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PREFACE

New American Schools, or NAS (known as New American Schools
Development Corporation from 1991 to 1995), is a private nonprofit
corporation that was created in conjunction with President Bush’s
America 2000 initiative. NAS was formed to fund efforts to develop
and disseminate whole-school designs for elementary and secondary
schools. Its original goal was to ensure that these designs, which pre-
sumably offer more-effective educational programs than “typical
schools,” were adopted in schools across the country so as to dra-
matically improve student performance. Since its inception, NAS
has completed a development phase, a demonstration phase, and a
scale-up phase.

During these phases (1992-2000) RAND provided analytic support to
NAS. This book summarizes the findings from the RAND program of
analysis. It is targeted toward educational policymakers interested in
comprehensive school reform as well as others interested in improv-
ing the implementation of reform efforts in Jocal governmental bu-
reaucracies. This book should be of interest to anyone who wants to
better understand the expanding area of whole-school school reform
and its effects on teaching and learning within high-stakes account-
ability environments.

The RAND assessment of NAS schools has spanned several years. To
date, RAND studies about New American Schools include:
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SUMMARY

New American Schools (NAS) was formed in 1991 to create and de-
velop whole-school designs that would be adopted by schools
throughout the country in order to improve student performance. It
was established as a nonprofit and funded largely by private sector
donations. NAS founders thought that in the past many reforms
were “programmatic,” focused on a particular set of individuals in a
school or a particular subject or grade level. They believed that
adoption of multiple and unconnected approaches to address each
area of schooling resulted in a fragmented education program, a
balkanized school organization, and low performance by students.

NAS’s core premise was that all high-quality schools possess, de
facto, a unifying design that allows all staff to function to the best of
their abilities and that integrates research-based practices into a
coherent and mutually reinforcing set of effective approaches to
teaching and learning for the entire school. The best way to ensure
that lower-performing schools adopted successful designs was to
fund design teams to develop “break the mold” school designs that
could be readily adopted by communities around the nation. After
developing the design, teams would go on to implement their de-
signs in schools throughout the country. This adoption would lead
to NAS’s primary goal of improving the performance of students.

This whole-school approach to educational improvement was a
dramatically different way of initiating and disseminating large-scale
educational improvements. It was a unique combination of (1) pri-
vate sector involvement using a venture capitalist approach; (2) the
choice of whole-schools designs as a vehicle for reform; and (3) the
ambitious goal of scale-up across the country.
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The NAS experimental approach required careful development and
demonstration of designs prior to moving to scale-up; therefore it
had a phased approach including:

¢ Competition and selection phases (1992);
¢ Development phase of one year (1992-1993);

¢ Demonstration phase of two years (1993-1995 including the
1993-1994 and 1994-1995 school years); and

e Scale-up phase of three years (1995-1998 from the school year
starting in 1995 to the one ending in 1998).

This approach to educational improvement offered an unprece-
dented opportunity to study and understand a unique attempt
at school reform from its beginnings to its completion. Any educa-
tional reform must have two components, a theory of learning and a
theory of action. Following Fullan (2001, p. 187), a theory of learning
focuses on the assumptions about how students learn, instructional
strategies, and performance. A theory of action focuses on the local
context such as the conditions under which a design or external
model will work. The theory of learning in the NAS initiative was
embodied in the individual designs. Design teams were to be re-
sponsible for their own development of a theory of learning and for
its evaluation. This left open the issue of whether NAS’s theory of
action—at that point very unspecified—would be effective. To show
important policy audiences that the NAS approach was efficacious,
NAS would have to assess its theory of action as to whether it and the
design teams could get schools to implement designs, and if and
when schools did implement, whether this would lead to improved
student performance.

