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Over the 50 years leading up to the passage of the 2015 
federal Every Student Succeeds Act, education policy 
became more centralized, with the federal government 

and state leaders taking a heavier hand in governing school sys-
tems (Henig, 2013; Peterson, 2016). The policy area of turn-
around—or the dramatic improvement through outside 
intervention—of low-performing schools was no exception. In 
recent decades, the federal government set out a series of man-
dates concerning the identification and improvement of low-
performing schools and states began taking over the management 
of low-performing districts from local school boards with greater 
frequency (Schueler & Bleiberg, 2021).

Despite such federal involvement, schools are not mentioned 
in the U.S. Constitution but are discussed in all 50 state consti-
tutions. Indeed, courts in more than half of the states have ruled 
that state lawmakers must ensure local districts have access to 
adequate or equitable school funding (Jackson et al., 2016). 
States are therefore the entities formally charged with providing 
K–12 education and would seem to have primary responsibility 
for addressing chronic underperformance. At the same time, 
controversy persists concerning the appropriate balance of 
authority between the different tiers in America’s federal system 
of government when it comes to turning around chronically 

underperforming schools. State takeover of districts, in particu-
lar, has generated significant resistance from local actors in places 
where the public response has been studied such as New Orleans 
(Buras, 2015; Jabar, 2015), Memphis (Glazar & Egan, 2018), 
Newark (Morel, 2018; Russakoff, 2015), Buffalo (Duke, 2016), 
and Georgia (Welsh et al., 2017).

There are at least two hypotheses for why state intervention 
into struggling schools may generate public criticism. The first 
relates to a generalized American preference for local control 
over school systems. The nation’s strong tradition of local con-
trol over education creates political and practical barriers to state 
management of schools. Although states technically have consti-
tutional authority over education, in practice, they have typically 
delegated that authority to locally elected school boards. This 
heavy reliance on local single-purpose institutions that operate 
separately from the rest of local government has made education 
unique relative to other policy areas (Henig, 2013; Kirst, 2004). 
Studying public opinion from the 1970s to 2010, Jacobsen and 
Saultz (2012) find that the public generally expresses strong 
support for local control in a variety of education policy domains. 
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Therefore, any effort to shift authority away from local leaders 
might be met with skepticism or even outrage.

An alternative potential source of controversy is the fact that 
state takeover typically results in a loss of political and economic 
power for local community members, particularly for African 
Americans. Therefore, takeover is often quite racially charged. 
Districts serving large concentrations of low-income students of 
color are disproportionately targets of these reforms due, in part, 
to the correlation between income, race, and academic perfor-
mance. However, recent research suggests that districts serving a 
larger share of Black students are more likely to experience take-
over, even accounting for the district’s academic performance 
and socioeconomic characteristics (Schueler & Bleiberg, 2021).

Not only are students of color overrepresented in districts 
that come under the threat of takeover but so are teachers and 
leaders of color in these communities. Historically, school sys-
tems have provided a key source of employment for the Black 
middle class, particularly in central cities. Takeover brings job 
insecurity for the educators working in these systems, as teacher 
dismissals are a common component of a districtwide turn-
around strategy (Murphy & Bleiberg, 2019). Local school boards 
have also provided a rare avenue for people of color to gain entry 
into elected office (Henig et al., 1999) and takeover could 
threaten these pathways.

Indeed, Morel (2018) finds that districts with greater num-
bers of African American local political representatives are more 
likely to experience takeover and that takeover of majority-Black 
school districts decreases Black descriptive representation in 
local elected offices. Interestingly, Morel shows that the reverse is 
true in majority-Latino/a districts where takeover is typically fol-
lowed by an increase in representation for Latino/a constituents, 
suggesting that takeover comes with particular risks for majority-
Black communities above and beyond those for other communi-
ties of color. Furthermore, in many settings, takeover has 
involved a majority-White state legislature taking power from 
local Black officials. Given these dynamics and the historical sig-
nificance of schools systems as a source of self-governance for 
African American communities, it is not surprising that some 
observers have argued takeover functions as a form of racial tar-
geting or even colonialism (Oluwole & Green, 2009).

In contrast, rare cases of takeover have generated more lim-
ited political conflict, such as Massachusetts’ 2012 takeover and 
turnaround of the Lawrence Public Schools. Schueler (2018) 
documents signs of relatively high levels of public support and 
low levels of opposition to takeover and districtwide reform in 
this case. The study provides suggestive evidence that contextual 
factors explaining this mild political response include the lack of 
overlap between the student population (largely Hispanic) and 
teaching force (largely White) which seemed to hamstring the 
teachers union’s ability to mobilize families against takeover, the 
limited number of teacher dismissals, and a public rationale for 
state takeover that went beyond a focus on mere academic 
underperformance to also highlight allegations of mismanage-
ment and corruption against district leaders. While the Lawrence 
case provides plausible hypotheses for the factors shaping public 
opinion regarding state takeover, further research is needed to 
uncover opinion patterns nationwide and to test these hypothe-
ses across cases.

In this article, we tackle these topics head on and find that a 
generalized allegiance to local control cannot alone explain public 
concerns about state takeover of low-performing districts. In fact, 
a plurality prefers state over local leadership on school turnaround 
and large majorities express support for state takeover of strug-
gling districts. Instead, our pattern of results—that those groups 
most likely to be directly affected by takeover (residents of low-
achieving districts, Black respondents, and teachers employed by 
school systems) are least supportive of takeover—suggests that 
the controversy can be best explained by the loss of economic and 
political power that accompanies takeover for the targeted com-
munities, particularly when takeover occurs in majority-Black 
systems. Opinion varies depending on the respondent’s vantage 
point as either a member of the community identified for reform 
or a member of the broader statewide context. This is consistent 
with other recent studies finding that perceptions of shifts in 
political power by race or perceived threats to the self-determina-
tion of communities of color can influence public opinion on 
education policy (Ewing, 2018; Morel & Nuamah, 2019).

School Turnaround Policy

The turnaround of persistently low-performing schools and dis-
tricts remains a major and seemingly intractable policy chal-
lenge. The Obama administration’s signature initiative in this 
area, the School Improvement Grant program, required local 
districts to implement one of four federally defined interven-
tions in struggling schools. While rigorous studies focused on 
specific states have shown that the grants had positive effects on 
student achievement (e.g., Dee, 2012; Schueler et al., 2020), 
national studies of the program cast doubt on the idea that the 
initiative resulted in the kind of dramatic improvements that 
would constitute “turnaround” on a wide scale (e.g., Dragoset 
et al., 2017).

Partly in response to criticism that the School Improvement 
Grant program was overly prescriptive on the part of the federal 
government, the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015 devolved 
greater turnaround authority to states and localities (Mann, 
2016). Under the new law, states must identify their lowest per-
forming 5% of schools and are tasked with determining how 
best to fix them. Many states in turn provide districts with con-
siderable discretion on how to remedy low performance. There 
are no longer federal rules about which interventions must be 
implemented in these settings (Barone, 2017).

