want information on waivers and somewhat less likely to need information on shifting
accountability to student performance. Districts in ED-Flex states also reported needing less
information in a number of areas.
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Chart 3.17
Statutory Provisions:
Reported Need for Information/Assistance by Policy Context*

Q16. Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources,
please indicate the extent to which you NEED ADDITIONAL information or assistance
in each of the following areas.

& Early Reform B Goals 2000 D ED-Flex @8 National

=/
=|

1
17]

% Reporting 'Nead a Great Deal More' information/assistance

*See Table 3.4 for significance levels.
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Differences by District Characteristics

District Size. Similar to the findings for standards-based reform presented earlier, larger
districts were also less likely to report needing information on all Federal provisions (Chart
3.18), again not surprising given the overall pattern of findings for larger districts. For example,
nearly twice the percentage of small districts (18.1%) as large districts (9.5%) report needing a
‘great deal’ of information about developing school performance profiles.

Chart 3.18
Statutory Provisions:
Reported Need for More Information/Assistance by Size*

Q16. Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources,
please indicate the extent to which you NEED ADDITIONAL information or assistance
in each of the following areas.

" O Large (25,000+ students) @8 Netional £ Small { <2,501 students)

% Reporting 'Need a Great Deal More' information/assistance

*See Table 3.5 for significance levels.
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District Poverty. Interestingly, while high poverty districts’ reported understanding of
Federal provisions is generally higher than other districts (discussed earlier), they still report
needing more information and assistance than other districts in some areas, particularly for
providing fechnical assistance to schools not making adequate progress. (Chart 3.19) No doubt
this finding stems from the fact that higher poverty districts generally have more severe student
performance problems than other districts.

Chart 3.19
Statutory Provisions:
Reported Need for More Information/Assistance by Poverty*

Q16. Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources,
Pplease indicate the extent to which you NEED ADDITIONAL information or assistance
in each of the following areas.

0O Low Poverty (<5%) M National 3 High Poverty (25+%)

21

% Reporting ‘Need a Great Deal More' information/assistance
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*See Table 3.6 for significance levels.
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MULTIPLE REGRESSION RESULTS

We also examined whether the relationships between districts’ responses to the survey and
district size, district poverty and the different policy environments held up when the other
variables were included in the analysis. In other words, does district size still have an effect once
we have taken district poverty into account. Or, does ‘early reform’ status still have an effect
once we have taken district size into account. Table 3.10 shows results when district size, district
poverty, ‘early reform’ status and whether a district was a Goals 2000 subgrant recipient were
included simultaneously in a regression.’

As can be seen, most of the bivariate results presented earlier remain. District size persists
as a consistent and strong predictor of both understanding of, change required by, and progress of
reform, as well as understanding of new Federal provisions. Similarly, most of the effects of being
in an ‘early reform’ state on understanding, change and reform progress remain. Many of the
findings for the Goals 2000 subgrantees also persist. Their higher levels of understanding of
reform remain significant in two elements of reform and their ratings of the amount of change
required by reform remain essentially the same.

The effect of poverty is also similar to the bivariate results. Districts with higher poverty
rates were less likely to report high levels of understanding of standards-based reform, but more
likely to report high levels of understanding of Federal provisions. They were also more likely to
report that reform required great change on their part and less likely to report they were making
progress.

 In these analyses poverty and district size (log) are continuous variables. We standardize each of these variables
by subtracting its respective mean so that the intercepts are estimates for districts with mean poverty and mean district
size. "Early reform” status and Goals 2000 subgrantee are dummy variables.
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Table 3.10

UNDERSTANDING, CHANGE, PROGRESS, AND DIFFICULTY

Full Model

Report (A) the extent to which you UNDERSTAND what it means to implement each of the following components of reform in your district, how much CHANGE will be
required to implement each component; your actual progress in IMPLEMENTING each component; and (B) the extent to which you UNDERSTAND the flexibility and

accountability provisions; and the expected DIFFICULTY of implementing accountability provisions in your district.

parcams | Dmtts | Sl | Lowor
DEPENDENT VARIABLE mtorceprr | Oy |Waosm 00 p B Distric
Subgrants’ s Enrolimt’
. Stetes’
(A) On Standards
UNDERSTANDING |Establishing high content and performance standards for all students 4075 -0.24 * 6.49 782 ° 7.76 ***
o X Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 441 -0.18 3.49 7.06 * 7.77
% of districts reporting
ful understanding Developing or adopting assessments linked to standards 37.14 0.26 ** 4.30 8.89 * 8.88 ***
of the elements
of standards-based Linking professional development to standards 4327 -0.03 541 ° 9.15 * 7.7
reform
Linking schooVdistrict accountability to student performance 41.79 0.03 0.79 138 *° 7.00 ***
Building partnerships with parents/community 4507 -0.08 6.60 ** 5.85 821 =
CHANGE Establishing high content and pertormance standards for all students 13.73 0.27 *** 6.23 ** 6.72° 2.35 ***
o . Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 1617 0.35 *** 7.3 7.08 * 1.59 *
% of districts reporting
‘a greatdeal of change | Developing or adopting assessments linked to standards 30.44 0.002 7.4 0.36 4.16 ***
required lo implement
alements of Linking professional development to standards 20.51 0.01 2.36 6.13 0.01
standards-based . . N
reform Linking schooV/district accountability to student performance 2302 0.16 538 ° 9.44 ** 1.88 *
Building partnerships with parents/community 16.52 0.17 ° 2.3 7.52 ° -0.31
PROGRESS Establishing high content and performance standards for all students 27 .20 -0.29 ** -4.34 ° 34 3.38 ***
o ) Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards 2367 -0.18 * -0.08 813 ° 3.33
% of districts reporting
a greatdeal of Developing or adopting assessments linked to standards 16.10 0.05 -0.68 1181 **| 350
progress implementing
alements of standards- |Linking professional development to standards 18.51 -0.001 1.61 1135 *** 2.81 ***
based reform - - "
Linking schooVdistrict accountability to student performance 16.78 0.12 -3.28 122" 368 *°
Building partnerships with parentsicommunity 2059 0.21 ** 3.90 on 579 **°
(B) On Statutory Provisions
UNDERSTANDING |Schoolwide programs through Title | 8568 0.40 *** 1.63 3.3 4.00 ***
. ) Waivers of federal education provisions 53.76 0.37 *** -0.28 0.37 7.64 ***
% of districts reporting
‘feasonable’ /Tull Consolidated Planning for federal programs 6499 0.33 *** 0.77 1560 ***| 7.26 ***
undersianding of
new faderal provisions  (Consolidation of federal administrative funds 55.09 039 °** -3.00 5.08 7.07 =
Shift in accountability emphasis from procedural comptiance to student 7293 027 * 210 6.29 * 7.20 ***
performance
Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for schools 21 0.23 ** 449 ° 4.00 4.01 ***
Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels 8264 0.14 * 297 6.67 ** 2.39 =**
Developing school performance profiles 7222 0.20 * 5.70 ** 1391 **° 3.8 ***
Providing effective technical assistance for schools not making 69.10 027 * 3.89 8.10 ** 7.5 *e*
adequate yearly progress
DIFFICULTY Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for schools 4410 0.16 5.24 * 351 -0.08
% of districts raporting Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels 38.65 0.05 585 ° -2.36 0.06
‘moderate’/very’ . pres
difficult to implement Developing school performance profiles 45.73 -0.03 2.89 4.93 -3.45
new federal provisions i
P Providing effective technical assistance for schools not making 4583 0.08 7.88 ** 469 123
adequate yearly progress
“The intercept is an estimate of the outcome given mean poverty and mean size. **=p<00l **ap<0l "=p<05

'Percent poverty= % of 5-17 year-olds living in poverty in the district according to the 1990 Census (std errors=0.1%).
‘std err01$=2%-3% ° Early Reform States« KY, MD, & OR (std errors=2%-4%).
‘District enroliment= total student enroliment as reported in the Common Core of Data. 1993-94 (std erors=06%-1%).
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Findings

Interactions

We also investigated the possibility of interaction effects, in particular whether the effects
of size and poverty operate the same way in districts in ‘early reform’ states as they do in other
districts. The findings show that some of the effects of district size and district poverty are
moderated in ‘early reform’ states and that other effects are accentuated, as shown in Table 3.11.

The most interesting results center on reports of progress. District size has a positive
association with progress in all states. However, larger size seems to have an even greater
positive effect on progress in ‘early reform’ states, in particular progress in establishing
standards, developing assessments, and linking school/ district accountability to student
performance.

While we saw that poverty level has a negative association with progress for three of the
six outcomes in Table 3.10, when we interact poverty status with ‘early reform’, we see in Table
3.11 that higher poverty is actually associated with more positive outcomes in ‘early reform’
states. That is, districts with higher levels of poverty in ‘early reform’ states are more likely to
report progress in establishing standards, developing assessments and linking school/ district
accountability to student performance.
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Table 3.11

UNDERSTANDING, CHANGE, PROGRESS, AND DIFFICULTY
Interactions -- Early Reform*Size, Early Reform*Poverty

Report {A) the extent to which you UNDERST AND what it means to implement each of the foflowing componants of reform in your district; how much CHANGE
will be required to implement each component; your actual progress in IMPLEMENTING each component; and (B) the extent to which you UNDERST AND the
flexibility and accountability provisions; and the expected DIFFICULT Y of implementing accountability provisions in your district.

