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ABSTRACT
JAMAL ANTHONY CRAWFORD. A study of the effects of school choice on student
achievement. (Under the direction of DR. COREY R. LOCK)

No Child Left Behind (NCLB), the 2002 reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, was the signature education legislation of the
George W. Bush administration. NCLB was but the latest evolution of at least two
previous reauthorizations of the ESEA. In 1988 continued receipt of Title I funds to
schools was first linked to increased student achievement scores (LeTendre, 1991).
Thel994 ESEA reauthorization under Bill Clinton saw the federal government go further
by tying Title I funds to standards-based curriculum reform (DeBray, 2005). What has
made NCLB so different was the punitive approach it took toward Title I schools. The
law guaranteed that parents would have the option of opting out of schools that were
deemed failing under the law. Failing was defined as a school that had not reached its
annual yearly progress goals or, AYP, for two consecutive years.

This study compared two sets of Title | middle school students: students who
remained in their home school, and a matching group of students who chose to opt out of
their Title 1 school and into another school that was not under federal sanctions. Results
indicated that students who chose to opt out of their home school did show academic
growth. However that growth was similar to their peers who remained in their home
school with regard to reading. However, growth was significantly less than their peers
with regard to mathematics; thus casting doubt as whether the federal mandate of using
school choice as means of improving student achievement was having its intended effect.

Implications for future research and practice will also be provided.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

One of the most significant and controversial subjects in education during the past
two decades has been the issue of school choice. In recent years, as more and more
school districts moved to comply with suburban demands of providing “neighborhood
school” options, and as school districts across the nation became more economically and
ethnically re-segregated as a result of neighborhood school assignment options, school
choice has become a flash point of contention. Adding to this volatile mix of local school
assignment and school choice issues are the federal mandates that must be enforced
because of provisions written into the 2002 reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), known as No Child Left Behind (NCLB). Part of
these provisions enact sanctions against public schools, specifically Title I schools, that
do not make adequate yearly progress. Title | schools are schools that have an
economically disadvantaged population of at least 75% as measured by the percentage of
students who qualify for free and reduced lunch. Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) is the
measure used to determine whether or not students are meeting proficiency, or
predetermined pass rates, on reading, mathematics, and science examinations.

Part of then-governor George W. Bush’s education platform was the promise of
increasing accountability of public schools by ensuring that schools could no longer pass

students who were not meeting academic standards from one grade to the



next. In a speech to the Republican National Convention in Tampa, Florida, then
Governor Bush related:

Too many American children are segregated into schools without standards,
shuffled from grade to grade because of their age, regardless of their knowledge. This is
discrimination, pure and simple -- the soft bigotry of low expectations. And our nation
should treat it like other forms of discrimination: We should end it. (Republican National
Convention, January, 2000).

When No Child Left Behind was signed into law in January 8, 2002, now President Bush,
took the opportunity to address those inequities he recounted to the Republican
Convention just a year and a half before. One of the provisions of the law mandated that
local school districts provide a “choice” option for parents who have children in “failing”
schools. “Failing” was defined under the law as a school that does not make AYP for two
consecutive years. This particular provision of the law applied only to Title I schools, and
was the beginning of a series of sanctions that could be applied to Title I schools that
continued to miss the federally mandated AYP measures.

While there has been an abundance of research surrounding issues of school
choice, there has yet been a comprehensive look at this particular requirement of NCLB.
About the only definitive information research has gleaned about the law is that
nationally, approximately only one percent of the eligible students who could transfer out
of a Title I school in sanctions actually choose to do so.

Research Questions

For purposes of this study, four essential research questions were posed.

1. What percentage of eligible Title I middle school students in the school
system in question actually chose to “opt out” of their home school and attend
a new school?

2. Were there differences in the demographic data of the students who chose to
“opt out” and those who did not?



3. Were there differences by academic achievement levels in the percentage of
eligible students who chose to “opt out” and those that did not?