Since the late 1980s, state takeover of entire school districts 
has been used as a mechanism for addressing both financial and 
academic struggles (Wong & Shen, 2003). In the more recent 
era of test-based accountability, takeover has become an increas-
ingly common response to low academic performance. Eleven 
states passed or debated legislation to create state-run districts in 
2015 alone (Layton, 2016), and at least 34 states now have 
explicit authority to take over the management of schools, dis-
tricts, or both (Jochim, 2016).

The effectiveness of state takeovers as a turnaround strategy is 
not well supported by research. An early study tackling this ques-
tion found that states had some success at improving district 
finances but less success at increasing academic achievement 
(Wong & Shen, 2003). However, this research was conducted 
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pre–No Child Left Behind and may not generalize to our cur-
rent accountability context. A handful of more recent case stud-
ies provide both positive (e.g., Harris & Larsen, 2016; Schueler 
et al., 2017) and neutral or negative proof points (e.g., Zimmer 
et al., 2015), suggesting that the success of takeovers likely 
depends on aspects of the local context and strategies employed.

Finally, a more recent national study of takeovers from 2011 
to 2016 finds no evidence that takeover improves academic 
achievement and suggestive evidence that it can be disruptive in 
early reform years (Schueler & Bleiberg, 2021). Takeover was also 
associated with worse outcomes in majority-Black than majority-
Hispanic school districts. In short, Morel’s findings on the racial 
and ethnic differences in effects of takeover on adults in these 
systems are consistent with Schueler and Bleiberg’s results regard-
ing the impacts on students, suggesting greater risks for majority-
Black communities in the aftermath of takeover.

Regardless of its promise as a turnaround strategy, the con-
ventional wisdom is that state takeover is politically unpopular 
(Barnum, 2018; Jochim, 2016). However, little empirical work 
has formally explored public preferences in this area. Investigating 
public opinion on school turnaround and district takeover is 
valuable for at least three reasons. First, a strong policy-opinion 
connection is a foundational aspect of a functional democracy 
(Dahl, 1989; Gilens, 2012; Key, 1961), and understanding the 
public’s views is necessary to determine the degree to which pub-
lic policy aligns with the public will. Second, a large literature 
illustrates that public support for a given reform effort is critical 
to its success and sustainability over time (Jochim, 2013; 
Patashnik, 2014; Stone et al., 2001). Indeed, in the context of 
turnaround, case studies of improved districts suggest that the 
effective navigation of politics increases the odds of success (e.g., 
Honig & Coburn, 2008; Johnson et al., 2015). The views of key 
stakeholder groups, particularly those responsible for enacting a 
given policy, can influence policy implementation (Lipsky, 2010; 
Pressman & Wildavsky, 1974). Third, an understanding of pub-
lic opinion could provide guidance for leaders on their choice of 
policies, framing, and target settings to ease the navigation of 
turnaround politics.

Despite these reasons to study public perceptions, little evi-
dence exists about the public’s views on how policy makers 
should go about trying to improve low-performing schools. For 
instance, which level of government does the public believe 
should be most responsible when schools fail and which is most 
capable of generating improvement? Under what conditions do 
Americans support state efforts to assume control of districts? 
Does the way leaders frame state intervention help explain the 
public response, particularly when comparing the two most 
common rationales given for invoking takeover statutes (aca-
demic vs. financial)? In what ways does opinion vary for those 
most likely to be directly targeted for reforms, such as residents 
of low-performing districts, citizens of color, and teachers? Is 
opposition to centralized intervention primarily driven by the 
public’s support for local control or by the loss of local autonomy 
that often accompanies centralization?

To explore these issues, we deploy questions and embed 
experiments in a nationally representative survey to address three 
primary research questions:

Research Question 1: What level of government (federal, 
state, or local) does the public believe should play the  largest 
role in identifying and fixing low-performing schools?

Research Question 2: Does the public support state takeover 
of troubled school districts?

Research Question 3: Does the stated rationale for state 
takeover of districts (academic underperformance vs. 
financial mismanagement) affect support for takeover?

For each research question, we also examine whether opinion 
varies depending on a respondent’s race and likelihood of being 
directly affected by turnaround interventions, specifically 
whether they reside in a low-performing district or are employed 
as a teacher.

We also examine the following secondary research question:

Research Question 4: What level of government does the 
public believe currently plays the largest role in identifying 
and fixing low-performing schools?

Research Question 4 allows us to understand how citizen prefer-
ences compare with their beliefs about which level of govern-
ment currently takes the lead on turnaround. In other words, we 
check whether public preferences in this area are grounded in 
reality or misinformation.

While others have examined the predictors of takeover (e.g., 
Morel, 2018), the impact of turnaround and takeover on student 
outcomes (e.g., Schueler & Bleiberg, 2021), and the impact of 
takeover on the descriptive representation of elected officials 
(Morel, 2018), we study national public opinion surrounding 
efforts to improve low-performing school systems. Topline 
results from the polling data we use to address these questions 
were previously briefly reported by West et al. (2018). Our con-
tribution is to connect these results to the broader theoretical 
and empirical literature and draw implications for policy mak-
ers. We also pair survey results with an additional source of data 
on district academic achievement allowing us to answer previ-
ously unexplored questions related to variation in opinion based 
on the likelihood of a district being under threat of intervention. 
Finally, we examine subgroup opinion by race and status as a 
teacher—both additional markers of a respondent’s likelihood to 
be directly impacted by intervention in low-performing schools 
in their community. The results provide novel implications to 
help the field better understand the politics of implementing 
reforms in historically low-performing school systems.

Data

Our data come from the 2017 Education Next Poll, conducted 
by the polling firm Knowledge Networks in the spring of 2017. 
The sample (N = 4,214) was drawn from the probability-based 
KnowledgePanel, constructed using frames that cover more than 
99% of the U.S. population. Respondents could complete the 
survey in English or Spanish. The survey covered a range of edu-
cational issues. We use poststratification population weights pro-
vided by Knowledge Networks that adjust for nonresponse and 
the oversampling of teachers and Hispanic respondents to ensure 
that the sample is representative of the U.S. adult population 
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(aged 18 years and older). Several scholars have deployed this 
weighting strategy in studies of public opinion based on previous 
iterations of the Education Next poll (e.g., Barrows et al., 2016; 
Chingos et al., 2012; Houston, 2019; Schueler & West, 2015).

The survey oversampled teachers which was valuable for our 
purposes given that teachers are more likely to be directly affected 
by school and district turnaround intervention. In particular, 
teachers may perceive threats to their job security, changes to 
their day-to-day working conditions, and a loss of classroom-
level autonomy as a result of state interventions or other turn-
around reforms. Teachers’ opinions also diverge from those of 
the broader public on a number of education policy issues 
(Peterson et al., 2014). As a result, we analyzed how the opinions 
of teachers differed from the general public.

Since we also hypothesized that those living in the lowest 
 performing districts in their states may be less supportive of state 
intervention than the general public due to the loss of local 
 decision-making power that can come with state takeover and 
turnaround policy and the heightened attention to the reality of 
intervention in these contexts. On the other hand, residents in 
low-achieving districts could be more supportive of takeover and 
turnaround because they are most likely to benefit from any 
positive changes resulting from reform. We therefore also 
 separately examine the views of residents of the districts ranking 
lowest in terms of student achievement in each state.

