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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

Susan Rieke-Smith
Doctor of Education
Department of Educational Methodology, Policy, and Leadership
June 2015
Title: Principal-Agent Relations in Oregon Education Policymaking: The Case of Full-
day Kindergarten

The exercise of federal and/or state power is inherent to policymaking. The
principal-agent theory, borrowed from economics, describes the difficulties in motivating
one party (agent) to act in the best interests of the other party (principal). The theory
provides insights into the roles of self-interested choice, information asymmetry, and
sense making in political relationships. The extent to which the state understands the
inherent challenges expressed in this dynamic and is responsive to the local school
district’s specific circumstances is not well understood and thus presents an opportunity
for research. This mixed methods study uses a confirmatory approach to analyze
Oregon’s 40-40-20 education reform legislation and the state’s ability to operationalize
education reform through the principal-agent framework, focusing on the implementation

of full-day kindergarten legislation.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Policy is the expression of values. Fowler (2013) broadly defines policy as the
dynamic and value-laden process through which a political system handles a public
problem. In the interest of operationalizing values, policies work to combine
governmental resources to drive implementation on the part of different public, and
sometimes private, policy actors into the service of political objectives (Fowler, 2013;
McDonnell & Elmore, 1987). The exercise of federal and/or state power is inherent to
policymaking. Muth (1984) defined power as the ability of one actor to affect the
behavior of another actor. Those who write about power relationships concentrate on the
agency or power of the actors (Fuchs, 2001; Kipo, 2013; Miller, 2005; Shapiro, 2005).
Coleman (1994) states the principal-agent relation emerges whenever an individual must
depend on the actions of another. The exercise of power in a relationship creates
potential risks for both parties. This risk-sharing problem arises when cooperating parties
have different attitudes toward the potential risk (Eisenhardt, 1989; Mitnick, 1992;
Perrow, 1986).
Agency Theory

A general property of the principal-agent relation is that one actor carries out
actions which are intended to fulfill the interests of the first party, providing the first
party with an extension of self (Coleman, 1994, p.146). The principal-agent problem
describes the difficulties in motivating one party (agent) to act in the best interests of the
other party (principal) rather than the agent’s own interest. Challenges to action arise

when the two parties have differing goals and/or levels of information. These challenges



result in the principal’s inability to ensure the agent will act in the principal’s interest,
especially when the agent perceives it is assuming a higher level of risk than the principal
(Eisenhardt, 1989; Miller, 2005; Waterman & Meier, 1998). The theory has its roots in
economics and thus is considered controversial by many organizational researchers
(Hirsch, Michaels, & Friedman, 1987; Perrow, 1986). Perrow (1986) criticized agency
theory as being ruled primarily by self-interest. He contended that it is the setting within
which interactions occur that explains the behaviors of the involved parties. Some
settings promote self-interested behavior, others promote other-regarding behavior and
others still will be neutral. The second problem with the model was the assumption that
only the agent was opportunistic. Perrow (1986) argued that unequal power exists in a
hierarchical relationship. Once the concept of unequal power is entertained, opportunity
for the principal to exhibit self-interested behavior exists. It is the extreme assumptions
about power and preferences anchored in agency theory that limit the theory’s usefulness
in describing organizational behaviors. Hirsch, et al. (1987) noted that agency theory
ignored the importance of choice and the impact of ambiguity in the process of
organizational decision-making. Additionally the theory failed to account for emotional
responses from the agents, such as distrust, disenfranchisement, and anger, when
assuming greater risks than the principal (Hirsch, et al., 1987). Eisenhardt (1989), on the
other hand, asserted that much of organizational life is based on self-interest. Policy
makers have the potential to cause uncontrollable variations and uncertainty in policy
outcomes based on the choices they make. These choices are many times motivated by
self-interest. Uncertainty introduces the inability to effectively preplan for policy

implementation, thus increasing the risk for implementation on the agent’s part



(Eisenhardt, 1989). The theory’s usefulness, then, is in describing the conditions in which
this messiness of relations can be resolved. Eisenhardt (1989) conceded that the
arguments put forth in Hirsch, et al. (1987) were significant. She recommended the use
of agency theory with complementary theories to capture the greater complexity of
organizational behaviors.
Cognitive Theory

Spillane (2004) advocated for the use of theories grounded in the cognitive
tradition. He argued that agency and rational choice theories assume that policy
implementers get the intended policy message and thus are free to choose whether or not
to implement. To be able to ignore, adapt, or fully implement depends on the degree to
which the implementers understand the policy message. Understanding policy, or sense
making, according to Spillane (2004), involves reconstruction of existing knowledge
through interaction with the policy. Thus, implementers’ failure to do what policymakers
ask them to do is more honest misunderstanding versus willful attempts to adapt policy to
their own ends. Sense making depends on the information resources at hand (Spillane,
2004). Individual knowledge, expertise, and experience are several such resources.
Spillane (2004) noted the level of the local policymakers’ knowledge and experience is a
critical factor in the sense-making process. McPhee and Bronstein (2002) agree stating
sense making is grounded in constructivism and social construction. Learning is both
individual as well as collective. Social networks, such as professional or advocacy
groups, provide valuable sources of information. Distribution of resources such as fiscal
resources, technical support, and time for implementation are the variables that are

important to consider in a cognitive model.



Fullan and Miles (1992) and Fullan (1996) posit implementation of any reform
policy is loaded with uncertainty. In support of Spillane’s sense making notion, the early
period of implementation is difficult as it requires new learning and making of meaning
not just on the part of the implementer but also those initiating the reform. Fullan and
Miles (1992) stress the more complex a reform, the greater the implementer’s anxiety and
perceived risk. Ensuring successful implementation, however, requires conditions that
support learning across the implementation continuum. Fullan (1996) describes two
strategies in support of the reform system learning. The first is networking. This strategy
assumes that all policy actors need integrated or coherence-making mechanisms that
provide opportunities for and pressure to increase capacity and skill with the new reform.
The second is reculturing or restructuring the environment within which the reform will
be implemented. This requires the implementers to develop new values, beliefs and/or
norms. Fullan (1996) states school cultures are adversative to change and have a vested
interest in maintaining the status quo. Attempting system change through regulation and
mandates inevitably results in failure as it is the people within the system that create and
sustain change.

McDonnell and Elmore (1987) concur citing capacity-building and systems-
changing strategies as viable options for policy makers. They support Spillane and
Fullan’s assertions that mandates and inducements fail as effective change levers due to
lack of skill, knowledge and competence on the implementer’s part. Capacity-building is
not without its own issues. By its very nature, capacity-building is often intangible and
uncertain, creating anxiety for policy makers. There is an inclination on the part of

policy makers to focus on the immediate utility and discount the longer term benefits.



While the policy actors across the continuum are the initial beneficiaries, ultimately it is
the members of society that are the long-term beneficiaries of effective policy reform.
Capacity-building is critical in that it offers both short and long term benefits (Fullan,
1996; Fullan & Miles, 1992; McDonnell & Elmore, 1987). McDonnell and Elmore
(1987) also posit the importance of transferring official authority from policy maker to
policy implementer as a function of policy implementation. A fundamental property of
system-change is the distribution of authority in service to greater efficiency and
effectiveness of policy reform. The alteration of authority distribution results in either
narrowing or broadening participation of the various policy actors. This in turn critically
alters the nature of what is produced through policy or the efficiency with which it is
produced. The challenge that exists for system-changes lies in the fact that existing
systems, e.g. state or districts, can blunt or co-opt attempts to distribute authority through
the system. The end result is incremental modifications of existing institutions rather
than whole scale reform (McDonnell and Elmore, 1987).
Conceptual Policy Framework

Given, then, that policy makers have the potential to introduce risk into the
relationship with the implementer through behavioral choices, a conceptual framework
for examining the policy actors’ behaviors in the formation and implementation of policy
is needed. I propose to use an agency theory model in tandem with constructivist
cognitive theory as that framework. The intent is to capture the challenges of information
asymmetry and resulting risks for implementers as well as sense-making efforts made
across the principal agent continuum. Mitnick (1992) criticized the use of information

asymmetry and goal conflicts as constants, as policymaking concerns interactions



between organizations versus a simple superior-subordinate dyad. Braun (1993) agreed,
stressing the importance of third-party interactions as essential to the principal-agent
model. He proposed a triadic model for policy analysis. In his model, the political system
(principal) obtains information about the system (third party) performance towards the
principal’s goals through an intermediary agent (science-funding agencies). The third
party obtains resources for its responsiveness to the principal’s goals mediated by the
agent. The agent’s primacy of position in the relationship is solidified by its ability to
move the third party to perform (Braun, 1993, p.140). Figure 1 illustrates an adaption of
Braun’s (1993) triadic model as it pertains to this study, describing the relation between a

political system, the intermediary state agents, and the local public education system.

Resources for T

Political Payment for A Intermediary | Resources for T Local
System — [ State Agent | ee—— School
Districts

P | e——| A | e——| T

Service from A

Performance by T
Performance by T

Figure 1: Triadic structure of the principal-agent model
Braun, D. (1993). Who governs intermediary agencies? Principal-agent relations in
research policy-making. Journal of Public Policy, 13, p. 141. Retrieved from
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4007501.

The challenge for the agent is whether it can build a relationship and secure the
cooperation of the third party. In this model, the third party is the most powerful part in
the principal-agent relation. It is in the agent’s best interest to promote the interests of the

third party in order to foster the interests of the principal (Braun, 1993). Politicians are

interested in re-election. They understand that optimal policy results and efficient use of
6



fiscal resources is directly related to their chances for re-election. The dilemma for
intermediary agents is to determine the right implementation drivers to achieve the
principal’s goals (Conley, 2003). Scholz (1991) and Shapiro (2005) argued that
principals do not want to provide any flexibility to a third party that is exhibiting minimal
compliance, while third parties will not want to be more cooperative in the face of
punitive policies. Too much structure results in rigid compliance behaviors from districts
and schools, thus missing the goals for reform. Too little structure results in unclear
reform goals, leading educators to either wait for more information or fill the information
gap with their own interpretation (Conley & Goldman, 2000). This underscores the
impact of information asymmetry and need for sense making. Braun (1993) stated that
parties gain information either through observation of the outcome of the other’s actions
or as transmitted by the intermediary agent. Conley and Goldman (1995) noted state
policymaking and implementing structures do not send coherent or consistent messages
to the field, leading to skepticism on the part of districts that a policy can be successfully
implemented. Spillane (2004) stressed information is gained not merely by observation of
outcome but from the context within which the outcome occurs.

Eisenhardt’s (1989) argument regarding the impact of policy choices by
policymakers on the implementers’ ability to preplan for effective implementation has
significance. Given these challenges, can state legislative action, as mediated though
intermediary agencies incent public education reforms, particularly in a state with a
strong tradition of local control and school site based decision-making? The extent to
which the state intermediary agents understand the dynamics that exist between

themselves and districts with policy implementation and are responsive to the districts’



specific circumstances is not well documented in literature and presents an opportunity
for research (Conley & Goldman, 1995; Dahill-Brown & Lavery, 2012; Louis, Febey,
Gordon, Meath, & Thomas, 2006; Scribner, Aleman, & Maxcy, 2003).

Fractured State Policy Systems

The Oregon ESEA Flexibility Request (2012) noted that while pockets of public
educational excellence are seen throughout Oregon, a more innovative and seamless
education system that integrates state policy with local needs is needed across the board.
The desire for a seamless system is not a novel one. Elmore (1996) stated that the
connection between big ideas, or policy, and implementation at the instructional core is
central to change in practice. He proposed that innovations requiring large system
changes in the core of educational practice rarely penetrate to the classroom due to
fractured systems of state and local support. The effects of this fracture are further
exacerbated by legislatures and state executives engaging a limited range of policy levers
as a response to perceived lack of progress relative to a particular policy, most typically
mandates and inducements (Ingram & Schneider, 1990; McDonnell & Elmore, 1987).

In contrast to Elmore (1996), Pogrow (1996) suggested that the fate of new
reforms rests more on a common misunderstanding of the fundamentals of systems
change. Reforms that become successful innovations represent a clearly defined solution
to a clearly defined problem, are innovations that start small and try to accomplish one
thing, and, if knowledge-based, can only succeed if all the knowledge needed is available
to all. Pogrow (1996) submitted that these conditions are consistently violated by every
new idea for change that is currently in play in education reform policy. Fullan (1996)

proposed that as educational reforms occur within dynamically complex social structures,



change is inherently nonlinear and as such unfolds in a broken fashion, given all the
forces that impact the change process. This appears to support both Elmore’s and
Pogrow’s arguments by noting the impact of planned and unplanned policy changes
emanating from fractured state systems.

Top-Down and Bottom-Up Policymaking

Elmore (1980) noted improved policy could be produced if policymakers would
first consider whether their decisions could be feasibly implemented before they
determined a course of action. Honig (2004) and Elmore (1980) framed this approach as
a bottom-up or backward mapping approach. This approach requires policymakers to
consider a logically ordered sequence of questions prior to policy development and
choice of lever, an approach that contrasts the top-down or forward mapping approaches
typically employed by federal and state policymakers. Honig (2004) asserted that the
many reasons for disappointing results in educational reform policy are the product of the
top-down approach typically taken by states, which does not take into account the
districts’ and/or schools’ capacity for change.

As previously discussed, the political cultures in which policymakers reside
determine the process and levers used in policymaking. Sabatier (1986) was more
cautious, stating the danger in overemphasizing the bottom-up over the top-down
approach as superior in all policymaking contexts. Considering the cultures, each group
is likely motivated by different concerns and thus might have developed different and
more appropriate responses to policy. Wood and Waterman (1993) note that bureaucratic
organizations respond to external forces, both top-down and bottom-up. According to

Sabatier (1986), top-downers are more concerned with the effectiveness and efficiency of



a specific policy and the ability of the policy actors to guide and constrain behaviors.
Bottom-uppers are less concerned with the formal enactment of the policy and more
concerned with the problems the policy creates for the end user.

Honig (2004) contended that either a fop-down or a bottom-up approach could be
mitigated in education systems when policymakers make a concerted effort to understand
the capacity needs of the district and schools and use that information to provide support
within the policy. Keedy and McDonald (2007) referenced the potential use of the
bottom-up approach by the state when they described the SEA as a sleeping giant with
untapped potential for understanding the needs and building instructional capacity in
public schools. Dahill-Brown and Lavery (2012), as well as Keedy and McDonald
(2007), noted a paucity of backward mapping in policy formation and, thus, in capacity
building and system-changing policies at the state level. Spillane, Reiser, and Reimer
(2002) noted the lack of focused sense making on the part of principals to agents and
ultimately third parties, regarding the underlying principles of a given policy. Expecting
third parties to adopt practices without understanding or fully constructing the underlying
rationale promotes, according to Spillane et al. (2002), lethal policy mutations on the
third parties’ part.

Education Reform in Oregon

How a state exercises influence in the policy process indicates the level of
leadership the various policy actors are willing to express. Within the context of
education, this means a focus on the interaction of educational stakeholders--such as

parents, unions, and private and public foundations--with legislators and state regulators.
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In the political realm, one might view the legislative and executive branches of state
government as agents of the aforementioned members of the electorate.

In the case of education, Oregon has an established history of local control,
comprehensive policy reform, and broad grassroots participation in education policy
(Keedy & McDonald, 2007; Louis et al., 2006). The progressive and open state political
culture is evident in its commitment to bring stakeholders to the table for discussion as
well as to provide direction for policy makers (Louis et al., 2006). Of note is the ongoing
relationship between the state and stakeholders including the Oregon Education
Association (OEA), the Oregon Business Council (OBC), the Oregon Business
Association (OBA), Oregon Chalkboard Project, Confederated Association of School
Administrators (COSA), and Oregon School Board Association (OSBA). These groups
represent the most active, and therefore most visible, stakeholders engaged in providing
information and recommending issues to which legislators should attend during a given
legislative session. As Spillane (2004) noted, advocacy groups provide social
information resources for sense making. Dependent on timing, quantity, and quality of
information, these groups can either enable or limit the implementers’ sense-making
ability.

It is also important to note the state funding environment in which education
policy is formed. In 1991 Oregon faced a fiscal dilemma, which it continues to face
today, in funding education. Oregon historically funded education through local property
taxation, as the state has no sales tax. Before 1990, local property taxes provided two-
thirds of each school district’s funding, one of the highest rates in the nation (Goldman &

Conley, 1995, p.4). In 1990, Oregon voters approved Measure 5, which consecutively
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reduced school property tax rates over a five-year period. During that period, inequities
in school district funding became apparent. The state legislature increased its role in
providing state funding to level funding for school districts. State-controlled funding
brought legitimacy to the state’s role in dictating programs to districts, thus diminishing
the district local control.

