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ABSTRACT

Less than a year after his inauguration, President George W. Bush secured passage of the No Child Left Behind Act, the self-professed “cornerstone” of his administration. This law was signed into law on January 8, 2002 and cost the taxpayers $26.5 billion, the largest dollar increase ever in federal aid. The No Child Left Behind Act is a revised version of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and represents the central federal law in pre-collegiate education and mandates requirements in almost every public school in the United States. It is predicted to enlarge the federal role in public education (Education Week on the Web 2002). 

Despite initial bipartisan enthusiasm for this federal mandate, the implementation of this law has not gone smoothly. According to some researchers, many factors may derail the carrying out of policy (Elmore 1979; Goggin et al. 1990; Pressman and Wildavsky 1973). One factor in determining how this law may be implemented is public opinion. Recent public opinion polls (Phi Delta Kappa 2003) indicate that public preferences may not be in line with this policy. For example, poll results indicate that the majority of Americans are divided over whether vouchers that allow parents to select private schools actually improve student achievement (Stateline.org 2003).  Some other factors that may affect the implementation of policy include the attitudes of the implementers towards the law, how well implementation guidelines are communicated and state resources. 

This paper provides an analysis of factors that affect state implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act, using the Goggin et al. (1990) communication model framework. We examine the relationship between state characteristics and the extent of implementation using multivariate statistical methods. We analyze state compliance in three of the seven state requirement categories of the act. The categories that we assess include standards and assessments, teacher quality, and school improvement. The dependent variables consist of indexes created from the indicators under these broad categories. Some of the independent variables included in our analysis are partisan control of the state legislature, legislative professionalism, state resources, state minority diversity, and use of the initiative process. The data indicates that federal inducements and constraints are not significant predictors of state execution of the No Child Left Behind Act. Rather, we find that state capacity factors are more likely to affect a state’s implementation of the act. Significant factors include state minority diversity, legislative professionalism, and professional networks. 

No Child Left Behind: The Report Card—Why Are Some States Successfully Implementing New Law and Others Not 
Introduction

During the 2000 presidential campaign, President George W. Bush promoted the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act. Its underlying goals are to close the student achievement gap, hold public schools accountable, create standards of excellence for every pupil, and to put qualified teachers in all classrooms (U. S. Department of Education 2003). Between the time of Bush’s inauguration and the signing of the bill into law, there was considerable debate on the legislation.  Many Republicans in Congress voted for the act. Supporters of the bill believed it would help disadvantaged students do better in school.  According to Representative John Boehner (R-OH), the bill gave “students a chance, and parents a choice, and schools a charge to be the best in the world” (Hopgood 2001).  


Support, however, was not universal; there were many critics of the NCLB Act. Some opponents to this bill argued that school choice may leave disadvantaged school districts in even greater trouble and that it did not allocate enough money for implementation.  Even though Senator Bob Graham (D-FL) approved of the standardized tests component of the act, he argued that President Bush did not offer enough funds to disadvantaged communities (Boston 2001). Other critics were opposed to the provision of vouchers to students in failing schools and some were bothered by the fact that private schools would not be subject to corrective action, school improvement and annual progress reports that public schools would, even though private schools must administer the transferred students a similar exam (Hopgood 2001).  According to Representative Ted Strickland (D-OH), the Bush plan “transfers money out of (troubled) schools, leaving behind a vast majority of students with the vague hope…that a few students may benefit. It’s an assault on the public school system” (Hopgood 2001).  Teacher lobbies such as the National Education Association (NEA) are also opposed to it. The NEA rejects the No Child Left Behind Act because it stresses “punishments rather than assistance, mandates rather than support for effective programs, and privatization rather than teacher-led, family-oriented solutions” (NEA.org 2004). 

The NCLB Act was passed by Congress with bipartisan support and signed into law in January of 2002.  Despite the initial high expectations, many things have gone awry in the implementation of this law. Following complaints from state officials as a result of initial attempts to implement the act, several components of the law have been modified and some deadlines for compliance have been extended (CNN.com 2004; Macpherson 2004).

Implementation Theory

Implementation was not studied in any great detail until the 1970s. Before this time, implementation was assumed to follow the classical model developed by Weber around the turn of the twentieth century. This model stressed hierarchy, efficiency, rationality, and clear lines of authority among other principles. Classical theorists believed that there should be a clear line between politics and administration (Weber 1958; Wilson 1887).  Under this paradigm, there was little reason to believe that implementation would not be carried out as directed.

Beginning in the 1970’s, research questioned these initial assumptions.  Most of the early studies of implementation of American policies were case studies (Bardach 1974; Derthick 1972; Murphy 1973; Pressman and Wildavsky 1973). Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) found that the line between politics and administration is not necessarily clear in all instances of implementation. They use a ‘top-down approach’ analysis of the implementation of a federal program in Oakland that sought to increase employment in that city. Adherents to this approach analyze to what extent the actions of implementers and target groups are consistent with relevant policy goals, to what degree the policy objectives are met and the extent to which the policy impacts are consistent with the objectives. They also examined key factors that affect policy outputs and impacts, including those relevant to the policy and politically significant ones. Finally, they consider how the policy was altered over time based on experience (Sabatier 1986).  Pressman and Wildavsky found that the number of veto points in the case of Oakland in addition to clear lines of communication and authority plagued the execution of this policy.  In fact, the goal of this policy was not obtained and this policy was more or less a failure (1973). 

The next generation of implementation studies focused on “variation in implementation success across programs and governmental units by reference to particular variables and conceptual frameworks” (Sabatier 1986). Like earlier implementation studies, second generation studies maintained the same ‘top-down’ approach. However, they were able to identify six conditions necessary for the successful implementation of policy objectives. Two were clear and consistent objectives and adequate causal theory. Sabatier and Mazmanian (1981) identified the adequacy of a policy jurisdiction in addition to the policy levers given to implementers as a way to verify causal assumptions. According to Sabatier and Mazmanian, another condition necessary for effective implementation was a process designed to enhance compliance by implementers and the target group. Other conditions included committed and skilled implementers, the support of interest groups and sovereigns, and favorable stable socio-economic conditions in order to maintain political support. 