To do so, we merge the survey results with data from the 
Stanford Education Data Archive 2.0 (Reardon et al., 2017). 
This source provides performance data from the 2008–2009 
through the 2014–2015 school years at the district level for all 
districts nationwide. We then identify which districts rank in the 
bottom 5% of districts within their state based on average stu-
dent achievement levels over the 7-year period. This allows us to 
identify respondents in our survey sample who have the greatest 
likelihood of being directly affected by turnaround policy and 
potential state takeover. We also test whether findings are robust 
to expanding the set of low-performing districts to the lowest 
10% within each state (we do not display these results in tables 
but discuss them in the text).

Procedures

To assess citizen preferences about which level of government is 
best suited to improving low-performing schools, we had survey 
administrators experimentally assign respondents to one of two 
versions of the following set of questions. The first version asked,

1. Based on your best guess, what level of government 
 currently plays the biggest role in each of the following:

1A. Setting educational standards for what students should 
know

1B. Deciding whether or not a school is failing
1C. Deciding how to fix failing schools

Respondents were given the following three answer choices for 
each question: federal government, state government, local 
 government. The second version asked:

2. What level of government should play the biggest role in 
each of the following:

2A. Setting educational standards for what students should 
know

2B. Deciding whether or not a school is failing
2C. Deciding how to fix failing schools

In other words, one version asked which level of government 
should play the biggest role while the other asked which level 
currently does play the biggest role.

Survey administrators also randomly assigned respondents to 
one of the following two questions regarding state takeover:

3A. Some states have laws allowing the state to take control 
of local school districts where academic performance has 
been low for several years. Do you support or oppose this 
policy?

3B. Some states have laws allowing the state to take control 
of local school districts where there is evidence of finan-
cial mismanagement. Do you support or oppose this 
policy?

For both questions, respondents were given five answer choices: 
completely support, somewhat support, somewhat oppose, com-
pletely oppose, neither support nor oppose. Appendix Table A1 
(available on the journal website) demonstrates randomization 
was successful at generating groups similar on observed dimen-
sions and response rates to the relevant items were not signifi-
cantly different across experimental groups.

Analysis

For most of our analyses, we simply report the percentage of 
respondents giving each answer choice for the sample as a whole 
and the various subgroups of interest. We use simple (weighted) 
t tests to determine whether the share of respondents of a par-
ticular subgroup selecting a given answer option differs from the 
share of respondents not in that group. For example, we test 
whether the opinions of teachers differ from those of nonteach-
ers. All differences discussed in the text are statistically signifi-
cant at the 95% confidence level or higher unless otherwise 
noted.

To examine whether the rationale for state takeover of trou-
bled school districts influences support for takeover, we use 
ordered logistic regression. We prefer this approach because we 
cannot know whether the distance between each answer choice 
on the survey is equal, an assumption required for a linear speci-
fication. Therefore, we rely on the following model:

Pr (PREFERENCE k)
Pr (PREFERENCE k)

= ei

i

+ ACADEMIC +k 1 i i
>
≤

−( )µ β γχ

The outcome variable has five values representing the possible 
answer choices (completely oppose = 1, somewhat oppose = 2,  
neither support nor oppose = 3, somewhat support = 4, completely 
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support = 5). PREFERENCEi  represents the response given to 
the survey question by respondent i while k represents a particu-
lar answer choice. For example, if we let k equal the answer 
choice “neither support nor oppose,” then the model estimates 
the combined odds of giving an answer that is supportive of 
takeover (either “somewhat support” or “completely support”) 
versus the odds of giving an answer representing a lower or equal 
level of support (i.e., “neither support nor oppose,” “somewhat 
oppose” or “completely oppose”). On the right hand side of the 

equation, µ is a constant that varies depending on the value of 
the answer choice (k) and represents the estimated cutpoint on 
the underlying latent continuous variable used to differentiate 
answer choice k from answer choice k + 1 (e.g., the cutpoint 
between “completely oppose” and “somewhat oppose”).

ACADEMICi  is an indicator equal to one if a respondent 
was asked about academic state takeover and zero if they were 
asked about takeover in the case of financial mismanagement. As 
a result, β1 is our estimate of the effect of an academic (vs. a 
financial) rationale for takeover. Xi represents a vector of covari-
ates including respondent gender, age, race/ethnicity, education 
level, income, homeowner status, household size, marriage sta-
tus, and region of residence. We also control for whether a 
respondent is a parent, teacher, and Democrat. We include these 
controls to increase the precision of our estimates, but our find-
ings are not sensitive to this choice. Finally, to test whether any 
effect varies by group, we add interactions between our treat-
ment indicator and binary subgroup variables.

Results

Research Question 1: Public Support for State-  
and Local-Led Turnaround Policy
We begin by exploring which level of government citizens believe 
should play the greatest role in school turnaround as well as their 
perceptions about which level currently takes the lead. In terms 
of policy preferences, we find that citizens tend to support a 
greater role for local governments than the public believes they 
currently play. Figure 1 displays that while the plurality prefer 
that states play the greatest role in identifying (49%) and fixing 
(48%) failing schools, a large share of participants prefer that 
local governments play the largest role in both areas (38% and 
37%, respectively).

This is in contrast to public perceptions of who currently 
plays the greatest role. A large majority believes that state govern-
ments are the primary player when it comes to both identifying 
(61%) and fixing (58%) failing schools—an arguably accurate 
assessment given the powers delegated to states under the Every 
Student Succeeds Act. Therefore, public opinion in this area 
does not appear to be driven by misinformation. For instance, 
only 16% of respondents say that the federal government plays 
the greatest role in identifying failing schools, respectively. This 
is in contrast to the “setting standards” policy area in which 38% 
of the public holds the inaccurate belief that the federal govern-
ment plays the largest role, possibly due to confusion over fed-
eral promotion other Common Core State Standards. In 
Appendix Table A2 (available on the journal website), we show 
that the differences between respondents’ perceived and pre-
ferred level of involvement for local governments are statistically 
significant using multinomial logistic models. In short, our key 
takeaway is that while the public prefers a greater role for local 
governments on school improvement, a plurality remains sup-
portive of state leadership in this area.

That said, the pattern of responses to the preferences items 
across subgroups suggests that those more likely to be directly 
affected by turnaround reforms tend to prefer a greater role for 
local governments in both identifying and fixing failing schools 

FIGURE 1. Comparing public perceptions and preferences on 
which level of government currently plays versus should play the 
greatest role in setting standards, identifying failing schools, and 
fixing failing schools.
Note. Asterisks refer to results of weighted t tests for differences 
between perceptions and preferences for each answer choice  
(^p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001).
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than the public as a whole. We display these findings in Figure 2. 
For instance, teachers prefer a more decentralized approach to 
school turnaround, with only 7% preferring that the federal gov-
ernment play the greatest role in identifying failing schools and 
43% preferring local governments play the greatest role in fixing 
failing schools. Black Americans also appear to prefer a greater 
role for local governments in identifying (46%) and fixing (40%) 
struggling schools than the public as a whole. However, only the 
difference between teachers and nonteachers regarding the federal 
role in identifying failing schools achieves statistical significance.