RAND’S ANALYTIC TASKS AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

NAS approached RAND to assess and analyze its theory of action and
to provide analytic support to its school reform efforts. This support
took many forms, but primarily it was intended to document and
analyze the conditions under which NAS made progress toward its
goals of widespread use and implementation of its designs and im-
proved student performance associated with that use. It included
the following analytic tasks:
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e Document the NAS efforts to assess its contributions to educa-
tion reform;

e Describe the designs and analyze changes in them over time;

e Assess the level of implementation in design-based schools dur-
ing the demonstration and scale-up phases;

e Identify factors that impede or encourage implementation in the
demonstration and scale-up phases; and

e Measure whether the adoption of the designs resulted in the out-
comes desired by NAS and its partnering districts in the scale-up
phase.

These tasks were conducted over the first seven years of the NAS ini-
tiative from the demonstration phase through the scale-up phase,
and the results are documented in a series of RAND reports, listed in
the Preface.

The purposes of this book are to provide a retrospective look at the
NAS initiative and the various RAND studies of that initiative; to draw
together the findings from the diverse tasks undertaken on behalf of
NAS; and to reflect on the lessons provided by this initiative for fu-
ture school reform efforts. The document should be of interest to
both policymakers and practitioners in K-12 education as it offers
some important lessons learned about attempts to significantly im-
prove student performance through the adoption of externally pro-
vided interventions.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF NAS FOCUSING ON ITS THEORY OF
ACTION

To understand the RAND assessment of NAS, one must understand
that NAS’s theory of action and design teams’ theories of learning
were evolving through the entire period of the analysis. Therefore,
the RAND analysis and analytic approaches had to remain quite
flexible over this time. Here we summarize the important changes
NAS made and how this affected NAS'’s theory of action.

Initially, its theory of action was quite simple and undeveloped:
Designs would be developed, schools would adopt them in some un-
specified manner, and this adoption would result in improved stu-
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dent outcomes. NAS helped create designs through a Request for
Proposals process from October 1991 to July 1992 in which more
than 600 teams applied. It chose 11 design teams for initial develop-
ment. From July 1992 to July 1993, these teams worked to further de-
velop their theories of learning. A year later it reduced the number of
teams from 11 to nine in part due to funding difficulties. It removed
two teams that had a district as the team lead, indicating its theory of
action did not include locally based and led teams in part because of
NAS’s ambition for national scale-up.

The demonstration phase, 1993-1995, took place in 147 schools cho-
sen by design teams as partners. RAND analysis of progress at that
point indicated that an important component of the design team in-
tervention was the assistance teams provided to schools to enable
the schools to adopt designs. This became known as “design-based
assistance.” NAS’s theory of change transformed to include this
notion—that design teams did not just provide designs, but also had
to provide design-based assistance for schools to successfully imple-
ment the designs. RAND analysis of progress in the demonstration
schools also showed that school- and district-level factors had a
strong relationship to implementation in schools. NAS then under-
stood that to succeed, it would have to ensure a supportive environ-
ment for its designs. During this demonstration phase, NAS removed
another two teams, both of which did not have national scale-up in-
tentions and which appeared at the time to be closely associated
with conditions specific to districts or states.

NAS outlined its scale-up strategy—a third iteration of its theory of
action. Because of its experiences during the demonstration phase,
NAS became more cognizant of the importance of gaining district-
level support for teams and providing a supportive district structure,
including resources, school autonomy, and professional develop-
ment for the schools. Thus, it chose a concentration strategy—
attempting to transform a few districts though the adoption of
design-based assistance by a significant number of schools within
those districts. Ten jurisdictions agreed to partner with NAS. These
jurisdictions promised to get approximately 30 percent of their
schools using designs within a three-year period and to provide a
supportive environment for the schools’ efforts. The 30 percent
figure was admittedly somewhat arbitrary, but the theory of action
was that if NAS could implement its designs in about one-third of a
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district’s schools, there would be a critical core of schools that could
be sustained over time. In addition, NAS insisted the design teams
become more self-sufficient at this point. Design teams would
charge the districts fees for the design-based assistance. NAS would
work with districts to help a supportive environment evolve. NAS
promised districts that by using its designs, the schools would be
able to show dramatic test score improvements within that time
period.