4. To what extent and how do students who choose to “opt out” differ from a
comparison group of similar students who were eligible to “opt out” and
choose not to do so, with respect to their end of grade test scores ?

There have been a number of studies completed on other forms of school choice
such as vouchers, magnet schools, and charter schools. Furthermore, every spring public
schools and school districts across the United States go through the annual testing mantra
where student performance is examined and reexamined. NCLB required all public
schools to report the performance of various subgroups within a school, but no such
reporting is required of Title | students who may have opted into another school as a
result of the No Child Left Behind legislation—unless those students are part of an
already established subgroup within the new school. This then begs the question whether
or not the students who chose to attend a different school under the auspices of NCLB,
were more successful than their peers who chose to continue attending the Title I school.
This study was designed to determine whether federally mandated “choice,” as a means
of action against Title | schools, has been a successful school improvement effort.

Study Significance

The 1983 publication of A Nation At Risk began a new age of accountability in
public education. Simply put, public schools were now under enormous pressures to
reform and produce “better” results by way of increasing student test scores. These
reform efforts took many different forms. There has been middle school reform, high
school reform, school zoning reform, single-sex classrooms, small schools, specialized

schools and dozens if not hundreds of other school reform efforts. Those schools that



could not produce higher test scores (associated with having smarter students) ran the risk
of increasing levels of sanctions being levied upon them. These sanctions ranged from
state level takeovers of the schools where the entire school staff was replaced, to choice-
out options mandated by the federal government under NCLB. While the sanctions
receive lots of fanfare and political scrutiny, there is little in the way of hard evidence
that the sanctions have had the desired effect of improving conditions or raising test
scores at the school. This study examined one of those sanctions, namely the federally
mandated choice option to determine whether such sanctions had the desired effect of
increasing student achievement.
Research Design

In order to examine whether this mandate has been successful, the researcher
conducted a descriptive study using archived end of grade examination data on two sets
of middle school students in North Carolina. It should be noted that this was not a true
experiment because students were not randomly chosen for the study, nor were they
randomly assigned the treatment, which was opting out of an eligible Title I school. No
Child Left Behind required that students be tested in reading, mathematics and science in
grades 3-8. These were the primary data that were analyzed. Based on the criteria set by
the local education authority from which the data were collected, Title | schools were
elementary and middle schools that had at least 75% of the students receiving free and or
reduced lunch. The Title I schools from which data were collected were schools that were
under sanctions by the federal government for not meeting annual yearly progress goals
(AYP) for at least two consecutive years. Under NCLB, this was the threshold by which

this level of sanctions was implemented and when students were eligible to transfer out of



the Title I school to which they have been assigned and into another school not under
sanctions according to the law.
Limitations

1. Thereis a lack of information concerning the characteristics of the parents who
are making the decision whether or not to opt out of their home school, even if it
is a school from which their child is eligible for transfer.

2. Lack of information on specific instructional programs within individual schools.
Instructional programs between schools differ greatly with no one school
implementing the state curriculum exactly the same.

3. In addition to variations among the instructional programs of schools, variations
in the make-up of the staff of schools may affect results as no two schools are
staffed the same way.

4. Statistically, only one percent of students nationally choose opt out of their home
school (Hendrie, 2005, p. 2).

5. The researcher had no control over which students chose to opt out of their
school.

Delimitations

1. Local educational agencies (LEA’s) interpret federal law differently, therefore no
two LEA’s enact the tenets of No Child Left Behind the same. As a result,
interpreting result beyond where the data were collected could prove problematic.

2. Data were collected from students who have spent at least one year in a Title |

middle school and then chose to opt out of that school. As a result, the researcher



has no way of determining if changes in assessment scores are due to other
factors, such as age or maturity of the students.
Assumptions

There were several assumptions that underscored this research that needed to be
addressed. First, the data collected could provide insight into whether students who
choose to opt into affluent schools are more successful than their peers who chose to
remain in their home Title I schools. Furthermore, there was the assumption that national
school reform mandates, such as NCLB have the potential to affect change, and increase
student achievement at the local level of education. The results of this study could
challenge the validity of those assumptions.