DEPENDENT VARIABLE Size' Early Ref*Size’| Poverty’ |Early Ref*Pov*
(A) On Standards
UNDERSTANDING |Establishing high content and performance standards for all students
% of districts reporting Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards
fuil understanding Developing or adopting assessments linked 1o standards
of the ek ns
of standards-based Linking protessional development to standards -0.05 062"
reform
Linking school/district accountability to student performance
Building partnerships with parents/community
CHANGE Establishing high content and performance standards for all students
% of districts reporting | Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards
‘a great deal’
of change required Developing or adopting assessments linked to standards 423 -8.77
to implement . R
elements of Linking professional development 1o standards
standards-based Linking school/district accountability to student performance
reform
Building partnerships with parents/community -0.2% -5.38 *
PROGRESS Establishing high content and performance standards for all students 3.39 " 6.55 * -0.33 " 0.84
% of districts reporting | Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards
‘a great deal of
progress implementing | Developing or adopting assessments linked to standards 328" 9.20 *** 0.02 0.93 ***
slaments of - -
standards-based Linking professional development to standards
reform Linking school/district accountabilty to student performance 363 " 7.64 7 0.08 1.08
Building partnerships with parents/community
(B) On Statutory Provisions
UNDERSTANDING |Schoolwide programs through Title | 4.20 **° -3.49°
Waivers of federal education provisions 033 ™ 068 *
% of districts reporting
‘reasonable’ rfull Consolidated Planning for federal programs
understanding —
of new federal Consolidation of federal administrative funds
provisions Shift in accountability emphasis from procedural compliance to student
performance
Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for schools 0.22 ** 047"
Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels
Developing school performance profiles
Providing effective technical assistance for schools not making 0.26 ** 044"
adequate yearly progress ’ ’
DIFFICULTY Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for schools
% of districts reporting | Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels
‘moderate/very’
difficult to implement Developing school perfomance profiles -3.28 *** -7.85 "
new federal provisions Providing effective technical assistance for schools not making 1.05 6.05 "
adequate yearly progress ’ ’
Early Reform States= KY. MD. and OR "t=p<c00 "=p<0l "=p<05

' Size= total student enrollment as reported 1n the Common Core of Data, 1993-94 (std errrors=1%).

* std errors=1%-3%

’ Poverty= % of 5-17 year-olds Iving in poverty in the district according to the 1990 Census (std-errrors=0.1%)
*std errors=0 15%-0 44%

Significance levels based
on two-tail tests
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Findings

WAIVERS

The Goals 2000, ESEA and School-to-Work legislation, all authorized in 1994, provide
for the possibility of waivers from Federal regulation. We asked whether districts had requested
any waivers, were planning to make a request, decided not to make a request, or were unaware of
the provision. We also asked them to describe the substance of their request. We report
responses to these questions here.

The National Picture

Chart 3.20 shows that the vast majority of districts (75%) in our sample have neither
requested a waiver nor have plans to do so. Nearly twelve percent reported they had never heard
of the waiver provision; only a little more than six percent of districts, including districts in ED-
Flex states, reported they had actually requested a waiver. U.S. Department of Education records
also show limited use of waivers; as of September 1996, only a little over two percent of districts
had formally submitted waiver requests to the Department.®

Chart 3.20 .
Waiver Requests

Q7. Have you requested any waivers of Federal regulations?

Yes
6%

No, but planning
8%

Never heard of option
12% - No, and no plans

N=2629

f'Depurtment counts do not include districts in ED-Flex states that applied directly to their state. Once we
exclude districts in ED-Flex states, our survey estimates are only about 2 percent higher than ED’s records.
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Differences by District Type

Districts with higher poverty rates were more likely to report that they had requested or
were planning to request a waiver, but the biggest differences can be seen across districts of
different size. (Chart 3.21) The largest districts were 3 times as likely to request, or plan to
request, a waiver as the smallest districts (36% vs. 11%). The smallest districts were also more
likely to have never heard of the provision (14% vs. 1.5%). These findings conform to the -
general pattern of findings discussed earlier: large districts are more attuned to Federal program
provisions. Not surprisingly, districts in ED-Flex states were more llkely to take advantage of
waivers than other districts.

Chart 3.21
Waiver Requests by District Type

Q7. Have you requested any waivers of federal education regulations?

36

[ % Reporting ‘No, but planning to request waivers’
Il % Reporting ‘Yes'

19 -

21

8 & 3 ¢ & & «9
& & o S & & st‘ 055‘ @"‘
F & & & &
Q\q‘f" &® Q\& c,’e;“‘ \,,@“’9
0\"& & 0\$ °

Table 3.12 shows the content of waiver requests for those instances in which districts
reported it. As can be seen, the largest fraction of requests, by far, related to Title I. And the
most likely Title I provisions which districts requested to waive were those concerned with:
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1) broadening eligibility for schoolwide programs; and 2) serving schools that would otherwise be
ineligible for Title I. These findings are disturbing to the extent that they indicate a preference on
the part of districts to spread Title I funding broadly, rather than targeting funding to the neediest.

CONTENT OF WAIVER REQUESTS

Table 3.12
by District Type*
Q7. Have you requested any waivers of federal education reguiations?
Percentages based on total N for each district category.
POLICY CONTEXT' DISTRICT SIZE * DISTRICT POVERTY *
PROGRAM
walvers are TOTAL Goals 0
requeated under ED-Fiex Early 2000 300-2,500 2,501 10,001- 25,000+ Low Medium High
Reform subgrants 10,000 25,000 Poverty | Poverty | Poverty
Title 1° 158 (69%) || 47(78%) 11 (58%) 48 (64%) || 34 (60%) 65 (74%) 27 (73%) 32(68%)|| 9 (47%) 117 (73%) 32 (64%)
Eisenhower 14 (6%) 2(3%) 4(1%) 7 (9%) 9(16%) 3(3%)  2(5%) O (0%) 1(5%) 8 (5%) 5 (10%)
Special Education 7 (3%) 0 (0%) 1 (5%) 1 (1%) 4 (7%) 2 (2%) 1(3%) 0(0%) || 4(21%) 3 (2%) 0 (0%)
Es;:l:gt'::g“" 5 (2%) 1(2%)  0(0%)  1(1%) 1(2%) 2%  1(3%) 1% || of® 3w 24w
Charter Schools 1 (0.4%) 1 (2%) 1 (5%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 100% 0(0%) 0(0%) || 0(0%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%)
Perkins Vocational
Education 1 (0.4%) 0 (0%) 1(5%)  0(0%) 0(0%  0(0%)  O(0%) 1 (2%) 1(5%) 0(0%)  0(0%)
General
Not limited to one 13 (6%) 6(10%) 1(5%) 4 (5%) 7T(12%) 3(3%)  0(0%) 3 (6%) 1(5%) 11 (7%) 1 (2%)
specltic program*
Unspecified 7 (3%) 1(2%)  0(0%) 4 (5%) 1 (2%) 3 (3%) 1(3%)  2(4%) | 0(0%) 5 (3%) 2 (4%)
Withdrawn® 23 (10%) 2(3%) 0(0%) 9 (12%) 12%)  9(10%) 5(14%) 8(17%)|| 3(16%) 12(8%) 8 (16%)
TOTALN
Districts reporting
purpose of waiver 229 60 19 75 57 a8 37 47 19 160 50

request or planned
request

*For the 229 of 421 districts that submitted or planned to submit a waiver request AND described its content. Al data are unweighted.
' Ns in these thres columns will not add to Total N because policy context categories are not mulually exclusive, and some districts do not fall in any of the

three categories

*Size= tatal student enrollment as reported in the Common Core of Data, 1993-94.

*Poventy= % of 5-17 year-olds living in poverty in the district according to the 1990 Census.

Low Poverty= <5%, Mid Poveny= 5%-<25%, High Poverty= 25+%
“ Topics include: general regulatory relief, consolidation of programs or funding. teacher centification requirements. and paperwork reduction.
*Determined by cross-referencing survey responses with U.S. Depariment of Education records of withdrawn waiver requests.

* Breakdown of Title | requests (n=158)

Schoowide Eligibility 41
Serve Ineligible Schools 44
Carryover >15% of tunds 26
Aliocate <125% 20
Higher Funding to Lower Poverty Schools 14
Skip Eligible Schools "
Assessment 8
Other 8
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SUMMARY: IMPLEMENTATION OF REFORM

Nationally, districts reported high levels of understanding of all elements of standards-
based reform, and the majority of districts reported ‘reasonable’ or ‘full’ understanding of the new
flexibility and accountability provisions in the 1994 ESEA legislation. However, since a sizeable
fraction of districts also reported that standards-based reform requires little or no change on their
part, their levels of understanding of what reform actually entails may be somewhat misplaced.

Reports from districts that have presumably undertaken reform seriously -- districts in
‘early reform’ states and districts that have received Goals 2000 subgrants -- are different. These
districts not only reported greater understanding and greater progress, they also reported that
reform requires greater change. Their image of reform is probably closer to that of standards-

based rcform prOponcnts Reports from districts in the ‘carly reform’ states suggest a clear and

Wmand_aaaam@ly Slncc thcsc aspccts of rcform are crmcal hnchplns in thc
reform process, if not the triggers for action, the findings direct ED to focus more assistance in
these areas.

The findings also show that larger districts and those with higher rates of poverty differ
vis-a-vis reform from other districts i in possnbly important ways. Dlstnct size seems to bc
partlcularly conscqucntlal

EQdmL_gv_ans_den_LhmmgmmhﬂLaLe_makmg These dlffcrcnccs can poss1b1y be

explained by additional findings, presented in the next section, that suggest that smaller districts
are more isolated than other districts and function with few helpful sources of assistance.

The f1nd1ngs rclatcd to district poverty raise some possibly serious concerns for standards-
based reform. Di greatest p u

ghgngg. Flndlngs in thc next section show that thc hlghcst povcrty dlstncts are more lchly to
receive helpful assistance from state and Federal sources, but it may not be sufficient. High
poverty districts were significantly more likely to report needing ‘a great deal’ more information
on all aspects of standards-based reform. And while they appear to be particularly knowledgeable
about the new Federal provisions, the success of Federal programs is directly linked to success
with standards-based reform which seems to be dragging in high poverty districts relative to more
affluent districts.
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ON SOURCES OF INFORMATION/ TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO DISTRICTS

The District Survey also asked questions about the extent to which districts find various
sources -- state, Federal and ‘other’ -- of information and assistance helpful in standards-based
reform efforts and in- understanding Federal statutory provisions. The questions were asked in
order to provide ED with information on the use and effectiveness of different channels of
communication to the local level so that it might better target its information dissemination and
technical assistance efforts.