The seven teams entering scale-up included:

e Audrey Cohen College (AC) (currently renamed Purpose-
Centered Education);

e Authentic Teaching, Learning, and Assessment for All Students
(ATLAS or AT);

e Co-NECT Schools (CON);
¢ Expeditionary Learning Outward Bound (EL);
¢ Modern Red Schoolhouse (MRSH);

* National Alliance for Restructuring Education (NARE) (currently
renamed America’s Choice Design Network); and

¢ Roots & Wings (RW).

NAS partnered with the following jurisdictions: Cincinnati, Ohio;
Dade County, Florida; Kentucky; Maryland; Memphis, Tennessee;
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; San Antonio,
Texas; San Diego, California; and three districts in Washington state.
About 185 schools partnered with designs in these jurisdictions,
while as a whole, NAS design teams spread to over 550 schools by
1995.

By 1999, NAS design teams had over 1,000 partnering schools across
the country. Since the scale-up phase, NAS has effectively and suc-
cessfully been a proponent for the creation of a federal program to
provide schools with funding to adopt designs. The Comprehensive
School Reform Demonstration program was created in 1997 to
provide schools with funding to implement designs similar to those
created and developed by NAS, thus ensuring a market for NAS-like
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designs. This has allowed NAS designs to spread to over 4,000
schools by 2001.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The overarching concept underlying NAS is the development of an
intervention by external change agents who provide assistance dur-
ing the implementation process in order to improve schools and stu-
dent outcomes. In this case, the level of implementation achieved by
the schools and teams working together is one important outcome.
The other is the changes in student performance associated with
adoption and implementation. These two concepts form the depen-
dent variables in all the RAND analyses of NAS.

Past research on external change agents as a reform mechanism in
K-12 education has shown that as these externally developed
interventions are implemented, they tend to go through significant
changes over time as they adapt to local conditions and contexts or
in the process of scaling up. Often they develop implementation
assistance strategies to assist schools in understanding and
implementing the intervention. Despite this, implementation tends
to be variable across sites, and the outcomes—in terms of the desired
change—also vary considerably.

The conceptual framework underpinning the RAND studies of NAS
draws from previous research on implementation of school reforms
and educational change. A critical assumption underlying the de-
signs is that coherent, focused, and sustained implementation of key
design components (including professional development, curricu-
lum and instructional materials, content and performance stan-
dards, assessments, organization and governance, and parent and
community involvement) will eventually change school and class-
room learning environments and thereby students’ academic out-
comes. Implementation consists of the process of putting into prac-
tice the elements or set of activities defined by design teams as core
components of their design.

However, throughout the history of educational reform efforts, a
prominent theme has emerged that the process of planned educa-
tional change is much more complex than initially anticipated
(Fullan, 2001; McLaughlin, 1990). This is largely because of the
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number of players involved and the number of factors that need to
be aligned to support such fundamental change.

The factors that could be expected to affect both implementation
and outcomes include the following, some of which were not readily
controlled by NAS or its design teams:

e The design itself and its ability to offer coherent, comprehensive,
and consistent education programs as well as assistance offered
by the design teams to schools to ensure implementation;

e The efficacy of the selection and matching process between de-
signs and schools to ensure teacher “buy-in” to the design;

e The capacity of the specific schools for undertaking the reform
including the schools’ other efforts at reform, educational lead-
ership, and teaching capability;

e School-specific demographics, structure, and climate;

o District contexts including the existing infrastructure supports
and incentives for design implementation and improved student
performance; and

e Other factors such as state contexts of testing and accountability,
community contexts, and NAS funding policies.

The relationship between the independent and dependent variables
is shown in Figure S.1.