North Carolina end of grade examinations in reading and mathematics were given
to all public school students, regardless of the school they attended. It could be assumed
that the assessment instrument was both reliable and valid and, therefore, the data were
reliable and valid and allowed the researcher to draw come conclusions based on the
assessment data. Also, since all students received the same year end assessments, it was
possible to compare student data across schools.

Definitions
1. Title I: The federal legislation that provides additional funding to school districts
and schools that have high concentrations of students who live in poverty. The
standard for receiving these funds is decided by individual school districts, but the
generally accepted threshold is typically set when a minimum of seventy five

percent of the students in a school receive free or reduced lunch.



End of grade test: This is the examination given by the state of North Carolina to
students in all grades 3-8. The test is given in the spring and it measures
proficiency in reading and mathematics.

NCLB: No Child Left Behind was the common name of the 2002 reauthorization
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act signed into law by President
George W. Bush. The legislation mandated that all public schools reach 100%
proficiency by the year 2014. From the law’s inception, states were allowed to set
their own proficiency targets. These targets increased every three years, until the
2014 goal of 100% proficient was reached. In North Carolina where the study
data were collected, the expected proficiency target for all students on the state
reading assessment was 73% on grade level. For the mathematics assessment the
expected proficiency target for all students was 83.7% on grade level.

. AYP: Annual yearly progress; is the measure used to determine whether schools
are meeting federally mandated proficiency levels identified tested areas. For
purposes of the study, reading and mathematics scores were data points examined.
School reform: Efforts to increase the success of school students.

School Choice: The name given to efforts to provide families more options and
control over where their children go to school.

Middle School: is defined as students attending a school with a grade
configuration typically consisting of grades 6-8. Students in these schools range in
age from 11 years old to 14 years old.

Education Value Added Assessment System (EVAAS): A state database used to

warehouse student assessment information.



Summary

School reform has been part of the public debate at all levels since the release of A
Nation at Risk in 1983. This report has sparked action from all levels of government from
the federal government down through individual school districts. Since the release of this
report, it is the federal government that has seen its role in American education change
the most drastically. While the 10" Amendment to the US Constitution gives the states
control over education, the federal government has slowly and more definitively
attempted to take control of education through legislation and how it disseminates federal
funds to the states (Martin. 2012, p. 80). A key portion of this strategy has centered on
increasing the amount of choice given to parents over where their children go to school.
As the federal government has instituted more of these mandates, particularly those
mandated under NCLB, states as well as school districts have been forced to respond.
However, a search of the literature has not revealed research concerning whether or not

these federal efforts have produced results that warrant their continuation.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

The era of public school accountability has generated intense discussion as to the
most efficient manner to increase American students’ reading and mathematics scores on
both state and federal standardized assessments. No Child Left Behind (NCLB),
President George W. Bush’s landmark school reform effort, enacted in January, 2002 was
hailed as the most comprehensive overhaul of K-12 education in the United States. The
legislation was designed to give parents the option of transferring students out of schools
that were labeled as failures, as well as force schools to test and show improvement in all
categories of students. A review of the literature was conducted in order to ascertain the
extent this 2002 legislation has succeeded in its stated intent. Specifically, how states and
local school districts responded to the opt-out mandate in NCLB and to what extent have
these efforts been successful. This chapter will describe the search process in reviewing
the available literature on school choice as a means of raising students’ assessment
scores. Research will be presented on specific means of providing school choice such as
the use of vouchers and charter schools, and whether there is empirical evidence to
suggest that one is more successful than the other in raising the mathematics and/or

reading scores of students who use them.
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Search Process