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, a different approach to implementation emerged. This approach stressed a bottom-up perspective. Adherents to this school of thought felt that top-down models begin with the perspective of central decision-makers and tend to leave out other actors (Barrett and Fudge 1981; Elmore 1979; Hanf 1982; Hjern and Hull 1982).  “Bottom-uppers” begin with an analysis of the actors involved at the local level of a specific problem or issue. They focus on the strategies pursued by these actors in obtaining their objectives. Some studies indicate that local actors “deflect centrally-mandated programs toward their own ends” (Sabatier 1986).  


In 1990, Goggin et al. put forth a communications model that they believe better characterizes the implementation process. This theoretical approach will be utilized in this paper because it was designed to frame intergovernmental policy. The goal of this model is to depict implementation over time and determine why different states implement federal laws differently. The dependent variable in this model is state implementation. Specifically, the dependent variables include outputs and outcomes. Outputs can be characterized as agency efforts. Outcomes involve the impact that the law had on society. The authors argue that implementation can be characterized as delay, defiance, compliance, or strategic delay (1990).


The intervening variables in this model are state organizational and ecological capacity. State organizational capacity refers to items such as a state’s administrative efficiency and competency. State ecological capacity refers to factors such as a state’s wealth and the partisan make-up of the governor’s office and the state legislature (1990). 

The independent variables in this model are federal-level and state-level inducements and constraints. An example of a federal level inducement is the allocation of resources to implement the law. For instance, if the federal government for implementation of a law allocates sufficient monies, states are likely to take it seriously. Conversely, a restraint would include sanctions against states that fail to implement a law as directed (Goggin et al. 1990).

As the title of this model suggests, Goggin et al. argue that communications takes center stage in implementation. The message and content of the policy in addition to the level of communication that the federal agencies have with state and local implementation agencies is also likely to affect the success or failure of the implementation of a law. If state and local implementers regard the message and content as credible, the execution of the laws at these levels of government is more likely to mirror the original intent of the law in question. Typically, higher levels of communication facilitate better implementation and lower levels of communication do not. Also, the less communication there is, the more likely it is that the policy will deviate from its original design (Goggin et al. 1990).

Literature Review

To date, the literature available on the implementation of federal education policies is somewhat sparse. This is due, in part, to the fact that education policy is primarily made within the state and local legislative arenas. Nevertheless, some federal education guidelines have been enacted when there has been a public perception of crisis in education. 

Radin (1977) conducted one of the first evaluations of the execution of federal education reform. This study examined the implementation of local school desegregation policy by the Office of Education (OE) and the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW).  The author found that the policy reached administrators without clear direction from policymakers. As desegregation was enacted in school districts across the nation, opposition arose from implementers and interest groups alike who initially worked to subvert the OE and HEW’s goals. OE used an avoidance strategy to deal with school desegregation. It relied on paper compliance and did not know if the paper submission accurately described conditions in schools at the time. Staff limitations made it difficult for OE staff to address complaints and operated without any knowledge of the circumstances surrounding the complaints. Radin suggests that the lack of a politically connected constituency for administrative enforcement reinforced state control of school segregation. 

One early article on education implementation is Jerome Murphy’s (1974) analysis of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). Title I of this act was designed to create innovation, to strengthen the states, to connect research with schools, and to make the plight of the poor the nation’s first education priority. After an analysis of the bureaucracy and politics involved with the implementation of Title I, Murphy concluded that federal and state agencies have a limited capacity to execute reform. He added that “translating an Act into action is marked by marginal changes, not sudden great leaps forward.” He indicated some of the factors that impeded the implementation of this act including local autonomy of education agencies, the fact that reformers were not the implementers, inadequate staff, a disinclination to supervise local execution of Title I, a tradition supporting local control of public education, and the absence of pressure from the impoverished as reasons Title I was not implemented successfully at the time his work was published. 

Murphy also analyzed Title V of the ESEA (1974). Title V is the section of ESEA that provided grants to states to strengthen state departments of education. He found that despite scholars’ pleas for consolidation of authority in order to provide implementers with the necessary tools and plans to attain desired change, the conventional options available to the federal government had limited usefulness when applied to the different environments that surrounded each state department of education. 

The largest federal initiative in higher education began in 1965 with passage of the Higher Education Act (HEA). The HEA strengthened many earlier programs and provided federal education in new areas. Seven titles were established under the HEA for the purposes of continuing education programs and community service, increasing funds for library materials and training library personnel, strengthening developing institutions, establishing student assistance through educational opportunity grants and work-study, developing A National Teachers Corps to place teachers in low income areas, and purchasing teaching equipment and remodeling facilities.  According to Larson (1980), the failure of the implementation of ESEA, HEA, the 1972, 1974, 1976, and 1978 education amendments can be attributed to the lack of clear and realistic goals. 

Moore et al (1983) analyzed the effect of federal education programs and requirements, namely the ESEA, on state and local districts. They found that state education agencies and states were generally stronger than they had been in the past. Moore et al discovered that states pursue their own agendas and modify federal programs to the state environment. They also found that states have better organizational capacities than before, but that these capacities are contingent, in part, on federal money.  The authors also concluded that even though intergovernmental conflicts existed, that they are not massive or widespread. Furthermore, they asserted that a lot of state administrative problems are exaggerated and are unfairly attributed to the federal government. 