The main exception to this theme is that a majority of respon-
dents in the lowest-performing 5% of school districts want states 
to take the lead in both identifying (64%) and fixing failing 
schools (56%) and a smaller percentage prefer a greater role for 
local governments than the public as a whole (though the differ-
ences on the fixing failing schools question and on the federal role 
do not achieve statistical significance). Respondents in the lowest 
performing 10% of districts also prefer states play the greatest role 
in identifying (75%) and fixing (55%) failing schools (though 
these differences are only marginally statistically significant).

Research Question 2: Public Support for State Takeover
Next, we examine public opinion regarding state takeover of trou-
bled school districts. Overall, we find high levels of support for 
state takeover, regardless of the rationale. In Figure 3, we report that 
70% of the public supports academic takeovers while 77% support 
takeover in the case of financial mismanagement. Opposition to 
both forms of takeover is correspondingly low. Specifically, 16% 
opposes academic takeover and only 10% opposes financial take-
over. Roughly 15% take no position on academic takeover and 
13% on takeover in the event of mismanagement.

We also find important subgroup differences and display these 
findings in Figure 4. Again, the overarching implication is that 
those who are most likely to be directly affected by and to lose 
autonomy as a result of takeover express lower levels of support 
for takeover than the public as a whole. For academic takeovers, 
teachers express the lowest levels of support (50%) and the high-
est levels of opposition (40%) of any subgroup. Teachers are more 
supportive of takeover in the case of financial mismanagement 
(68%) but are still less supportive of this form of takeover than 
nonteachers. Black respondents also express lower levels of 

FIGURE 2. Public preferences on which level of government should play the greatest role in identifying and fixing failing schools by subgroup.
Note. Asterisks refer to results of weighted t tests for differences between members and nonmembers of a given group for each 
answer choice (^p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001).
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support for financial takeover (64%) than other respondents 
while Hispanic respondents tend to align with the general 
public.

Importantly, levels of support for takeover are also substan-
tially lower among those respondents living in the lowest per-
forming districts in their states, which are the most likely targets 
for takeover. Only 53% of these respondents support academic 
takeover. Even in cases of financial mismanagement, support 
among these citizens is lower (55%) and opposition higher 
(25%) than most other subgroups, including teachers. Residents 
of bottom 10% districts have slightly higher levels of support 
than bottom 5% districts but still lower support than the public 
as a whole for both academic (58%) and financial (68%) take-
overs and higher levels of opposition (21% for academic and 
19% for financial takeovers).

In sum, while most subgroups who are more likely to be 
directly affected by state takeover of low-performing districts 
express lower levels of support for state takeover than the public 
as a whole, all groups express majority support for both forms of 

Support for State Takeover By Rationale

FIGURE 3. Public opinion on state takeover of school districts by 
takeover rationale.
Note. Asterisks refer to results of weighted t tests for differences 
between academic and financial rationales for each answer 
choice (^p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001).

FIGURE 4. Public opinion on state takeover by subgroup and takeover rationale.
Note. Asterisks refer to results of weighted t tests for differences between members and nonmembers of a given group for each 
answer choice (^p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001).
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takeover. That majority is narrowest for teachers (when it comes 
to academic takeover) and respondents living in the lowest 
achieving districts in their state (regardless of the rationale).

Research Question 3: The Effect of Takeover  
Rationale on Takeover Support
Finally, we use ordered logistic regression to formally examine 
how the rationale for takeover shapes opinion across the full dis-
tribution of response options. Although the level of public sup-
port for states to take control of troubled districts is high 
regardless of rationale, the level of support is nonetheless influ-
enced by the rationale provided. Specifically, an academic ratio-
nale reduces support for state takeover relative to a rationale 
related to financial mismanagement. In other words, there is 
greater support for takeover in the case of financial mismanage-
ment. In Figure 3, we show the unadjusted differences for the 
two experimental conditions. Interestingly, the financial mis-
management rationale not only reduces opposition to takeover 
but also shifts a good share of those who “somewhat support” or 
are neutral when it comes to academic takeover to a position of 
“complete support” when asked about financial takeover. The 
estimate in the first column of Table 1 confirms that an academic 
rationale cuts the odds by more than a third that a respondent 
will give an answer that is more supportive of takeover (β  = 
0.64; p < .01).

The remaining columns of Table 1 test whether the effect of 
rationale varies by subgroup by including an indicator variable 
for the relevant subgroup and an interaction term between that 
variable and having been given an academic rationale in the take-
over survey question. We find that, for White (vs. non-White 
respondents), emphasizing academic failure over financial mis-
management has a particularly large negative impact on levels of 
state takeover support. None of the other interaction terms are 
statistically significant. The estimated subgroup main effects in 
turn confirm that support for takeover is statistically significantly 
lower among Black respondents, residents of low-achieving dis-
tricts, and (at the p < .1 level) teachers even after controlling for 
their observed demographic characteristics.

Discussion

This study provides a window into contemporary public opin-
ion regarding school improvement policies and state takeovers of 
troubled districts. The pattern of results suggests that opposition 
to centralized intervention in low-performing schools reflects 
concerns about a perceived loss of local power and autonomy, 
particularly for majority-Black communities, that often accom-
panies such reforms more so than a generalized allegiance to 
local control over schools. In fact, a large plurality of the public 
prefers state leadership in the area of school turnaround and a 
majority support state takeover. However, among members of 
several groups more likely to be directly affected by turnaround 
policies, a greater share prefers local governments take the lead 
and the majority support for takeover is slim.

Although support for takeover specifically is lower among 
those living in the lowest performing 5% of districts in their 
states than those living elsewhere, our data do not suggest these 
residents are especially averse to a strong state role in improving 
low-performing schools more generally. In fact, these citizens are 
more supportive of a state role in identifying failing schools than 
those in higher achieving districts. Yet they are markedly less 
supportive of state takeover than other respondents. These pat-
terns are consistent with the fact that the districts targeted for 
takeover, more than those targeted for other school improve-
ment policies, risk political disempowerment as locally elected 
school boards lose decision-making power.