The National Picture

Districts reported they find state sources of information and technical assistance and
‘other’ sources of information and assistance (e.g., contacts with other districts, professional
associations and especially education publications) most helpful in their reform efforts.” They find
direct Federal sources less helpful. About three-quarters of districts surveyed considered every
state source of assistance at least ‘helpful’ while more than half of the districts found most Federal
sources ‘not at all’ or only ‘a little’ helpful. (Chart 3.22) Districts also reported much higher
contact rates with state and ‘other’ sources of assistance than with Federal sources. To be fair,
we should point out that administrators at the state level rely heavily on Federal help and reported
it is ‘very helpful’, as discussed later. So the findings presented here do not necessarily mean that
Federal assistance is not helpful to districts. Indeed, it may be very helpful, but it is passed to
districts primarily through intermediaries.

These ratings are only calculated for those cases in which districts reported having had contact with the
information/ assistance source.
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Chart 3.22
Standards-Based Reform:

Reported Helpfulness of Sources of Information/Assistance*

Q12. How helpful have each of the following sources of information or assistance been
in helping you understand or implement comprehensive standards-based reform?

STATE FEDERAL OTHER
[ContactRate: ~___90% 96% B3% 97%  70% 76% 72%61% 57% 03% 53% 30% ~ 67% 95% 84% 89% 60% 87% 61%)

% Very Helpfuf Il - _:_-_:-.( - 8 i 3 721§ 432832832318 17|

e

% 'Helpful n

% ‘Not at all
Helpful
or
‘a Little
Helpful

*Based on responses that had contact.
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Findings

The same pattern of responses holds for information and technical assistance regarding
new Federal statutory provisions: State and ‘other’ sources of assistance are most helpful and
Federal sources are reportedly least helpful to districts. (Chart 3.23) Again we see that districts
are more likely to have contact with state and ‘other’ sources of assistance than with Federal

sources.
Chart 3.23
Statutory Provisions:
Reported Helpfulness of Sources of Information/Assistance*
Q13. How helpful have each of the following sources of information been
to your understanding of the new Federal provisions?
STATE FEDERAL OTHER
| Contact Rate: _ 50% BT% 93%  58% 63% 59% 86% S51% 42% 36% 87% 00% 82% 55% |
—— o I T
% Very [ i ° 20 I
Helpful .

% ‘Helpful [ ]

% ‘Not at all
Helpfur
or'aliie 1
Helpful

N 21]

*Based on responses that had contact.
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Findings

These findings are not surprising. Federal programs, for the most part, are funded through
states, and districts rely heavily on states for direction. Indeed, the results support ED’s strategy
to work through states, as it does with both Goals 2000 and Title 1. Further support for the
success of this strategy is presented later in this report with results that show that state officials
rely heavily on Federal sources of information and assistance both for standards-based reform and
for Federal programs and reported they find them ‘very helpful’. The district-level findings also
suggest that ED continue to use regionally-based and professional associations as channels of
information dissemination to the field. The consistently high rating given to education periodicals
and publications, a somewhat surprising finding, suggests that ED should perhaps take fuller
advantage of existing education publications that apparently transmit information effectively to
local decision makers.
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Differences by Policy Context

Early Reform States. Table 3.13 shows that districts in ‘early reform’ states find all state
sources of information and assistance -- written guidance, conferences, state content standards
and other state contacts -- more helpful in their standards-based reform efforts than dlstrlcts in

helpfulness of both Federal and ‘other’ sources by districts in ‘early reform’ states, with few
exceptions, were not much different from the ratings of other districts. Ratings of helpfulness of
most sources of assistance regarding new Federal provisions by ‘early reform’ states were also not
much different from other districts, again with a few exceptions.

Goals 2000 Subgrant Districts. Responses of districts that received Goals 2000
subgrants show a different pattern of response. While districts that received Goals 2000
subgrants found some state sources more helpful than other districts, they found most Federal
sources of assistance and information as well as ‘other’ sources significantly more helpful than
districts without such grants. These results suggest that districts with Goals 2000 subgrants may
be more nationally oriented than other districts. Unlike districts in ‘early reform’ states, Goals
2000 districts also reported most sources of assistance - whether state, Federal or ‘other’ - more
helpful for understanding new Federal provisions than other districts reported. These findings
suggest that Goals 2000 subgrant districts are particularly attuned to information on Federal
programs regardless of source. It is impossible with the data we have available to distinguish
whether the differences in the apparent orientation of Goals 2000 districts is a consequence of
their receiving subgrants or the reason they were able to acquire the grants in the first place.

ED-Flex States. Districts in ED-Flex states show a mixed pattern of response. They,
too, appear to find some state sources more helpful than other districts, but not as consistently or
to the same extent as districts in ‘early reform’ states. They also appear to find some Federal
sources significantly Jess helpful than other districts for both standards-based reform and new
Federal provisions. These findings may suggest that districts in ED-Flex states function more on
their own, that is, in a more independent and less-connected way than many other districts.
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Table 3.13

SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE

by Policy Context

How helpful have each of the following sources of information or assistance been in helping you (A} understand or implement comprehensive standards-based
reform; or (B) understand the new flexibility and accountability provisions in the federal legistation?

Districte in
Other Statea / Other Districte / Districte in
Goala 2000 Other Statea /
Early Reform
DEPENDENT VARIABLE s‘:-u-‘ Subgrant Districts?] ED-Flex Statas®
=1389 / nal - /n=
2486 / ne214 n / n=B846 n=2181/n=519
(A) On Standards
STATE SOURCES |Written guidance from State Education Agency 24 | 34° 23 1 27 22 1 32°
% of districts reporting  |State sponsored conferences/workshops 29 + 37° 29 /1 32 28 / 34°
‘very heptuf tor
standards-based State developed content standards 34 / 53 °** 34 / 4t ** 32 1 44 °°
reform
Other contacts with state officials 26 + 38 °*° 25 + 33 °* 26 / 28
FEDERAL Written information from U.S. Department of Education (ED) 7/ 5 7/ 8 7/ 6
SOURCES ED sponsored conferences/workshops 16 / 8§ t4 / 20 15 / 14
% of districts reporting  [ED on-line services 5/ 9 3/ 9 5 7 5
‘very heiptul
in implemanting 1-800-USA-LEARN 3/ 3 (VA A 3 7040
standards-based Other contacts with ED officials 107 M 8/ 18° 127 5
reform
National model content standards 15 / 18 1"/ 25 16 / 12°
Regional Education Laboratories 19 / 20 17 /1 23 °** 19 / 20
Federally-supported Technical Assistance Centers 137 21° "/ 17 14 / 10°
OTHER SOURCES |National Science Foundation-funded initiative 15 / 19 12/ 20°** 16 / 12
% of districts reporting Subject matter associations 32 / 39 28 / 4t 33/ 28
very heiptuf Other professional associalions 31/ 28 28 / 38 °* 2 27
in implementing
standards-based Education periodicals/publications 32 / 34 29 / 40 °* 31/ 34
reform -
Institutions of higher education 12 / 14 10 / 15 °*** 11/ 15
Other districts 32 / 35 31/ 34 2/ N
Other private non-governmental organizations or foundations 6 / 7 5/ 9° 6/ 6
(B) On Statutory Provisions
STATE SOURCES Written guidance from State Education Agency 23+ 31 22 1 27° 22 / 26
% of districts raporting State sponsored conferences/workshops 27 1 28 26 / 33°* 27 129
‘very helptuf for
new federal provisions  |Other contacts with state officials 24 | 28 22 / 30° 25 1 21
FEDERAL Written information from U.S. Department of Education (ED) 8 / 9 8/ 1 9/ 7
SOURCES ED sponsored conferences/workshops 121 17 "/ 16° 13 / 9"
% of districts reporting |ED on-line services 37 11 L] g o 4/ 3
‘very helptuf
for understanding 1-800-USA-LEARN 2/ 3 1/ 5 3/ 1
new federal provisions | qiher contacts with ED officials 8/ 10 6/ 13° 9/ 3
Regional Education Laboratories 1M/ 9 9 / 16 10 / 15°
Federally-supported Technical Assistance Centers 122/ 17 10 + 19 13/ N
OTHER SOURCES (Other professional associations 20 / 24 8/ 23° 20 / 18
% of districts reporting | Egycauon periodicals/publications 20/ 21 19 4 25 20/ 21
‘very heiptur
tor undersianding Other districts 24 / 28 23 1 27 258 /1 21
new federal provisions
Other private non-governmental organizations or foundations 6 / 9 6 / 8 6 / 7
'Early Reform States= KY, MD. and OR (std errors= 2%-3%) ap<001 ap<01 "=p<O5

Significance levels based

1389 districts reported they do NOT have a Goals 2000 subgrant. 846 districts reported they do.
on two-tail tests.

Other reports were treated as 'missing.’ (std errors= 1%-2%).
‘ED-Flox States= KS, MA, OH. OR, TX, and VT { std errorsa 1%-3%).
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Differences by District Characteristics

District Size. One of the main reasons, suggested by our analysis, that larger districts
report higher levels of understanding of both elements of standards-based reform and Federal
provrsrons more progress and less need for mformatlon is that largedema._Qn_ayerage._app.ear

be : 3 : ance. Chart 3.24
shows the percentage of the largest and the smallest dlstncts repomng various sources of
assistance ‘very helpful’. As is clearly evident, the largest districts appear to be able to take fuller
advantage of almost all sources of assistance. In fact, the findings suggest smaller districts tend to
be sorting out reform more or less on their own. For example, the largest districts find subject
matter associations and education periodicals ‘very helpful’ for standards-based reform at twice
the rate as the smallest districts (52% vs. 26%; 56% vs. 27%).

Table 3.14 also shows that nearly one-third (32%) of the largest districts find other
contacts with Federal officials ‘very helpful’ in standards-based reform while only 9 percent of
the smallest districts report the same.
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Chart 3.24
Standards-Based Reform:
Reported Helpfulness of Sources of Information/Assistance by Size*

QI2. How helpful have each of the following sources of information or assistance been
in helping you understand or implement comprehensive standards-based reform?