The research with regard to student achievement data, parental choice options,
and local education agencies (LEA’s) efforts to provide educational choice options were
plentiful. Mathematics and reading data were disaggregated by economically
disadvantaged students, students of color, suburban students and inner-city students.
Furthermore the research has been conducted and gathered by nearly every non-
governmental agency, advocacy group, government agency and educational publication
imaginable. The United States Department of Education (USED), The Broad Foundation,
The Council of Chief State School Officers (CSSO), individual state departments of
education, are just some of the many agencies and organizations from which data has
been compiled. However, with such an abundance of information available, there was a
real danger that the literature could focus only on whatever position a researcher should
decide to assume. For purposes of this review, a wide net was cast to ascertain the extent
of the information available. That wide net led to four main areas of study that were
examined as it related to issues of school choice as a means of increasing student
achievement. First was a general discussion of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) as this
federal law is the catalyst for the research to be conducted. Second, was a review of the
literature surrounding school choice. NCLB requires that Title I schools that fail to meet
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for two consecutive years provide opportunities for
students in the school to transfer to another school within the district. Examining the
concept of school choice as a means increasing students’ assessment scores, particularly
on middle school mathematics and reading, provided a perspective as to why it is such a

driving issue in public education. Third, there was a review of two specific means of
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providing school choice. First, the literature on charter schools was presented. There was
evidence to suggest that students who leave traditional public schools in order to attend a
charter school performed both better and more poorly on standardized assessments as
compared to their non-charter school counterparts. This was followed by a section on
school vouchers. VVouchers allow families to take public funds to send their students to
private and even parochial schools. The use of vouchers is a contentious issue, and like
charter schools, there was research to suggest that students who used vouchers to attend
non-public schools were both as successful and not as successful as their non-voucher
counterparts in public schools. The fourth and final section presented a summary and
conclusions drawn from the literature
No Child Left Behind

The federal role in education has rapidly and inexorably increased over the last
three decades (Martin, 2012, p. 83). This increased involvement has blurred the line
established by the 10" Amendment of the U.S. Constitution that grants all powers not
explicitly granted to the federal government be granted to the individual states. Public
education until recently had been run under the contention that it was primarily individual
states’ responsibility. However because of specific national and global events, the federal
government throughout history had taken the opportunity to increase its hand in public
education. No Child Left Behind (NCLB) was in fact a remnant of then-President Lyndon
Johnson’s War on Poverty. Prior to the 1994 reauthorization of the ESEA, the
Congressional Research Service (1993) issued a brief on the Elementary Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) that reminded readers the ESEA was initially passed in 1965 and

was the educational portion of the War on Poverty. One of the major sub-titles of this
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historic legislation was the creation of Title I, which set aside billions of federal dollars
for schools that specifically served poor children. However, as Congress was set to
reauthorize the ESEA in 1994, there had been a major shift in the national debate on
education. Nine years after the publication and release of the landmark A Nation at Risk
report, education was fully engaged in the accountability era. Congress was then forced
to reframe the national education debate, and subsequently, national funding priorities
surrounding public education. What was being framed was the most comprehensive
increase in federal involvement in public K-12 education since the Soviet Union launched
Sputnik in October of 1957 (Johanningmeier, 2010, p. 348). According to the
Congressional Research Service, some of the stated goals of the 1994 reauthorization of
the ESEA were that all children in America should begin school with the ability to read
and write, a high school graduation rate of 90%, being the best in the world in
mathematics and science, and having all schools being drug and violence free (1993).
Furthermore, the report included the following:

Finally, we have seen in recent years the emergence of a potential new Federal role. This
would involve the establishment of national curriculum standards, and State or regional
assessments based on these, through organizations and processes that are supported by
the Federal Government, although not governed or substantially controlled by it
(Congressional Research Service, 1993, p. 6).

This last sentence is curious even in 1993 terminology. As seen in both Martin (2012)
and Johanningmeier (2010), the federal government has long been comfortable with
flexing its muscle or imposing its will on the states by pulling on the federal purse

strings. A large portion of the debate surrounding the 1994 reauthorization of the ESEA

was the discussion surrounding the education of high needs students. This included
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everything from dealing with the increasing numbers of limited English proficient or LEP
students, to the increasing levels of poverty of all students.