This loss of influence often occurs in majority-Black com-
munities where school systems, including school boards, have 
historically served as a key pathway for people of color to enter 
elected offices (Henig et al., 1999). Again, studying state take-
overs between 1989 and 2013, Morel (2016) finds that takeovers 
of majority-Black districts have tended to occur in contexts 
where African Americans have gained greater descriptive repre-
sentation and that takeovers ultimately decrease Black descrip-
tive representation. In contrast, takeover of majority-Latino/a 
districts is actually more likely to open the door for greater 
Latino/a descriptive representation in part because the targeted 
districts are contexts in which Latino/as had not previously been 
well represented in local government. This could help explain 

Table 1
The Effect of Takeover Rationale on Support for State Takeovers (N = 4,180)

Public Teacher Black Hispanic White Low-Performing Districts

Academic 0.64*** (0.04) 0.65*** (0.04) 0.62*** (0.04) 0.63*** (0.04) 0.74** (0.07) 0.65*** (0.04)
Academic × Subgroup 0.61 (0.22) 1.29 (0.25) 1.07 (0.17) 0.80^ (0.10) 1.14 (0.30)
Subgroup 0.60^ (0.16) 0.66* (0.12) 1.00 (0.16) 0.86 (0.11) 0.53** (0.11)
Cut 1 −2.84 −2.84 −2.86 −2.85 −2.79 −2.70
Cut 2 −1.55 −1.55 −1.57 −1.56 −1.50 −1.42
Cut 3 −0.63 −0.63 −0.65 −0.64 −0.58 −0.48
Cut 4 1.45 1.46 1.43 1.44 1.51 1.60
N of subgroup 669 262 805 2,896 221

Note. The above ordered logit estimates for all main effects are expressed in odds ratios. The coefficients represent the odds of giving response k (e.g., “completely 
support”) versus the odds of giving response k − 1 (e.g., “somewhat support”). Each column represents result from a separate regression. All models control for gender, 
race, age, education, income, homeownership, household size, party, region, and whether respondent is a parent, a teacher, or married, and include survey weights.
^p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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our finding that takeover support is lower among Black respon-
dents than non-Black respondents (particularly for financial 
mismanagement) but not lower when comparing Hispanic and 
non-Hispanic respondents.

What is at stake for communities of color when there is a 
decline in descriptive representation? Importantly, scholars have 
found that non-White political representation on school boards 
leads to increased spending on and academic achievement of non-
White students (Fischer, 2020; Kogan et al., 2020). Therefore, a 
decrease in local descriptive representation as a result of takeover 
could eventually lead to reduced investments in the schools serv-
ing students of color, though more research is needed to draw a 
direct connection between takeover and educational spending.

Beyond takeover impacts on descriptive representation, 
teachers also likely perceive greater job insecurity as well as a pos-
sible decrease in political influence when working in a system 
under takeover. One motivation that sometimes drives state 
takeover of struggling school systems is an effort to shift the 
venue of decision making to one where teacher unions will have 
less influence. Interest groups have a greater ability, for example, 
to dominate low-turnout, off-cycle, local, school board elections 
than on-cycle, statewide ones (Anzia, 2014; Berry & Howell, 
2005; Moe, 2005, 2011). Furthermore, in some contexts, take-
over statutes provide state leaders with the ability to ignore local 
collective bargaining agreements, as was the case in both New 
Orleans and Lawrence. Therefore, teachers may perceive that 
they will be less-well-represented under takeover than in a sys-
tem of traditional school board governance. This is likely on top 
of concerns about their own employment prospects due to the 
prevalence of turnaround-related teacher replacements, as well as 
the possibility of decreased autonomy and undesirable working 
conditions in high-pressure turnaround environments.

Our finding that those most likely to be targeted for state 
intervention are the least likely to support takeover may be sur-
prising to some readers since residents of low-achieving districts 
may have the most to gain if the resulting reforms are effective. 
However, these results must be viewed in the context of the loss 
of economic and political power that seems to accompany state 
takeover, particularly for majority-Black communities. Consider, 
for example, the mass teacher dismissals in the majority-Black 
teaching force of New Orleans that occurred in the aftermath of 
takeover in addition to the loss of decision-making power for the 
locally elected board. Studying public perceptions of the New 
Orleans school reforms implemented in the aftermath of the 
Hurricane Katrina tragedy, Morel and Nuamah (2019) find that 
Black, middle-class New Orleanians (who they argue were most 
likely to have lost political influence as a result of reforms) 
expressed lower levels of approval for post-Katrina schools than 
either White or Black respondents as a whole. This was true 
despite documented improvements to student outcomes as a 
result of reforms (Harris & Larsen, 2018).

Our results are also consistent with research on school  closures 
in Chicago suggesting residents most likely to see their local 
neighborhood school shuttered express the highest levels of 
opposition to these closures (Nuamah, 2018). Eve Ewing (2018) 
explores how it is possible that these Chicagoans could express 
such vehement support for schools that have persistently 

underperformed on traditional accountability measures. She 
finds that the closure of neighborhood schools is viewed by these 
primarily African American parents, teachers, and students as 
part of a long history of racially targeted policy efforts that stand 
in the way of Black communities’ self-governance.

A key motivation for the study of public opinion is to assess 
what political scientists have called the policy-opinion connec-
tion. In some respects, our findings do suggest that recent devel-
opments in school improvement policy reflect public preferences 
for a greater state and local role in this area. For example, the 
current major federal K–12 education law, the Every Student 
Succeeds Act, appears aligned with opinion given that it increased 
both state and local discretion on turnaround relative to its pre-
decessor, No Child Left Behind. Indeed, No Child Left Behind’s 
failure to create a strong constituency in support of a robust fed-
eral role in school accountability and improvement may help 
explain its eventual demise (cf., Patashnik, 2014).

In other ways, it is more difficult to determine whether or not 
our results support a strong policy–opinion connection due to 
the tension between local and statewide preferences around take-
over. Low-performing districts targeted for takeover tend to 
receive a large share of their funding from state sources (Schueler 
& Bleiberg, 2021). Citizens living outside of low-achieving dis-
tricts may dislike having their tax revenue funneled to struggling 
districts and have little to nothing to lose by having the state 
assume control of districts that do not serve or employ members 
of their own communities. In contrast, many residents of these 
local target communities and employees of these school systems 
perceive such interventions as a threat to their autonomy, job 
security, and political power. Does the increased use of takeover 
as a policy tool represent responsive policy or does it suggest that 
our democratic system is not functioning as it should be? This is 
a difficult question to answer when there is disagreement 
between the statewide majority and a local minority (which 
arguably has a greater stake in the outcome of the policy inter-
vention under consideration).

A second reason we were drawn to study public opinion in 
this area is the known connection between the effective naviga-
tion of political dynamics and the success of district improve-
ment efforts. Therefore, our findings provide implications for 
leaders, particularly at the state level, seeking to improve low-
performing systems. One is simply that an approach perceived as 
threatening to local authority is likely to encounter political 
resistance and such opposition is likely to be heightened in 
majority-Black communities which have historically experienced 
the greatest losses in political power in the aftermath of takeover. 
Leaders should consider these contextual and historical factors if 
and when identifying districts for intervention or those which 
should not be targeted for takeover.

Additionally, leaders should know that the framing and stated 
rationale for state takeover affects public opinion. We find over-
whelming levels of support for takeover in cases where there is 
evidence of financial mismanagement, and higher levels of sup-
port than for academic takeover. This suggests takeover may be 
more politically palatable in contexts that have experienced mis-
management or in instances when leaders frame the rationale for 
takeover around mismanagement rather than highlighting low 



10    EDUCATIONAL RESEARCHER

performance alone. This phenomenon could be due to lower lev-
els of public confidence in the ability of state departments of 
education to improve academic outcomes for students relative to 
their ability to clean up district finances. Interestingly, public 
views in this regard are consistent with the limited existing 
research on the effectiveness of takeover, which concludes that 
states undergoing takeovers have had more success at improving 
financial than academic outcomes (Wong & Shen, 2003).