METHODS AND CAVEATS

At the request of NAS (the client), RAND undertook different analyses
at different periods of time that together amounted to a program of
analytic studies on NAS. This program of analyses is summarized in
Table S.1. The table highlights the purpose of each study, the ap-
proach taken, the sample used, the data sources, the measures de-
veloped, the contribution to the overall assessment, and the publica-
tions produced. (More information on methodology is provided in
each chapter and in the Appendix as well as the accompanying
RAND reports.)
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These analyses can be thought of as “action-based research” during
the developmental phase of an intervention. The RAND research on
NAS was consistent with such an approach in that the program of
studies:

e Allowed for a systemic view of the initiative from the teachers
and students implementing the reforms to the district adminis-
trators trying to support them to design teams and NAS deci-
sionmakers attempting to improve the reforms;

e Provided early information from front-line implementers on how
to improve the effort; and

¢ Included a variety of methods, measures, and analytic tech-
niques that were adapted to a changing environment to provide
information that was relevant to NAS’s evolving theory of action.

The research and analysis was undertaken on behalf of a client in-
volved in an experiment to engineer strong designs for schools. The
use of the term experimental does not mean a controlled environ-
ment with random assignment of designs to districts or schools. It
refers to NAS's successive attempts to develop strong products called
whole-school designs that would produce the outcomes NAS desired.
This included successive efforts to learn what might have gone wrong
in previous attempts, make adjustments, and try again. Therefore,
the analyses reported here were adapted to the complex realities of
the unfolding situation.

Each of the pieces of the RAND program of studies provides an im-
portant building block toward a full understanding of the NAS ini-
tiative. Together, they provide a cogent, consistent, and compre-
hensive examination of the NAS initiative and offer useful and timely
information to decisionmakers considering or engaging in whole-
school reform.

FINDINGS

We summarize the specific findings of the different analyses here.
We group these findings into three broad areas. The first concerns
designs and their development and refers in the conceptual frame-



xxiv  Facing the Challenges of Whole-School Reform

SUONBAIISQO 9)IS

uonejuawadun MO B U] SIB9A
110ddns 101181p urene o) OM] SIdYIBI)
Jo Yoe[ ‘sanssi SUOIIIRISIUL 0} 30L13SIp
uonejudwajdut papaau WIOI} 911S YoBa  1JMISIP B UM
‘Qouesisse '3 S)USWIA[R 10J SMAIAIIUL S[aAa] apeid
paseq-udisap Jo a3e1aA00 paisau [I® 1e S[ooYyos sisAfeue
9661 ‘Kogoads Aq suSisep ‘stedound papnpulsans  aanelenb sansst
TPUIHI  uBIsap ‘sureal Jo Lixardwod Jo AoaIns aouel(y [eUOTIEN  SuUISn suIea) 91e2IpU] B
‘9661 1onpoid JO s[aAs] ‘speaj udisap ‘urea) udisapjo ssaidoid yoen
‘A[rpod 'sA ssavoid 1 udISapJo  YIIM SMIIAISIUI (JBD I0J Z JSBI[]B  SSIPNIS ased ‘sudisap s661 Anf
‘G661 ‘T8 :JO SUOTIOU S1UdWII[A AJNUap] {MIIAII ‘sjooyds g¢  aanereduiod 1SRNU0d -£661 A|
19 A[Tipogq paynuapI {SOINSBAE ON juswndog ‘sured) ¢ [eurpmiduo] i aredwo) uUoONEBINSUCWA(
suonedqnd UuonnNqLIuo) SaINSEaN $921N0S B1B(Q opdureg yoeoiddy asodmg awiry/aseyd
ANV