In 1983, the National Commission on Excellence in Education published a report titled A Nation at Risk.  This report was critical of the education system in the United States and was concerned about the implications for the future of the country.  In the words of the commission, the ability of America to maintain a dominant standing in “commerce, industry, science, and technology” is “at risk.” According to the Commission, the problems in education quality are the functional illiteracy of over 20 million Americans, American students’ lower performance than students from other First World nation on over fifteen academic tests, the perpetual decline in achievement test scores, and the proliferation of remedial courses at the college level.  In addition, for the first time in the history of the United States, the educational skills of the present student generation will be lower than those of their parents. 

Many states implemented education reforms in response to this report.  Fuhrman et al. (1988) examined the patterns of state and local relationships in the execution of the state reforms that ensued after the publication of the aforementioned report.  The authors interviewed educators in 24 districts in 59 schools in Arizona, California, Florida, Georgia, Minnesota, and Pennsylvania. One of the reforms these states enacted was the establishment of student standards. Examples of student standards are state graduation requirements, longer school days, minimum grade point averages, the addition of new courses, and new exit tests. Fuhrman et al. found that the new student standards created few problems for school districts. Some districts had difficulty locating math and science teachers. Other school districts had facility problems such as adequate laboratory space. Again, the problems of implementation of student standards were minor in the states that were analyzed. 

Teacher standards were also enacted in some states at this time. The six states that were studied enacted stricter requirements for entry into the teaching profession with tests, course, and grade point average requirements. Some states altered the career ladders in the teaching profession. The teacher policies faced more problems in implementation than the student standard reforms did in the states that were studied. Career ladder programs such as the Florida Master Teacher Program were not well designed or executed. However, the authors found that districts with a critical need for new teachers put state teacher policies to “enthusiastic use.” 

Marsh and Crocker (1991) examined middle school reforms in California made in response to the publication of A Nation at Risk.  These reforms were detailed in a report titled Caught in the Middle, written by a state task force. The reforms included school restructuring, curriculum reform, and a sensitive approach to adolescents.  Marsh and Crocker concluded that implementation was uneven across each school. They found that all schools in their study had difficulty making organizational structure changes, such as carrying out a core curriculum for all grades. However, they found that schools in their study were working hard to implement the reforms. 

This literature highlights some of the problems embedded in implementation of education policy. Among these problems are state and local autonomy concerns, effective communication, insufficient resources and other capacity issues. In this research, we hope to identify some of the factors that facilitate or impede state implementation of federal education policy.  The next section of this paper provides the goals of this act.  Detailed requirements for elements of the three categories under examination in this paper follow. Then the methodology and findings are presented. The final section concludes. 

Synopsis of The No Child Left Behind Act

This Act includes many components ostensible to promote gains in student achievement and to hold schools and states more accountable for student progress. One of these measures is annual testing. States must develop their own standards for what a student must know and learn for every grade. Standards must be developed in mathematics and reading immediately. Beginning in the 2002-03 school year, schools were required to administer tests in each of three grade spans testing state developed standards. These spans are grades 3-5, grades 6-9, and grades 10-12 in all schools. By the 2005-06 academic year, states are required to test pupils yearly in mathematics and reading. Beginning in the 2007-08 school year, science achievement must also be tested. A sample of 4th and 8th graders in every state must also take part in the National Assessment of Educational Progress testing program in reading and math each year so as to provide a comparison point for state test results (Education Week on the Web 2002; U. S. Department of Education 2002b). 


States must bring all pupils up to the proficient level on state tests within twelve years. Each state, district, and school is expected to make progress toward meeting state standards as well. Individual schools must meet yearly targets toward this goal for both their pupil populations and for certain demographic subgroups, too. Examples of these subgroups include the financially disadvantaged, racial and ethnic minorities, and students with disabilities or limited English proficiency (Education Week on the Web 2002; U. S. Department of Education 2002b). 


This act also provides parents with choices in regards to their children’s education. An important element of this legislation is the provision where parents with children in a school identified as in need of improvement will be able to use federal education dollars in the form of vouchers to obtain “supplemental educational services” (U. S. Department of Education 2002b). These services include tutoring, after school services, and summer school programs. These services can be obtained at religious, secular, public, or private schools. One other choice option available to parents under this legislation includes the provision where parents can send their children to a better performing public school or a public charter school if their child is attending a school in need of improvement.  If a school fails to meet its progress target for two consecutive years, its students must be offered the aforementioned choices. Under the NCLB Act, almost $200 million in federal funds was allocated to state and local communities to create and fund charter schools (U. S. Department of Education 2002b).


Another provision of this legislation is the issuance of state report cards. Beginning with the 2002-03 academic year, states are required to create annual report cards indicating student-achievement data categorized by subgroup and information on the performance of individual school districts. Districts are also required to provide similar report cards with individual school data.  Also included in this act is the mandate that every teacher working in a public school must be highly qualified. Under this law, highly qualified means that teachers must be certified and demonstrate proficiency in their subject matter. Starting with the 2002-03 school year, all new teachers hired with Title I money must be highly qualified. Within three years, all school paraprofessionals must have completed a minimum of two years of college, obtained an associate’s degree or higher, or met an established quality standard. This requirement went into effect immediately for newly hired paraprofessionals. A new competitive grant program (Reading First) was created. Nine hundred million dollars was allocated under this program in 2002 to help states and districts set up scientific research-based reading programs for children in grades K-3 with priority given to poverty stricken locales. A smaller early-reading program was created in an attempt to help states better prepare 3-5-year olds in high poverty areas to read as well (Education Week on the Web 2002; U. S. Department of Education 2002b). 