Top-down reform history

In 1991, the Oregon legislature passed the Oregon Educational Act for the 21
Century (Oregon HB 3565, 1991), laying out a new vision of schooling for state public
education. The legislation represented a complex “top-down” education reform intended
to systematically redesign education, preschool through post-secondary education
(Goldman & Conley, 1995). Oregon educators were not involved in the development of
the legislation. The intent of the reform was to deliver a shock to the system rather than
employ incremental change (Goldman & Conley, 1995). While the legislature saw the
legislation as visionary guidance, the Oregon Department of Education saw the
legislation as a blueprint for operationalization and accountability at the district level.
The response from the field was almost immediate. Schools needed time and funding to
plan and implement what was viewed as a major paradigm shift (Goldman & Conley,
1995). Prior to the legislation, district accountability was defined as providing a student
the opportunity to learn, not ensuring learning in relation to a prescribed standard. Now
districts had to determine how best to make sense of standards and determine effective

instructional practices with little to no state guidance.
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40-40-20 vision

In 2011, states had the option of applying for state ESEA waivers from the US
Department of Education. Past Oregon governors had not been engaged in policymaking
as much as other state governors (Keedy & McDonald, 2007). This was not the case with
Governor John Kitzhaber. In a renewed effort to invigorate the principles of the Oregon
Education Act for the 21% Century, the governor led a coalition of legislators, educators
from across K-12 and higher education, and the aforementioned stakeholders. The task
was to develop a slate of system-changing and capacity-building education reform
legislation to meet an aspirational college and career readiness goal for all Oregon
students as called for in the Department of Education ESEA waiver application. The
legislation was a major tenet of Oregon’s ESEA waiver (Oregon ESEA Flexibility
Request, 2012). The legislative effort mirrored that of other states such as Georgia and
North Carolina (Georgia Department of Education, 2010; North Carolina State Board of
Education, 2012). In 2011, the legislature committed to college and career readiness
through the passage of Oregon Senate Bill 253 (2011), known as the 40-40-20 goal. The
objective of 40-40-20 is that of all high school students graduating in 2025, 40% will
eventually hold a bachelor’s or advanced degree, 40% will have an associate’s degree or
a meaningful postsecondary certificate, and 20% of adult Oregonians will hold only a
high school diploma or equivalent and directly enter the work force. While Oregon’s
post-secondary educational attainment rates have slowly improved, the passage of the
goal into law prompted a new drive for collective action and reform (Oregon University
System, 2011). Education and legislative leaders demonstrated strong support for the

concept of a seamless, performance-based education system while expressing caution
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about potential pitfalls. Joint Ways and Means Co-Chair Representative Betty Komp
voiced enthusiasm as well as caution. “This is a political chance, it’s a fiscal chance, and
it is a power chance. It’s wonderful to see but there are a lot of unknowns” (Melton,
2011).

Top-down and bottom-up hybrid

Unlike previous state education policy reform efforts, Senate Bill 253 and the
Oregon ESEA Flexibility Request (2012) process signaled a departure from use of
mandate levers to the use of systems-change and capacity-building levers through its
theory of action. A theory of action framework committed the state to three overarching
strategies: (a) creation of an integrated and coordinated public education system pre-
kindergarten to Grade 20, (b) focused allocation of state resources on educational
achievement, and (c) construction of statewide support systems to support achievement of
educational goals (Oregon ESEA Flexibility Request, 2012). These strategies imply a
willingness on the part of the state to entertain a blended top-down/bottom-up approach --
top-down in that the state must craft policy within federal constraints to meet the ESEA
waiver requirements and bottom-up in recognition that resources and support must be
invested to achieve the state’s vision. It is one thing for the state to identify strategies for
systems change and capacity building and another to operationalize them. Spillane et al.
(2002) noted that policies are not monolithic. The difficulty in restructuring belief
systems through policy occurs when some agents and third parties view a set of policies
as pressing for tremendous behavioral change while other agents and third parties view
the same policies as not requiring significant behavioral change. This was certainly true

with the fractured implementation of the Oregon Education Act. Spillane et al. (2002)

14



state that this response on the part of the agent and third party depends on how similar the
practices required by the policy are to current practice.

Between 2009 and 2013, the state legislature passed a comprehensive slate of
legislation aimed at providing resources and support systems to realize the 40-40-20
goals. Four pieces of legislation are the focus of this study. First, Oregon Senate Bill 44
(2009) established a state level Full-day Kindergarten Implementation Committee in
support of equitable educational outcomes for all Oregon students. The committee
developed programmatic and funding recommendations to assist district implementation
of full-day kindergarten programs by the 2015-16 school year. Second, Oregon Senate
Bill 248 (2011) mandated half-day kindergarten and offered full weight of student
funding for those districts implementing full-day kindergarten beginning fall of 2015.
Third, Oregon Senate Bill 909 (2011) created an “efficient, accountable, and integrated
birth-to-20 funding and governance system for public education, from early childhood
services through post-secondary education and training”(Section 1.1). This bill
established the Oregon Education Investment Board (OEIB) for the purpose of ensuring
that all public school students in this state reach the education outcomes established for
the state. Senate Bill 909 (2011) reinforced the equity of outcome policy articulated in
Senate Bill 44 (2009) and Senate Bill 248 (2011). OEIB's vision is to advise and support
the building, implementation, and investment in a unified public education system in
Oregon that meets the diverse learning needs of the state’s youngest Oregonians through
post-secondary students (OEIB, 2013).

Last, in 2013, the state legislature passed legislation to establish the network of

quality teaching and learning (Oregon House Bill 3233, 2013). This legislation directed
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OEIB and the Oregon Department of Education (ODE) to establish a relationship that

produces a culture of leadership and collaborative responsibility for advancing the

profession of teaching among providers of early learning services, teachers and

administrators in kindergarten through Grade 12, education service districts and teacher

education institutions. The directive in House Bill 3233 articulates the relationship

between ODE and OEIB as collaborative versus individual intermediary agents. Rob

Saxton, ODE deputy superintendent at the time, echoed the collaborative nature of ODE

and OEIB’s relationship as well as articulating a mission statement of service to support

district implementation of state education reforms (See Appendix A).

Given the various state and local policy actors included in this legislation and in

consideration of Eisenhardt’s (1989) assertion that risks of implementation are potentially

mitigated through preplanning on the implementer’s part, Braun’s (1993) triadic

framework is useful for policy analysis of these bills. The multiple principals-multiple

agents, as well as information sources, will be treated as variables rather than as constants

in this model. Specifically, Spillane’s (2004) assertion regarding the impact of advocacy

group information as a resource for districts must be taken into account. Figure 2

outlines this model.

Political
System:
1. Oregon
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2. Oregon
Legislature
P

Figure 2: Triadic structure of Oregon House Bill 3233 principal-agent relation
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This study analyzes how and how well ODE and OEIB have operationalized the
recommendations of the ODE Full-day Kindergarten Implementation Committee as
intermediary agents in support of local school districts’ capacity to prepare to implement
a full-day kindergarten program in their districts. My study addresses the following
research questions:

1. To what extent do the OEIB and ODE work collaboratively as directed
in Oregon HB 3233 and Oregon SB 909 to provide information and
resources that operationalize a full-day kindergarten program?

2. To what extent do district leaders feel prepared for full-day
kindergarten implementation as a result of their relationship with ODE

and OEIB?
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CHAPTER 11
METHODS AND ANALYSIS

My interest was in understanding the behaviors and choices of the various policy
actors in the preparation to operationalize full-day kindergarten within the principal-
intermediary-third party model. Stake (1978) encouraged evaluators to focus on the
practical concerns of the stakeholder in their immediate context rather than the more
abstract concerns of the remote decision makers. He argued that by focusing on the
priority issues of the practitioners, evaluators could construct rich understandings of the
relationships between decision makers and stakeholder through the use of both a
qualitative as well as a quantitative approach. The combination or integration of both a
quantitative and qualitative approach to research is referred to as a mixed methods
research design (Creswell, 2014). Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) identify three basic
mixed methods designs: convergent parallel mixed methods, explanatory sequential
mixed methods, and exploratory sequential mixed methods. I used the explanatory
sequential mixed methods approach for this study in which quantitative data was
collected and analyzed first and then qualitative data was collected and analyzed. Both
sets of data were then used to develop an interpretation. The underlying assumption of
this approach is that quantitative and qualitative data provide different types of
information, thus allowing for contradictions or incongruent findings to be explained or
probed further (Creswell, 2014) as well as providing a framework for the construction of
the rich relationships between decision makers and implementers recommended by Stake

(1978).
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Units of Analysis

In this study, there were four units of analysis. The first was the legislative and
executive branches as they represent the principals who articulated the goals for
education reform. The second was the intermediary agents in Oregon state education
policies and their ability to provide information that built capacity in third party
organizations to effect a system change. These were the designees for the state policy
chiefs for the Oregon Department of Education and the Oregon Education Investment
Board. The third were the state public school superintendents as third party entities. The
fourth were the social artifacts, as represented by legislative, state agency, and district
documents.
Time

For this study, data was collected over a three-month period, January to March
2015. The danger, as Babbie (2010) points out, is group attrition over time, which has the
potential to distort the results of the study. While ODE and district staff did not change
during the course of the study, access to OEIB staff was restricted due to reassignments
as a result of former Governor Kitzhaber’s resignation in February of 2015. The impact
on the data collected is accounted for relative to the final conclusions.
Setting

The triadic principal-agent-third party model required observations of the policy
actors in their environments. This study included data collected from multiple sites: (a)
Oregon Legislature, (b) Oregon Department of Education, (¢) Oregon Education
Investment Board meetings, and (d) the Springfield, Bethel, and Fern Ridge school

districts.
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Participants

Participants were chosen based on their specific roles within the principal-agent-
third party model. They were: (a) the principals as represented by Oregon state
legislative sponsors of full-day kindergarten legislation (n=1), (b) intermediary agents as
represented by ODE and OEIB Early Learning K-3 staff (n=2), and (¢) third parties
represented by member superintendents of the COSA Policy Vision workgroup including
the superintendents of the Bethel and Springfield public schools as well as the other
superintendents from Lane County school districts (n=15). These four Lane County
districts represent a range in district size from 3,000 to 20,000 students, which provided
data regarding the potential impact of district size on the superintendent’s perception of
preparedness for implementation.
Data Collection Instruments

In a review of studies on state policymakers (Keedy & McDonald, 2007; Louis et
al., 2006; Louis et al., 2008), many of the studies used the same data collection
instruments I used in this study. Guided by this body of research, I used a two-phase
approach. In phase one, a mixed Likert scale forced-choice and open-ended question
survey was given to both COSA Full- day Kindergarten Work Group superintendents as
well as Lane County public school superintendents. Phase two data was collected
through interviews guided by the survey data, data collected from the field, and document
analysis.
Surveys

Surveys elicit information directly from study participants (Fink, 2013). Tused a

mixed forced-choice and open-ended survey. I considered several options in the design
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of the survey instrument. The first was the forced-choice survey. The advantages of the
forced-choice survey were ease of coding and disaggregation of data, making reporting of
data straightforward. The disadvantages included the risk of influencing responses due to
forced-choice construct, the order of options affecting the results, and the possibility that
some response options are not always informative. The second option was the open-
ended survey. The primary advantage of this survey type was its allowance for rich and
in-depth narrative from the subject. The disadvantages were the time requirements for
survey completion, as well as the length of time for analysis of data; the increased
complexity in coding data; and potential threats to validity, as interpretations may need to
be made when analyzing data. The third option was a mixed forced-choice and open-
ended survey. The advantage here was the opportunity to gather data that was both easily
analyzed as well as narrative from subjects regarding why the subjects responded as they
did. As such, I developed a mixed forced-choice and open-ended survey to elicit data
about how and why the various policy actors and implementers behaved as they did (see
Appendix C). As districts are currently actively engaged in planning full-day
kindergarten implementation, the survey gathered information about the subjects’
knowledge in the following areas and the impact of the information on the district
planning process: (a) knowledge of Oregon Senate Bill 44 (2009) and the Full-day
Kindergarten Committee recommendations, (b) beliefs about the laws’ intent, (c) beliefs
about the laws’ potential effects, and (d) beliefs about the district’s capacity for
successful implementation based on information received from ODE and/or OEIB.
Survey data was gathered during phase one of the research from a self-administered

survey distributed online to study participants. The survey was sent to the sixteen Lane
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County school district superintendents and nine of the eleven superintendents who were
members of the COSA work group. The other two members were Lane County
superintendents. Fifteen superintendents responded to the survey -- eleven who were not
members of the COSA workgroup and four who were members of the COSA workgroup.
Thirty-one percent reported one to three years of experience as a superintendent, 15%
reported three to five years’ experience, 23% reported five to ten years’ experience, and
31% reported more than ten years’ experience. Data was segmented by superintendent
membership in the COSA work group. The superintendents who were not COSA work
group members represented districts with student populations of less than 1,000.
Superintendents who were members of the COSA workgroup represented districts from
5,000 to 10,000 students.

Interviews

In phase two, I conducted semistructured interviews with individual subjects (n=
6). Interview questions were developed following an analysis of the data collected from
the superintendents’ survey. Questions focused on areas where superintendents
perceived strengths and weaknesses in developing district implementation plans based on
resources or information received from OEIB and ODE. Questions were also
differentiated based on COSA Full-day Kindergarten Work Group membership.
Interviews were recorded by two methods: (a) handwritten notes and (b) audiotaping.
The methods used were dictated by the permission received from the Lane County school
superintendents and ODE staff. Based on the superintendent survey data, six questions
were developed for superintendents and ODE early learning staff (see Appendices D and

E).
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I interviewed Oregon Department of Education sponsors of Oregon Senate Bill 44
(2009) and Oregon Senate Bill 248 (2011) and I interviewed the superintendents from the
Bethel, Fern Ridge, and Springfield school districts. Superintendents from Bethel and
Springfield also served on the COSA Early Learning and Full-day Kindergarten Policy
Work Group. The Eugene superintendent’s office declined my request for interview.
COSA staff also declined my request for interview, citing calendar conflicts due to the
current Oregon legislative session. I received comments from the superintendents of
three other Lane County school districts regarding ODE and OEIB support for full-day
kindergarten. These superintendents declined to participate in the survey as they had
implemented full-day kindergarten between 2006 and 2008, but shared their opinions
through personal communications concerning ODE and OEIB as collaborative partners in
supporting districts for this study. The superintendents represented school districts that
have student populations between 250 and 500 students. I also received personal
communication from Lane County legislators regarding full-day kindergarten funding.
Data from school superintendents who served on the COSA work group were segmented
from non-work group members. Segmentation provided a comparative dimension
between the beliefs of the larger work group of superintendents and the non-workgroup
superintendents.

Field notes

I gathered field observational data regarding preparation to implement full-day
kindergarten from the Oregon School Boards Association State Fall Conference in
November of 2014 and the COSA Winter Central Office Administrators Conference “Off

the Record” meetings for superintendents in January of 2015. As SB 44 (2009) and SB
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248 (2011) were enacted legislation, I reviewed and transcribed archival audio tapes
(n=12) of Oregon Senate Education Committee and House Education Committee
hearings on SB 44 (2009) and SB 248 (2011). I reviewed transcribed archival video of
full-day kindergarten testimony given to the OEIB Best Practices Committee meetings by
the Chair of the COSA Early Learning and Full-day Kindergarten Work Group in 2014.
Archival records of the COSA Early Learning and Full-day Kindergarten Work Group
were not available for review and analysis. Observations, as recorded through field
notes, provided detailed descriptions of the setting, participants, agenda items, and
decisions approved or not approved, as well as non-agenda items that arose during the
course of the various meetings (Babbie, 2010; Creswell, 2014; Mulhall, 2002). Creswell
(2014) noted that advantages of field observation include recording information as it
occurs, the ability to notice unusual aspects during the observation, and the ability to
explore topics that may be uncomfortable for participants to discuss. Mulhall (2002)
expanded on this last advantage stating that observations allow for insight into
interactions between dyads and among groups; in short, do they walk their talk or not?
The disadvantage to gathering data from archival audio and video materials was my
inability to observe in situ interactions between the committee and those providing
testimony and among committee members.

Document analysis

Bowen (2009) recommended inclusion of document analysis as a means of data
triangulation. By examining information collected through various sources, findings can
be corroborated across data sets to reduce the impact of potential biases that can exist in a

single data source. There are both advantages and disadvantages to document analysis
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(Bowen, 2009). Documents provide data on the context within which the research
participants operate and suggest some questions that need to be asked. Additionally,
documents provide a means for tracking change over time. Subtle changes in a draft can
reflect substantive developments in a policy or implementation effort (Bowen, 2009, p.
30). This ability to track change over time was useful in evaluating the triadic principal-
agent model as it applies to Oregon education reform policymaking. Disadvantages to
the use of document analysis include: (a) insufficient detail for research, as they were not
produced for that purpose; (b) low retrievability; and (c) the opportunity for incomplete
collection of documents or biased selectivity. Bowen (2009) stated these three concerns
should be viewed as flaws rather than major disadvantages.