sarpms jo weiSoid s, ANV pue SVN Jo saseyd
I'S°Iqel



Summary xxv

sisA[eue
$901N0SaI
paimboai {SUOTIBAIISCO
$92IN0S3I JO ays ‘mole Ul
Ainuenb g sadfy s1e94 g s19yoea)
PaIedIpUI {SaNSST 01 10L1SIp uonII[es
JoUBRINSSE w0 9IS YOors 10J wopuel
6661  Arenb pasiex SMIIAIOIUL Palsau ‘arqissod sisA[eue
‘spuateg 91oddns ‘stedrounid se ATepuo23s  aapejienb uone)
3 Afiipod 1011SIp SJUSW[ Jo AaaIns g Arejusursld  Sursn sureal ~uowardu
‘8661 Aqrudisep oyads-udisep ‘speojusisap  Surpnpour ‘yoes ugisop jo piemo;
‘TomEY Aq ssaidoxd premolssaifoid  Um SMIIAISIUL  S[OOUDS § ISES[ 1B SOIPN]S 9SBD ssardoxd 2661 Amf
‘8661 UIISBIIUOD U0 PIseq Xapul UG ‘sjooyds oy aaneredwod azA[eue G661 A
‘Afirpod pamoys uonejuswa[duy JUSTINIO( suread) , [eurpmisuoy 1R 9INSBAN dn-areog
suonesRqnd uonnquIuoD) SaINSBaN $301N0S BlB([J ardureg yoeoiddy asodimng QuwiL]/aseyd

aNVYd

panunuos—I°s S[qeL



xxvi Facing the Challenges of Whole-School Reform

$159)
pajepueUI apm

-JOLIISIp UO paseq

adueunioprad

JO saInseaw

[9A3] [o0YIS

‘sudisap oytoads

o3 anbrun

sarorjod jo11sIp SIUdWS[d
3 Aioeded wea)y papnjoul 1eys
uBisop ‘swieal  xapul oy1oads

6661-L661

uSisap 10} —urea) udisap wolj sjooyas
1oddns 1ayoeal e ‘sudisap [ 12 wo1j asuodsal
‘§90IN0S31  SSOIDE SJUILI[ [eurpniiduoj
‘diysiapea] UowuIod 9191dwod aoueurtoptad
1002 ‘[93eN redouud AAl papnjoul BJEp SUI0IINO0 ‘sudisap pasoxdu
3 ‘spualag Buipnpou ey} xaput aaneuenb Sunuswardun R uone)
‘Aqany ‘100z ooueurrojzad 2100 e isyrodai Jo uonoayod Appanoe S[OOYIS -uawajduur
“1e 19 AQITy 1 UOHIE) ,$13yoeal {$13YoBa} S1OLISIP 2 Ul Jo o1dwies pIemo)
g spuazag -uswajdwi Sur uo paseq Jo Aanins S[ooyds g1 jo  [eurpmiduo] ssa1doxd 6661 aun(
‘0002 ‘6661  -199pje s10108) uoneiuawaduul ‘stedrounid ardures 1081e) Jo sisA[eue azAeue —/661 YdIB|\
‘spusiag paynuap]  JO SIdIpUl oM e jo Aoaing ‘SuIes) L sAneIIUEN() 9 2INSEAN dn-aeog
suonedqnd UONNQIRuoD) SOINSBA]A sa0Inos eleq ardureg yoeoxddy asodmg awir] /aseyd
anNvyd
panunuod>—T1-S3qe L