Description of Three Categories of Analysis


We are examining three categories of compliance. These are based on measures taken for the year 2003. Due to the backlash over some poor results, the federal government has since modified some of the requirements. One of the categories we study is standards and assessment. There are eleven requirements in this category. Two of them are reading and mathematics standards. Under these requirements, each state must have academic content standards in reading/language arts and math in grades 3-8 and high school as required under the 1994 ESEA. States must also have science standards.  States are required to have academic content standards in science in one grade level 3-5, one grade level 6-9 and one grade level 10-12 no later than by the 2005-06 school year. Two other requirements include annual assessments in reading and mathematics. States must implement a system of standards-based assessments in these subjects in grades 3-8 and in high school no later than the 2005-06 school year. States are also required to administer standards-based assessments in science in one grade level 6-9 and one grade level 10-12 by the 2007-08 school year (Education Commission of the States 2003).  

All states must also ensure that Local Education Agencies administer an annual assessment of English proficiency to all Limited English Proficient (LEP) students by the start of the 2002-03 academic year. Under this act, states must create a policy to ensure inclusion of 100% of LEP students in state academic assessments no later than the year specified for each subject, too. Each state must devise a policy to ensure inclusion of 100% of students with disabilities and all migrant students in state academic assessments by the year specified for each subject as well.  Finally, states are required to make results available to the public (Education Commission of the States 2003).

The second category of compliance is school improvement. There are seven requirements that states need to meet under this category.  States must identify schools for improvement, corrective action or restructuring before the beginning of the school year and ensure that Local Education Agencies (LEAs) notify parents in a timely manner. Another requirement is technical assistance. States must implement a system to provide “scientifically based” technical assistance to schools identified for school improvement, corrective action, and restructuring, and the state must make LEAs aware of their technical assistance duties to schools carrying out improvement plans. Students must be able to transfer from schools identified as “in need of improvement” to transfer to another public school in the district that has not been labeled as in need of improvement. Each state is required to implement a system of rewards and sanctions for all schools. States must create laws to authorize at least one of four governance options. These options include reopening as a charter school, replacing all or most of the school staff, entering into a contract with an entity such as a private management company to operate the school, or turning the operation of the school over to the state. All states must also make provisions for corrective actions for LEAs (Education Commission of the States 2003).

The third category of compliance in our analyses is teacher quality. There are five requirements that fall into this category. All states must create a definition for “highly qualified teachers” that meets the requirements of the NCLB Act by the beginning of the 2002-03 academic year.  The states’ definition of highly qualified elementary, middle, and secondary school teachers must include provisions for license or certification by the state. New elementary teachers must have a bachelor’s degree and pass a state test demonstrating subject knowledge and teaching skills in the basic elementary school curriculum. New middle/secondary schoolteachers must have a bachelor’s degree and demonstrate competency in each of the academic subjects taught or complete an academic major or coursework equivalent to a major, graduate degree, or advanced certification. Existing public elementary teachers must demonstrate a competency in all subjects taught and have a bachelor’s degree. Existing public middle/secondary schoolteachers must have a bachelor’s degree and meet the requirements for new public middle/secondary schoolteachers or demonstrate competency in all subjects taught. State evaluation standards must be in place to judge teacher competency for existing elementary, middle, and secondary public teachers (Education Commission of the States 2003).  

Under this category, states must also develop a system where existing elementary, middle, and secondary public school teachers demonstrate subject-matter competence by 2002-03 for new Title I teachers and no later than 2005-06 for all core academic school teachers.  All states must have a test in place for new elementary school teachers. They must also establish an annual measurable objective for LEAs to meet the goal for “highly qualified teachers” in every classroom by the beginning of the 2002-03 school year for new Title I teachers and by 2005-06 for all core academic subject teachers.  States are also required to have a highly qualified teacher in every classroom. Lastly, states must establish a yearly measurable objective for increasing the percentage of teachers receiving high-quality professional development (Education Commission of the States 2003). 

Empirical Model: Data and Measurement


As discussed in the previous section, three dependent variables are used for the implementation of the NCLB Act in our analyses.  This act requires that the states meet forty different criteria that fit in seven broad categories. These categories include standards and assessments, accountability, school improvement, safe schools, supplemental services, the report card, and teacher quality. We focus on the three categories that were emphasized by President Bush during the 2000 presidential election. Again, these categories are standards and assessments, school improvement, and teacher quality. 

The dependent variables consist of indexes created from the indicators under these categories. These indices are based on data from The Education Commission of the States (ECS) (2003). For each of the forty criteria, the ECS ranked the states’ implementation progress on a 3-point ordinal scales (appears to be on track, appears to be partially on track and does not appear to be on track). For each of the criteria under the three categories studied, we assigned the number 5 to the ranking “appears to be on track”, 3 to “appears to be partially on track” and 1 to “does not appear to be on track”. The scores were added for each criterion in each category to create an index. There are 11 criteria for standards and assessments, 7 for school improvement and 5 for teacher quality. 

       Even though the NCLB Act is a national policy, the federal government depends significantly on state and local governments for its implementation. In order to control for state and local factors as well as national-level factors, we base our analysis on Goggin et al.’s (1990) Communication Model, which was designed for the implementation of intergovernmental policy.  Again, the Communication Model describes the influence of the federal government in terms of inducements and constraints.  The federal government can compel the states to act through inducements such as grants, constraints such as sanctions or a combination of both. 

       The NCLB Act represents a combination of both inducements and constraints. While it provides for greater federal resources to improve low-performance schools, it also imposes heavy sanctions (loss of federal education funding) against states that do not meet the requirements of the act.  Although the federal monies do not represent a large proportion of the states’ education budget (roughly between 4% and 16%), many states are facing tight fiscal budgets and the loss of this money could be damaging. The act may not impact each state equally; some states depend more heavily on the federal government for their education budget. To control for the impact of federal education funding, the percent of the state education budget received from the federal government for the 2000-2001 school year (U.S. Department of Education 2002) is included as a measure of federal inducements and constraints. 