STATE FEDERAL 56 OTHER
82

@ 25,000+ students
300-2,500 students

% Reporting ‘Very’ Helpful
8

PR3
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=

. . g 2 .& &
RS 7 o o Q R S
é\b'b° ‘\\06& o $ *P\le @(6;&000‘&0\\0 egoiv_\?y 55\\& 0\6\9 o ‘,oc}'b & ob\) (55“
S N o OIS & 19
Q% ¥ P i & F I EN & & & o8
SEES FTsF ‘}é¢§\°§:9°°~”°° @@‘ﬁ e"@ O 0\‘\\%@3‘
A O P N & & L & &
FoP Fa¥ IS S F & TFS
&&‘“b T o@@*”é\d“é & ﬁ& %\}d*‘éq & &"}é
N 5 A
LTS TS & &
3° &5’\6 < ,,odf ¢®
= . QQ Ny (‘g
& Ca
& N <®
& & ¢
&

The large districts are also considerably more likely to find Federal officials ‘very helpful’
regarding statutory provisions than the small districts (30% vs. 6 %). (Table 3.14; Chart 3.25)
Even more striking is the finding that the largest districts find written information from ED ‘very
helpful’ at nearly six times the rate of the smallest districts (35% vs. 6%)!

*See Table 3.14 for significance levels.
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Table 3.14 SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE
by District Size

How helpful have each of the following sources of information or assistance been in helping you {A) understand or implement comprehensive
standards-based retorm; or (B) understand the new flexibility and accountability provisions in the federal legistation?

Small’ Mid1? Mid2* Large*
DEPENDENT VARIABLE n=1135 n=984 n=382 n=199
(A) On Standards
STATE SOURCES W ritten guidance from State E ducation Agency 23 25 <) I 30
% of districis reporting State sponsored conferences/workshops 28 3 a3 36
‘very heptul
for standards-based reform |State developed content standards 32 39 **° 39 43
Other contacts with State officials 24 30 *° 36 ° 33
FEDERAL SOURCES W ritten information from U.S. Department of Education (ED) 5 8 15 °°° 24 °
ED sponsored conferences/workshops 14 15 20 *
% of districts reporting ponsor onter wor P 28
‘very heptul ED on-line services 5 4 6 20 ***
in implementing standards-
based reform 1-800-USA-LEARN 2 2 8° 8
Other contacts with ED officials 9 1 16 ° 32 °°*
National model content standards 11 21 25 29
Regional Education Laboratories 19 17 23 19
Federally-supported Technical Assistance Centers 11 i6 °*° 23 °° 22
OTHER SOURCES National Science Foundation-funded initiatives 1 20 °*° 22 34 °
% of districis raporing Subject matter associations 26 41 46 52
‘very heptuf Other professional associations 29 a3 36 a7 **
in implementing
standards-based Education periodicals/publications 27 39 *°° 46 * 56 °
reform
Institutions of higher education 12 11 14 15
Other districts 34 29 ° 27 27
Other private non-governmental organizations or foundations 6 6 1 ° 1
(B) On Statutory Provisions
STATE SOURCES Wiitten guidance from State Education Agency 20 26 °° 37 °°* 38
% ot drstricts reporting
very heiptuf for State sponsored conferences/workshops 24 33 37 45
new federal provisions Other contacts with State officiats 20 28 °**° 35 ° 42
FEDERAL SOURCES W ritten information from U.S. Depaftment of Education (ED) 6 11 19 35 °°°
. . ED sponsored conferences/workshops 9 14 *° 24 °°* 33°
% of districts reporting
‘very hepptut ED on-line services 3 3 4 20 **°
tor understanding new
tederal provisions 1-800-USA-LEARN 2 2 4 1
Other contacts with ED officials 6 10 ** 14 30 °**
Regional Education Laboratories 10 13 ° 17 18
Federally-supported Technical Assistance Centers 9 17 *** 19 21
OTHER SOURCES Other professional associations 16 25 °*° 24 -
% ot districts reporting Education periodicals/publications 17 25 **° 30 3 °
‘very heptul for
understanding Other districts 25 23 26 24
new federal provisions
Other private non-governmen:ial organizations or foundations 6 6 10 16
Size I1s based on total student enroliment as reported in the Common Core of Data. 1993-94 ***2p<.00t **=p<Ol *=p<.05
'Small= 300-2,500 students. Signilicance levels based
?Midi=2.501-10.000 students. Tests dilferences between small and mid1 districts (std errors=1%-2%) on two-tail tests
*Mid2= 10.001-25.000 students Tests differences between midi and mid2 districts (std errors=1%-3%).
*Large=25.000+ students Tests differences between mid2 and large districts (std errorse 3%-4%)
. i)
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Chart 3.25
Statutory Provisions:
Reported Helpfulness of Sources of Information/Assistance by Size*

Q13. How helpful have each of the following sources of information been
to your understanding of the new Federal provisions?

e STATE FEDERAL OTHER
@ 25,000+ students
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There are two explanations for the ‘helpfulness’ findings on district size. The firstis that
larger districts have greater capacity to take advantage of various sources of information. For
example, larger districts - due in some part to economies of scale - are more likely to be able to
employ specialists who track policy initiatives and maintain a liaison with outside agencies. In
organization theory such actors are referred to as “boundary spanners.” The second explanation
is that the various providers of assistance direct more of their effort to the largest districts and
tend to ignore the small ones. Given limited resources this might be considered a rational strategy
for technical assistance providers; the largest districts (enrollment > 25,000) represent only 1.4

*See Table 3.14 for significance levels. The Urban Institute 111-55
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percent of districts in the country but nearly 30 percent (29.9 %) of the student population.® By
targeting relatively few districts, providers can reach a large fraction of the student population.
Both of these explanations -- differences in local capacity to absorb information and differences in
the targeting of assistance -- probably have some validity.

The finding that the small districts are considerably less likely to find written information
from ED helpful, however, suggests that the information and assistance providers cannot be held
overly responsible for the apparent predicament of the small districts. ED routinely sends its
written guidance and other information to all districts so, at least in this instance, the problem is
not simply one of ED paying more attention to the largest districts. All districts are treated the
same.’ To the extent that the problem is one of capacity in small districts -- not having a
knowledgeable person with time to attend to the available sources of information -- solutions at
the Federal level are not obvious. At the same time, since the smallest districts (< 2500 student
enrollment) account for 72 percent of the districts in the United States and nearly 20 percent
(19.7%) of the students, the situation cannot be ignored. "

While we do not have information to go the next step and determine whether larger
districts effectively transmit information and assistance to schools, the findings clearly show that
central administrators in larger districts feel that they have a better understanding of reform, are
making more reform progress, and have more helpful sources of assistance and information than
central administrators in smaller districts.

District Poverty. Differences across districts with different poverty levels in the sources
of 1nformat10n and assistance that thcy fmd hclpful are mtcrcstmg ms_mgtmuh_mghﬂ_lcm,s_qf

hglpf_ul (Tablc 3. 15) The strongcr rclatlonshlp bctwccn high poverty dlstrlcts wnth statc/ Federal
sources is no doubt related to greater dependency of these districts on state and Federal
resources. Districts with less poverty are more likely to find information and assistance from
subject matter and professional associations and education publications, and less likely to find
state and Federal sources, relevant to their needs. Recall, however, that all districts - including
high poverty districts - find 'state’ and 'other’ sources of assistance more helpful than Federal
sources. (Charts 3.22 and 3.23)

8
Taken from

> H -95 for the 1994-
95 school year. Digest of Education Statistics 1996 (NCES 96-133), p. 96.

g - . . . . . .
> Of course. districts that have other contacts with ED may be better prepared to interpret the information in the
mailings.

10 . . . . Lo
Op.Cit.. Digest of Education of Education Statistics.
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Table 3.15 SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE
by Poverty

How helpful have sach of the following sources of information or assistance been in helping you
{A) understand or implement comprehensive standards-based reform;
or (B) understand the new tlexibility and accountability provisions in the federal legislation?

Low Medium High
DEPENDENT VARIABLE Poverty' Poverty | Poverty?
. n=381 ne1820 n=499
(A) On Standards
STATE SOURCES Wiritten guidance from State Education Agency 17 * 24 31 **
% of districts reporting State sponsored conferences/workshops 21 30 36 °
‘vary halpful for standards-
basad reform Other contacts with State officials 21 26 34 °°
State developed content standards 36 35 32
Written information from U.S. Department of Education 4° 6 12 *°
FEDERAL SOURCES ! ! ! P
ED sponsored conferences/workshops 8 15 18
% of districts reporting -
‘'vary halpful ED on-line services 3 5 .
in implemanting standards- 1-800-USA-LEARN 2 2 5
based raform
Other contacts with ED officials 8 9 14 °
National model content standards 19 14 16
Regional Education Laboratories 22 18 19
Federaliy-supported Technical Assistance Centers 8 12 19 **
OTHER SOURCES National Science Foundation-funded initiatives 18 13 19 °
Subject matter associations 47 **° 29 30

% of districts reporting
‘very hapful Other professional associations 42 30 25
in implemanting

standards-based Education periodicats/publications 43 **° 30 28
reform Institutions of higher education 9 12 15
Other districts 27 * 34 29
Other private non-governmental organizations or foundations 5 6 ]

(B) On Statutory Provisions

STATE SOURCES W ritten guidance from State Education Agency 15 ** 22 34 ***
% of districts reporting
‘vary helpful for State sponsored conferences/workshops 16 **° 27 38 **°
new fadaral provisions
ew fecaralprovis Other contacts with State officials 15 *** 24 30 °
FEDERAL SOURCES W ritten information from U.S. Department of Education 4° 7 16 **°
ED sponsored conferences/workshops 5 ** 12 17

% of districts reporting
‘'vary helpful ED on-line services 10 3 6
for undarstanding

new fadaral provisions 1-800-USA-LEARN 0 2 4
Other contacts with ED officials - 4 8 1
Regional Education Laboratories 12 10 13
Federally-supported Technical Assistance Centers 8 1 20 ***
OTHER SOURCES Other professional associations 21 20 18
% of districts reporting Education periodicals/publications 24 19 21
‘vary habpful
for understanding Other districts 18 ** 26 22
new federal provisions Other private non-governmentai organizations or foundations ] ] 8
Poverty 1s based on the % of 5-17 year-olds living in poverty in the district according to ***2p<001 **=ap<c0l *=p<05
the 1990 Census Signiticance levels based
Low Poverty= <5% Mediwum Poverty= 5%-<25% High Poverty= 25+% on two-tail tests.