Summary xxvii

SONSLIAIIBIBYD
[00Y9$ 73 197 0ed)
‘$91005 1591
13 sorydeidowap
JuapNIs Uo
BIEp [PUIPNNZUO]
10ISIp ‘s1opeid
Uiy 01359}
Buipea papua
-uado g-piojuels
ISIs[uruIpe
SuSisap YIm  SEIom Juapnis jo BIRD JO
s[ooyds juaysisuoo  sopdures ;g sS0]  Aelre apmm yam 1010SIp
Gururioyrad-mog seonoead  I9YIEII 199][0D sjuapnis 198 Krsaod
‘fyraaod-ySry uonoNnsul ‘JJe1s 1010SIp {SW00ISSB[ £9 -Y3IY © unpm
9 JUSWIUOIIAUD WIOOISSE[D 9 [0OUDS ‘SopmS S[OOYDS £ZJO  SWOOISSE[D  JUSUWIRASIYOR
sayels-ysiy {s1se1 parepurl [euononIsul oidwres NV Areyuauiapd JU9pNIS U0
UfOMISIPJO  -91ElS pue 159] ‘sIoYOB9)  SJUdpNIS £28°C SVYN $103]J2 1 UONE]
ojoixgssardoid  parsisIUIWIpE MOIAIOIUI  ‘SUIOOISSE[O §L¢  -UOU 1 SYN -uouraduar
UI0Jo1 -aNVY uo {SUOIIBATOSCO  OINSIP OIUOIUY  JO SasAfeue WOoOISSe[d 6661 Joquiardag
2002 “Te19  Jo faxerdwiod JUSUIA3IYOR UIOO0ISSE[D ueg U] Sjooyds aaneyenb 0} Surpes] -g661 (1dy
spualog paynuap[ [9AS] JUSPIIS  ‘SIOYOBD) ASAING ATRJUSWID[O F9[[V oANEInUENR() SI01OB] 9zZA[RUY dn-aqeog
suonedqnd UONNgUIU0)D SaINSBAA $901N0§ B1E(J adureg yoeoxddy asodmgd auiLl/oseyd

aNVd

panunuod—Ii°s A[qeL,



Facing the Challenges of Whole-School Reform

xxviii

uSisap

uey) 1910
asueunioprad
Sunoape

s1019e] opdnnuu
Ppa1eOIpUl {SaNsst

uopneuswadul
13 SUOTIIPUOD
as jo
a8pajmouy uonel
ureal udisap BIEliR):E] -uawoarduuy
I9A0 SUIIOUOD surea) udisap 013011SIp JO S[oA9] Sun SaUI02INO
03 pajutod Aq payrodas uro1j a11s poutodindx  -uowwedwr  soueunopad
‘sisA[eue Juons eyl puB UONE]  YOBI IO SMIIA soyder3owap A[ySiy  mofing ‘uonel
1002 papnpaid  -uswepdu Jo -19)ul pajsou “omsIp Aq se swred) -uawaydur ydiy
‘uuniqirey opdures  [9AS[ PaAIaSqoO ‘suBIsop WIOI] PaydIBW ‘sjooyds Aq pajedrpur UIIM S[ooYyds 6661 aun(
RO 108181 UTRIqO u9amiaq uonejudwa[dull Areiuswiafa Jo Sjooyos Jo 01 Surpea] -6661 YoIey
‘uny) o1 ANiqeu; Aouaisisuo) JjoPaaT suedpayojewr . SIIPNISIsB) SI010E] 9ZA[RUY dn-aeog
suoneslqng uonnqruuo) saImsea $3231n0¢ vle( apdureg yoeoiddy asoding aurL/aseyd
aNvd
panunuod—I°Sd[qeL



Summary  xxix

sudisap sap1jod s3uneriq
JO uonN[oAd Sunoryuod  pue ‘s3uneawr
U SATJESTIRD SB 0} uonel ‘$90UIISJUOD juaur
SI0)OBJ JUSPMIS -depe ‘sayis SVN e -dojassp SYN
)9 ‘I9UOBA]  JO SPIdU 198 SUOIBAISS(O Jo sisA[eue
9omsip oy uoneidepe ‘3818 SVN reurpniiduog
Jo aoueyrodur [enpeid M smalalolul 101
orsyutod  ‘yuowidopaasp ‘SYN B SuupPep R 11 SYN %3
‘QuIn 19A0 pouueld surea) Aq ma1aal pmBuniers  sured) udisap
1002 Surea) Buipnpout ‘sures} udisap sugdisap 1 sudisop
‘Anpod ui sedueyd soSueyd UM SMIlAISIUL o sisA[eue 0} sagueyd 8661 1990190
‘8661 yueoyusdis 10} SUOSEAI ‘MI1A3I pouad 19n0 Apms ased azreue —Z661 1940120
‘UBUUS[D pamoys pazAreuy Juewmoo(q  sudissp pue SYN [BUIPTRISUOT 1 Yyoe1], yoreasalSuroSuQ
suonedqnd UONNQUIIUO)) SOINSBaN $92IN0S BlR( aidues yoreoiddy asodmg auily/aseyd
aNvyg