Alternatively, cases of mismanagement may invoke a moral 
imperative in a way that academic failure on its own does not. 
This is consistent with the story of Massachusetts’ turnaround of 
the Lawrence Public Schools—a rare case of takeover that gener-
ated more limited controversy (and importantly was undertaken 
in a majority-Hispanic, not a majority-Black, community). 
Schueler (2018) finds that allegations of mismanagement and 
corruption against local Lawrence officials helped explain the 
relatively mild response to state intervention. Future research 
could devote more attention to teasing apart the mechanisms at 
play. Regardless, state leaders interested in pursuing takeover 
would be wise to priorize targeting districts where there is evi-
dence of mismanagement versus those struggling with academic 
performance alone and to frame their reasons for takeover with a 
focus on this mismanagement to improve their ability to navi-
gate the politics of turnaround.

One caveat is that our survey asked respondents about state 
takeover in the abstract. We may have found lower levels of sup-
port had we asked about a specific real-world case of takeover or 
highlighted the typical effects of takeovers (e.g., “removing 
 decision-making power from locally elected school boards”). 
While we find majority support for takeover even among those 
residents in our sample living in districts most likely to be taken 
over, these majorities are slim, there are meaningful levels of 
opposition, and the opposition could be greater if we had the 
ability to narrow in on districts that had actually experienced the 
reality of takeover in recent years. Interestingly, when we narrow 
our sample to residents of the 22 states that have enacted take-
overs, we do not find large differences in levels of support for 
takeover. If anything, these respondents express slightly higher 
levels of takeover support. This could be due to selection into the 
sample (greater support for takeover makes takeover more likely) 
rather than exposure to takeovers. Homing in on takeover 
 districts, rather than takeover states, might reveal a different 
result. Uncovering the views of those community members 
whose districts have actually undergone takeover would have 
important implications for policy makers considering takeover 
and for those concerned with the effects of centralization on the 
political agency of historically disempowered groups.

NOTES

The authors thank writing group and seminar participants at 
Harvard University and the University of Virginia, as well as Katharine 
Strunk and Leslie Finger among other conference participants, for 
feedback. We also appreciate the Program on Education Policy and 
Governance at the Harvard Kennedy School of Government for sup-
port. The collection of survey data was funded by a grant from the Bill 
and Melinda Gates Foundation to Paul E. Peterson and Martin R. West.

REFERENCES

Anzia, S. (2014). Timing and turnout: How off-cycle elections favor 
organized groups. The University of Chicago Press. https://doi 
.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226086958.001.0001

Barnum, M. (2018, June 12). When states take over school  districts, they say 
it’s about academics: This political scientist says it’s about race and power. 
Chalkbeat. https://www.chalkbeat.org/2018/6/12/21105215/when- 
states-take-over-school-districts-they-say-it-s-about-academics-this-
political-scientist-says-i

Barone, C. (2017). What ESSA says: Continuities and departures. 
In F. Hess & M. Eden (Eds.), The Every Student Succeeds Act: 
What it means for schools, systems, and states (pp. 59–74). Harvard 
Education Press.

Barrows, S., Henderson, M., Peterson, P., & West, M. (2016). Relative 
performance information and perceptions of public service qual-
ity: Evidence from American school districts. Journal of Public 
Administration Research and Theory, 26(3), 571–583. https://doi 
.org/10.1093/jopart/muw028

Berry, C., & Howell, W. (2005). Democratic accountability in public 
education. In W. Howell (Ed.), Besieged: School boards and the future 
of education politics (pp. 150–172). Brookings Institution Press. 
https://cpb-us-w2.wpmucdn.com/voices.uchicago.edu/dist/5/ 
539/files/2017/05/DemocraticAccountability-2iilpcc.pdf

Buras, K. (2015). Charter schools, race, and urban space: Where the  
market meets grassroots resistance. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/ 
9780203067000

Chingos, M., Henderson, M., & West, M. (2012). Citizen percep-
tions of government service quality: Evidence from public schools. 
Quarterly Journal of Political Science, 7(4), 411–445. https://doi.
org/10.1561/100.00011071

Dahl, R. A. (1989). Democracy and its critics. Yale University Press.
Dee, T. (2012). School turnarounds: Evidence from the 2009 stimulus 

(NBER Working Paper 17990). https://doi.org/10.3386/w17990
Dragoset, L., Thomas, J., Herrmann, M., Deke, J., James-Burdumy, 

S., Graczewski, C., Boyle, A., Upton, R., Tanenbaum, C., & 
Giffin, J. (2017). School Improvement Grants: Implementation and 
Effectiveness (NCEE 2017-4013). National Center for Education 
Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Institute of Education 
Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.

Duke, D. (2016). The children left behind: American’ struggle to improve 
its lowest performing schools. Rowman & Littlefield.

Ewing, E. (2018). Ghosts in the schoolyard: Racism and school closings 
on Chicago’s South Side. University of Chicago Press. https://doi.
org/10.7208/chicago/9780226526331.001.0001

Gershenson, S., Hart, C., Hyman, J., Lindsay, C., & Papageorge, N. W. 
(2018). The long-run impacts of same-race teachers (No. w25254). 
National Bureau of Economic Research. https://doi.org/10.3386/
w25254

Gilens, M. (2012). Affluence and influence: Economic inequality and 
political power in America. Princeton University Press. https://doi 
.org/10.2307/j.ctt7s1jn

Glazer, J., & Egan, C. (2018). The ties that bind: Building civic 
capacity for the Tennessee Achievement School District. 
American Educational Research Journal, 55(5), 928–964. https://
doi.org/10.3102/0002831218763088

Harris, D., & Larsen, M. (2016). The effects of the New Orleans Post-
Katrina school reforms on student academic outcomes. Tulane 
University, Education Research Alliance for New Orleans. https://
educationresearchalliancenola.org/files/publications/The-Effects-
of-the-New-Orleans-Post-Katrina-School-Reforms-on-Student-
Academic-Outcomes.pdf

https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226086958.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226086958.001.0001
https://www.chalkbeat.org/2018/6/12/21105215/when-states-take-over-school-districts-they-say-it-s-about-academics-this-political-scientist-says-i
https://www.chalkbeat.org/2018/6/12/21105215/when-states-take-over-school-districts-they-say-it-s-about-academics-this-political-scientist-says-i
https://www.chalkbeat.org/2018/6/12/21105215/when-states-take-over-school-districts-they-say-it-s-about-academics-this-political-scientist-says-i
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muw028
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muw028
https://cpb-us-w2.wpmucdn.com/voices.uchicago.edu/dist/5/539/files/2017/05/DemocraticAccountability-2iilpcc.pdf
https://cpb-us-w2.wpmucdn.com/voices.uchicago.edu/dist/5/539/files/2017/05/DemocraticAccountability-2iilpcc.pdf
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203067000
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203067000
https://doi.org/10.1561/100.00011071
https://doi.org/10.1561/100.00011071
https://doi.org/10.3386/w17990
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226526331.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226526331.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.3386/w25254
https://doi.org/10.3386/w25254
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt7s1jn
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt7s1jn
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831218763088
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831218763088
https://educationresearchalliancenola.org/files/publications/The-Effects-of-the-New-Orleans-Post-Katrina-School-Reforms-on-Student-Academic-Outcomes.pdf
https://educationresearchalliancenola.org/files/publications/The-Effects-of-the-New-Orleans-Post-Katrina-School-Reforms-on-Student-Academic-Outcomes.pdf
https://educationresearchalliancenola.org/files/publications/The-Effects-of-the-New-Orleans-Post-Katrina-School-Reforms-on-Student-Academic-Outcomes.pdf
https://educationresearchalliancenola.org/files/publications/The-Effects-of-the-New-Orleans-Post-Katrina-School-Reforms-on-Student-Academic-Outcomes.pdf