The following documents (n = 30) were analyzed: (a) Oregon SB 44 (2009),
Oregon SB 248 (2011), Oregon SB 253 (2011), Oregon SB 909 (2011), and Oregon HB
3233 (2013); (b) COSA Early Learning and Full-day Kindergarten Superintendents’
Workgroup final report (2014); (c) ODE Full-day Kindergarten Implementation Report
(2010); ODE Superintendent Pipeline newsletters from 2009 to 2012; Deputy
Superintendent Education Update newsletter from 2012 to 2015; Early Learning staff
communiqués and documents concerning full-day kindergarten; (d) OEIB newsletters
from 2012 to 2015; OEIB policy and budget recommendation documents; and (e) school
district level full-day kindergarten team planning documents.

These instruments captured state policy issues, policy actors and their influence
on state policy issues, political culture and its impact on the collaboration among policy
actors, and the state role in capacity building. The documents served as a frame to

address the study research questions as outlined in Appendix B.
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Data Analysis and Interpretation

Data analysis in an explanatory sequential mixed methods approach included the
challenge of how best to interpret the data. Creswell and Plano Clark (2011)
recommended analyzing the two data collections separately and then merging the data.
This was done through a side-by-side comparison. Descriptive statistical data from the
forced-choice survey questions was collected first (See Appendix F). This data was
compared to the qualitative findings from the open-ended survey questions, interviews,
and field observations to confirm or disconfirm the descriptive statistical results. A
portion of the qualitative output is shown in Appendix G. The qualitative data was
analyzed using ATLAS-ti software. The software supported the coding of documents,
interview transcripts, and survey data, which resulted in a concept network map for
analysis. The map was compared to the descriptive statistical data to confirm or
disconfirm the principal-agent model. This process is outlined in Figure 3. The
bidirectional arrows between the data collection and data analysis boxes indicate the back
and forth analytical process employed as the behaviors of the multiple principals and

multiple intermediary agents were considered in this model.
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Triadic Principal-Intermediary Agent-Third Party Theory
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CHAPTER III
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

The two questions guiding my study were: (a) To what extent does the OEIB and
ODE work collaboratively as directed in Oregon HB 3233 and Oregon SB 909 to provide
information and resources that operationalize a full-day kindergarten program; and (b) To
what extent do district leaders feel prepared for full-day kindergarten implementation as a
result of their relationship with ODE and OEIB? Results from the study indicate that
superintendents in Lane County felt able to plan and guide their districts to
implementation of full-day kindergarten in the fall of 2015. Superintendents reported
that the ability to plan and guide the implementation was a direct result of their relation
with COSA and not the result of ODE and OEIB’s collaborative efforts. ~ The research
survey question map provided a framework for detailed analysis of the survey data based
on the research question. Furthermore, the map guided data comparisons between the
quantitative and qualitative data sets (See Appendix H).
ODE and OEIB Collaboration

In answer to the first research question, the survey elicited data regarding
superintendent beliefs about the ability of the ODE/OEIB to collaborate and provide
technical support to districts as they planned for full-day kindergarten. Belief data was

categorized by work group membership. Superintendent beliefs are reported in Table 1.
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Table 1
Superintendent Beliefs Regarding ODE/OEIB Supports

Belief Agree Disagree Split Agree/Disagree
ODE/OEIB information Non-work group Work group
consistent regardless of

agency

Superintendent knows Work group Non-work group

who to contact for
information to support
district planning

ODE/OEIB provide Non-work group Work group
necessary resources for

implementation

ODE/OEIB adjust Work group Non-work group

information and resources
based on district feedback

ODE/OEIB adjust Work group Non-work group
information and resources
based on COSA feedback
ODE/OEIB adjust Work group Non-work group

information based on
community group

feedback

My district has the staff Work group

and facilities to Non-work group
implement full-day

kindergarten

Note. Non-work group Superintendents (n=11); Work group Superintendents (n=4)

COSA work group members reported that ODE and OEIB adjusted information
and resources to districts based on feedback from districts as well as COSA and other
community groups. Work group members knew whom to contact at ODE or OEIB for
additional information if needed. The group was split on whether ODE and OEIB were
consistent in their messaging regardless of the agency. Interview data with work group
members suggested two possible explanations for the split. First, members had a close
working relationship with both ODE Deputy Superintendent Saxton and OEIB CEO
Golden as they attended many, if not all, of the Full-day Kindergarten Work Group
sessions. As both agency heads were former superintendents, there was a belief among

the work group members that “they are one of us,” thus the messages were aligned.
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Second, all superintendents articulated an understanding of OEIB’s mission to drive
alignment of public education functions through strategic allocation of state funding. But,
they also pointed to OEIB’s inability to deliver an aligned service and funding system
while holding K-12 districts harmless. This may have resulted in the belief that messages
were not aligned.

A Lane County superintendent on the work group noted that he expected more
from ODE and OEIB, especially since the deputy superintendent early in his tenure made
a commitment to the COSA superintendents at Off the Record sessions and to districts
across the state to be a service organization for schools. Another superintendent reported
simply bypassing ODE specialists and talking directly with Deputy Superintendent
Saxton when encountering inaccurate information because of the relationship she had
developed during the work group experience. She further noted frustration when she had
to call the deputy superintendent instead of having the ability to get “...a straight and
timely answer from those specialists.” Another Lane County superintendent echoed the
same frustration, faulting both ODE and OEIB for taking on too many initiatives without
building adequate staff or funding to support successful planning at the district level.

Non-work group members were more likely to be split about their beliefs
regarding ODE and OEIB collaboration and support to districts. They disagreed that
ODE or OEIB provided consistent information or support. They disagreed that either
agency listened to feedback or adjusted information and resources based on feedback.
Interview data did not support a personal relationship with either Deputy Superintendent
Saxton or CEO Golden to the same extent as the work group superintendents. They did

express the same belief as the work group superintendents that ODE and OEIB had made
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a commitment to superintendents to be service organizations, a break from past practice.
They cited frustrations regarding the number of unfunded initiatives turned mandates
since the passage of the 40-40-20 legislation. Unending and unfunded mandates from the
legislature were not perceived as serving districts’ best interests. They specifically
referenced ODE and OEIB’s shift in position from their initial support early in the work
group process for additional funding for full-day kindergarten. The work group
superintendents reported that one time additional funding needs were clearly outlined in
the work group report given to both OEIB and ODE in addition to the shift to full funding
weight for kindergarten students.

In a review of the archival video of OEIB, McMinnville Superintendent Russell,
chair of the Full-day Kindergarten Work Group, provided testimony and copies of the
COSA Work Group report to OEIB. In her testimony, she clearly outlined that the
capital and fiscal resources needed to support full-day kindergarten implementation in
districts statewide required more support than full funding weight. This was in stark
contrast to testimony provided to the Oregon Senate Education Committee regarding SB
248. A member of the ODE Full-day Kindergarten Implementation Committee testified
that they were unable to quantify projected capital and staffing costs for full-day
kindergarten implementation. It should be noted, per one work group superintendent,
that ODE budget staff provided support to the COSA work group to ascertain
implementation costs. In the video, CEO Golden stated that while full-day kindergarten
was an important path to third-grade reading, state resources would need to be reallocated
to support early literacy pre-K to third grade. When asked by Superintendent Russell

what current district initiatives should no longer receive funding to support early literacy,
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CEO Golden replied, “That’s a local district decision.” OEIB’s proposed Early Learning
budget for the 2015-17 biennium did not include an additional allocation, instead rolling
up full-day kindergarten as part of the third-grade literacy initiative (see Appendix I).
One superintendent stated, “No one is arguing against third grade reading or the part that
full-day kindergarten plays. We’re just tired of taking all the risks for making their grand
visions a reality.”

Interview data from ODE Early Learning specialists presented a different
perception. It should be noted there are only two ODE Early Learning specialists to
support 197 school districts in Oregon. Both specialists reported a close working
relationship with OEIB policy staff and repeated throughout the interviews that early
learning policy, messaging, and support to districts about early literacy were aligned
between the two agencies. When asked for examples, both specialists noted the
administration of the district full-day kindergarten facilities needs survey. They pointed
to posting the COSA Full-day Kindergarten Work Group report and curriculum resources
provided by districts who were already offering full-day kindergarten, as well as policy
research reports in support of full-day kindergarten on the ODE website. They cited
supporting COSA full-day kindergarten conferences offered across the state. When
asked to describe the relationship between ODE and COSA, both specialists described
COSA as a “partner in the work” and offered no further details. A work group
superintendent noted that the ODE survey was generated by the work group and offered
to ODE. He continued that COSA staff actively lobbied ODE until they administered the

survey to districts.
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One specialist stated the primary focus of ODE and OEIB was to drive equity of
outcomes for all students. When asked to elaborate, the specialist offered that the
mission was to help districts reallocate resources to “high leverage” practices that lead to
the outcomes identified by OEIB for third grade reading. Field data from the Fall OSBA
2014 conference recorded nearly identical keynote addresses, one each from Deputy
Superintendent Saxton and CEO Golden on two successive days in support of the state’s
Early Learning and Literacy initiatives. Additionally, breakout sessions provided by
ODE Early Learning specialists on the literacy initiatives reinforced early literacy policy
themes: (a) equity of outcome as measured by third grade reading proficiency rates and
(b) reallocation of district funding in support of early literacy. ODE and OEIB documents
gathered from the breakout sessions were similar in their policy stance, rationale for early
literacy, and focus to reallocation of district resources. The OSBA conference is key to
messaging and motivating education reforms, as superintendents and their boards from
across the state are in attendance. In short, it is the state’s opportunity to “make sense” to
districts regarding policy rationale and use of levers, in this case funding, to drive
implementation.

District Planning

As for the second research question, the survey elicited data concerning the types
and sources of information superintendents found most useful in planning. Information
sources are reported in Table 2. Legislative (n=4), ODE/OEIB (n=12), COSA (n=10),
and district planning documents (n=4), as well as legislative testimony (n=12) and OEIB
testimony (n=1) were analyzed to track the flow of information from legislation to district

plans. Document and testimony data are reported in Table 3. Themes for document and
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testimony analysis were chosen based on the types of information typically required to

successfully plan for this type of policy implementation at the district level. A count of

one was given for each theme that was present and developed in each document. A count

of one was given for each person providing testimony or legislators discussing the

specific theme.

Table 2

Information Sources for Guiding District Full-day Kindergarten Planning

Primacy of Usefulness Non-Work Group Superintendents Work Group
Superintendents
1 COSA Full-day Kindergarten COSA Work Group Support Staff
Conferences

2 COSA Work Group Report SB 44

3 Colleague Superintendents Full-day Kindergarten
Conferences

4 ODE Newsletters Colleague Superintendents

5 ODE Early Learning Specialists ODE Deputy Superintendent
Saxton

6 SB 44 OEIB Support Staff

7 ODE Deputy Superintendent Saxton | OEIB CEO Golden

8 OEIB Newsletters ODE Newsletters

9 OEIB CEO Golden ODE Early Learning Specialists

10 State Senator OEIB Newsletters

11 State Representative State Representative

12 OEIB Support Staff State Senator

Note. Non-Work Group Superintendents (n=11); Work Group Superintendents (n=4)
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Table 3

Document and Legislative Testimony Analysis

Information Legislation | Legislative | ODE OEIB COSA District
Themes Testimony | Documents | Documents | Documents | Planning
Document

Full-day SB 44 10(SB44) |4 2 4 4 of4

Kindergarten SB 248 4 (SB districts

Rationale 248)

Equity

Full-day SB 248 12 (SB 3 9 4 1 of4

Kindergarten 248) districts

Rationale

PreK-3" grade

Funding source | SB 44 2 (SB 44) o o 10" 4 of 4

State SB 248 4 (SB 248) districts

Funding source | N/A 6 (SB44) | I 1t 0 0of4

District 10 (SB districts
248)

Required SB 44 3 (SB44) |1 0 10 4 of4

Capital 4 (SB districts

Resources 248)

Staffing N/A 0 (SB44) |0 0 9 4 of4
4 (SB districts
248)

Implementation | SB 44 10(SB44) |0 0 4 4 of 4

Timeline SB 248 15 (SB districts
248)

Instructional N/A 10(SB44) |3(1of3%*) |0 1 4 of4

Practices 2 (SB districts
248)

Instructional N/A 2(SB44) | I* 0 1 4 of4

Schedule 10 (SB districts
248)

Curriculum N/A 0(SB44) | I* 0 4 4 of4

Guidance 2 (SB districts
248)

*COSA documents posted on ODE Early Learning website

~ One time additional allocation
+ Biennial State School Fund allocation

Survey data indicated that both work group as well as non-work group

superintendents found information from COSA and their colleagues more helpful than

information from ODE, OEIB or other sources. The document analysis presented an

interesting segmentation of information into two categories: (a) information that is

critical to successful planning and (b) information that communicates policy values.
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Critical information such as funding, capital needs, implementation timelines,
instructional schedules, and curriculum guidance information sources were nearly absent
in ODE and OEIB documents versus COSA documents. Value-oriented information, e.g.
rationale for full-day kindergarten and equity of outcome, was present across the
legislative, state, COSA, and district planning documents. Communication regarding
rationale for early literacy is interesting in the fact that information was consistent across
legislative, state, and COSA documents. Only one district plan included a model for
reallocation of district resources for a preschool expansion as part of the full-day
kindergarten plan. This may be the result of concerns regarding ability to fund full-day
kindergarten, let alone a prekindergarten expansion. It may also be more the result of this
specific superintendent’s previous experience from another state where they had
developed and implemented a preschool to Grade three literacy program than an outcome
of state guidance.

In interviews with superintendents, they expressed frustration with ODE and
OEIB for not being responsive to district fiscal and capital needs. As previously noted,
superintendents held the expectation based on interactions with the agency heads that
both OEIB and ODE were focused on serving district needs as they planned for
implementation of strategic initiatives. It is important to note that the legislature directed
ODE to assess funding and capital needs for district implementation of full-day
kindergarten (Oregon SB 44, 2009). In a review of Senate Education Committee
audiotapes, Senator Haas, sponsor of full-day kindergarten legislation, was clear that
adequate resources must be provided to ensure implementation of full-day kindergarten.

SB 44 directed ODE to develop funding recommendations for full-day kindergarten
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implementation and report back to the legislature by the next biennium. ODE’s report
outlined the funding mechanisms and timelines for increasing kindergarten funding to
full weight for full-day students. However, signaling a change of course, during hearings
on SB 248 authorizing full-day kindergarten, small district superintendents who were
members of the ODE committee provided testimony in support of full-day kindergarten,
regardless of access to state funding. In response to the testimony, Senator Haas shifted
his support from mandating state funding to “...continuing the conversation at a later
date.” As the state was in the depth of a recession, his concern was to “...meet the needs
of all Oregon students” by setting a clear path for districts to “...do the right thing as they
always do.” He knew mandated funding would be a barrier to passage of the legislation
he was firmly committed to passing. As committee chair, Haas led a procedural vote that
resulted in the bill being referred directly for a vote in both chambers, bypassing the
Ways and Means committee. Two members of the committee stated their concerns for
adding yet another fiscal burden on districts already in the throes of budget cuts.
Members of the committee committed to revisiting the funding issue in future sessions as
the state budget allowed. With the creation of OEIB later in the 2011 session and under
its direction, ODE Early Learning specialists focused districts on strategies for
reallocation of state funding in support of early literacy. One specialist reported
facilitating many reallocation funding discussions with districts to fund full-day
kindergarten in transition to early literacy goals.