Finally, the 103" Congress also undertook the debate surrounding educational
innovation and school restructuring. Central to this debate was providing parents with
increased options for school choice. There was considerable opposition to the inclusion
of private sectarian schools. In fact, a version of the bill, S.2 of President Bush’s America
2000 did not make it out of the Senate. The report stated, “Supporters assert that choice
empowers parents and involves them more in their children’s education. Parents, by
choosing one school over another, will be wielding a strong accountability weapon
against inferior schools (Congressional Research Service, 1992). The opposition was just
as vocal. The report went on to include, “Opponents focus on threats to education equity
posed by choice. They argued that greater segregation of pupils by race, ethnicity, and
socioeconomic status is likely to arise because choice programs generally do not provide
the required attention to, and financing of, information dissemination, transportation, and
monitoring of the effects of choice” (Congressional Research Service, 1992).

It was clear that the debate over the merits of NCLB did not begin after the
passage of the legislation. Many of the divisions that are in the present-day debate in fact
had their origins while the bill was being written.

No Child Left Behind Analysis

The 2002 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act was
entitled No Child Left Behind and signed into law by George W. Bush in January 2002.
In the current context, this law has been the driving force in education now for nearly a

decade. The law has sparked fierce debate along many fronts as to its success or failure.
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Writing in the Phi Delta Kappan, law professor Ann McColl (2005) captured this
sentiment when she wrote:

There is little dispute over whether NCLB represents an unprecedented level of federal
involvement in the affairs of our public schools. However, there is disagreement between
the law's supporters, who hail this federal intrusion into state and local education as
effective national reform, and its detractors, who argue that the intrusion consists of a set
of politically motivated mandates that are detrimental to our schools (Phi Delta Kappan,
2005, p. 605).

One of the first analyses of the effectiveness of No Child Left Behind can be
found in a report commissioned by the United States Department of Education and
written by Grady and Bielick (2010), examined forced school choice for schools not
making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). The authors found a shift in student
assignment patterns. The authors reported:

From 1993 to 2007, the percentage of students enrolled in assigned public schools
decreased (table 1 and figure 1). With some exceptions, the overall trend away from
enrollment in assigned public schools between1993 and 2007 was evident across student
and household characteristics. The trend away from attending assigned public schools
was evident for White students; Black students; and non-poor students™ students whose
parents’ highest level of education* was some college or graduate or professional school;
students in two-parent households; and students living in all regions of the country. No
measurable difference was found in the percentage enrollment in assigned public schools
from 1993 to 2007 for the following students: Hispanic students, near-poor and poor
students, students in one-parent households, and students whose parents’ highest level of
education was less than a high school diploma or GED (Grady and Bielick, 2010, p.8).
This suggested that the higher the education level and the more stable the household
family, the more likely a family is to avail themselves of school choice options.

Under the guidelines of NCLB legislation, schools receiving federal funds under
Title I who do not meet Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) targets set by the states begin
sanctions. Among these sanctions is that these schools must offer parents the choice to

transfer out of these schools not making growth targets into other schools. With regard to

this portion of the legislation Bathon and Spradlin (2007), note: “A 2004 survey by The
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Council of Great City Schools, found that only two percent of children moved to another
school” (Bathon & Spradlin, 2007, p.3).

Similarly, Howell (2006) in an article penned for the Peabody Journal of
Education found that in 2003-04 school year, of the 46 urban school districts that make
up the Council of Great City Schools, an statistically small number of eligible students
neither applied nor received a transfer under the auspices of NCLB. Howell wrote:

During the 2003—04school year, 983,313 students enrolled in Massachusetts
public schools, of whom 95,458 qualified for NCLB’s public school choice provisions.
To date, just 298 students, or 0.3% of the eligible population, seized on the opportunity to
switch to a higher performing public school. And in this regard, Massachusetts does not
appear exceptional. Among 46 urban school districts that are members of the Council of
the Great City Schools,11,162,695 students qualified for NCLB’s choice provisions
during the2003-04 school year, of whom only 44,372 students (or 3.8% of the eligible
population) requested a transfer, and only 7,878 students (or 0.1% of the eligible
population) actually received one (Casserly, 2004). Although participation rates were up
from the 200203 school year, the practice of school choice still does not appear to be
meeting its promise. As the federal government has not yet determined why a portion of
this landmark legislation is not operating as envisioned, it suggests further area of study
(Howell, 2006, p 141).