MONTH XXXX    11

Harris, D., & Larsen, M. (2018). The effects of the New Orleans post-
Katrina market-based school reforms on student achievement, high 
school graduation, and college outcomes. Tulane University, Education 
Research Alliance. https://educationresearchalliancenola.org/files/
publications/071518-Harris-Larsen-What-Effect-Did-the-New-
Orleans-School-Reforms-Have-on-Student-Achievement-High-
School-Graduation-and-College-Outcomes.pdf

Henig, J. (2013). The end of exceptionalism is American education: The 
changing politics of school reform. Harvard Education Press.

Henig, J., Hula, R., Orr, M., & Pedescleaux, D. (1999). The color of school 
reform: Race, politics, and the challenge of urban education. Princeton 
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400823291

Honig, M., & Coburn, C. (2008). Evidence-based decision making 
in school district central offices: Toward a policy and research 
agenda. Educational Policy, 22(4), 578–608. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/0895904807307067

Houston, D. (2019). Schoolhouse democracy: Public opinion and 
 education spending in the states. Educational Researcher, 48(7), 
438–451. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X19867948

Jabar, H. (2015). “Drenched in the past”: The evolution of market- 
oriented reforms in New Orleans. Journal of Education Policy, 
30(6), 751–772. https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2015.1047409

Jackson, C. K., Johnson, R. C., & Persico, C. (2016). The effects of 
school spending on educational and economic outcomes: Evidence 
from school finance reforms. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 
131(1), 157–218. https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjv036

Jacobsen, R., & Saultz, A. (2012). The poll-trends: Who should control 
education? Public Opinion Quarterly, 76(2), 379–390. https://doi 
.org/10.1093/poq/nfs017

Jochim, A. (2013). A reform at risk? The political realities. In F. Hess 
& M. McShane (Eds.), Common core meets education reform  
(pp. 185–205). Teachers College Press.

Jochim, A. (2016). Measures of last resort: Assessing strategies for state-
initiated turnarounds. Center for Reinventing Public Education.

Johnson, S. M., Marietta, G., Higgins, M., Mapp, K., & Grossman, 
A. (2015). Achieving coherence in district improvement. Harvard 
Education Press.

Key, V. O., Jr. (1961). Public opinion and American democracy. Alfred 
A. Knopf.

Kirst, M. (2004). Turning points: A history of American school gover-
nance. In N. Epstein (Ed.), Who’s in charge here? The tangled web of 
school governance and policy (pp. 14–41). Brookings Institution Press.

Layton, L. (2016, February 1). GOP-led states increasingly taking con-
trol from local school boards. The Washington Post. https://www.
washingtonpost.com/local/education/gop-led-states-increasingly-
taking-control-from-local-school-boards/2016/02/01/c01a8e4e-
bad3-11e5-b682-4bb4dd403c7d_story.html?noredirect=on&utm_ 
term=.240ea6bbadfc

Lipsky, M. (2010). Street-level bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the individual 
in public services. Russell Sage Foundation.

Mann, E. (2016, October 31). School turnaround under ESSA: Progress, 
but not a silver bullet. Brookings. https://www.brookings.edu/
blog/brown-center-chalkboard/2016/10/31/school-turnaround-
under-essa-progress-but-not-a-silver-bullet/

Moe, T. (2005). Teachers unions and school board elections. In W. 
Howell (Ed.), Besieged: School boards and the future of education 
politics (pp. 254–287). Brookings Institution Press.

Moe, T. (2011). Special interest: Teachers unions and America’s public 
schools. Brookings Institution Press.

Morel, D. (2016). The effects of centralized government authority on 
Black and Latino political empowerment. Political Research Quarterly, 
69(2), 347–360. https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912916639136

Morel, D. (2018). Takeover: Race, education, and American democracy.  
Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190678975 
.001.0001

Morel, D., & Nuamah, S. (2019). Who governs? How shifts in politi-
cal power shape perceptions of local government services. Urban 
Affairs Review, 56(5), 1503–1528. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
1078087419855675

Murphy, J., & Bleiberg, J. (2019). School turnaround politics and 
 practices in the US: Learning from failed school reform. Springer. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-01434-6

Nuamah, S. (2017). The paradox of educational attitudes: Racial 
 differences in public opinion on school closure. Journal of Urban 
Affairs, 42(4), 554–570. https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2017
.1360734

Oluwole, J., & Green, P. C., III. (2009). State takeovers of school 
districts: Race and the equal protection clause. Indiana Law 
Review, 42(343), 343–409. https://mckinneylaw.iu.edu/ilr/pdf/
vol42p343.pdf

Patashnik, E. (2014). Reforms at risk: What happens after major policy 
changes are enacted. Princeton University Press.

Peterson, P. (2016). The end of the Bush-Obama regulatory approach 
to school reform. Education Next, 16(3), 22–32.

Peterson, P., Henderson, M., & West, M. (2014). Teachers versus the 
public: What Americans think about schools and how to fix them. 
Brookings Institution Press.

Pressman, J., & Wildavsky, A. (1973). Implementation: How great 
expectations in Washington are dashed in Oakland. University of 
California Press.

Reardon, S., Ho, A., Shear, B., Fahle, E., Kalogrides, D., & DiSalvo, R. 
(2017). Stanford Education Data Archive (Version 2.0). http://purl 
.stanford.edu/db586ns4974

Russakoff, D. (2015). The prize: Who’s in charge of America’s schools? 
Houghton Mifflin.