To frame the discussion of the findings, I return to the proposed blended
agency and constructivist cognitive model. The model presumed that policy information

flowed in a circular, transactional manner from the legislature to ODE and OEIB and

37



then to the district. The model also presumed information was contextualized for districts
in a manner that supported planning for full-day kindergarten. The findings, however,
indicate a different model.
Policy Agenda Communication Model

The initial triadic model for information and resource transmission implied a
straightforward transactional relationship among the legislature, ODE and OEIB, and the
districts. It is clear from the data that this is not the case. Transmission of information
themes presented in Figure 4 may be considered in two ways, linearly from legislation to
the district plan and in clusters dependent on a policy actor’s agenda. Value-laden
information, e.g. equity and Pre-K-third grade literacy appeared to move in a linear
fashion from legislation through ODE and OEIB communications to district plans.
However, these values were more pronounced within legislative, ODE, and OEIB
documents than COSA documents, thus clustering in the policymaking bodies and
reflecting their policy agenda. Information critical to planning a successful
implementation was most evident in COSA and district plans and sparse to nonexistent in

policymaker documents, clustered in the implementer group and reflective of that agenda.
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Figure 4
Policy agenda communication model

As depicted in the model, information related to policy goals was aligned between
the policymaking bodies and accurately transmitted out to districts. Based on SB 248
(2011) legislative testimony, legislators delegated policy implementation to ODE without
a directive to ODE for future reports on district implementation efforts. Senator Haas’s
and the Senate Education Committee’s vision for full-day kindergarten was in place and
the work of the legislature done. Despite the fact that both ODE and OEIB agency heads
were former superintendents with extensive experience in planning policy
implementations in their former districts, both defaulted to policymaker behaviors. One
Early Learning specialist noted that the longer they were away from their district, the
more likely they were to allow policymaking versus district’s beliefs and dispositions to
guide their work. Districts, on the other hand, looked to and expected support from these
bodies to support their planning process. When districts determined direct
communication with ODE and OEIB was ineffective, they turned to COSA to advocate
for their needs. Legislative testimony and interview data with ODE staff confirmed

COSA communications to the legislature and ODE on the districts’ behalf. There was no
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evidence the legislature nor ODE engaged COSA as a sense maker for districts.
Self-Interest and Sense Making

Sears and Funk (1991) suggested policy actors’ actions stem from egoistic
concerns and are a form of interest-maximizing behaviors. These behaviors become even
more potent when linked to one’s group’s interest where the costs and benefits of the
group also affect the self. Self-oriented group interest (Sears & Funk, 1991) causes the
individual group members to support a policy goal or given action because it benefits the
group and by extension, the individual member. It is salient to the discussion, then, to
consider the potential self-oriented interests of the groups represented in the data.

Superintendents assume significant amounts of risk and responsibility for sense
making in their relations with board members and line staff when planning and
implementing state policy. They know from experience that each policy has potential
unintended consequences that compound with each new policy. They are the sense
makers for their boards, who believe local control still exists and are easily frustrated by
the constraints of state mandates. A Lane County superintendent noted their board’s
perception that local control ceased to exist once school funding became a state
responsibility. With state fiscal control came state accountability as exercised typically
through unfunded legislative mandates. They cited the impact of open enrollment
legislation on a district’s decision to offer full-day kindergarten as the most recent
example. All districts in Lane County will offer full-day kindergarten rather than
potentially lose students, and revenue, to neighboring districts. They noted, “Legislators
give lip service to local control, but every piece of new [education] legislation further

restricts independent board and superintendent decision making.” Superintendents are
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the sense makers for line staff who typically display angst when asked to implement
abstract policy concepts into concrete action. Staff know from experience policy
implementation requires additional fiscal resources for professional development,
planning, staff, and other capital needs. These concerns were evident in all four district
plans. Many districts in Lane County have gone or are in the process of going to their
communities for bonding authority to cover facility and furniture costs. Unlike many
other states, Oregon does not provide additional fiscal resources for school facility
improvements. Despite the legislature’s contention that full-day kindergarten expansion
was included in the state school fund budget for 2015-17, superintendents in Lane County
indicated they would be reallocating funding from Grades 1 through 12 to provide
adequate support for full-day kindergarten implementation. In the four Lane County
districts studied, three will need to increase class size by 0.5 to 1 student per teacher FTE
to fund kindergarten. The fourth district has local options tax revenue to offset state
school fund shortfalls.

Policymakers also accept risk. Given the length of his legislative career, former
Governor Kitzhaber understood the potential that existed in effective reform: equity of
outcomes for all students while containing costs. His desire to create and sustain an
efficient and aligned education system is considered visionary by many policymakers
(Melton, 2011,). One may question the wisdom of initiating many of the 40-40-20
initiatives, but not the leadership shown while guiding the legislature and state agencies
towards achievement of the vision (Oregonian Editorial Board, 2015). Policymakers’
knowledge and experience is a critical factor in the sense-making process for the

implementer as policy making occurs within a political context. Policymakers understand

41



and leverage power through like-minded supporters (Fowler, 2013; Sears & Funk, 1991).
Former Governor Kitzhaber was purposeful in recruiting Deputy Superintendent Saxton
and CEO Golden to their posts. Both had established track records in Oregon of moving
districts towards equity of educational outcomes for students. In turn, Saxton and Golden
purposefully recruited staffs with extensive knowledge and expertise from their former
districts. The staffs were in a position to assist districts in the conversion of abstract
policy concepts into concrete action steps.

It is significant to note, however, the number of support staff for both agencies.
With only two specialists to support early learning and full-day kindergarten,
implementation across 197 districts is a daunting, if not impossible, task. Given the
challenge, there was an opportunity for ODE to collaboratively engage advocacy groups
such as COSA and OSBA as policy sense makers and capacity builders for
superintendents and boards, thereby reinforcing their effectiveness to districts. Staff, by
their own admission, were co-opted over time by those with long agency and/or policy-
making history at the state and thus became entrenched in the “us versus them” mentality.
To that point, advocacy groups, such as COSA, are a valuable source of information, as
they understand both professional cultures where their members operate as well as the
political culture of policymaking (Spillane, 2004; McDonnell & Elmore, 1987; McPhee
and Bronstein, 2002). In this study, COSA presented more as a persistent, and not
always welcomed, sense maker for ODE and the legislature regarding district needs.
COSA'’s existence is dependent upon how they are perceived in their role as advocate for
district administrators and restrainer of perceived unbridled use of state authority. COSA

provided systematic support structures for superintendents to both gather information for
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planning as well as build capacity across districts through COSA full-day kindergarten
conferences. COSA was purposeful in not only identifying experts in the field, but also
engaging them as trainers for districts. While ODE and OEIB staff participated in the
conferences, only documents from practitioner-led breakout sessions were found in
Springfield, Bethel, and Fern Ridge school district planning documents. The strength of
COSA’s advocacy for districts provides a cautionary tale for state policy makers.
Superintendents, through COSA, are currently lobbying the legislature for the sun setting
of OEIB prior to 2016. Deputy Superintendent Saxton recently announced his
resignation as deputy superintendent after a two-year tenure. While the factors
influencing his decision are not known, it is suggestive that superintendent dissatisfaction
may be a factor. Superintendents interviewed for this study cited perceived ODE and
OEIB missteps with the manner in which they supported districts through the myriad of
40-40-20 strategic initiatives, including full-day kindergarten.
Theoretical Framework Critique

A review of the usefulness of the theoretical framework for this study is in order.
As previously stated, I proposed the use of agency theory, specifically Braun’s (1993)
triadic model, in tandem with a constructivist cognitive theory as proposed by Spillane
(2002). Two criteria of the triadic model must be addressed: (a) presumption of
resources flowing from principal to third party and (b) presumption that the principal
understands the need to secure cooperation of the third party. The Oregon legislature did
not secure nor provide additional fiscal resources, either for ODE to build sufficient staff
to support districts or for districts to implement full-day kindergarten without impacting

current instructional programs, thus hobbling ODE and OEIB’s ability to secure
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cooperation of districts from the outset. One may well view the triadic model as
ineffective for Oregon policy making due to an established history of unfunded education
mandates. Conversely, one may also view the triadic model as useful when considering
Eisenhardt’s (1989) assertion that policymakers have the potential to cause uncontrollable
variations and uncertainty in policy outcomes based on the choices they make. The
outcome of the legislature’s choice to not delay full-day kindergarten legislation by tying
it to the state budget ultimately resulted in challenges for both ODE and OEIB in their
relations with districts.

The use of a constructivist cognitive theory framework proved useful in guiding
the analysis of the qualitative data. To this point, it proved useful in capturing the greater
complexities of the various policy actor behaviors and thus a greater understanding of the
relational dynamics among districts, ODE, OEIB, and COSA (Eisenhardt, 1989). The
combination of an agency model with the constructivist cognitive theory should be
considered as useful in policy analysis. Perrow (1986) and Hirsch, et al. (1987) were
correct in their assertions that the impact of choices and emotional responses could not be
captured in the agency model. The blended model provides not only a framework for
understanding the impact of choices across the principal-intermediary agent-third party
continuum but guidance concerning corrective actions that will improve policy
implementation and outcomes.

Limitations and Threats to Validity

There are two significant limitations to my study: time and small numbers of

participants. The study is strengthened by use of a mixed methods approach, which

provided a framework for understanding the data through the construction of the rich
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relationships between decision makers and implementers. It should be noted that these
two factors significantly impacted the generalizability of this study beyond Lane County.
The possibility should be considered that data gathered from Portland Metro area
superintendents, where districts serve larger student populations and have greater central
office supports for policy implementation, might yield different responses to the survey
and interview questions. Conversely, data gathered from eastern or coastal Oregon
communities may well demonstrate a greater district reliance and thus a more positive
view of ODE and OEIB due to lack of central office support staff.

Validity in an explanatory sequential mixed methods approach is based on
establishing quantitative as well as qualitative validity for each database. To this end, it
is critical that data collection used the same variables, constructs, and/or concepts
(Creswell, 2014). Creswell (2014) identified several potential threats to validity in a
mixed methods approach: (a) unequal sample sizes that provide less of a picture via the
qualitative data than the quantitative data, (b) use of different concepts or variables on
both sides making data difficult to merge, and (c) failure to account for data discrepancies
when determining final conclusions. Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) recommended the
following strategies be used for internal validity control:

1. Triangulation of data — Data triangulation was achieved using different
sources of information in order to increase the validity of the study. Validity of the
qualitative data was built upon examination of evidence from various sources and using
the various forms of data to develop a coherent description and justification for the
study’s themes (Creswell, 2014; Golafshani, 2003). The data sources for this study were

collected from surveys, archival audio recordings of Oregon Senate and House Education
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committee hearings, and work sessions on SB 44 (2009) and SB 248(2011); archival
audio and video OEIB board meetings; interviews with ODE Early Learning specialists;
analysis of ODE and OEIB state agency documents; and the COSA Early Learning and
Full-day Kindergarten Final Report (2014).

2. Saturation — Data saturation is defined as collecting qualitative data to the
point at which no new information or concepts emerge and the theories that do emerge
are well supported by data (Morse, 1995, p.147). In the process of saturation, data that
initially appeared diverse and disconnected form patterns and/or themes aiding the
development of coherence and justification of the study’s themes. Saturation was reached
through the 15 survey participants and the personal communications from Lane County
superintendents of district who are currently offering full-day kindergarten. Common
themes clearly emerged from both survey and personal communication responses.
Additionally, Creswell (2014, p. 222) recommended that the participants in the
qualitative data collection be included in the larger quantitative data sample to improve
the quality of comparison between the two databases. The superintendents interviewed
also participated in the survey.

3. Accounting for negative or discrepant data — As previously stated, qualitative
studies construct rich understandings of the relationships between decision makers and
stakeholders. As such, different perspectives from the various policy actors will not
always coalesce and must be accounted for (Creswell, 2014). Patterns and themes
developed through triangulation and saturation provide a framework for discussing
evidence that runs counter to emerging themes.

4. Member checks or respondent validation — Member checks serve to confirm
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the major themes and findings throughout the course of the research. Correcting errors
before they are built in to the developing model and potentially subvert the analysis is
key (Guba, 1981; Morse, Barrett, Mayan, Olson, & Spiers, 2008). ODE Early Learning
staff, COSA staff, and superintendents served as a check on my interpretations of the
interview and field observations and meaning derived from the data.

5. Clarification of researcher bias — Researcher bias occurs when the researcher
has personal bias and a priori assumptions that cannot be bracketed (Onwuegbuzie &
Leech, 2007). Bias may be subconsciously transferred to the participants in such a way as
to influence their behaviors. Additionally, bias can influence study procedures, data
collection, and analysis. During the data analysis phase, I reflected on the impact of my
background as a white, educated female of privilege and as a public school district
administrator on the data interpretation and identification of themes as presented in the
final proposed theory. An objective analysis of data proved problematic at times,
specifically regarding superintendent data. The comparison of legislative testimony,
ODE interview data, and document analysis broadened my worldview regarding the
complexities of education reform policy. Review of legislative testimony and ODE
interview data afforded me the opportunity to consider the rationale that drives legislators
as they craft policy and ODE staff as they support implementation. The passion and
desire to do good works for all Oregon students was clear. Additionally, this study
expanded my understanding of the challenges these bodies faced in moving districts
forward. The challenges included realizing a vision of equity of outcome for all students
when districts statewide hold differing views about both the definition and

operationalization of equity. The districts’ responsibilities are to not simply respond in
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frustration to policy challenges, but to honestly examine their practices and embrace a
longer term view of a policy’s potential.

To control for threats to external validity, descriptions of the archival audio and
video recordings as well as OSBA and COSA meeting data were completed. Detailed
descriptions provided a solid base for future researcher comparisons of Oregon education
policymaking processes at the state and local school district levels. Onwuegbuzie and
Leech (2007) recommended leaving an audit trail through maintenance of extensive

documentation of records and data stemming from the study.
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CHAPTER IV
IMPLICATIONS

Spillane, et al. (2002) advanced the notion that implementation failure results not
because implementers reject the reform ideas but because they understand them
differently than the policy makers. Scholz (1991) suggested the possibility of cooperation
between policy makers and implementers where there are spaces created for both sides to
exchange information in an effort to align goals and actions (p. 218). Sears and Funk
(1991), on the other hand, submitted that the self-interested values and goals of a given
group act as a coopting force on others who are not members. This study has the potential
to inform all policy actors across a policy implementation continuum, be it federal, state
or local policy. Each group of policy actors needs to consider the impact of self-oriented
group interest (Sears & Funk, 1991) on their respective roles. Legislators, if they desire
operationalization of their values, must consider the resources necessary for
operationalization of those values when crafting legislation. Failure to do so results in
the potential for failure at the implementation level. While impact studies are typically
done to assess fiscal impacts within the policy implementation continuum, impact studies
regarding support should be considered. Support should include the following: (a)
quality and quantity of policy information required for both intermediary agents as well
as implementers, (b) effective communication network to support policy sense making
and input regarding needs across the continuum, and (c) necessary infrastructure and
capital resources needed across the continuum. All policy has the potential for
unintended outcomes. As a consequence of the electoral cycle, one policy is layered

upon another as legislators are elected then replaced by the next candidate. Given this
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environment, it is essential for legislatures to enlist state intermediaries as monitors for
potential unintended consequences of policy layering.

For state intermediaries, opportunities exist to expand their current role from
compliance agents to true agents of change. Keedy and McDonald (2007) alluded to the
potential for capacity building in districts that results in true system reform. States have
the authority to perform analysis of district needs but not always the capacity, as
previously discussed. If they are constrained by agency capacity, they should seek
legislative support and/or partner with other advocacy groups such as COSA and OSBA
to assist in that endeavor.

Policy implementers, specifically districts, also have responsibilities in
recognizing their own self-interested bias. The very nature of educational reform is to
provide the necessary tension to be better than our current selves. If we, as a system,
know we can do better, we should. Superintendents, by virtue of their position, are called
to examine current practice and realize the longer term potential of reform through
effective management of the short term challenges. They have a responsibility to engage
and stay engaged with state intermediaries as well as legislators as part of policy work.
Superintendents should strive to provide as balanced a view as possible in their advocacy
work, e.g. recognizing both the policy’s potential as well as the needs to ensure effective
policy implementation, articulating potential unintended consequences as clearly as
possible. The study has the potential to provide information to district leaders so they can
successfully respond to policy, such as full-day kindergarten, in the following ways: (a)
recommend ODE and OEIB work in a collaborative manner with COSA, where ODE and

OEIB communicate policy goals which COSA translates into action at the district level;
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(b) leverage the relationships districts have with COSA and OSBA to support creation of
district policies that ensure successful implementation at the school level; and (c) enable
the individual school to tailor its response, while maintaining fidelity of implementation,
to state policy based on the community it serves. Study participants will be offered a
copy of the study upon successful completion as determined through the dissertation
defense process.
Reflection

My interest in conducting this study was to broaden my understanding of and skill
in interfacing with state and federal policymakers. My daily work as a public school
superintendent requires me to be the policy sense maker and leader for the school board,
community and staff. Additionally, I reflected often on the impact of my background as
a white, educated female of privilege and as a public school district administrator.
Objective analysis of data proved problematic at times, specifically regarding
superintendent data. The comparison of legislative testimony, ODE interview data, and
document analysis broadened my worldview regarding the complexities of education
reform policy. Review of legislative testimony and ODE interview data afforded me the
opportunity to consider the rationale that drives legislators as they craft policy and ODE
staff as they support implementation. The passion and desire to do good works for all
Oregon students, regardless of policy role, was clear. Additionally, this study expanded
my understanding of the challenges these bodies faced in moving districts forward. The
challenges included realizing a vision of equity of outcome for all students when districts
statewide hold differing views about both the definition and operationalization of equity.