'Tests differences between low poverty and medium poverty districts (std errors=1%-3%).
“Tests differences between high poverty and medwum poverty districts (std errors=2%-3%).
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MULTIPLE REGRESSION RESULTS

Table 3.16 shows the results of multiple regression analysis. As should be clear, the
bivariate results generally hold when poverty, district size and policy context are considered
simultaneously. Being in an ‘early reform’ state dramatically boosts the reported helpfulness to
districts of state-developed content standards. In fact, state standards appear to be the primary
source of assistance distinguishing districts in ‘early reform’ reform states. Having a Goals 2000
grant appears to be related to having better connections with many different sources of
information, particularly Federal and ‘other’ sources. Higher poverty also appears to boost
connectedness with state and Federal technical assistance and information providers, especially
regarding Federal statutory provisions, but it is negatively associated with assistance in standards-
based reform from ‘other’ sources. Higher levels of poverty also appear to be negatively
associated with the helpfulness of state-developed content standards, a finding that calls for
careful follow-up because it may suggest that high poverty districts consider state standards
beyond their reach.
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Table 3.16

How helpful have sach of the foliowing sources of information or assistance besn in helping you (A) understand or implement comprehensive

SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE Full Model

standards-based reform; or (B) understand the new tlexibility and accountability provisions in the federal legislation?

Districts Districts Log of
.{ Percent w/Goals in Early
DEPENDENT VARIABLE orP| povarty' | 2000 | Rotorm | Dltret
Subgrants’| States’ nrofim
(A) On Standards
STATE SOURCES Wntten guidance from State Education Agency 2370 042 *** 206 - 544 224 **
% of districts reporting State sponsored conferences/iworkshops 29.40 036 *** 150 356 199 °
‘very helptul for ) L
standards-based reform |Other contacts with State officials 2555 0.34 °*° 521 ° 420 417 ***
State developed content standards 3357 022 ° 518 * 1402 **°| 34y **°
Wiitten information from U.S. Department of Education 717 027 ** -026 -382° 2.75 ***
FEDERAL riten informaton T o
SOVURCES ED sponsored conferences/workshops 1416 038 ** 394 -3.63 3.1 *
% of districts reporting ED on-line services 348 017 475 127 11.12
very helptul' 1-800-USA-LEARN 119 008 530 ** | -1.40 030
in implementing
standards-based reform [Other contacts with ED officials 8.20 0.17 737 * -3.42 215 °
Nationat mode| content standards 1153 0003 11.73 *** -2.41 484 **
Regional Education Laboratories 16.83 026 ° 641° 219 0.19
Federally-supported Technical Assistance Centers 1147 037 *** 350 322 343 **
OTHER SOURCES National Science Foundation-funded initiatives 13.06 0.14 558 * 1.15 444
Subject matter associations 28.07 042 *** 10.75 *** 285 789 ***
% of districts reporting
‘very helptul Other protessional associations 2821 035 *** 937 *** -582 413 ***
in implementing
standards-based Education periodicals/publications 2953 0.31 9.33 *** -2.44 6.38 ***
reform Institutions of higher education 984 021 513 ** 033 081
Other districts 30.37 -0.11 407 461 298 **
Other private non-governmental organizations or foundations 560 006 254 -0.99 149 °
(B) On Statutory Provisions
STATE SOURCES Written guidance trom State Education Agency 2294 063 *** 227 0.55 422 ***
% of districts reporting y
‘very heptul for State sponsored conferences/workshops 26 .49 077 *** 396 -7.83 ° 538 ***
new federaIprovIsions | oner contacts with State officials 2297 047 | 443 065 519
FEDERAL Wiitten information from U.S. Department of Education 869 043 *** 026 -3.51 442 ***
SOURCES ED sponsored conferences/workshops 1189 046 *** 107 -0.43 511 **
% of districts reporting ED on-tine services 13.20 015 * 731 351 028
‘very heiptul .
for understanding 1-800-USA-LEARN 1.7 0.13 247 -1.47 083
new federalprovisions | oiher contacts with ED officials 6564 027 | 478° 227 337
Regional Education Laboratories 886 024 ° 6.40 *° 721 *° 142
Federally-supported Technical Assistance Centers 1005 042 *** 710 *° 262 324 **
OTHER SOURCES |[Other professional associations 18.73 -0.08 3.08 317 381 **
% of districts reporting | Education periodicals/publications 1953 -0.06 456 ° 207 421
‘very helpful
for understanding Other districts 2326 -008 366 295 -1.04
new federal provisions K i -
Other private non-governmental organizations or foundations 596 015 * 165 142 095
“The intercept 1s an estimate of the outcomse given mean poverty and mean size. **2p<001 “=p<.0l *ap<05

'Percent poverty= % of 5-17 year-olds living in poverty in the district according to the 1990 Census (std errors= 0.1%)

‘ std errors=1%-3%

“Early Retorm States= KY, MD. and OR (std errors=2%-4%)
“District enroliment= total student enroliment as reported in the Common Core of Data, 1993-94 (std errors=0 6%-0.9%).

Signiticance levels based
on two-tail tests
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SUMMARY: TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO DISTRICTS

Nationally, districts reported they find state and ‘other’ sources of information and
technical assistance most helpful in their reform efforts. They generally do not find.direct help
from Federal sources very helpful which is not surprising since Federal efforts are more likely to
be directed to the state level. One surprising finding was the high rates of contact and the high
helpfulness rating given to education periodicals and publications, suggesting that this avenue of
communication is particularly useful for reaching school districts.

Differences emerged across districts in different policy contexts. Districts in ‘early
reform’ states, for example, seem to be particularly closely connected to state sources of
assistance, particularly state-developed content standards. And districts with Goals 2000
subgrants appear to have multiple helpful sources of information and assistance, suggesting that
they are more *“cosmopolitan” than the typical district in the United States.

District size and district poverty rates also appear to affect the provision of helpful
technical assistance to districts. Larger districts appear to be particularly well connected to
helpful sources of assistance while small districts appear to be isolated. Designing ways to better
reach the smaller districts is a challenge for reformers. Districts with higher poverty rates appear
to be well connected to state and Federal sources of assistance, but do not appear to be very
closely tied to ‘other’ sources of help, e.g., subject matter and professional associations. In
general, higher poverty districts seem to have *“good” connections for information and assistance
about Federal programs, but not especially strong connections for standards-based reform more
generally. This weak link may limit the extent to which Federal programs can promote high
standards in high poverty districts.
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B. STATE LEVEL RESULTS

This section presents results from the Survey of State Officials, in particular Title I
Directors and Goals 2000 Coordinators. Questions were designed to address the extent to which
respondents a) were well-informed about Federal reforms associated with Title I and Goals 2000,
b) received useful information from various sources and ¢) needed more assistance.

STANDARDS-BASED REFORM

State officials generally think that ED has provided them with a clear and consistent
vision of comprehensive standards-based reform. When asked if they agreed with this statement,
58 percent of the respondents reported ‘to a great extent’ and another 32 percent reported
‘somewhat’. A fairly common theme, however, developed in responses to an open-ended
question about concerns that officials might have. While officials concurred that the “vision” of
reform presented by ED is clear and consistent, they also complained that many of the details
associated with carrying out reform were missing. The most often cited gap was in the lack of
Final Guidance on Standards and Assessment. Issues associated with assessment were
particularly troubling for respondents and emerged in a number of places in survey responses. A
number of officials, for example, expressed confusion about how to define “adequate yearly
progress” meaningfully for reform in the absence of a state assessment system linked to standards.
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State officials also reported needing a ‘great deal’ more information on specific elements
of reform. The findings parallel findings at the district level with State officials most often
identifying developing assessments (25%) and linking accountability to student performance
(27%) as areas in which they needed ‘a great deal’ of information. More than half of the officials
surveyed reported they needed ‘some’ or ‘a great deal’ of information and assistance in four of
the six areas of standards-based reform (Chart 3.26).

Chart 3.26
Standards-Based Reform:
Reported Need for More Information/Assistance
State-Level Report

Q4. Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources, please indicate
the extent to which you NEED ADDITIONAL information or assistance in each of the following areas.

LI Reporting Need ‘A Great Deal More’ Information/Assistance

0O . Reporting Need ‘Some More' Information/Assistance

Reports from the state level about the helpfulness of various sources of assistance in
standards-based reform contrast with the earlier reports from the districts level. Whereas only
seven percent of districts found written information from ED ‘very helpful’, 39 percent of state
officials did. And while only 10 percent of district officials found other contact with ED
officials ‘very helpful’, fully 54 percent of state officials found oral information ( phone or
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meetings with ED officials) ‘very helpful.’

In general, Federal sources were clearly among the most valuable sources of information
and assistance on standards-based reform for state officials. (Chart 3.27) Respondents at the
state and district levels were both likely to consider professional associations and education
periodicals and publications as ‘very helpful’ sources of information and assistance. In response
to an open-ended question in which officials were asked about their “preferred” way of receiving
information, the most common responses were “on-line” and “in workshops”. They were very
insistent and consistent, however, that they did not find large national conferences and
workshops useful. They preferred smaller regional workshops where states would be able to
share experiences and learn from each other.