Noted educational researcher Bracey (2005), in a brief written for the Education
Policy Research Unit examined the fiscal breakdown of the law. With regard to school
choice Bracey wrote, “Costs are incurred after a school fails to make AYP for two
consecutive years because all students must be offered the opportunity to transfer to a
successful school and the sending school must pay for transportation. The choice option
to date has not worked as envisioned. Few eligible students have changed schools”
(Bracey, 2005, p. ii.).

The transfer option provided under the No Child Left Behind received further

scrutiny by Hendrie (2005). Hendrie also addressed the issue of the lack of students who

engage the transfer option of the legislation. She reported the two sides of the debate:



16

Advocates of the policy are calling for providing schools with incentives to accept
transfers and for giving parents more time, information, and options, among other
changes. States need to hold districts' feet to the fire, those proponents argue, and the
federal government needs to lean harder on states and collect better data. Skeptics about
the provision argue that offering transfers should be only one of several options for
underperforming schools, and certainly not the first sanction schools face. They also say
that transfers should be restricted to certain students, and that Washington needs to send
districts more money to carry out the policy (Hendrie, 2005, p. 13).

There have been other analyses conducted as to whether or not NCLB has lived
up to its stated purpose of ensuring success for all students, particularly those who are
economically disadvantaged. In his 2008 senior thesis at the Dominican University of
California, Schmidt (2008) discusses this very issue. He lays out a very detailed analysis
of the root cause of what he felt was a major flaw in the NCLB legislation. The NCLB
legislation can be traced back to the crafting of the legislation that was to be the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. This was part of then President Lyndon
Johnson’s War on Poverty. In his thesis Schmidt cites Walter Heller who at the time was
chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors for President Johnson. It was Heller who
cited for President Johnson a study that showed a, “correlation between low educational
attainment and poverty.” Schmidt then went on to say:

Although correlation does not prove causation, Heller’s research, coupled with a
quantitative decline in SAT scores in addition to student achievement gaps, helped
Johnson realize the need for increased academic support for those students who are most
commonly poverty-stricken—lower class and minority students. With ESEA, federal
involvement in public education sought to “provide compensatory educational services
for economically disadvantaged school districts” (Schmidt, 2008, p. 19).

Using this historical backdrop, Schmidt argued that NCLB does a disservice to
today’s disadvantaged students. Under the law, in order for a school or school districts to

be judged as successful, they must meet Annual Yearly Progress (AYP). States are

required to set proficiency goals in reading and mathematics for students in grades 3-8.
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All students and students in specific sub-groups (i.e., black, white, special education, etc.)
must meet these targets. If even one subgroup fails to meet the target, despite the success
of every other subgroup or the school as a whole, the school is judged to have failed.
After just two consecutive years of not making AYP, the school begins to fall into federal
sanctions according to the law. Schmidt argues this is problematic because, “...one size
does not fit all and, as such, the status model and subgroup provision have combined to
unfairly affect schools with significant proportions of disadvantage students because they
place these schools at the highest risk for federal sanction” (Schmidt, 2008, p. 21).
Schmidt’s argument is simple. Disadvantaged students have further to go than their
middle and upper class peers. Schools with high percentages of economically
disadvantaged, LEP or even special education students are often the same schools where
there are going to be fewer resources, more inexperienced teachers, higher rates of
teacher turn over, and classroom overcrowding (Schmidt, 2008). This simple but sound
argument seems to run contrary to the stated goal of NCLB to assist these very students
and schools.
State Responses To NCLB