The districts’ responsibilities are to not simply respond in frustration to policy challenges,
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but to honestly examine their practices and embrace a longer-term view of a policy’s
potential. My career has benefited from this work by reinforcing the importance of life-
long learning and curiosity to effective educational leadership. I feel most fortunate to
have been given the opportunity to interface with and learn from national education
policy scholars. Ilook forward to applying my newfound skills and knowledge towards
leading my organization to achieve equity of academic outcomes for all our students

regardless of circumstance through effective policy implementation.
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION NEWSLETTER MAY 2013

OREGON EDUCATION

tducation Update

Rob’s Blog

Message from Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction Rob Saxton

5

When 1 joined the Oregon Department of Education nine months ago, I knew that the
Department and I had been tasked with taking a long hard look at how we were organized
and operating. How could we, as an organization, improve the services and supports we were
providing to districts to help move the dial on key student outcomes? What did we need to be
doing differently to ensure better opportunities and results for our students? I knew that I was joining an organization of
passionate, dedicated, and talented individuals who care deeply about our students and our school system. My job was to
ensure that our organization capitalized on all of that talent and that our cfforts contribute directly to the change we want
to see in our state.

Every great organization is tied together by a shared mission and values that guide every aspect of the work and connect
the day-to-day activities with a broader context and goals. Last fall, we pulled together staff from throughout the agency
to draft a mission and value statements for the Department. This was a staff-led and staff-owned process and the resulting
statements represent how we view what we as an agency should, and need, to be. These statements have become the
backbone of our work and have guided the strategic planning process we have been engaged in for the last several months.
I wanted to share these statements with you, and I welcome your feedback over the coming months and years on how well

our agency is living and breathing our mission and values in our daily work.

Our Mission

The Oregon Department of Education fosters excellence for every learner through innovation, collaboration, leadership,

and service to our education partners.

Value Statements

At the Oregon Department of Education, we are guided by the following values:

Equity for Every Student

We strive to climinate Oregon’s achievement gap. We expect
every student will meet or exceed high standards and fulfill his
or her potential in an adaptive environment of respect and
skilled instruction.

High Quality Education

We support our education partners in delivering high quality
curriculum and instruction, while fostering a love of learning
and attending to the nceds and wellness of the whole child.
We accomplish this by promoting excellent teaching, effective
leadership, and continuous improvement at all levels of the
system.

Results Focused

We act with urgency and focus on equitable results because
our work is important and the stakes are high. Our state and
the public have entrusted us to be the stewards of our public
resources for education, to be the definitive source of data
about a school’s performance, and to intervene on behalf of
Oregon’s students when improvement is needed.

Orcgon Department of Education

Service

We know that excellent service to Oregon’s districts, schools,
parents, youth, and communities is central to our work. We
commit to timely, accurate, efficient, and reliable service.

Leadership

We lead by example and hold ourselves and our work to the
highest standard. We champion our schools, safeguard our
education system, promote best practice, and act as responsible
stewards of our resources.

Teamwork
We work as a team, across units, to build strong relationships
based on trust and seck positive impact in all of ourinteractions.

People Are Our Greatest Asset

We know diversity adds strength to our workforce. We seek to
attract, develop, and retain the best talent in our organization.
Wie cultivate and celebrate employees who exceed expectations,
deliver results, demonstrate a can-do attitude, and foster
collaboration.

May 2013
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APPENDIX B

INSTRUMENTS

ALIGNMENT BETWEEN RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DATA COLLECTION

Research Question

Data Collection

Instruments

Data Source/Participant

1. To what extent does the

OEIB and ODE work

collaboratively as

directed in Oregon HB

3233 and Oregon SB
909 to provide
information and
resources that
operationalize a full-
day kindergarten

program?

A.

Field Notes

OEIB Board Meetings

COSA FDK Conferences

COSA Off the Record

Meetings

Mixed forced-choice and

open-ended survey

COSA FDK Workgroup
members

Lane County
superintendents, including
Bethel, Eugene, Fern
Ridge and Springfield

districts

Interviews

A. Field Notes
* OEIB Board
Meetings (n=1)
* COSA FDK
Conferences (n=3)
* COSA Off the
Record Meetings

(n=2)

B. Mixed forced-
choice and open
ended survey

* COSA FDK
Workgroup
Members (n=4)*

e 2. Lane County
Superintendents

(n=11)

C. Interviews

* ODE Early
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* ODE Early Learning staff

* Lane County
Superintendents on the

COSA FDK Work Group

*  Non-work group Lane

County Superintendents

D. Document analysis of full-
day kindergarten legislation;
COSA Full-day Kindergarten
Report; ODE Full-day
Kindergarten Implementation
Report, communiqués and
support documents; OEIB
newsletters, planning, and
budget recommendation

documents

Learning Staff
(n=2)

Lane County
Superintendents
on the COSA
FDK Work Group
(n=2)

Non-work group
Lane County
Superintendents

(n=2)

D. 1. Documents (n=30)

To what extent do
district leaders feel
prepared for full-day
kindergarten

implementation as a

A. Mixed forced-choice and
open-ended survey
* COSA FDK Workgroup

members

A. Mixed forced-choice

and open-ended survey

COSA FDK

Workgroup
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result of their

relationship with ODE

and OEIB?

Lane County school

district superintendents

B. Interviews

Lane County
Superintendents on the
COSA Full-day
Kindergarten Workgroup
Non-work group Lane

County superintendents

C. Document analysis

District FDK Plans

Personal communication
from other Lane County
school district

superintendents

Members
(n=4)*

* Lane County
Superintendents

(n=11)

B. Interviews

¢ Lane County
Superintendents
on the COSA
FDK Workgroup
(n=2)

*  Non-workgroup
Lane County
superintendents
(n=2)

C. Documents

¢ District FDK
Plans (n=4)

¢ Personal

communication

(n=3)

*Two of four workgroup superintendents from Lane County
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APPENDIX C

FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN INFORMATION SURVEY

Section 1: District Information

0-
1,000

1,000-
5,000

5,000-
10,000

10,000-
20,000

Great
er
than
20,000

1. District Student Size

5-10

10-15

15 or
more

2. Number of years experience as a public
school district superintendent

3. Number of years as a superintendent of
an Oregon public school district

4. Number of years as a superintendent of
current district

Section 2: Professional affiliation

Yes

No

1. Are you a member of the COSA Early
Learning/Full-day Kindergarten Work
Group?

a. If no proceed to Section 3

b. If yes proceed to Section 4

Section 3: Full-day Kindergarten Policy
Information

SA

SD

NO

1. As a superintendent, I received
information about the legislative intent of
the full-day kindergarten legislation
Oregon Senate Bill 44 (2009).

Place in rank order which of the
following sources you used to gather
information and provide guidance for
district implementation of full-day
kindergarten with 0 being the least
likely and 4 the most likely source.

2. a. Oregon Senate Bill 44 (2009)

b. My State Senator

c. My State Representative

d. Oregon Department of Education
(ODE) Deputy Superintendent Saxton

e. Oregon Department of Education
(ODE) Early Learning Staff Specialists

f. ODE email communications and/or
newsletters

g. Oregon Education Investment Board
(OEIB) CEO Golden
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h. Oregon Education Investment Board
(OEIB) Staff Specialists

i. OEIB email communications and/or
newsletters

2. j. Confederation of Oregon School
Administrators (COSA) Staff

k. Confederation of Oregon School
Administrators Superintendents’ Early
Learning Work Group

1. Please list any additional sources you
use to gather information and guide full-
day kindergarten implementation.

m. Of these additional sources, which
are the most useful to you and why?

3. As a superintendent, I believe...

SA

SD

NO

a. ODE and OEIB provide information
from both agencies that is consistent
regardless of which agency provides the
information.

b. As a result of the information from ODE
and OEIB on full-day kindergarten, I know
which agency to contact for
implementation questions specific to my
district.

c. ODE and OEIB has provided
information and resources I need to lead
full-day kindergarten implementation.

d. ODE and OEIB adjust information and
resources based on feedback from district
superintendents.

e. ODE and OEIB adjust information and
resources based on feedback from COSA
stafft.

f. ODE and OEIB adjust information and
resources based on the COSA Early
Learning Work Group Full-day
Kindergarten Recommendations Report.

g. ODE and OEIB adjust information and
resources based on feedback from
community advocacy and/or association
groups, e.g. Chalk Board Project, OEA,
Stand For Children, Early Learning Hubs.

h. My district has the highly qualified
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kindergarten teachers and facilities to
implement full-day kindergarten.

Section 4: Policy Information COSA
Early Learning Work Group
Superintendents

SA

SD

NO

1. As a superintendent, I received
information about the legislative intent of
the full-day kindergarten legislation
Oregon Senate Bill 44 (2009).

Place in rank order which of the
following sources you used to gather
information and provide guidance for
the COSA Work Group on Full-day
Kindergarten with 0 being the least
likely and 4 the most likely source.

2. a. Oregon Senate Bill 44 (2009)

b. My State Senator

c. My State Representative

d. Oregon Department of Education
(ODE) Deputy Superintendent Saxton

e. Oregon Department of Education
(ODE) Early Learning Staff Specialists

f. ODE email communications and/or
newsletters

g. Oregon Education Investment Board
(OEIB) CEO Golden

h. Oregon Education Investment Board
(OEIB) Staff Specialists

i. OEIB email communications and/or
newsletters

j. Confederation of Oregon School
Administrators (COSA) Staff

k. Please list any additional sources you
use to gather information and guide the
work of the COSA Full-day Kindergarten
Work Group.

1. Of these additional sources, which
are the most useful to you and why?

3. As a superintendent, I believe...

SA

SD

NO

a. ODE and OEIB provide information
from both agencies that is consistent
regardless of which agency provides the
information.

b. As a result of the information from ODE
and OEIB on full-day kindergarten, I know
which agency to contact for
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implementation questions specific to my
district.

c. ODE and OEIB has provided
information and resources I need to lead
full-day kindergarten implementation.

d. ODE and OEIB adjust information and
resources based on feedback from district
superintendents.

e. ODE and OEIB adjust information and
resources based on feedback from COSA
staff.

f. ODE and OEIB adjust information and
resources based on the COSA Early
Learning Work Group Full-day
Kindergarten Recommendations Report.

g. ODE and OEIB adjust information and
resources based on feedback from
community advocacy and/or association
groups, e.g. Chalk Board Project, OEA,
Stand For Children, Early Learning Hubs.

SA A D SD NO
h. My district has the highly qualified
kindergarten teachers and facilities to
implement full-day kindergarten.
APPENDIX D

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS: SUPERINTENDENTS

1. One of the roles of a state department of education is to provide guidance and
oversight to districts regarding implementation of state education legislation and policy.
a. Is the information ODE and OEIB communicates to districts useful to you as you

plan for implementation of full-day kindergarten? Why or why not?

b. In what ways does ODE and OEIB solicit feedback from districts regarding the
efficacy of the information they provide to districts regarding full-day kindergarten?

c. In what ways does ODE and OEIB adjust the information and support to districts
based on feedback from districts? Please provide specific examples from your district’s
perspective.

2. My survey of superintendents rated COSA as the first source for information
concerning information for planning for full-day kindergarten, ahead of information and
communications from ODE and OEIB staff or their chief executive officers.

a. What actions on COSA’s part accounts for this data?

b. What role does COSA play in providing information to your district regarding the
intent of full-day kindergarten legislation?

60




Question for Superintendents Who Were Not Members of the COSA Kindergarten Work
Group

3. My survey of superintendents who were not involved in the COSA Full-day
Kindergarten Work Group rated the information from the work group as a significant
source of information for planning full-day kindergarten, ahead of information and
communications from ODE and OEIB staff or their chief executive officers. What
information in the work group report do you believe accounts for this data?

Questions for Superintendents Who Were Members of the COSA Kindergarten Work
Group

4. My survey of superintendents who were members of the work group rated
information from the work group report as a more significant source of information for
planning full-day kindergarten, ahead of information and communications from ODE and
OEIB staff or their respective chief executive officers. What experiences from the work
group meetings and/or report do your believe accounts for this data?

5. What role did the COSA Work Group play in providing information to ODE
and/or OEIB regarding district capacity for full-day kindergarten?

6. What role did the COSA Work Group play in providing information to legislators
regarding district capacity for full-day kindergarten?

7. Is there anything I haven’t asked that you feel would help me understand
information flow around preparing to implement full-day kindergarten? Is there anyone
else you believe I should interview regarding this topic?

APPENDIX E
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS: ODE STAFF

1. One of the roles of a state education department is to provide guidance and oversight
to districts regarding implementation of state education legislation and policies. For
the following questions, please provide examples of effective methods as well as
examples where there were challenges with the methods.

a. How does ODE determine what information and support are needed by districts
to ensure a district may successfully plan for implementation of any new
legislation and/or policy?

b. What methods are used by ODE to deliver information and/or support to
districts?

c. How does ODE monitor the effectiveness of the information and/or support
provided to districts?

d. How does ODE solicit feedback from districts regarding the efficacy of the
information and/or support in supporting district planning for implementation of

a new policy?

e. What adjustments in messaging to districts, if any, are made based on district
feedback?
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2. With the passage of 40-40-20 legislation, ODE and OEIB were directed to work
collaboratively in support of the state education strategic initiatives.

a. What have been the successes of the relationship between ODE and OEIB and
what have been the challenges when providing information to districts about
strategic initiatives?

b. What information does ODE coordinate with OEIB in communications to districts
as they plan for implementation of strategic investments? Please provide specific
examples.

c. What information does ODE coordinate with OEIB in communications to the
legislature regarding district capacity for planning and implementation of strategic
investments? Please provide specific examples.

3. How has the information and support to districts from ODE regarding full-day
kindergarten planning changed as a result of OEIB’s “Pathway to Kindergarten
Readiness and 3rd Grade Reading” initiative?

4. Anything I haven’t asked that you feel would help me understand information flow

around preparing to implement full-day kindergarten? Is there anyone else you believe I
should interview concerning this topic?

62



APPENDIX F

SURVEY DATA

Superintendent FDK Information Survey SurveyMonkey

Q1 I have read the informed consent and
agree to participate in the survey:

Answered: 15 Skipped: 1

0% 10%  20%  30% 40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
m 93.33% 14
Disagree 6.67% 1
Total 15
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Superintendent FDK Information Survey

SurveyMonkey

Q2 What is student population of your

district?

Answered: 13 Skipped: 3

Answer Choices Responses
0-1,000 53.85% 7
1,000-5,000 23.08% 3
5,000-10,000 7.69% 1
10,000-20,000 7.69% !
Greater than 20,000 7.69% 1
Total 13
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Superintendent FDK Information Survey

Q3 Experience

Answered: 13 Skipped: 3

How many years

How many years
experience d...

How many years
experience d...

o
-
N
w

SurveyMonkey

10

13 35 5-10 1015 150r Total  Weighted
more Average

How many years experience do you have as a public school district 30.77%  15.38% = 23.08%  15.38% = 15.38%
superintendent? 4 2 3 2 2 13 269
How many years experience do you have as an Oregon public school 38.46%  15.38% = 30.77%  15.38% 0.00%
superintendent? 5 2 4 2 0 13 223
How many years experience do you have as the superintendent of your 53.85% @ 15.38% @ 30.77% 0.00% 0.00%
current district? 7 2 4 0 0 13 177
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Superintendent FDK Information Survey SurveyMonkey

Q4 Are you a member of the COSA Early
Learning/Full Day Kindergarten Work
Group?

Answered: 13 Skipped: 3

Yes - If yes
proceed to...

0% 10%  20%  30%  40%  50% 60% 70%  80%  90% 100%

No - If no
proceed to...

Total 13

Answer Choices ‘ Responses
Yes - If yes proceed to Section 4 ‘ 3846% s
No - If no proceed to Section 3 ‘ 61.54% 8
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Superintendent FDK Information Survey SurveyMonkey

Q5 As a superintendent, | understand the
legislative intent of Full Day Kindergarten
as outlined in Oregon Senate Bill 44 (2009).

Answered: 7 Skipped: 9

Strongly
Disagree

No Opinion

0% 10% 20%  30% 40% 50% 60%  70% 80%  90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Strongly Agree 71.43% 5
Agres 28.57% 2
Disagree 0.00% 0
Strongly Disagree 0.00% 0
No Opinion 0.00% 0

Total 7
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Superintendent FDK Information Survey SurveyMonkey

Q6 Please rate each source of information
for full day kindergarten using the numbers
1 to 5, where 1 is least helpful in informing
your district's planning process for full day
kindergarten and 5 is most helpful.