Chart 3.27
Standards-Based Reform:
Reported Helpfulness of Sources of Information/Assistance*
State-Level Report

Q. How helpful have each of the following sources of information or assistance been
in helping you understand or implement comprehensive standards-based reform?

FEDERAL OTHER
| ContactRate: . 98% 94% 6% 56% 30% -71% 85% 86% 52% 76% 06% 96% 85% 98% 55%

% Very
Helpful =

% ‘Hetpfu? Il

% "Not at ait
Helpful

or ]
‘a Little
Helpful

+Based on responses that had contact.
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STATUTORY PROVISIONS

Reports of understanding of new Federal flexibility and accountability provisions were also
high. Among the flexibility provisions, the lowest level of understanding was consolidation of
Federal administrative funds, and, even here, over 70 percent of respondents reported they had a
‘reasonable’ of ‘full’ understanding. (Chart 3.28) Reports of understanding of the accountability
provisions for Title I were similarly high, although 66 percent of state officials expected
establishing adequate yearly progress for school and LEAs and providing technical assistance to
districts to be either ‘moderately’ or ‘very’ difficult to implement.

Chart 3.28
Statutory Provisions:
Reported Understanding and Difficulty
State-Level Report

Q9&21. For each provision identified, please rate the extent to which you understand
the provision and the expected difficulry of implementing it in your district.

UNDERSTANDING UNDERSTANDING DIFFICULTY
FLEXIBILITY ACCOUNTABILITY IMPLEMENTING ACCT

a % Reporting ‘Reasonable Understanding' or 'Moderate Difficulty'

88 <, Reporting 'Full Understanding’ or ‘Very Difficult
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By far, officials were most likely to report needing ‘a great deal’ of information and
assistance in establishing adequate yearly progress criteria. Thirty percent of respondents made
this claim. When reports of needing ‘some’ information are added, initiating corrective action
with districts in need of improvement emerged as a second area where states needed the most
help. Other areas associated with reporting assessment results by student proficiency level and
providing effective technical assistance were also rated highly as areas where assistance was
needed (Chart 3.29).

Chart 3.29
Statutory Provisions:
Reported Need for More Information/Assistance
State-Level Report

Q12. Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources, please indicate
the extent to which you NEED ADDITIONAL information or assistance in each of the following areas.

28,

14

B Reporting ‘Need a Great Deat More' Information/Assistance

O % Reporting ‘Need Some More’ Informatiorv/Assistance
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As they did with standards-based reform, state officials considered Federal sources -
especially written information from ED and oral information from ED - most helpful in
understanding the new flexibility and accountability provisions. (Chart 3.30) A relatively large
fraction of state officials who used ED on-line services and 1-800-USA-LEARN also found them
‘very helpful’, although the contact rate with these sources of information was low.

Professional associations, education publications and other states were also highly rated in
terms of helpfulness.

Chart 3.30
Statutory Provisions:
Reported Helpfulness of Sources of Information/Assistance*
State-Level Report

Q10. How helpful have each of the following sources of information been to your understanding
of the new flexibility and accountability provisions in federal legislation?

FEDERAL OTHER
| ContactRate:  100% 1% .94% - 45%  21% 66% 80% 0B% 9%  64%  89% 45% |

% ‘Very '
Helpful u

% ‘Helpful [}
|72 s

% ‘Not at alt
Helpful ; e BN
or gk i - ::’:1 29 ¢ ‘::_;'

‘a Little ' " v v . 7

Helpful ¥ . 8 |- !

SRAEI i 25

*Based on responses that had contact.
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State officials also gave ED high marks in other areas. For the 34 percent of officials who
reported that their state had been visited by a U. S. Department of Education Regional Service
Team (RST) by the time of the state survey, 47 percent reported integrated program reviews to
be ‘very helpful’ and another 31 percent reported them to be ‘helpful’. Only 18 percent of
officials, whether or not their state had been visited, expected integrated program réview to be
‘little’ or ‘no’ help. None of the officials who had actually been visited by an RST gave such a
report.

In response to an open-ended question about integrated reviews, however, state officials
expressed concerns, most often about program consolidation and individual program compliance.
While ED encourages comprehensive planning and the submission of consolidated plans, states
are not relieved of responsibilities described in the regulations and statutes for individual
programs. This raised questions in the minds of some state officials about the extent of flexibility
that actually comes with integrating programs and the bases of compliance for programs that are
part of an integrated plan. Officials also raised concerns that not all the ED program staff were
“on board” in terms of integrated programs; some still had parochial program orientations. They
were also concerned that RST members might not represent the areas of expertise they most
need.

In general, state level officials reported they have a good understanding of both standards-
based reform and the new statutory provisions in ESEA. They also appear to well-connected to
helpful sources of information and technical assistance. At the same time, they reported the need
for greater assistance in some areas, in particular important areas associated with assessment,
accountability and providing effective technical assistance.
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IV. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

This study was conducted to collect information from school district and state
administrators about their views of reform, the progress they are making, areas in which they need
more assistance and the sources of assistance they find most helpful. The results represent the first
systematic feedback from the field on the state of reform since the passage of Goals 2000 and the
reauthorization of ESEA in 1994. In this chapter, we summarize key findings and discuss their
implications. In short, the results provide possibly important direction to ED in where to target
its technical assistance and information efforts, what areas on which to focus, and how to
effectively reach state and local administrators focused on reform.

Reform Progress

The results show the state of progress in reform. Some of the results suggest good
progress and other results point to areas that need attention. In general, administrators nationally
at both the district and the state level claim to have a good understanding of standards-based
reform, its specific elements, and the flexibility and accountability changes in Title I that came out
.of the 1994 ESEA reauthorization and that are designed to support reform. This understanding is
an important, and probably necessary, step in the reform process. It is far from sufficient,
however. It is also somewhat unclear how much stock to put in statements of understanding
since we have no objective measures of understanding. But it is, at least, probably safe to
conclude that state and local administrators feel very familiar with the basic elements of reform as
well as with the new statutory provisions. State-level administrators, however, stated they needed
more detail on how to operationalize the vision of reform presented by ED. And there is some
indication that district level administrators may be somewhat overconfident in their understanding
since a sizeable minority of district respondents expect reform to require little change on their
part. Certainly this is not the view of the proponents of standards-based reform.

Respondents also identified possibly weak links in the reform process. At both the district
and the state level administrators identified areas associated with assessments and accountability
as areas that require the greatest change on their part, in which they are making the least progress,
and where they need the most help. Another area that appears to problematic at both the state
and district level is providing effective technical assistance to schools and districts that are not
~ making adequate progress. These areas are probably the most critical pieces of the reform
process. While it may be too early to expect states and districts to have these pieces in place, they
are areas in which technical assistance efforts should now be concentrated. If solid development
in these areas does not occur, the reform process is sure to be stalled and its overall effect
severely stunted. The proposal by ED to offer voluntary national tests may help at least some
states and districts in this regard.
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Differences Across Districts

There were marked differences across different types of districts which are both
encouraging and disturbing. On the positive side, the findings clearly show that districts that are
located in states where there is an active state-led reform effort report not only greater
understanding of reform but greater progress. Reports of their understanding also have some
credibility since they also report that reform requires greater change than other districts report.
The relationship between districts and the state in ‘early reform’ states also appears to be closer
and reportedly more helpful than in other states, further suggesting that something different and
productive is happening in these states. These findings suggest that ED continue with its efforts
to provide assistance to states through state-based organizations and associations, such as the
State Education Improvement Partnership (SEIP) which is a collaborative effort of five state-
based organizations (NGA, NASBE, NCSL, ECS, and CCSSO).

The findings also suggest that grants to promote reform from the Federal level to school
districts -- Goals 2000 subgrants -- also influence local views of reform and assessments of the
amount of change it requires, although they do not seem to be strongly related to reports of actual
progress. One explanation for the lack or significant findings on progress is that it was too early
to see effects. Districts had only had Goals 2000 funding for about one year at the time of data
collection.

Differences in reports of district administrators from different size districts are somewhat
disturbing. Smaller districts appear to be at a disadvantage. They report significantly lower levels
of understanding of the various elements of reform as well as less progress. They also appear to
be not well-connected to helpful sources of information and assistance and information. Probably
because smaller districts are less likely to have specialized staff to attend to reform and Federal
program issues, determining effective ways to transmit information to them is not obvious.
Indeed, it is not even clear if many smaller districts have sufficient awareness of reform and its
demands to avail themselves of relevant assistance when it is available.

Any solutions to the problem of the apparent isolation of small districts should probably be
two-pronged including both a demand as well as a supply approach. On the demand side, there
may be a need to make small districts more aware that they are, in fact, in an information
disadvantaged environment. This awareness may make it more likely that districts will attend to
information and assistance when it is available. On the supply side, information and assistance
providers may need to develop a targeted effort to reach smaller districts. Special mailings, and
800 number dedicated to smaller districts, and small district conferences, for example, may more
effectively reach smaller districts than more broadly oriented dissemination and technical
assistance strategies.

Differences in responses across districts with different poverty levels was also troubling.
Districts with the least poverty reported the greatest understanding of standards-based reform and
the greatest progress. Those with the greatest poverty reported they face the most change and
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are apparently having difficulty establishing standards and aligning the curricula, presumably the
early steps of reform. The districts with greatest poverty claim they also need a great deal of
assistance in implementing reform. Not surprisingly, higher poverty districts report they have a
better understanding of Federal provisions, but they also claim they need a great deal of help in
~ providing technical assistance to schools not making adequate progress. In other words, they

apparently understand what they are supposed to do, but do not know how to do it effectively.
Together these findings suggest that, unless there is some focused effort to help high poverty
school districts achieve higher standards, they may lag further behind as reform takes hold in
more affluent areas. The major ray of hope for higher poverty districts comes from the ‘early
reform’ states. The findings suggest they are particularly effective with districts with higher
poverty levels. Closer analysis of what these states are doing to target districts with high levels
of poverty may be well worthwhile.