The notion of how the states are coping with the “all or nothing” aspect of
schools and school districts making AYP under NCLB was reported by Wong (2011).
Wong explored how many states have responded to the law. She conducted a regression-
discontinuity analysis in order to assess threats to her research design (Wong, 2011).
Using 2006-2007 Pennsylvania test data, Wong concluded:
This study shows that in at least one state, Pennsylvania, the vast majority of schools that

make AYP do so with the aid of exemption rules...On their own, these findings do not
indicate any type of illegal “gaming” occurring at the school level. Rather it shows that
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majority of Pennsylvania schools benefit from the state policies that effectively reduce
performance standards for proficiency under NCLB (Wong, 2011, p.5).

Rather than face the failure of not making AYP, it would seem that schools and states, are
finding loopholes with which to show some measure of success to avoid sanctions.

The attempt to avoid sanctions was further underscored by a research brief written
by Dietz (2010) for The Center on Education Policy. The CEP, using 2008-2009 data
found about one-third of U.S. public schools did not make AYP. Furthermore the range
of school not making AYP varied greatly by state from a low 6% of schools in Wisconsin
not making AYP to as many as 77% of schools in Florida not making AYP. Because of
the large range of AYP results, the CEP recommended eliminating this provision of
NCLB.

While Pennsylvania and other states are using “confidence intervals” and “safe
harbor” as means to show success under NCLB, others have conducted research as to
whether or not NCLB is interfering with successful state level reform. In an Executive
Summary written for The Heritage Foundation’s Ladner and Lips (2009) say early in the
summary, “After seven years, evidence suggests that No Child Left Behind, like previous
federal interventions, has failed to yield meaningful improvements in students’ learning.
NCLB has also highlighted the limits and unintended consequences of federal
intervention”(Ladner and Lips, 2009, p. 6). Ladner and Lips go on to argue that
beginning in 1999, Florida under then-Governor Jeb Bush initiated statewide school
reform efforts long before No Child Left Behind was enacted. Some of these reforms
included a statewide testing model, school accountability, school choice, private school

choice, creation of charter schools, and new compensation models for teachers based on



19

the success of students on newly created state assessments (2009). The results of
Florida’s reform were clear. Ladner and Lips reported:

The scope of Florida’s progress becomes clear by comparing its students’ performance on
the NAEP exam with that of children in other states. As the chart demonstrates, Florida’s
low-income students now outperform the statewide average of all students in California
(Ladner and Lips, 2009, p.7).

The conclusions drawn from that report are all the more remarkable as NEAP has often
been referred to as “the nation’s report card.” The data gathered from NAEP allow policy
makers and pundits alike to draw conclusions across grade levels, ethnicities, and states
from one nationally norm-referenced assessment, as opposed to culling through fifty
different sets of results from the individual states. However, under the NCLB rules
concerning AYP, based on 2008 test data, none of Florida’s school districts would ever
meet the adequate yearly progress (AYP) required by NCLB. It is this type of disparity
between what states use to measure success of students, and NCLB that has caused
lingering frustration with policy makers at the state and local level with the law.

Hemelt (2011) took a different approach when he examined the subject AYP and
sanctions when he completed an analysis of Maryland state assessment scores from
grades 3-8. Using elementary and middle school achievement data from the Maryland
State Report Card from the 2003-2009 school years, Hemelt completed a regression
discontinuity design when he examined end of year reading and mathematics scores of
schools that were placed in sanctions for failing to make AYP. He wanted to determine
whether schools that failed to make AYP and were placed in sanctions were able to

improve their academic performance as a result of being placed in those very sanctions.

He reported, “Taken together, these findings suggest that schools which fail to make
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AYP due to poor school-wide performance in a particular subject perform worse in the
following year, relative to if no sanctions were in place.” (Hemelt, 2010, p. 711).

From a public policy perspective, this section illustrates there are many varying
views concerning No Child Left Behind. While there is research to suggest the law has
worked as intended (Wong, 2009), there are contravening studies, such 