      Actors at the state and local level (interest groups, local officials and agencies) can shape the implementation of legislation. While federal inducements and constraints represent a top- down influence on implementation, pressure from local and state groups represents a bottom up effect. Depending on how legislation impacts local groups, they may either act to boost or hinder implementation.  At the state level, one of the groups most likely to be impacted by the NCLB Act is the public school teacher lobby. To control for possible lobbying activities of teacher groups, a count of the number of public teacher groups in each state was added (Gray and Lowery 1997).

       Although actors at the federal, state and local levels may attempt to influence state policy, states may still disregard these players and enact its own preferences.  This can occur if the “messages” sent by these actors are not considered credible. Credibility is based on a number of factors including clarity of message, accompanying resources to implement a policy and whether the “message” came from a federal actor who is perceived to be credible and legitimate.  How much leeway a state has in disregarding such messages is based on state resources.  The ability of states to discount outside messages is defined by Goggin et al. (1990, 119) as state capacity.  This capacity falls into two categories: ecological capacity and organizational capacity. Ecological capacity concerns the “contextual environment in which state government operates” (Goggin et al. 1990, 911). The state operates within three environments: economical, situational and political.  Economical capacity concerns the availability of monetary resources. The ability of a state to ignore provisions of the NCLB Act and risk losing federal education dollars depends on the current fiscal climate of the state. We operationally define this economic climate as the state debt per capita (in millions of dollars) for 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau 2002). 

       The political environment includes both the attitudes of the citizens as well as public officials. There are a number of aspects of the state environment that may influence opinions about public policy. The first is exposure to direct democracy. Previous research suggests that state electorates with frequent exposure to direct democracy (ballot initiatives) have a greater knowledge of public policy (Tolbert, McNeal and Smith 2003).  This suggests that there is an educational value associated with direct democracy.  Interest groups in their attempts to gain passage or defeat of initiatives wage an issue advocacy war.  Through these battles, the public can become informed about policy. Despite the informational benefits, a danger occurs if one side does not have sufficient funds to be heard (Lupia 1994; Magleby 1988).  At the state level, the most dominant interest group is the public school teacher lobby (Thomas and Hrebenar 1999).  Given the resources of the public school teachers lobby, it may have sufficient resources to overshadow most opponents in the battle over education policy. As a result, the information about education policy obtained by the public through issue advocacy has a potential for being one-sided. To control for the impact of the initiative process on public opinion, the average annual number of citizen initiatives appearing on state election ballots from 1895-2002 (cf. Tolbert 1998) is included in the analyses. 

         A second political factor included in the models for its potential to impact public opinion is state racial diversity. Previous research (Hero and Tolbert 1996) indicates that much of the variation in state educational and social policies can be explained by racial/ethnic diversity. They found that in states with heterogeneous populations, Blacks and Hispanics were more likely to benefit from favorable policy outcomes unlike states that were homogeneous or bifurcated.  The state racial context is measured by an index of racial and ethnic percentages, created for the fifty states using 2000 Census demographic data on the size of the Black, Latino, Asian and non-Hispanic white populations using the formula presented in Hero and Tolbert (1996). 

           There are a number of factors that can influence the opinion of policymakers. The first is partisanship.  President Bush championed the NCLB Act in the 2000 campaign and therefore it has become identified with the Republican Party. As a result, states whose legislature is controlled by the Democratic Party may be less receptive to the act. We measure party control of the government by the percentage of Democrats in the state legislature in 1999 (United States Bureau of the Census 2000).  While party control is one factor that can influence support of the state legislature for the act, another is overall ideology of state officials. We operationally define this factor using Berry et al.’s (2001) measure of state government ideology for 1999. This measure is on a liberal-conservative scale. 
        While partisanship and ideology of a legislature can hinder the implementation of policy, legislative professionalism may serve to enhance its effectiveness.  It is expected that the implementation of policy will be greatest in states with more professional legislatures because decision makers in these states should have greater familiarity with and expertise in issue areas.  We measured this factor by an index created by Squire (1992) that uses the U.S. Congress as a baseline against which to measure the salary, staff, and time-in-session of the 50 state legislatures. 

       We also measure a state’s participation in professional networks as a control for issue area expertise with a dummy variable measuring leadership by state officials in the two most important state government organizations; the National Council of State Legislatures (NCSL) and the National Governor’s Association (NGA) (see McNeal et al 2003). These two organizations provide information and opportunities to discuss many state-level policy innovations.  We would expect states with more professional networks and leadership to be more likely to implement the NCLB Act.  If a state had representation in the leadership of the NCSL or NGA in 2002 they were coded 1, and 0 for otherwise.  We define “leadership” as state membership on the NCSL’s Executive Committee of ten and officers on the education standing committee.  Leadership within the NGA consists of the nine-member Executive Committee and the officers of the education standing committee. 

      The final area of ecological capacity is state situational capacity. Goggin et al. (1990, 145-6) include in this category such factors as public awareness. States are more likely to respond to an issue if the public believes that a problem exists. Two variables are included as indicators of the severity of a problem in the educational system of each state. The first is the percent high school graduation in 1999 (U.S. Census Bureau 2002). States with lower graduation rates or conversely higher drop out rates are expected to respond greater to education reform. The second measure of problems with the education system is gaps in spending between school systems. We control for this variable using gap in per-pupil spending between highest and lowest spending school districts (adjusted for regional differences and student needs) in a state for 2000 (stateline.org 2004). 

      While ecological capacity focuses on the environment in which policy implementation takes place, organizational capacity concerns the resources of the state agencies that oversee the policy implementation. Among the factors influencing organizational capacity is personnel. The number of state-operated public elementary and secondary agencies (1999-2000 school year) was included as a measure of this organizational resource (U.S. Department of Education 2002).  Financial support committed to carry out a policy is also a significant indicator of capacity. To control for state-level financial commitment to education, the percent of the state education budget received from the state government for the 2000-2001 school year (U.S. Department of Education 2002) is included. Like federal support, this percentage varies greatly from state to state (roughly between 20% and 90%). 