Answered: 6 Skipped: 10

Oregon Senate
Bill 44 (2009)

My State
Senator

My State
Representative

Oregon
Department o...
Oregon
Department o...

ODE email
communicatio...
Oregon
Education...
Oregon
Education...
OEIB email
communicatio...
Confederation
of Oregon...
COSA/ODE Full
Day...
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 Total  Weighted
Average
Oregon Senate Bill 44 (2009) 50.00% @ 25.00% @ 25.00% 0.00% 0.00%
2 1 1 0 0 4 1.75
My State Senator 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
3 0 0 0 0 3 1.00
My State Representative 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
3 0 0 0 0 3 1.00
Oregon Department of Education (ODE) Deputy Superintendent Saxton 33.33%  66.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1 2 0 0 0 3 167
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Superintendent FDK Information Survey SurveyMonkey

Oregon Department of Education (ODE) Early Leaming Staff Specialists 0.00% = 75.00% @ 25.00% 0.00% 0.00%

0 3 1 0 0 RS 225
ODE email communications and/or newsletters 0.00% = 40.00% = 60.00% 0.00% 0.00%

0 2 3 0 0 5 260
Oregon Education Investment Board (OEIB) CEO Golden 66.67% = 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

2 1 0 0 0 3 133
Oregon Education Investment Board (OEIB) Staff Specialists 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

3 0 0 0 0 3 1.00
OEIB email communications and/or newsletters 33.33%  66.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

1 2 0 0 0 3 167
Confederation of Oregon School Administrators Superintendents' Early 40.00% 0.00% = 20.00%  40.00% 0.00%
Learning Work Group 2 0 1 2 0 5 260
COSA/ODE Full Day Kindergarten Conferences 40.00% 0.00% 0.00% = 40.00% = 20.00%

2 0 0 2 1 5 3.00
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Superintendent FDK Information Survey

Q7 Please list any additional sources you
use to gather information and guide Full
Day Kindergarten implementation.

Answered: 3 Skipped: 13

# Responses

1 The research and experience | have had in implementing full-day Kindergarten in my present and prior school
districts.

2 We've also looked to other districts currently operating full-day kinder programs.

3 Experience in another district and in Alaska

Superintendent FDK Information Survey

Q8 Of these additional sources, which are
the most useful to you and why?

Answered: 2 Skipped: 14

# Responses

1 Working with existing programs provides us with practical ples of impl tation p and
challenges.

2 Experience

70

SurveyMonkey

Date
2/22/2015 3:12 PM

2/20/2015 12:03 PM

2/19/2015 5:30 PM

SurveyMonkey

Date

2/20/2015 12:03 PM

2/19/2015 5:30 PM



Superintendent FDK Information Survey SurveyMonkey

Q9 As a superintendent, | believe...

Answered: 6 Skipped: 10

ODE and OEIB
provide...

As a result of
the informat...

ODE and OEIB
has provided...
ODE and OEIB

adjust...

ODE and OEIB
adjust...
ODE and OEIB
adjust...
ODE and OEIB
adjust...
My district
has the high...
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Strongly = Agree Disagree  Strongly = No Total  Weighted
Agree Disagree = Opinion Average
ODE and OEIB provide information from both agencies that is 0.00% | 33.33% 33.33% 16.67% 16.67%
consistent regardless of which agency provides the information. 0 2 2 1 1 6 3.17
As a result of the information from ODE and OEIB on Full Day 33.33% @ 16.67% 16.67% 33.33% 0.00%
Kindergarten, | know which agency to contact for implementation 2 1 1 2 0 6 250
questions specific to my district.
ODE and OEIB has provided information and resources | need to 0.00% @ 66.67% 0.00% 16.67% 16.67%
lead Full Day Kindergarten implementation. 0 4 0 1 1 6 283
ODE and OEIB adjust information and resources based on feedback 0.00% | 33.33% 0.00% 16.67% 50.00%
from district superintendents. 0 2 0 1 3 6 3.83
ODE and OEIB adjust information and resources based on feedback 16.67% @ 33.33% 0.00% 16.67% 33.33%
from COSA staff. 1 2 0 1 2 6 3.17
ODE and OEIB adjust information and resources based on the 0.00% @ 66.67% 0.00% 16.67% 16.67%
COSA Early Learning Work Group Full Day Kindergarten 0 4 0 1 1 6 283

Recommendations Report.

ODE and OEIB adjust information and resources based on feedback 16.67% 0.00% 16.67% 16.67% 50.00%
from community advocacy and/or association groups, e.g. 1 0 1 1 3 6 3.83
Chalkboard Project, OEA, Stand for Children, Early Learning Hubs.

My district has the highly qualified Kindergarten teachers and 83.33% 0.00% 16.67% 0.00% 0.00%
facilities to implement Full Day Kindergarten. 5 0 1 0 0 6 1.33



Superintendent FDK Information Survey

SurveyMonkey
Q10 As a superintendent...
Answered: 4 Skipped: 12
| received
'mmn”. _
0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 14 16 18 2
Strongly ~ Agree Disagree = Strongly = No Total  Weighted
Agree Disagree =~ Opinion Average
| received information about the legislative intent of the Full Day 75.00% @ 25.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Kindergarten legislation - Oregon Senate Bill 44 (2009) 3 1 0 0 0 4 1.25
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Superintendent FDK Information Survey

Q11 Please rate which of the following
sources you used to gather information and
provide guidance for the COSA work group

on Full Day Kindergarten with 1 being the
least likely and 5 being the most likely
source

Answered: 4 Skipped: 12

Oregon Senate
Bill 44 (2009)

My State
Senator

My State
Representative

Oregon
Department o...
Oregon
Department o...

ODE email
communicatio...

Oregon
Education...
Oregon
Education...

OEIB email
communicatio...

Confederation
of Oregon...

COSAJ/ODE Full
Day...
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 2 3 4
Oregon Senate Bill 44 (2009) 0.00% = 50.00% 0.00% = 25.00%
0 2 0 1
My State Senator 75.00% 0.00% 0.00% = 25.00%
3 0 0 1
My State Representative 50.00% = 25.00% 0.00% = 25.00%
2 1 0 1
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25.00%

0.00%

0.00%
0

SurveyMonkey

10

Total

Weighted
Average

3.25

1.75

2.00



Superintendent FDK Information Survey

Oregon Department of Education (ODE) Deputy Superintendent
Saxton

Oregon Department of Education (ODE) Early Learning Staff
Specialists

ODE email communications and/or newsletters

Oregon Education Investment Board (OEIB) CEO Golden
Oregon Education Investment Board (OEIB) Staff Specialists
OEIB email communications and/or newsletters

Confederation of Oregon School Administrators (COSA) Staff

COSA/ODE Full Day Kindergarten Conferences

0.00%
25.00%
25.00%
50.00%
25.00%
25.00%
25.00%

25.00%

74

50.00%
2

50.00%
2

50.00%
2

0.00%
0

0.00%
0

50.00%
2

0.00%
0

25.00%
1

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

25.00%

0.00%

0.00%

75.00%

50.00%

25.00%
1

0.00%
0

25.00%

SurveyMonkey
4 3.00
4 2.00
4 2.50
4 225
4 2.50
4 2.00
4 3.25
4 275



Superintendent FDK Information Survey SurveyMonkey

Q12 Please list any additional sources you
use to gather information and guide the
work of the COSA Full Day Kindergarten

Work Group.

Answered: 3 Skipped: 13

# Responses Date

1 Quality Education Commission put out cost estimates. Other school districts. 2/27/2015 12:51 PM
2 District superintendents who were already working on early learning. 2/26/2015 8:25 PM
3 See FDK Report 2/20/2015 7:54 PM
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Superintendent FDK Information Survey SurveyMonkey

Q13 Of these additional sources, which are
most useful to you and why?

Answered: 1 Skipped: 15

# Responses Date
1 All 2/20/2015 7:54 PM
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Superintendent FDK Information Survey

Q14 As a superintendent, | believe...

Answered: 4 Skipped: 12

ODE and OEIB
provide...

As a result of
the informat...

ODE and OEIB
has provided...

ODE and OEIB
adjust...
ODE and OEIB
adjust...
ODE and OEIB
adjust...
0 1 2 4 5 6 7
Strongly  Agree Disagree
Agree
ODE and OEIB provide information from both agencies that is 0.00% 50.00% 50.00%
consistent regardless of which agency provides the information. 0 2 2
As a result of the information from ODE and OEIB on Full Day 0.00% 75.00% 25.00%
Kindergarten, | know which agency to contact for implementation 0 3 1
questions specific to my district.
ODE and OEIB has provided information and resources | need to 25.00% 25.00% 0.00%
lead Full Day kindergarten implementation. 1 1 0
ODE and OEIB adjust information and resources based on 0.00% = 100.00% 0.00%
feedback from district superintendent. 0 4 0
ODE and OEIB adjust information and resources based on 25.00% 75.00% 0.00%
feedback from COSA staff. 1 3 0
ODE and OEIB adjust information and resources based on the 0.00% 75.00% 25.00%
COSA Early Learning Work Group Full Day Kindergarten 0 3 1
Recommendations Report.
ODE and OEIB adjust information and resources based on 0.00% 75.00% 25.00%
feedback from community advocacy and/or association groups, 0 3 1

e.g. Chalkboard Project, OEA, Stand for Children, Early Leaming
Hubs.

ODE and OEIB
adjust...
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50.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

SurveyMonkey

9 10
No Total
Opinion
0.00%
0 4
0.00%
0 4
0.00%
0 4
0.00%
0 4
0.00%
0 4
0.00%
0 4
0.00%
0 4

Weighted
Average

2.25

1.75



Superintendent FDK Information Survey SurveyMonkey

Q15 My district has the highly qualified
Kindergarten teachers and facilities to
implement Full Day Kindergarten

Answered: 4 Skipped: 12

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No Opinion

0% 10%  20%  30%  40% 50% 60%  70%  80%  90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
Strongly Agree 75.00% 3
Agree 25.00% 1
Disagree 0.00% 0
Strongly Disagree 0.00% 0
No Opinion 0.00% 0
Total 4
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APPENDIX G

ATLAS.TTI QUOTATION OUTPUT

(@ atlastireport

Quotations: by Code

HU: FDK DATA

Code: Guidance_COSA_Advocacy
Quotation: 6 - PD: COSA Work Group Report.pdf - [-]

Recommendation

The Full-Day Kindergarten and Early Learning Work Group recommend th be given flexibility regarding total
instructional hours for full-day kinderga within a range of 710 to 810 hours, in order to address transportation
cha especially in rural communities in which students must travel long distanc from school. Included within the
total instructional hours should be 30 no hours for kindergarten teacher and assistant professional development
an

t districts rten, llenges, es to and

n-student

d at least 3 hours per kindergarten student for the kindergarten teacher to make home visits

to provide parent support and education.

a

Quotation: 8 - PD: COSA Work Group Report.pdf - [-]
Recommendation

In addition to full-day kindergarten, the Full-Day Kindergarten and Early Learning Work Group recommend
public investment in a high-quality early learning continuum that includes:

o Universal pre-kindergarten for three- and/or four-year-olds

o Pre-k/kindergarten transition services

o Child development education and resources

to parents and families of children birth to age five

Oregon Department of Education, school districts, early learning providers, early learning hubs, and the State of
Oregon should work toward providing state- wide quality pre-k programs for all three- and four- year-olds.
Implementation may be staggered due to funding:

0 2017-19 Biennium - Universal pre-k for four- year-olds

0 2019-21 Biennium - Universal pre-k for three- year-olds

Quotation: 4 - PD: Interview Questions_Superintendents_Bethel.docx - []

COSA’s role is to advocate for education and school administrators. They keep us informed about pending
legislation and potential concerns for district implementation. The sups then decide what policy work groups
should form in response to the legislation. Reports from these workgroups are made available to
superintendents across the state. Sups know to pay attention to these reports because they are writing with the
sup’s and district’s needs in mind. What's always been crazy to me is that ODE and OEIB participate in these
meetings. They hear what we need. You'd think they’d get out in front of it but they don’t. | sometimes think
we’re doing their work as well as ours! [What do you believe accounts for that?] | think they don’t know what to
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do and don’t have the right manpower to do it even if they did. I like Rob and Nancy as professionals, | just think
they are trying to run the state offices as if they were districts and their [state offices]are just too big and too
complex.

Quotation: 5 - PD: Interview Questions_Superintendents_Bethel.docx - []

Like I said, they provide information regarding upcoming education legislation, what it means for districts and
concerns we should be aware of. They post the workgroup reports on big legislative items like FDK on their
website; there are monthly “off the record” meetings across the state with sups to get their input and concerns
on legislation; there are sessions on legislation at every OACOA (central office administrator) and annual
summer conference meeting. They led the charge in providing FDK conferences across the state starting last
May in Salem. They invited ODE and OEIB to the party not the reverse. [Tell me more about that...]By that |
mean, if ODE and OEIB were really in touch with districts, they would have reached out to COSA/sups in a
proactive way but instead they are reactive, almost as if they are waiting for COSA to tell them what’s needed.

Code: Guidance_COSA_FDK Financial

Quotation: 5 - PD: COSA Work Group Report.pdf - [-]
Staffing Costs and Funding Considerations for Full-Day Kindergarten

The projected staffing cost to implement state-wide full-day kindergarten is projected to be $218.5 million,
according to Brian Reeder, Office of Research and Data Analysis, Oregon Department of Education. Beyond
doubling the number of kindergarten teachers and adding educational assistants, full-day kindergarten will
require additional licensed FTE (Full Time Equivalent) in other areas. For example, additional FTE in music,
library, and physical education will be needed because these activities, in addition to supporting healthy child
development, also enable kindergarten teachers to get the required preparation time within the contract day.
There will also be increased demand for licensed specialists to support students with disabilities and English
learners. Further, many Oregon school districts anticipate that implementation of full-day kindergarten will
increase overall enrollment, as families who typically opt for private kindergarten, in order to have a full-day
program, will now have a public school option.

The Full-Day Kindergarten and Early Learning Work Group believes it is essential that the additional funds
needed to double kindergarten FTE for teachers, educational assistants, and specialists be above the 2013-15
biennium rollup costs and that kindergarten students be counted as 1.0 weight per student in the 2015-17
biennium and subsequent years. Districts currently using general funds or Title | funds to support full-day
kindergarten also need the additional funding weight. Districts may use general fund and Title | funds to add
needed remediation services to kindergarten and other grade levels and to address some of the needs related
to pre-kindergarten and help students get ready for kindergarten, on a district by district basis.

January 2014

5

Full-Day Kindergarten and Early Learning Work Group: Recommendations Report

Facilities, Furnishings, Curriculum, Materials, and Other One-Time Costs

As identified by a COSA/OASE survey of Oregon school superintendents, in order to implement full- day
kindergarten, many districts will have to add classrooms, expand or upgrade infrastructure and facilities, move

existing programs to free-up classroom space, purchase classroom furnishings, curriculum, and instructional
materials, and provide professional development to teachers and educational assistants.

The COSA/OASE survey, conducted December 2013 through January 2014, indicates that:

[@20% of the one-hundred districts responding to the survey reported that they will need to add classrooms
(from a low of 1 classroom to a high of 21 classrooms)

@ Superintendents are concerned that there may be a possible shortage in the portable classroom market due to
increased demand

@ 17% of responding districts reported that they will need other additional facility expansions or upgrades, such
as gym, lunchroom, playground, etc.
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B Given that full-day kindergarten will result in the addition of approximately 800-1,000 new teachers in
2015/16, districts are concerned about the cost they may incur related to teacher recruitment, mentoring, and
training.

Preliminary cost estimates to implement full-day kindergarten from a variety of districts with varying levels of
need are documented on page 4 of this report.

Recommendation

To ensure equity for all Oregon children, the Full-Day Kindergarten and Early Learning Work Group recommend
state funding for one- time start-up capital assistance. Without this additional funding, some districts will be
disadvantaged over others, resulting in an unequal ability to implement full-day kindergarten programs
throughout the state.

Full-day kindergarten as a strategy to reach the state’s 40-40-20 goal should be a priority for all Oregon districts,
whether rural or urban, large or small. The ability to implement full-day kindergarten should not be dependent
on a district’s ability to pass a capital construction bond.