Schueler, B. (2018). A third way: The politics of school district take-
over and turnaround in Lawrence, Massachusetts. Educational 
Administration Quarterly, 55(1), 116–153. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0013161X18785873

Schueler, B., Asher, C., Larned, K., Mehrotra, S., & Pollard, C. (2020). 
Improving low-performing schools: A meta-analysis of impact evalua-
tion studies (EdWorkingPaper 20-274). https://doi.org/10.26300/
qxjk-yq91

Schueler, B., & Bleiberg, J. (2021). Evaluating education governance: 
Does state takeover of school districts affect student achievement? 
(EdWorkingPaper No. 21-411). https://www.edworkingpapers 
.com/sites/default/files/ai21-411.pdf

Schueler, B., Goodman, J., & Deming, D. (2017). Can states take 
over and turn around school districts? Evidence from Lawrence, 
Massachusetts. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 39(2), 
311–332. https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373716685824

Schueler, B., & West, M. (2015). Sticker shock: How informa-
tion affects citizen support for public school funding. Public 
Opinion Quarterly, 80(1), 90–113. https://doi.org/10.1093/
poq/nfv047

Scott, J., & Holme, J. (2016). The political economy of market-based 
educational policies: Race and reform in urban school districts, 
1915 to 2016. Review of Research in Education, 40(1), 250–297. 
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X16681001

Stone, C., Henig, J., Jones, B., & Pierannunzi, C. (2001). Building civic 
capacity: The politics of reforming urban schools. University Press of 
Kansas.

Welsh, R., Williams, S., Little, S., & Graham, J. (2017). Right 
cause, wrong method? Examining the politics of state takeover 

https://educationresearchalliancenola.org/files/publications/071518-Harris-Larsen-What-Effect-Did-the-New-Orleans-School-Reforms-Have-on-Student-Achievement-High-School-Graduation-and-College-Outcomes.pdf
https://educationresearchalliancenola.org/files/publications/071518-Harris-Larsen-What-Effect-Did-the-New-Orleans-School-Reforms-Have-on-Student-Achievement-High-School-Graduation-and-College-Outcomes.pdf
https://educationresearchalliancenola.org/files/publications/071518-Harris-Larsen-What-Effect-Did-the-New-Orleans-School-Reforms-Have-on-Student-Achievement-High-School-Graduation-and-College-Outcomes.pdf
https://educationresearchalliancenola.org/files/publications/071518-Harris-Larsen-What-Effect-Did-the-New-Orleans-School-Reforms-Have-on-Student-Achievement-High-School-Graduation-and-College-Outcomes.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400823291
https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904807307067
https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904807307067
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X19867948
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2015.1047409
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjv036
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfs017
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfs017
https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/education/gop-led-states-increasingly-taking-control-from-local-school-boards/2016/02/01/c01a8e4e-bad3-11e5-b682-4bb4dd403c7d_story.html?noredirect=on&utm_term=.240ea6bbadfc
https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/education/gop-led-states-increasingly-taking-control-from-local-school-boards/2016/02/01/c01a8e4e-bad3-11e5-b682-4bb4dd403c7d_story.html?noredirect=on&utm_term=.240ea6bbadfc
https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/education/gop-led-states-increasingly-taking-control-from-local-school-boards/2016/02/01/c01a8e4e-bad3-11e5-b682-4bb4dd403c7d_story.html?noredirect=on&utm_term=.240ea6bbadfc
https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/education/gop-led-states-increasingly-taking-control-from-local-school-boards/2016/02/01/c01a8e4e-bad3-11e5-b682-4bb4dd403c7d_story.html?noredirect=on&utm_term=.240ea6bbadfc
https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/education/gop-led-states-increasingly-taking-control-from-local-school-boards/2016/02/01/c01a8e4e-bad3-11e5-b682-4bb4dd403c7d_story.html?noredirect=on&utm_term=.240ea6bbadfc
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/brown-center-chalkboard/2016/10/31/school-turnaround-under-essa-progress-but-not-a-silver-bullet/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/brown-center-chalkboard/2016/10/31/school-turnaround-under-essa-progress-but-not-a-silver-bullet/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/brown-center-chalkboard/2016/10/31/school-turnaround-under-essa-progress-but-not-a-silver-bullet/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912916639136
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190678975.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190678975.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087419855675
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087419855675
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-01434-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2017.1360734
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2017.1360734
https://mckinneylaw.iu.edu/ilr/pdf/vol42p343.pdf
https://mckinneylaw.iu.edu/ilr/pdf/vol42p343.pdf
http://purl.stanford.edu/db586ns4974
http://purl.stanford.edu/db586ns4974
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X18785873
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X18785873
https://doi.org/10.26300/qxjk-yq91
https://doi.org/10.26300/qxjk-yq91
https://www.edworkingpapers.com/sites/default/files/ai21-411.pdf
https://www.edworkingpapers.com/sites/default/files/ai21-411.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373716685824
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfv047
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfv047
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X16681001


12    EDUCATIONAL RESEARCHER

in Georgia. Urban Affairs Review, 55(3), 703–742. https://doi 
.org/10.1177/1078087417714061

West, M., Henderson, M., Peterson, P., & Barrows, S. (2018). The 
2017 EdNext Poll on School Reform. Education Next, 18(1), 32–
52. https://www.educationnext.org/2017-ednext-poll-school- 
reform-public-opinion-school-choice-common-core-higher-ed/

Wong, K., & Shen, F. (2002). Politics of state-led reform in 
education: Market competition and electoral dynamics. 
Educational Policy, 16(1), 161–192. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0895904802016001009

Wong, K., & Shen, F. (2003). Measuring the effectiveness of 
city and state takeover as a school reform strategy. Peabody 
Journal of Education, 78(4), 89–119. https://doi.org/10.1207/
S15327930PJE7804_06

Zimmer, R., Kho, A., Henry, G., & Viano, S. (2015). Evaluation of the 
effects of Tennessee’s Achievement School District on student test scores. 
Tennessee Consortium on Research, Evaluation and Development. 
https://mediad.publicbroadcasting.net/p/wpln/files/201512/ 
ASD_Impact_Policy_Brief_Final_12.8.15.pdf

AUTHORS

BETH E. SCHUELER, EdD, is an assistant professor of education and pub-
lic policy at University of Virginia, Ridley Hall 268, University of Virginia, 
P.O. Box 400277, Charlottesville, VA 22904; beth_schueler@virginia.edu. 
Her research focuses on education policy, politics, and inequality with a focus 
on efforts to improve low-performing K–12 schools and districts.

MARTIN R. WEST, PhD, is the Henry Lee Shattuck Professor of 
Education at Harvard University, Longfellow Hall 107, Harvard 
Graduate School of Education, Appian Way, Cambridge, MA 02138; 
martin_west@gse.harvard.edu. His research focuses on the politics of 
K–12 education in the United States and how education policies affect 
student learning and noncognitive development.

Manuscript received November 13, 2018
Revisions received August 21, 2019, November 17, 2020, 

March 30, 2021, and August 11, 2021
Accepted September 18, 2021

https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087417714061
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087417714061
https://www.educationnext.org/2017-ednext-poll-school-reform-public-opinion-school-choice-common-core-higher-ed/
https://www.educationnext.org/2017-ednext-poll-school-reform-public-opinion-school-choice-common-core-higher-ed/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904802016001009
https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904802016001009
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327930PJE7804_06
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327930PJE7804_06
https://mediad.publicbroadcasting.net/p/wpln/files/201512/ASD_Impact_Policy_Brief_Final_12.8.15.pdf
https://mediad.publicbroadcasting.net/p/wpln/files/201512/ASD_Impact_Policy_Brief_Final_12.8.15.pdf
mailto:beth_schueler@virginia.edu
mailto:martin_west@gse.harvard.edu