      Finally, Markell (1993) expands the definition of organizational capacity to include a strong record of policy implementation of an issue area. For the dependent variable, teacher quality, we add three control variables as indicators of a state’s track record for commitment to teacher quality. The first is pupil/teacher ratio for the 1999-2000 school year (U.S. Department of Education 2002). The second is a scale of teacher knowledge constructed by 5 areas tested on a state’s teacher accreditation examination: basic skills, subject matter general knowledge, knowledge of teaching and assessment of teaching performance. This measure was constructed using data for the 1999-2000 school year (U.S. Department of Education 2002). The final measure is a dummy variable coded 1 if a state used mandatory testing during the 1999-2000 school year for program evaluations and 0 otherwise (U.S. Department of Education 2002).   

       The focus of the standards and assessment requirements of the NCLB Act is that the states have academic content standards in place and that regular mandatory testing take place to ensure that these standards are met. Mandatory testing is not a recent policy innovation; it had already been implemented in most states before the passage of the act.  Since mandatory testing had become prevalent before the passage of the act, the use of mandatory testing for high school graduation was used as a measure of a state’s record of standards and assessment. This variable was chosen because it appears to best incorporate both the notion of setting standards and enforcing them as mandated by the criteria of the standards and assessment requirements. The variable is coded 1 if a state in the1999-2000 school year used mandatory testing to determine high school graduation and 0 otherwise (U.S. Department of Education 2002). 
         The focus of the school improvement requirement of the NCLB Act is that individual schools are assessed by their ability to meet certain standards. In addition, corrective actions are in place to reward and sanction schools based on how well they meet or fail to meet these requirements.  We have added two variables to indicate a state’s record on school improvement. The first is the dummy variable for using mandatory testing for program evaluations. The second is a dummy variable coded 1 if a state during the 1999-2000 school year used mandatory testing for school recognition and awards and 0 otherwise (U.S. Department of Education 2002).   

Findings and Discussion

      Since the three dependent variables measuring implementation of the NCLB Act are continuous, OLS regression coefficients are reported. While the findings in Table 1 indicated that the three dependent variables were influenced by different factors, certain patterns appear. The first is that federal-level inducements and constraints are not having a significant impact on implementation. Federal funding was only significant for teacher quality and the relationship was negative. The negative sign may be indicative of the fact that states in which a greater proportion of the education budget comes from the federal government are poorer and may be having difficulty meeting the teacher quality goals. These requirements have proven to be the most costly and hardest to achieve. They have proven arduous enough to meet that the federal government has already been forced to extend deadlines for meeting some criteria for teacher quality (CNN.com 2004).  As with the federal government, actors within the state also had little impact on implementation. The strength of the public school teachers lobby was not significant in any of the models.

Table 1 about here

      While federal and state inducements and constraints seem to have little influence on the carrying out of the NCLB Act, a number of the measures for state ecological capacity and organizational capacity factors were found to have a significant impact. This is to be expected under the Goggin et al. (1990) model. By its very definition, state capacity is the ability of the state to ignore outside influences and impose its own preferences. The lack of significance of federal and state inducements and constraints would predict that state capacity factors play an important part in the implementation of this act.

      The category of variables playing the greatest role appears to be the state political ecological capacity. Minority diversity was significant and positive for both teacher quality and school improvement while professional networks was significant and positive for standards and assessments. In addition, the criteria under school improvement were likely to be enforced under Democratic controlled and more professional legislatures. On the other hand, the standards for teacher quality were more likely to be employed in states with more liberal and less professional legislatures.  

      The finding that less professional legislatures were more likely to implement requirements under teacher quality is unexpected. One possible explanation is the controversy surrounding the requirements of this part of the act.  Teacher quality has become one of the more difficult parts of the act to carry out and as a result one of the more controversial components.  It is possible that more professional legislatures with greater knowledge in issue areas are using this expertise to question elements of the act instead of as an aid to implement it.

       While the models in Table 1 suggests that state political ecological factors play an important role in implementing the NCLB Act, situational and economical ecological capacity do not. State debt was not found to be a significant predictor in any of the models and the only situational factor found to be significant was gap in spending between highest and lowest spending districts. It was significant and negative for standards and assessments. This indicates that states with more even funding among districts were more likely to have academic standards in place and use mandatory testing to ensure these standards are met. The gap in spending between districts was conceptualized as an indicator of problems within the school system of a state and a motivator for improvement. The negative sign suggests that it might be better conceptualized as an indicator of problems but not necessarily a motivating factor for improvement. 

         Like ecological capacity, certain elements of organizational capacity were found to be more important in carrying out elements of the NCLB Act than others. Economic and personnel factors of organizational capacity were not very significant to its implementation. The only variable found significant for these categories was the number of state-operated public elementary and secondary agencies. This is positively related to teacher quality.  While personnel and economic factors of organizational capacity were not found to be very significant, a proven track record of innovating in education policies was.  States with smaller pupil/teacher ratios and those who use mandatory testing for program evaluation were more likely to implement the teacher quality components of the NCLB Act. Conversely, states that had not used mandatory testing for program evaluation were more likely to carry out requirements of the school improvement component of the act. This last finding is surprising.  It is possible that states with a problem of inconsistent outcomes among school districts in the past had begun using mandatory testing to address this problem. In this situation, the use of mandatory testing may be more of an indication of an underlying problem instead of a measure of innovation. 
Conclusion


This study has examined factors associated with the implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act—a federal mandated education reform act.  Since carrying out this policy will require the efforts of state and local government as well as of federal-level officials, we based our analysis on Goggin et al.’s (1990) Communication Model. 