January 2014

6

Full-Day Kindergarten and Early Learning Work Group: Recommendations Report

Preliminary Cost Estimates for Staffing and One-Time Expenditures

Springfield School District Medford School District McMinnville School District

11,018 Enrollment 13,187 Enrollment 6,465 Enrollment

0 $5,800,000 - Facilities 0 $2,035,000 - Teachers

and Assistants

0 $210,000 - Furnishings

and equipment

0 $69,000 - Curriculum

and materials

0 $120,000 - Professional

development

0 $127,500 - Teacher on

Special Assignment to develop the new full- day kindergarten program

0 $50,000 - Increased nursing and Special Education services

0 $68,903 - Teachers

0 $34,513 - Educational

Assistants

0 $6,902 - Specialists

0 $12,000 - Furnishings

and equipment

0 $2,500 - Curriculum and

materials
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0 $1,575,000 - Teachers o $378,000 - Educational
Assistants

0 $80,538 - Furnishings

and equipment

0 $330,200 - Curriculum

and materials

0 $20,000 - Cost to

relocate other programs to free-up classroom space
$1,180,850 - Kindergarten teachers

$141,702 - PE., Music, Library specialists $25,000 - Furnishings and equipment
$20,000 - Curriculum and materials

Grant School District Jefferson School District

611 Enrollment 885 Enrollment

0 $118,500 - Teachers

0 $7,900 Furnishings and

equipment

0 $1,500 - Curriculum and

materials

0 $500 - Staff

development

Recommendation

Code: Guidance_COSA_FDK Program
Quotation: 4 - PD: COSA Work Group Report.pdf - [-]
High-Quality Full-Day Kindergarten
A full-day kindergarten program features:
[ Breakfast, snack, and lunch, with emphasis on teaching manners and social skills
@ Vocabulary development
@ Literacy block
@ Math block
@ Content time (science, social studies, fine arts, hands-on learning, etc.)
@ Morning and afternoon guided and/or structured play
@ In-depth experiential learning

@ Chunked instruction during literacy and math blocks, so that young

82



Code: Guidance_COSA_Workgroup_Leg

Quotation: 8 - PD: Interview Questions_Superintendents_Bethel.docx - []
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COSA shared the report with the Senate Education Committee and worked closely with then Chair, Senator Mark
Haas. Haas has been the driving force for FDK legislation [SB 44(2009) and SB 248 (2011)]. During his time as
chair, the Senate Education committee agreed that there was a need for additional one time funding based on
the COSA report for infrastructure. | think OEIB and ODE provided testimony on SB 248(2011) to the Senate
Education committee supporting the need for additional one time funding to be provided as part of the 2013-15
state school fund allocation, but you need to check on this.

Code: Guidance_COSA_Workgroup_ODE/OEIB
Quotation: 7 - PD: Interview Questions_Superintendents_Bethel.docx - []

Early on, Nancy was clear with us that OEIB was the “what” of state education policy and ODE the “how” to
make it happen. Nancy and Rob are aligned regarding 3rd grade literacy and see FDK as a way to get there along
the PK to 3rd grade continuum. COSA shared the report with ODE, OEIB. Rob and Nancy sat in on many of our
meetings and heard our concerns regarding district infrastructure needs and to use your term, message the
technical supports available to districts through ODE. The work group and OASE superintendents in general were
clear about the information they needed to be able to plan for FDK. ODE and OEIB just haven’t taken the
opportunity to help superintendents first get FDK right then connect it to the 3rd grade reading initiative.

Code: Guidance_COSA_Workgroup_Supt
Quotation: 6 - PD: Interview Questions_Superintendents_Bethel.docx - []

The work group had a cross section of district superintendents from across the state — representative of state as
a whole verses just the large districts. Additionally, these were superintendents who were committed to the
reason for FDK and had experience planning and implementing FDK in their districts using Title IA funding and
State School Improvement funds. | think it’s an important to know that the legislature was tight about how state
improvement funds could be spent at the district, FDK being one of those initiatives. The reason | think that’s
important is that when funding is directed to an initiative that districts are already on board with, districts will
implement. Superintendents are committed to equity of outcome for students. Most districts in this state are
10,000 students or less. As a result, the district infrastructures[ for reforms and initiatives] are varied depending
on community makeup and funding. One of the biggest challenges districts face is the fact the state controls
funding and policy yet tells districts they have local control. The only local control they have is either to comply
or not with state policy which directly impacts their funding stream. The intent of the work group document was
to summarize all the issues the workgroup superintendents faced as they planned for FDK implementation. We
made sure we got multiple drafts of the report out in front of superintendents because we wanted the report to
be a useful guide.
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Enabling Legislation

Senate Bill 44 established a Full-Day Kindergarten Implementation Committee tasked with submitting a report
and providing proposed legislation to the interim legislative committee related to education no later than
October 1, 2010. Within the report and proposed legislation, the committee:

[ Shall establish a method for providing funding for full-day kindergarten programs to school districts and public
charter schools that offer full-day kindergarten programs.

[ Shall provide school districts and public charter schools with resources to determine whether to implement
full-day kindergarten programs and how to implement full- day kindergarten programs. The resources may
include technical expertise related to capital needs, enrollment trends, funding requirements, best practices for
providing full-day kindergarten, and other information a school district or public charter school may require.

The SB 44 Committee recommended full-day kindergarten beginning in the 2015/16 school year and full funding
for kindergarten students.
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Senate Bill 44 directs the Oregon Department of Education to form the Full-Day Kindergarten Implementation
Committee. The committee is responsible for making policy recommendations to the 2011 Oregon Legislative
Assembly through a report due October 1, 2010.
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Enabling Legislation
Senate Bill 44 includes the following two requirements:

SB 44 Requirement #1: —The Full-Day Kindergarten Implementation Committee established by section 3 of this
2009 Act shall submit a report and provide proposed legislation to the interim legislative committees related to
education no later than October 1, 2010. The report and proposed legislation:

(a) Shall establish a method for providing funding for full-day kindergarten programs to school districts and
public charter schools that offer full-day kindergarten programs.

(b) May consider options for phasing in funding described in paragraph (a) of this subsection. (c) May not
consider issues or propose legislation that is not related to the implementation of

full-day kindergarten programs.”
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Purpose of the Committee: The purpose of the committee is to aid and advise the Legislative Assembly, school
districts, and public charter schools in developing and providing full-day kindergarten programs by the 2012-
2013 school year.

Code: Guidance_ODE_Districts
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The Committee shall provide school districts and public charter schools with resources to determine whether to
implement full-day kindergarten programs and how to implement full-day kindergarten programs. The resources
may include technical expertise related to capital needs, enrollment trends, funding requirements, best
practices for providing full-day kindergarten, and other information a school district or public charter school may
require.
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Type of Kindergarten Program to Be Offered in Oregon
The committee recommends requiring Oregon school districts to provide full-day kindergarten for all Oregon

public school students to ensure equal access and equity no later than the 2015-2016 school year. Prior to the
2015-2016 school year, school districts have the option of providing full-day kindergarten.
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Capital Needs

The committee recommends that capital construction remain the responsibility of each local school district.
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SB 44 Requirement #2: “The committee shall provide school districts and public charter schools with resources
to determine whether to implement full-day kindergarten programs and how to implement full-day
kindergarten programs. The resources may include technical expertise related to capital needs, enrollment
trends, funding requirements, best practices for providing full-day kindergarten, and other information a school
district or public charter school may require.”
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FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN IS A SMART INVESTMENT

Full-day kindergarten for all young Oregon children will increase access to instruction. This investment will
ultimately save the state money by increasing early success in school that will compound success across all
grades, diminish the achievement gap, and provide a seamless system of PK-Grade 12 educational services.

Through results of extensive brain research, scientists and the public are increasingly knowledgeable about the
impact of early experiences on maturation and social, emotional, and cognitive development. Quality learning
experiences in the early years can promote favorable outcomes for children in school and later in adult life.
Therefore, maximizing the time in kindergarten to provide more opportunities for instruction and socialization
makes good sense.

—Although there have been long-standing debates about how much the early years matter in the scheme of
lifelong development, our conclusion is unequivocal: what happens during the first months and years of life
matters a lot, not because this period of development provides an indelible blueprint for well-being, but
because it sets either a sturdy or fragile stage for what follows.”

J.P. Shonkoff and D.A. Phillips, From Neurons to Neighborhoods: The Science of Early Childhood Development,
Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press, 2000.

8
CHILDREN WHO ATTEND FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN LEARN MORE

Many educational research studies have focused on the differences in results for children who attend full-day
kindergarten as compared to half-day programs. The United States Department of Education has funded two
national-level studies with the following findings:

Children enrolled in full-day programs made greater gains in reading/language arts and mathematics than those
enrolled in half-day classes.

Full-day kindergarten provides for greater academic achievement and social and behavioral development.

Full-day kindergarten provides teachers with flexibility to devote more time to research- based instructional
methods.

Children who attend full-day kindergarten are better prepared than those in half-day programs. The investment
in full-day kindergarten promotes student achievement.

FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN REDUCES THE ACHIEVEMENT GAP

Social and economic factors create achievement gaps even before children enter kindergarten. Preschool alone
is not enough to equalize these gaps which are likely to endure and become even more difficult to close as
children grow older. Research studies substantiate the common sense conclusion that the more time children
spend in quality education programs, the more they learn and the more they succeed in later schooling. Full-day
kindergarten for all young Oregon children will optimize children’s early learning opportunities.

“Long before children knock on the kindergarten door — during the crucial period from birth to age five when
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humans learn more than during any other five-year period — forces have already been put in place that
encourage some children to ,shine" and fulfill their potential in school and life while other forces stunt the
growth and development of children who have just as much potential. The cost to the nation in terms of talent
unfulfilled and lives of promise wasted is enormous.”

Demographer Harold Hodgkinson
FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN IS GOOD FOR THE ENTIRE PK — GRADE 12 EDUCATION SYSTEM

An integrated, aligned PK — Grade 12 educational system that includes quality preschool and full- day
kindergarten maximizes the return on society’s investment in early education. As Nobel laureate economist
James Heckman writes, —Investments in early education build on each other and prevent later expensive
failures. Remediation of inadequate early investments is difficult and very costly. Early education programs are
as vital to the economic infrastructure as highways, housing, and public transportation.

Many Oregon school districts have organized their instructional teams into a Grades K-2 and Grades 3-5 or 3-8
structure to match the benchmark configuration of the Oregon content standards and assessment system.
Expanding the structure to include full-day kindergarten will promote the natural alignment of curriculum,
instruction, assessment, and program evaluation which will improve results for all students.

9

A quality, curriculum-aligned early education system is the foundation for improving results across the entire
educational system and is critical to raising standards for the Oregon diploma. Full-day kindergarten for all
Oregon children will promote success for each young child and will impact the entire educational system as that
success is compounded across all grade-levels. A solid foundation for Oregon’s school systems will be built
through the implementation of full-day kindergarten statewide.

A quality early education system may carry a large price tag, but it promises even bigger returns. It must be
viewed as part of the effort to retool the U.S. education system for a world economy that demands well-
educated workers. Spending for a solid education early costs less than paying for remedial and social services
later when students crash, drop out of school, or drift into crime and drugs. University of Chicago economists
Heckman and Masterov: Early academic gains — and shortcomings — are cumulative. “Skill begets skill; learning
begets learning. . .early advantages accumulate, just as early disadvantages do.”

Foundation for Child Development, 2005

AN OREGON EXAMPLE: FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN IN THE DAVID DOUGLAS SCHOOL DISTRICT

During the 2005-2006 school year, David Douglas School District implemented a full-day kindergarten program
for all kindergarten students at no additional cost to parents. Full-day kindergarten implementation: all students
in half-day (2003-2004); 1/3 in full-day, 2/3 in half-day (2004-2005); all students in full-day (2005-2006).

David Douglas is located in the southeast corner of Portland, Oregon. District-wide, 70% of the students
qualified for free/reduced meal assistance, and 25% of the students received English as a Second Language
assistance, with over 40 different languages represented. A total of 742 kindergarten students were enrolled in

the district’s nine elementary schools. Class size averaged 26.5 students. In addition to the certified teacher, an
instructional assistant was assigned to each classroom.

Results of full-day kindergarten (short-term):

Across-the-board improvements in early literacy and academic performance Largest gains in achievement for at-
risk student

Increased academic and social readiness for first grade

Increased instruction time in literacy, math, science, and social studies Provided for creative use of instructional
time

Developed close-knit classroom communities
Accelerated English acquisition
Results of full-day kindergarten (long-term):

Literacy skill gains achieved in kindergarten will ultimately lead to higher academic performance at all grade
levels.
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Qualities of Excellent Kindergartens

The benefits of full-day kindergarten are best observed in quality programs that provide small and large group
instruction in which students are learning in settings that offer both teacher-directed and child-initiated
activities. The following qualities of excellent full-day kindergarten programs are substantiated by research-
based studies:

Both teacher-directed and child-initiated activities

Small-group and large-group instruction

Individual attention for each child from the teacher, who is trained in early childhood education and its
particular instructional strategies, child development, and learning theory

Instruction and language development in all subjects including reading, writing, math, science, social studies,
physical education, music, and art

Lessons that explore subjects in depth through developmentally-appropriate practices, advanced concept
development, and cognition

Focused support of learning for all children, whatever their earlier experiences, environments, cultures,
languages, abilities, or disabilities

Adherence to state curriculum standards in lesson planning
Coherent, research-based curriculum delivered through evidence-based instructional practices
When appropriate, differentiated and individualized instruction, based on data-driven decisions

Regular and systematic assessment of children’s strengths, needs, and progress with multiple tools that are
developmentally, culturally, and linguistically appropriate Class size that maximizes and facilitates high-quality
teaching and learning

12

Environment that promotes children’s enthusiasm, initiative, persistence, and engagement in learning

Adults who respond to the unique interests, learning styles, and developmental characteristics of five-year olds
Environment that fosters nurturing relationships and interactions between children, adults, and peers
Environment of respectful relationships with families to support children’s learning and identify comprehensive

services needed to promote positive development Smooth transitions for kindergarten children and their
families between early childhood education settings and full-day kindergarten programs in public school settings
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Resources

Significant resources and information on full-day kindergarten, including information on how to implement and
fund full-day kindergarten and early childhood education have been compiled by the Oregon Department of
Education and are available at the following web-link: http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?=1464

The Full-Day Kindergarten Implementation Committee studied research and many resources. Other documents
are available on the Oregon Department of Education website at http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?
=2818
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District-Level Research in Oregon: David Douglas School District

David Douglas School District in Multnomah County completed research on the results of the implementation of
full-day kindergarten for all kindergarten students. Student performance data for 2005- 2006 were compared
with 2004-2005 data when 1/3 of the students were enrolled in full-day kindergarten and compared with 2003-
2004 data when all students attended only half-day programs.

Findings from David Douglas SD show:

Across-the-board improvements for all subgroups, not just low-income students, in early literacy and academic
performance

The most significant increase in achievement appeared in the at-risk category.

Stakeholders surveyed in David Douglas SD reported that full-day kindergarten Increased students’ academic
and social readiness for first grade

Resulted in teaching more literacy, math, science, and social studies Allowed more creative use of instructional
time

Resulted in a more close-knit classroom community
Resulted in accelerated English acquisition for English Language Learners

David Douglas SD concluded: Studies show that performance gaps generally increase, if not addressed early, as
students move through the grades. Literacy skill gains achieved in kindergarten will ultimately lead to higher
academic performance at all grade levels. (David Douglas SD, 2006)

District-Level Research in Oregon: Nyssa School District

Nyssa School District is located in eastern Oregon on the Oregon and Idaho border, only 50 minutes from Boise,
Idaho. Nyssa is an agricultural community dependent on the farming economy.

School Population: Elementary (598 students); Middle School (290 students); High School (340 students) 65%
Latino students

51% English Language Learner (ELL) 39% Migrant students

70% - 80% Free or reduced lunch

Kindergarten Demographics

100 students in kindergarten with average kindergarten class size of 20 students

67% Latino students

52% English Language Learner (ELL) 45% Migrant students

Academic Status

Nyssa School District and its schools have attained AYP (Adequate Yearly Progress) in 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007,
2008, and 2009. Nyssa School District and its schools have received positive Oregon Report Card ratings from
2000 — 2009. Nyssa Elementary School and Nyssa School District have received recognition for closing the
achievement gap for children of color and poverty and multiple state and national awards.

Data and Assessments Used To Track Students

Nyssa School District uses many assessments to determine achievement throughout the year:

DIBELS; Classroom Work Samples (Grades K-12); Mastery in Motion; Classroom Informal Assessments; Standards
of Promotion Tests (Grades K-5); Portfolios (Grades K-12); Accelerated Math and Reading; Alice 9 Phonics
program for K-5; Parent PASS System for tracking grades, lessons, attendance data; Data Teams; Professional
Learning Community Teams; Special Education Tests.
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National-Level Research
APPENDIX Research Summaries
The United States Department of Education has funded two national-level studies:

The Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 1998-99 provided the first look into the
differences in results between full-day and half-day kindergarten. Results showed that during the kindergarten
year, children who were enrolled in full-day programs made greater gains in reading/language arts and
mathematics than those children enrolled in half-day classes.