Sources of Helpful Technical Assistance

The findings on the helpfulness of different sources of assistance to school districts and
states is instructive for ED. State officials find Federal sources especially helpful in reform. They
also place a high value on the assistance provided by professional associations and education
publications. School districts are different. While districts also find professional associations
and educational publications helpful, they do not find Federal sources particularly helpful in their
reform efforts. They do, however, find state sources helpful.

The implications of these findings for ED technical assistance efforts are transparent. ED
should continue its efforts to work through the states. States provide important leverage for
Federal efforts at the district level, and districts clearly value state help. Working through the
states is no doubt also a more efficient route for ED to reach districts than to try to reach the
nearly 15,000 school districts in the country on a case-by-case basis. Any Federal efforts to assist
school districts directly should be targeted to those districts discussed above that appear to be
only weakly connected to helpful sources of assistance, but even here it may make better sense to
work through the states or professional associations with targeted strategies. The findings also
suggest that taking advantage of non-federal education publications may be an effective way for
ED to reach districts.
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Appendix A

U.S. Department of Education School District Survey | OMB No.: 18750118

Expiration Date: 8/31/96
This survey is being administered by the Urban Institute under contract for the U.S. Department of Education. The
survey is designed to collect your views about the value, adequacy and timeliness of federal assistance in your reform
efforts. The questions also ask about your experience with various aspects of comprehensive standards-based education
reform and the extent to which you find different sources of information/ technical assistance useful.

DEFINITION FOR THIS SURVEY: Comprehensive standards-based reform is defined as efforts to improve education for all
students by establishing high content and performance standards and redesigning the various components of the education system -
curriculum, instruction, professional development and assessment - in a coordinated and coherent fashion to support students’ learning
to the standards. Currently. there is discussion of the need to establish new high standards for student achievement both in the content
that students are expected to learn (content standards) and in the level of performance that students are expected to achieve
(performance standards. e.g.. proficient. advanced. novice). Standards go beyond general expectations for student learning in that they
are written. may be externally developed and are to be applied uniformly by all teachers.

DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS (for school year 1995-96)
Before beginning. please describe your district in terms of the following characteristics.

District enrollment (Number of students)
Revenue sources: federal %

state %

local %

Towal 100%

Percentage of students in the district eligible for the free or reduced-price lunch program %

Number of elementary schools < Number of middle/ junior high schools : Number of high schools

Respondent Information: (person completing this form) ' Please make corrections directly on label:

Name:

Last Name Frst Name Middie Iniual

Title Phone Number: ( ) -

Would you be willing to participate in a follow-up interview by telephone?

Yes No
Please return completed survey by June 7, 1996 to: 1f you have any questions, please contact:
The Urban Institute Julie O’Brian
2100 M Street, NW Phone: (202) 857-8739
Washington, DC 20037 Fax: {202) 466-3982
Attention: Julie O’Brian E-mail: jobrian@ui.urban.org

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB

control number. The valid OMRB control number for this information collection is 18750118. The time required to complete this information

collection is estimated to average 30 minutes per response. including the time to review instructions. search existing data resources, gather the data

needed. and complete and review the information collection. If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate(s) of

suggestions for improving this form, please write to: U.S. Department of Education. Washington. D.C. 20202-4651. 1f you have comments or

concems reg: wding the status of your individual submission of this form. write directly to: Planning and Evaluation Service. U.S. Department of
“ucation. 600 Independence Avenue. SW, Washington. D.C. 20202.

ERIC 95 BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Appendix A

1. IMPLEMENTATION OF REFORM

1. The Goals 2000: Educate America Act (Goals 2000) and the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA) support comprehensive standards-based education reform (defined on previous page). Report (a) the
extent to which you UNDERSTAND what it means to implement each of the following components of reform in your
district; (b) how much CHANGE will be required in your district to.implement each component; and © your district’s
actual progress in IMPLEMENTING each component. (Circle your responses.)

a. Understanding b. Change Required ¢. Progress Implementing
No Limited Reasonable  Full No  AlLittle Some AGreat{ Have Linle Some A Great
Under-  Under- Underr  Under | Change Change Change Dealof | not  Progress Progress Deal of
standing standing  standing  standing Change |Begun Progress
‘Establishing high content and 1 2 3 4 | 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
performance standards for all students : . .
Aligning curricula and instructional 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
materials with standards
Developing or adopting assessments 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
linked to standards
Linking professional development to 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
standards
Linking school/district accountability 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
10 student performance .
Building partnerships with 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
parents/community ’
2. Goals 2000 and the reauthorization of ESEA provide for greater flexjbility in implementing federal programs. For each
flexibility provision identified, please rate the extent to which you UNDERSTAND the provision. (Circle your responses.)
Understanding
No Understanding Limited Reasonable Full Understanding
Understanding Understanding
Schoolwide programs through Title 1 1 2 3 4
Waivers of federal education provisions 1 2 3 4
Consolidated planning for federal programs | 2 3 4
Consolidation of federal administrative funds 1 2 3 4
Shift in accountability emphasis from procedural 1 2 3 4
compliance to student performance
3 The reauthorization of the ESEA included changes in accountability mechanisms for Title I. For each provision

identified, please rate (a) the extent to which you UNDERSTAND the accountability provision; and (b) the expected
difficulty of IMPLEMENTING it in your district. (Circle your responses.)

a. Understanding b. Difficulty in Implementing
No Limited Reasonable Full Not at all Minor Moderate Very
Under- Under- Under- Under- | Difficult  Difficulties  Difficulties  Difficult
standing standing standing standing
Establishing adequate yearly progress 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
criteria for schools
Reporting assessment results by student ] 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
proficiency levels
Developing school performance profiles i 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Providing effective technical assistance for 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
schools not making adequate progress
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Using the scale from 1 to 6 where 1 is “none” and 6 is “a great deal”, indicate how much actual influence you think each
person or organization has in: a) curriculum used in classrooms; b) standards of student performance; and
c¢) assessment of student performance.

a. Curriculum b. Performance Standards ¢. Assessment
none a great none agreat none a great
deal , _ deal _ deal
education ) . I Sl S
Local school board 1 2 3 45 6 1 2 3 45 6 1 2 3 45 6
District level 1 2347 6 4 i 34:5 °6 12 4.5
-administrators A B o o o .
Principals and teachers 1 2 3 45 6 1 2 3 45 6 1 2 3 45 6
at the school -

How many schools in your district were identified for school improvement according to Chapter 1/Title I criteria:

a. In the 1995-96 school year? Number of schools Don’t Know

b. For the last two or more consecu\tive years? Number of schools Don’t Know

Please indicate the number of schools in your district that are eligible and currently have or are developing a plan to
have a schoolwide Title I program.

a. In the 1995-96 school year: # of schools eligible
# of schools that have or are developing programs Don’t Know
b. In the 1996-97 school year: # of schools eligible

# of schools that have or are developing programs —_Don’t Know

Have you requested any waivers of federal education regulations?

Yes. (Explain purpose)

No. but planning to request. (Explain purpose)

No. and no plans.

Never heard of federal waiver option.

Is your state an ED Flex state under Goals 20007 _____Yes No —__Don’t Know

Has your district received a subgrant under Goals 2000 for the development or implementation of a local improvement
plan?
Yes No Don’t Know Unaware of provision

Have you submitted, or are you planning to submit, a consolidated local plan/application for ESEA programs?

Yes No Don’t Know Unaware of option

Will your district have the capacity in the 1996-97 school year to:

a. Download information from the Internet? Yes No ___ Don’t Know
b. Transmit information electronically to district schools?
All schools Most schools Some schools __ None
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II. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

12. How helpful have each of the following sources of information or assistance been in helping you understand or
implement comprehensive standards-based reform? (Circle your responses.)
Not at all A Liule Helpful Very No Contact
Helpful Helpful Helpful
‘Written guidance from State Education Agency 1 2. 3 4 0
State sponsored conferences/workshops ‘ 1 2 3 4 0
Other contacts with state officials 1 2 3 4 0
Wnitten information from U.S. Dept of Ed. (ED). 1 2 3 4 0

(e.g.. guidance, other mailings)

ED sponsored conferences/workshops 1 2 3 4 0
ED on-line services ] 2 3 4 0
1-800-USA-LEARN 1 2 3 4 0
Other contacts with ED officials ] 2 3 4 0
National model content standards 1 2 3 4 0
State developed content standards ] 2 3 4 0
Regional Education Labs ] 2 3 4 0
Federally-supported Technical Assistance Centers: 1 2 3 4 0
(e.g.. Chapter 1 TAC)

National Science Foundation-funded initiative ] 2 3 4 0
{e.g.. SSI, USL, RSI)

Subject matter associations (e.g.. NCTM. NSTA) 1 2 3 4 0
Other professional associations {e.g.. AASA) 1 2 3 4 0
Education periodicals/ publications ] 2 3 4 0
Institutions of higher education 1 2 3 4 0
Other districts ] 2 3 4 0
Other private non-govemmental organizations or 1 2 3 4 0
foundations

Other (specify) ] 2 3 4 0

13. How helpful have each of the following sources of information been to your understanding of the new flexibility and
accountability provisions in federal legislation (e.g., waivers, schoolwide programs)? (Circle your responses.)

Not at all A Liale Helpful Very No Contact
Helpful Helpful Helpful
Written guidance from State Education Agency 1 2 3 4 0
State sponsored conferences/workshops 1 2 3 4 0
Other contacts with state officials 1 2 3 4 0
Written information from U.S. Dept of Ed. (ED) ] 2 3 4 0
(e.g.. guidance, other mailings)
ED sponsored conferences/workshops 1 2 3 4 0
ED on-line services ] 2 3 4 0
1-800-USA-LEARN 1 2 3 4 0
Other contacts with ED officials ] 2 3 4 0
Regional Education Labs 1 2 3 4 0
Federally-supported Technical Assistance Centers 1 2 3 4 0
(e.g.. Chapter 1 TAC)
Professional associations (e.g.. AASA) 1 2 3 4 0
Education periodicals/ publications ] 2 3 4 0
Other districts 1 2 3 4 0
Other private non-governmental organizations or 1 2 3 4 0
foundations
Other (specify) 1 2 3 4 0
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14. How frequently has your district received or requested assistance from a federally-supported technical assistance center
in the past 12 months?
Multiple Times Once Never Don’t Know
Poor Fair Good Excellent
If yes, how would you rate that assistance? (Circle ONLY one.) 1 2 3 4
15. Is the recent change from categorical centers to comprehensive regionally-based technical assistance centers affecting
the assistance you receive from these centers?
Yes No Don’t Know

If yes, how?

16. Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources, please indicate the extent to

which you NEED ADDITIONAL information or assistance in each of the following areas. (Circle your responses.)
Have Adequate  Need a Little More Need Some Need a Great Deal
Info. Info/Asst More Info/Asst. ~ More Info/Asst.

Establishing high content and performance standards for all , 1 2 3 - - 4
students

Aligning curricula and instructional materials with standards
Developing or adopting assessments linked to standards
Linking professional development to standards

Linking school/district accountability to student performance '
Building parterships with parents and community
Schoolwide programs through Title I

Waivers of federal education provisions

Consolidated planning for federal programs

Consolidation of federal administrative funds

Shift in accountability emphasis from procedural compliance
10 student performance

— e e e e e R e e
[SEN SIS SIS S S SIS S

WL W W W W W LW
b A DB S DDA LEDN

w

Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for schoots 1 2 3 4
Reporting assessment results by student proficiency levels 1 2 3 4
Developing school performance profiles 1 2 3 4
Providing effective technical assistance for schools not making 1 2 3 4
adequate progress
Other (specify) 1 2 3 4
17. In what format do you prefer to receive information? Please rank the following in order of your preference from 1 to 4,.

with 1 = 1st choice; 2 = 2nd choice; 3 = 3rd choice; and 4 = 4th choice. If you do not have access to format ‘c’

(electronic), circle *No Access.” Rank

a. Hard copy (e.g.. written guidance. journal articles) -

bh. Workshops or conferences _

c. Electronic (e.g.. e-mail, Internet. electronic bulletin boards) _ No Access

d. Other (specify) : S

18. Overall, rate the timeliness with which you have received the following types of information from the U.S. Department of
Education. (Circle your responses.)
Very Slow  Somewhat Somewhat Very Don’t Know / Not
Slow Timely Timely Applicable

Official regulations and guidance on federal programs 1 2 3 4 0
Responses to waiver requests ] 2 3 4 0
Responses to requests for information 1 2 3 4 0

Thank You
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Appendix B

SELF-CONTAINED SURVEY FOR GOALS 2000 COORDINATOR

STATE:

Program:

Respondent's Position/Title:

Survey Completion Date:

Federal Assistance With Comprehensive Standards-Based Reform

1. To what extent do you feel that the written and oral communications of the U.S. Department of Education have
provided a clear and consistent vision of comprehensive standards-based reform? NOTE: Comprehensive standards-
based reform is defined as: Efforts to improve education for all students by establishing high content and
performance standards and redesigning the various components of the education system - including curriculum,
instruction, professional development and assessment - in a coordinated and coherent fashion to support students’
learning to the standards. (CIRCLE ONE.)

Toagreat eXtent ....... ...ttt e e
DON tKNOW . ..o

can o
7
o
3
(4]
£
5
n
=4
O h W -

2. Are there particular areas of confusion? Please describe.
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3. How helpful have each of the following sources of information been to your progress in comprehensive standards-
based reform (that is, to your progress in establishing standards, assessments, curriculum, professional development,

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

etc.) (CIRCLE RESPONSES.)

Source of Information

Not at
all
Helpful

ALitle
Helpful

Helpful

Very
Helpful

No
Contact

Written information from U.S. Dept of Ed. (ED) (e.g.,
guidance, other mailings)

2

3

4

0

Oral information from ED (phone or meetings with
officials)

ED sponsored conferences/workshops

ED on-line services

1-800-USA-LEARN (ED's toll-free number)

National model content standards

Regional Education Labs

New Federally-supported Comprehensive Regional
Assistance Centers

LSEISRICE LS E LN

WlwlWwlw|w]w

aslalsls|s]s

[~ K0 k=) Kol Rl o)

National Science Foundation-funded initiative
(e.g., SSI, USI, RSI)

[ V]

w

H

(=

Subject matter associations {e.g., NCTM, NSTA)

Other professional associations (e.g., CCSSO)

Education periodicals/ publications

Institutions of higher education

Other States

Other private non-governmental organizations or
foundations

————_]—]—

LSRR SH SR E SH LN

Wlwlwlw|w]|w

RN P -

[~} K0 k=) Ko} R} o)

Other (SPECIFY)
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4. Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources on comprehensive standards-
based reform, please indicate the extent to which you peed additional information or assistance in each of the following
areas. (CIRCLE RESPONSES))

Have Need aLittle | Need Some | Need a Great

Adequate More Info or { More Infoor | Deal More

Area Info or Asst. Asst. Asst. Info or Asst.
Establishing high content and performance standards for all 1 2 3 4
students
Aligning curricula and instructional materials with 1 2 3 4
standards
Developing or adopting assessments linked to standards 1 2 3 4
Linking professional development to standards 1 2 3 4
Linking school/district accountability to student 1 2 3 4
performance
Building partnerships with parents and community 1 2 3 4

For ratings ‘3’ and ‘4’ please provide suggestions on how the US Department of Education might help (e.g., do you
have preferred ways of receiving information? On-line? Workshops? Printed materials?)

5. The U.S. Department of Education has recently changed its approach to program monitoring. Are you aware of the
establishment of Regional Service Teams within the Federal Department of Education to conduct integrated reviews
across Federal elementary and secondary education programs?

Yes ___  No

6. Have you been contacted by a member of a Regional Service Team regarding an integrated review of Federal

elementary and secondary education programs?
Yes, our state has been visited by a Regional Service Team
Yes, our state has been contacted by a Regional Service Team member
No, our state has had no contact with a Regional Service Team

7. How helpful do you think the Department’s strategy for conducting integrated program reviews will be to your state in
implementing comprehensive standards-based reform? (CIRCLE ONE)

Not at all Helpful

A Little Helpfu!

Helpful

Very Helpful

Don't Know

1

2

3

4

0

3
in3
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8. Do you have comments or concerns regarding integrated program reviews? Please describe.

Flexibility Provisions

9. The reauthorization of ESEA and Goals 2000 provide for greater flexibility in i i
each of the following flexibility provisions, please rate the extent to Wthh you m@g the provnsnon (CIRCLE
RESPONSES.)
No Limited Reasonable Full

Flexibility Provision Understanding Understanding Understanding Understanding
Schoolwide programs through Title 1 1 2 3 4
Waivers of federal education provisions 1 2 3 4
Consolidated planning for federal programs 1 2 3 4
Consolidation of federal administrative 1 2 3 4
funds
Shift in accountability emphasis from 1 2 3 4
procedural compliance to student

performance

Q 4
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10. How helpful have each of the following sources of information been to your understanding of the new flexibility and
accountability provisions in federal legislation (e.g., waivers, schoolwide programs)? (CIRCLE RESPONSES.)

Not at all .
Helpful A Litde Very No Contact
Source of Information Helpful | Helpful |  Helpful
Written information from U.S. Dept of Ed. (ED) (e.g., 1 2 3 4 0
guidance, other mailings)
Oral information from ED (phone or meetings with 1 2 3 4 0
officials)
ED sponsored conferences/workshops 1 2 3 4 0
ED on-line services 1 2 3 4 0
1-800-USA-LEARN 1 2 3 4 0
Regional Education Labs 1 2 3 4 0
New Federally-supported Comprehensive Regional 1 2 3 4 0
Assistance Centers
Other professional associations (e.g., CCSSO) 1 2 3 4 0
Education periodicals/ publications 1 2 3 4 0
Institutions of higher education 1 2 3 4 0
Other States 1 2 3 4 0
Other private non-governmental organizations or 1 2 3 4 0
foundations
Other (SPECIFY)
11. How would you rate the assistance provided by the U.S. Department of Education with regard to waiver requests?

(CIRCLE ONE.)

a. Nothelpful .. ... .. 1

b. Alitde helpful ... ... 2

c. Helpful ... . e e 3

d. Very helpful .. ... . 4

e. Not applicable, Haven't requested awaiver .............................. 0

For ratings "1’ and "2’ please provide suggestions on how the U.S. Department of Education efforts
might be improved.
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12. Considering all the information and assistance you have received from various sources, please indicate the extent to
which you need additional information or assistance in each of the following areas. (CIRCLE RESPONSES.)

Have Need Some Need a Great
Adequate Need a Little More Deal More
Info. More Info/Asst Info/Asst. Info/Asst.
Schoolwide programs through Title | 1 2 3 4
Waivers of federal education provisions 1 2 3 4
Consolidated planning for federal programs 1 2 3 4
Consolidation of federal administrative funds 1 2 3 4
Shift in accountability emphasis from procedural 1 2 3 4
compliance to student perforrnance
Establishing adequate yearly progress criteria for districts 1 2 3 4
and schools
Reporting assessment results by student performance levels 1 2 3 4
(advanced, proficient, and partially proficient)
Providing effective technical assistance for districts 1 2 3 4
identified as in need of improvement
Initiating corrective action against districts identified as in 1 2 3 4
need of improvement

For ratings ‘3' and *4' please provide suggestions on how the US Department of Education might help (e.g., do you
have preferred ways of receiving information? On-line? Workshops? Printed materials?)

13. Overall, rate the timeliness with which you have received the following types of information from the U.S. Department
of Education. (CIRCLE RESPONSES.)

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very Don’t Know / Not

Slow Slow Timely Timely Applicable
Goals 2000 Guidance 1 2 3 4 0
ESEA, Title I, Part A Regulations 1 2 3 4 0
ESEA, Title I, Part A Guidance 1 2 3 4 0
Responses to waiver requests 1 2 3 4 0
Responses to requests for information 1 2 3 4 0
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