         The data suggests that inducements and constraints from the federal government or local and state interests did not have a significant impact on implementing the act.  Instead, state capacity (or the ability to ignore these inducements and constraints) was the dominant factor.  The variables having the greatest impact were related to state political ecological capacity including state minority diversity, legislative professionalism and professional networks. In addition, there was also support for the argument that a history showing a proven track record of innovation in education policy is a positive indicator for implementation of the act.

        It is not entirely surprising that a state’s political environment was the most important factor in determining whether it would carry out the NCLB Act. There is considerable evidence that suggests that the “message’ from the federal government is not perceived as credible by state officials.  On March 23, 2004 the Minnesota Senate Committee voted not to implement the act even though it could mean forfeiting $200 million in federal funding. Minnesota spends nearly $6 billion a year on K-12 education of which federal funding only represents a small percentage. The Committee was motivated in part because it felt that the act imposed an unwanted intrusion by the federal government into state education policy (Bakst 2004).  In addition, over the last several months, 20 Republican controlled states facing tight budget constraints have passed resolutions asking the federal government to scale back requirements of the act and to provide greater federal funding for its implementation (Macphersen 2004).  

       These examples indicate that the act is being perceived as under-funded, having unrealistic goals and represents an unwanted invasion of the federal government into a policy area that is a domain of the state and local government.  In fact, when Utah lawmakers were considering a measure to not comply with this law, State Senator Dave Gladwell, a Republican and the Utah bill’s sponsor, stated that “We don’t want to embarrass President Bush or his administration, and yet we’re kind of sensitive to our state sovereignty” (Dillon 2004, 20). These examples of resistance by states to implement the No Child Left Behind Act also support conclusions of the Communication Model.  A main theme of this model is that when states are charged with implementing intergovernmental policy they are faced with many different messages, some of which may conflict.  The messages come from the federal government, local and state interest groups as well as state officials who have their own preferences.  Which ones are given greatest consideration depends on if they are perceived as credible and the availability of resources that permits the state to implement its own preferences. The credibility of a message encompasses a number of factors, including the federal government providing the states with sufficient funds to carry out a policy. Perhaps there is a lack of credibility of the “message’ accompanying the NCLB Act that may account for the recent resistance to it by state government.

Table 1: State Implementation of NCLB Provisions

	iNDEPENDEnt Variables


	Teacher Quality
	Standards and ASSessments
	school Improvement

	
	( (SE)
	p>|t|
	( (SE)
	p>|t|
	( (SE)
	p>|t|

	Percent Federal Funding
	-.567(.202)
	.009
	.205(.367)
	.581
	-.068(.387)
	.860

	Education Interest Group, 1997
	.003(.015)
	.794
	.015(.030)
	.606
	-.005(.033)
	.879

	State Debt, 2000
	-.000(.000)
	.460
	-.000(.001)
	.446
	.000(.001)
	.471

	Legislative Professionalism (1992)
	-8.611(3.900)
	.035
	-6.235(6.980)
	.378
	14.009(7.488)
	.071

	State Professional Network 
	.899(.947)
	.350
	3.535(1.844)
	.064
	-2.788(2.104)
	.195

	Avg. Freq. of Initiative Use (1895-2002)
	.726(.757)
	.346
	1.241(1.657)
	.459
	-1.117(1.447)
	.446

	State Minority Diversity 
	11.987(3.614)
	.002
	1.876(7.394)
	.801
	16.936(7.107)
	.023

	Percent Democrats in the Legislature, 1999
	-.037(.036)
	.313
	-.089(.064)
	.171
	0.143(0.069)
	.047

	Government Ideology
	-.034(.019)
	.078
	.038(.036)
	.301
	-.027(.038)
	.480

	Percent H.S. Graduation
	-.143(.129)
	.275
	.122(.243)
	.617
	-.439(.267)
	.110

	Gap in District Spending
	-.000(.001)
	.772
	-.001(.001)
	.064
	-.000(.001)
	.866

	Percent State Funding
	.006(.039)
	.868
	-.112(.076)
	.152
	.043(.097)
	.653

	State Agencies
	.466(.160)
	.007
	-.295(.278)
	.296
	-.016(.344)
	.696

	Teacher Certification 
	-.325(.362)
	.377
	
	
	
	

	Pupil/Teacher Ratio 
	-.965(.258)
	.001
	
	
	
	

	Mandatory Tests For H.S. Graduation
	
	
	3.786(2.740)
	.176
	
	

	 Mandatory Tests For School Recognition 
	
	
	
	
	3.168(2.072)
	.136

	Mandatory Tests For

Program Evaluation
	2.642(1.443)
	.077
	
	
	-5.270(2.985)
	.087

	Constant
	44.445(12.597)
	.001
	48.604(21.985)
	.034
	51.878(25.979)
	.055

	Adjusted R-Square
	.397
	
	.317
	
	.519
	

	F
	2.893
	.006
	2.555
	.013
	4.313
	.000

	N
	47
	
	48
	
	47
	


Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. Probabilities based on two-tailed test.

References

Bakst, Brian. (2004, March 24). “Panel backs bill to opt out of school law.” Available 

[Online]: http//:www.startribune.com. 

Bardach, E. 1974. The implementation game. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Barrett, S. and C. Fudge (eds). 1981. Policy and action. London: Methuen.

Berry, William D., Evan J. Ringquist, Richard C. Fording, and Russell L. Hansen. 2001. 

“Measuring citizen and government ideology in the United States.” ICPSR study 1208. Available [Online]: http://www.icpsr.umich.edu.

CNN.com. (2004, March 15). “ ‘Highly qualified’ rules eased for some teachers.” Available 


[Online]: http://www.cnn.com/2004/EDUCATION/03/15/teacher.quality.ap/index.html
Derthick, M. 1972. “New towns in-town.” Washington: Urban Institute.