An evaluation of full-day kindergarten was conducted by the Center for Evaluation & Education Policy at Indiana
University which released a report in January 2004, The Effects of Full-Day Versus Half-Day Kindergarten: Review
and Analysis of National and Indiana Data. This 2004 report outlined research- based support for the benefits of
full-day kindergarten enrollment. The report specifically indicated that

Full-day kindergarten enrollment provides the opportunity for greater student academic achievement and social
and behavioral development; and

The full-day kindergarten schedule gives teachers flexibility to devote greater amounts of time to research-
based instructional methods.

District-Level Research in Maryland: Montgomery County School District

In Montgomery County School District in Maryland, extensive research has been conducted over many years
where full-day kindergarten has been phased-in since the year 2000. Demographic data show that Montgomery
County is one of the largest and most diverse school districts in the nation. Full-day kindergarten has been
shown to be an effective intervention in closing the achievement gap — or —opportunity gap — as they call it
in Montgomery County School District. To cite this important, large- scale study:

Results of the reform show that students in kindergarten through third grade are performing at higher levels
and, at the same time, the gap between White and Hispanic and African American students is narrowing. The
district’s progress is impressive because the gains in achievement are system-wide and are occurring during a
period of rapid district growth and increased need for English as a Second Language services.

Montgomery County’s conclusions are based on results of a nationally standardized assessment, coupled with
findings from the district’s longitudinal study of 27,000 kindergarten students and a follow-up study of 9,000
more kindergarten students. Their results demonstrate that there are systemic changes that can improve
achievement for all students, especially those youngsters caught in the achievement gap.

Montgomery County School District has pinpointed four critical factors in implementing their reform: Additional
time is critical. Full-day kindergarten combined with smaller classes provides benefits for the most at-risk
students.

The kindergarten program design is important. Well-trained teachers who implement a standards- based
curriculum and are guided by diagnostic assessments throughout the year are critical elements of the
kindergarten program.

Continuous time in the same school matters. Students who stay in the same school for kindergarten through
Grade 2 perform better, especially if they enter kindergarten with limited foundational literacy skills.

Experiences before kindergarten are critical. Students who enter kindergarten with strong foundational literacy
skills perform better in the early grades, even if they are not continuously enrolled in the same school

Quotation: 1 - PD: Interview Questions_Superintendents_Bethel.docx - []

Outside of the ODE and OEIB message re: PK-3rd grade reading initiative, they have not been engaged with the
superintendents on FDK nor provided information until superintendents began asking for it. It took the COSA
workgroup to finally get them engaged in the conversation. What's strange is that the literacy lead at ODE, Karen
Twain, has been the face of FDK in legislative hearings, leading the ODE FDK planning committee and overseeing
the final report to the legislature and district.
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Responsibilities of the Committee: The Full-Day Kindergarten Implementation Committee shall submit a report
and provide proposed legislation to the interim legislative committees related to education no later than
October 1, 2010. The report and proposed legislation:

Shall establish a method for providing funding for full-day kindergarten programs to school districts and public
charter schools that offer full-day kindergarten programs.

May consider options for phasing in funding described in paragraph (a) of this subsection May not consider
issues or propose legislation that is not related to the implementation of full- day kindergarten programs
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Funding for Kindergarten Programs

The committee recommends changing the State School Fund distribution formula to a full weight (1.0) for each
enrolled kindergarten student, beginning with the 2015-2016 school year. Currently, the formula allows only a .5
weight for each enrolled kindergarten student, regardless of whether the student is attending half-day or full-
day kindergarten. Until the 2015-2016 school year, school districts would be allowed to charge tuition for full-
day kindergarten. Beginning in the 2015-2016 school year, districts would not be allowed to charge tuition for
full-day kindergarten.

Funding Implementation Timeline
2011-2013 biennium = half-weight (.5) and full-day kindergarten optional
2013-2015 biennium = half-weight (.5) and full-day kindergarten optional

2015-2017 biennium = mandate for full-day kindergarten begins with 2015-2016 school year; all districts offer
only full-day kindergarten and receive full-weight (1.0).

3
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The committee recommends that the Legislature consider preparations for full-day kindergarten as a priority for
Measure 68 funds.
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Attendance

The committee recommends maintaining current compulsory attendance beginning at the age of 7. See 339.010
below for current wording.

339.010 School attendance required; age limits. Except as provided in ORS 339.030, all children between the
ages of 7 and 18 years who have not completed the 12th grade are required to attend regularly a public full-time
school of the school district in which the child resides. [Amended by 1965 c.100 §274]

The committee recommends changing one component of the attendance law: for any child who enrolls in
kindergarten prior to age 7, attendance is required, just as it is for all children between the ages of 7 and 18

years. This change would be effective with the 2015-2016 school year. See 339.020 below for current wording.

339.020 Duty to send children to school. Except as provided in ORS 339.030, every person having control of any
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child between the ages of 7 and 18 years who has not completed the 12th grade is required to send such child

to and maintain such child in regular attendance at a public full-time school during the entire school term.
[Amended by 1965 c.100 §275; 1969 c.160 §1]
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SB 44 Requirement #1: —The Full-Day Kindergarten Implementation Committee established by section 3 of this
2009 Act shall submit a report and provide proposed legislation to the interim legislative committees related to
education no later than October 1, 2010. The report and proposed legislation:

(a) Shall establish a method for providing funding for full-day kindergarten programs to school districts and
public charter schools that offer full-day kindergarten programs.

(b) May consider options for phasing in funding described in paragraph (a) of this subsection. (c) May not
consider issues or propose legislation that is not related to the implementation of

full-day kindergarten programs.”
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Given budget realities in Oregon, the committee does not believe it is possible to develop a plan or legislation to
provide full-day kindergarten programs by the 2012-2013 school year as called for by Senate Bill 44. However, a
majority of the Committee members has concluded that the only way to achieve this important change is to set
a date certain for the required implementation of universal access to full-day kindergarten in all Oregon public
elementary schools. Upon that date, all districts would be expected to offer full-day kindergarten, and all
districts would receive a full weight in the distribution formula for each enrolled kindergarten student.

Almost 14,000—more than 1 out of every 3—kindergarten students are attending a full-day program. These
students are enrolled in 100 school districts in hundreds of classrooms in cities from Portland to Prineville. This
is a 25% increase over the number of full-day kindergarten students just three years ago — and this is occurring
without adequate state funding. School districts are making this work by using school improvement funds, Title |
federal dollars, charging tuition, and allocating district funds.

5

Districts are making full-day kindergarten happen because the research on the benefits is clear, and there is
strong consensus in the education community that

Children in full-day programs, on average, make greater gains in their reading achievement scores compared to
those in half-day programs.

Children in full-day programs, on average, make greater gains in their math achievement scores compared to
those in half-day programs.

Full-day kindergarten students are less likely to be held back a grade or referred to special education programs.

Full-day kindergarten programs are effective in closing the achievement gap between students who come from
differing economic and racial backgrounds.

Full-day programs have longer lasting academic benefits for poor children.
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FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN IS A SMART INVESTMENT
Full-day kindergarten for all young Oregon children will increase access to instruction. This investment will
ultimately save the state money by increasing early success in school that will compound success across all

grades, diminish the achievement gap, and provide a seamless system of PK-Grade 12 educational services.

Through results of extensive brain research, scientists and the public are increasingly knowledgeable about the
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impact of early experiences on maturation and social, emotional, and cognitive development. Quality learning
experiences in the early years can promote favorable outcomes for children in school and later in adult life.
Therefore, maximizing the time in kindergarten to provide more opportunities for instruction and socialization
makes good sense.

—Although there have been long-standing debates about how much the early years matter in the scheme of
lifelong development, our conclusion is unequivocal: what happens during the first months and years of life
matters a lot, not because this period of development provides an indelible blueprint for well-being, but
because it sets either a sturdy or fragile stage for what follows.”

1.P. Shonkoff and D.A. Phillips, From Neurons to Neighborhoods: The Science of Early Childhood Development,
Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press, 2000.

8
CHILDREN WHO ATTEND FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN LEARN MORE

Many educational research studies have focused on the differences in results for children who attend full-day
kindergarten as compared to half-day programs. The United States Department of Education has funded two
national-level studies with the following findings:

Children enrolled in full-day programs made greater gains in reading/language arts and mathematics than those
enrolled in half-day classes.

Full-day kindergarten provides for greater academic achievement and social and behavioral development.

Full-day kindergarten provides teachers with flexibility to devote more time to research- based instructional
methods.

Children who attend full-day kindergarten are better prepared than those in half-day programs. The investment
in full-day kindergarten promotes student achievement.

FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN REDUCES THE ACHIEVEMENT GAP

Social and economic factors create achievement gaps even before children enter kindergarten. Preschool alone
is not enough to equalize these gaps which are likely to endure and become even more difficult to close as
children grow older. Research studies substantiate the common sense conclusion that the more time children
spend in quality education programs, the more they learn and the more they succeed in later schooling. Full-day
kindergarten for all young Oregon children will optimize children’s early learning opportunities.

“Long before children knock on the kindergarten door — during the crucial period from birth to age five when
humans learn more than during any other five-year period — forces have already been put in place that
encourage some children to ,shine" and fulfill their potential in school and life while other forces stunt the
growth and development of children who have just as much potential. The cost to the nation in terms of talent
unfulfilled and lives of promise wasted is enormous.”

Demographer Harold Hodgkinson
FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN IS GOOD FOR THE ENTIRE PK — GRADE 12 EDUCATION SYSTEM

An integrated, aligned PK — Grade 12 educational system that includes quality preschool and full- day
kindergarten maximizes the return on society’s investment in early education. As Nobel laureate economist
James Heckman writes, —Investments in early education build on each other and prevent later expensive
failures. Remediation of inadequate early investments is difficult and very costly. Early education programs are
as vital to the economic infrastructure as highways, housing, and public transportation.

Many Oregon school districts have organized their instructional teams into a Grades K-2 and Grades 3-5 or 3-8
structure to match the benchmark configuration of the Oregon content standards and assessment system.
Expanding the structure to include full-day kindergarten will promote the natural alignment of curriculum,
instruction, assessment, and program evaluation which will improve results for all students.

9
A quality, curriculum-aligned early education system is the foundation for improving results across the entire

educational system and is critical to raising standards for the Oregon diploma. Full-day kindergarten for all
Oregon children will promote success for each young child and will impact the entire educational system as that
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success is compounded across all grade-levels. A solid foundation for Oregon’s school systems will be built
through the implementation of full-day kindergarten statewide.

A quality early education system may carry a large price tag, but it promises even bigger returns. It must be
viewed as part of the effort to retool the U.S. education system for a world economy that demands well-
educated workers. Spending for a solid education early costs less than paying for remedial and social services
later when students crash, drop out of school, or drift into crime and drugs. University of Chicago economists
Heckman and Masterov: Early academic gains — and shortcomings — are cumulative. “Skill begets skill; learning
begets learning. . .early advantages accumulate, just as early disadvantages do.”

Foundation for Child Development, 2005
AN OREGON EXAMPLE: FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN IN THE DAVID DOUGLAS SCHOOL DISTRICT

During the 2005-2006 school year, David Douglas School District implemented a full-day kindergarten program
for all kindergarten students at no additional cost to parents. Full-day kindergarten implementation: all students
in half-day (2003-2004); 1/3 in full-day, 2/3 in half-day (2004-2005); all students in full-day (2005-2006).

David Douglas is located in the southeast corner of Portland, Oregon. District-wide, 70% of the students
qualified for free/reduced meal assistance, and 25% of the students received English as a Second Language
assistance, with over 40 different languages represented. A total of 742 kindergarten students were enrolled in
the district’s nine elementary schools. Class size averaged 26.5 students. In addition to the certified teacher, an
instructional assistant was assigned to each classroom.

Results of full-day kindergarten (short-term):

Across-the-board improvements in early literacy and academic performance Largest gains in achievement for at-
risk student

Increased academic and social readiness for first grade

Increased instruction time in literacy, math, science, and social studies Provided for creative use of instructional
time

Developed close-knit classroom communities
Accelerated English acquisition
Results of full-day kindergarten (long-term):

Literacy skill gains achieved in kindergarten will ultimately lead to higher academic performance at all grade
levels.

Code: Kindergarten Rational Messaging
Quotation: 2 - PD: COSA Work Group Report.pdf - [-]
Rationale for Full-Day Kindergarten and Public Investment in Early Learning

Fifty-percent (50%) of Oregon children are born into economically disadvantaged families and 40% of Oregon
children have additional factors that put them at risk of academic failure and under-education. Approximately
40% of children enter kindergarten with development typical of three- and four-year-olds. These children will
have to make two years of academic growth for three consecutive years to meet reading standard by the end of
3rd grade, a key predictor of academic and life success. Nationally, only 15% of students who require
remediation beyond 3rd grade ever reach proficiency. School districts spend, on average, $64,000 more per
student over thirteen years of schooling for remediation that most often fails to achieve its objective.

As Oregon school districts focus on closing the achievement gap between different socioeconomic and ethnic
groups, a breadth of research documents that early childhood is a potent time to prevent achievement gaps
from developing or becoming entrenched. Numerous studies indicate that full-day kindergarten can lead to
improved academic achievement and may help close the achievement gap among disadvantaged children. By
reducing the need for future remediation and/or retention, the investment in full-day kindergarten can also
lower subsequent schooling costs.
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APPENDIX H

RESEARCH SURVEY QUESTION MAP

Research Question

Survey Items Addressing Question

RQ 1: To what extent does the OEIB
and ODE work collaboratively as
directed in Oregon HB 3233 to provide
information and resources that
operationalize a full-day kindergarten
program?

3.2d.,3.2.e.,3.2£,32.2.,3.2h,,3.2.1,3.2.1.,3.2.m.
33.a,3.3.b,3.3.c,3.3.d.,,33.e.,331£33.¢g
42d.,42e.,421,42.¢g,42h,42.1
43.a.,43b.,43.c,43.d.,43.e,43.1£,43.¢g.

RQ 2: To what extent do district
leaders feel prepared for full-day
kindergarten implementation as a
result of their relationship with ODE
and OEIB?

1.1.,1.2,1.3.,1.4.

2.1

3.1.
3.2.a,3.2b.,3.2.c.,3.2),3.2k,,3.21.,3.2.m.
3.3.h.

4.1.

42.a.,42b.,42c.,42).,42k421

4.3.h.
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APPENDIX I

OEIB PROPOSED SCHOOL FUNDING PRIORITIES 2015-17

Pathway to Kindergarten Readiness and
3rd Grade Reading

As we build an outcome-based budget in a P-20 system, we have the opportunity to invest where we will
get the greatest return. Healthy babies, stable and attached families, and quality childcare and early
learning experiences are what is best for Oregon. More students, especially students of color and
students from poverty, must begin Kindergarten ready to learn both academically and socially. Closing this
opportunity gap will help ensure higher achievement for every student in grades K-3. Students who are
reading at grade level at 3" grade are four times less likely to drop out; reading is the key skill students
need to access advanced content, continue to post-secondary education, and connect their education to a
career. In order to reach the key outcome of proficient 3" grade reading for 95% of Oregon students by
third grade, a multi-faceted approach is necessary. For the near term, immediate improvements in district
elementary schools and systems will support the students already in school. These improvements include
a full school day for Kindergarten, a research-based reading program for all elementary schools,
partnerships with community groups better equipped to provide wrap-around services and additional
instructional time, and improved educator performance. For the long term, a targeted intervention in
early learning will increase the percentage of students entering Kindergarten ready to learn. The creation
of early learning systems, grounded in the community and involving all partners, leverages collective
impact to produce family stability, health, and school-readiness.

Strategy Investment Outcome
1. PreK-3 Reading $400.1 M 95% of students proficient at
* All Day Kindergarten (220 M) 3" grade reading

* PreKto Grade 3 Literacy (180 M)
* Dual Language Progress Monitoring/Spanish Language
Assessments (0.1 M)

2. Early Learning S$135M 8% increase in K readiness
* Aligned Home Visiting (10 M)
* Early Intervention/Early Childhood Special Education (15
M)
* Employment Related Daycare (55 M)
* Targeted Pre-school strategy (30 M)
* Early Learning Hubs (20 M)
* K-Readiness Partnerships and Innovation (5 M)

3. Network for Quality Teaching $37.4M 95% of students proficient at
* Culturally Responsive Teaching Practices (4 M) 3" grade reading
* K-12 Mentoring (11 M)
*  Expansion of School District Collaboration (17 M)
*  Support for Low Performing Districts (5.4 M)
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