Dillon, Sam. 2004. Bush education officials find new law a tough sell to states. New York Times, 

22 February. 

Education Commission of the States. 2003. “No Child Left Behind.” Available [Online]: 


http://nclb.ecs.org/nclb/
Education Week on the Web. 2002. “No Child Left Behind.” Available [Online]: 


http://www.edweek.org/context/topics/issuespage.cfm?id=59. 

Elmore, R. 1979. “Backward mapping.” Political Science Quarterly (94): 601:16. 

S. Fuhrman, W. Clune, and R. Elmore. 1988. “Research on education reform: Lessons on the 

implementation of policy.” in Microlevel school finance: Issues and implications for 


policy, eds., D. H. Monk and J. Underwood. Harper Business. 

Goggin, M., A. O. Bowman, J. P. Lester, and L. J. O'Toole, Jr. 1990. Implementation theory and 

practice : Toward a third generation. New York: HarperCollins Publishers.

Gray V. and D. Lowery.  1997. “Multiple state interest group data set.” Available [Online]: 


http://www.unc.edu/depts./polisci/lowery/index/html
Hanf, K. 1982. “The implementation of regulatory policy: Enforcement as bargaining.” 

European Journal of Political Research (10): 159-72. 

Hero, R. E. and C. J. Tolbert. 1996. “A racial/ethnic diversity interpretation of politics and 


policy in the states of the U.S.” American Journal of Political Science. 40: 851-871.

Hull, C. and B. Hjern. 1982. “Helping small firms grow.” European Journal of Political 

Research (10): 187-98. 

Larson, J. 1980. Why government programs fail: Improving policy implementation. New York:

Praeger Publishers. 

Lupia, A. 1994. “Shortcuts versus encyclopedias: Information and voting behavior in 


California insurance reform elections.” American Political Science Review. 88: 63-76.

Macphersen, Karen. (2004, March 21). “Critics call for overhaul of No Child Left Behind.” 


Pittsburgh Post Gazette. Pg. A1. 

Magleby, D.B. 1988. “Taking the initiative: Direct legislation and direct democracy in 


the 1980’s.” PS: Political Science & Politics. 21(Summer): 600-611.

Markell, D.L. 1993.“The federal superfund program: Proposals for strengthening the 

federal/state relationship.” William and Mary Journal of Environmental Law. 18:1-82.

Marsh, D. D. and P. S. Crocker. 1991. “Implementation of the California mathematics and 

science curriculum frameworks.” in Education policy implementation. ed. by A. R.

Odden. Albany: State University of New York Press. 

Mazmanian, D. and P. Sabatier, eds. 1981. Effective policy implementation. Lexington: D. C. 

Heath. 

McNeal, R., C. Tolbert, K. Mossberger and L. Dotterweich. 2003. “Innovating in digital 


government in the American states.” Social Science Quarterly. 84 (1): 52-70. 

Moore M. T., M. E. Goertz, and T. W. Hartle. 1983. “Interaction of federal and state programs.”

Education and Urban Society 15(4): 453-78. 

Murphy, J. 1973. “The education bureaucracies implement novel policy: The politics of Title I of

ESEA,” in Policy and Politics in America,” ed. Allan Sindler. Boston: Little, Brown.

Murphy, J. 1974. State education agencies and discretionary funds. Lexington, D. C. Heath and

Co. 

National Education Association. 2004. “No Child Left Behind Act/ESEA.” Available [Online]:


http://www.nea.org/esea. 

Pressman, J. L. and A. Wildavsky. 1984. Implementation: How great expectations in Washington

are dashed in Oakland. 3rd ed. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Radin, B. 1977. “Implementation, change, and the federal bureaucracy: School desegregation 

policy in H.E.W., 1964-1968.” New York: Teachers College Press. 

Sabatier, P. 1986. “Top-down and bottom-up approaches to implementation research: A

critical analysis and suggested synthesis.” Journal of Public Policy (6): 21-48. 

Squire, P. 1992. “Legislative professionalization and membership diversity in state 


legislatures.” Legislative Studies Quarterly.  17(1): 69-79.

Stateline.org. 2004. “Statistics.” Available [Online]: http://www.stateline.org 

Thomas, C.S. and R.J. Hrebenar. 1999. “Interest groups in the states.” In Politics in the 

American States, 7th ed.  V. Grey, R. Hanson and H. Jacob (eds.) Washington D.C.: CQ Press.

Tolbert, C.J. 1998. “Changing rules for state legislatures: Direct democracy and governance 

policies.” In S. Bower, T. Donovan and C. Tolbert (eds.). Citizens as Legislators: Direct Democracy in the United States. Columbus, OH: Ohio State University Press.

U.S. Census Bureau. 2000 Statistical Abstract.  Available [Online]: http://www.census.gov/
________________ 2002 Statistical Abstract.  Available [Online]: http://www.census.gov/
U. S. Department of Education, National Commission on Excellence in Education. 1983. 

“A nation at risk.” Available [Online]: http://www.ed.gov/pubs/NatAtRisk/index.html. 

U. S. Department of Education. 2002. “Introduction: No Child Left Behind.” Available

[Online]: http://www.nochildleftbehind.gov/next/overview/. 

__________________________.   2003. “President Bush, Secretary Paige highlight after-


school services available under No Child Left Behind Act.” Available [Online]:


http://www.ed.gov/news/pressreleases/2003/09/09082003.html. 

U.S. Department of Education, NCES. 2002. Digest of Education Statistics, 2002. Available [Online]: http://nces.ed.gov/edstats/ .

Weber, Max. "Bureaucracy" in From Max Weber: Essays in sociology, H. H. Gerth and C. 


Wright Mills, eds. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1946. Paper ed., 1958, pp. 196-244.

Wilson, W. 1887. “The study of administration.” Political Science (2): 197-222.