panupuoo—1°s d[qeL



XX Facing the Challenges of Whole-School Reform

work chart (Figure S.1) to the box labeled “Designs and Design-Based
Assistance.” The second concerns the ability of NAS and the design
teams to implement the designs in schools. It first covers the level of
implementation observed (i.e., the measure of the dependent vari-
able), and then discusses the factors related to implementation (i.e.,
independent variables). Finally, we address student outcomes as an
additional set of dependent variables as well as the related factors.

Overview of Changes to Designs Over Time

These findings are based on a continual tracking of the designs and
teams throughout the analytic effort (Bodilly, 2001). Our purpose
was to understand what intervention the schools attempted to adopt.
It is based on a longitudinal case study analysis of each team. The
analysis is based on a document review, interviews with teams, and
reviews by NAS and the teams of the findings. The original design
proposals were used as a baseline and changes to teams and designs
were assessed against those original proposals. Interviews helped us
understand why the changes were made.

Consistent with the literature on external change agents, the designs
adapted over time. While some of the design development was
beneficial for enabling schools to improve, other developments ap-
peared less likely to help schools. For example, the growth in the as-
sistance packages, the further development of curricular units, and
the development of protocols for school choice of design all ap-
peared on the surface to be positive adaptations. The development
of basic skills curriculum could also be considered positive when
well-integrated with the principles of the design and not simply a
quick add-on to meet district demands.

Other changes, while understandable, remained more problematic.
Adaptation to district and school policies led some designs to accept
unaligned and incoherent mixes of standards, assessments, curricu-
lum, instruction, and professional development. This also allowed
for considerable local adaptation to the point where one might
question the unifying nature of a design.

These changes to some designs over the demonstration and scale-up
phases meant that a major component of NAS’s theory of action—a
coherent, unifying design—was often missing or was constantly in
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the process of being revised. It cannot be emphasized enough that
during the entire time of the RAND studies, designs were still in a
state of development. Consistent with the literature, implementation
assistance—what NAS termed “design-based assistance”—became
an important part of the intervention as time went on.

Overview of Implementation Findings

RAND studied the implementation of designs in both the demon-
stration and scale-up phases. The purpose was to measure the level
of implementation in schools and to determine the conditions under
which implementation prospered (Bodilly, 1998; Keltner, 1998;
Bodilly and Berends, 1999; Berends, 2000; Berends and Kirby et al.,
2001; Kirby, Berends, and Naftel, 2001; Berends et al., 2002; see Table
S.1 for a brief descriptions of these studies).

The demonstration schools showed some promise, but RAND iden-
tified many barriers to implementation (Bodilly et al., 1995; Bodilly,
1996; Mitchell, 1996). During scale-up, NAS and the design teams
partnered with schools and districts that were characterized by a
host of problems related to poverty, achievement, and school and
district climate characteristics (Berends, 1999). Achieving high levels
of implementation within these schools across all teachers proved
challenging. The case study analyses found that two years into im-
plementation approximately half of the sample sites were imple-
menting at a level consistent with NAS and design team expectations.
The other half were below this level. All sites reported many barriers
to further implementation.

The longitudinal sample of teachers supported the findings of the
case studies showing lack of strong implementation and lack of in-
creasing progress toward implementation:

¢ For the entire sample of schools we surveyed, implementation in
the scale-up schools increased modestly from 1997 to 1999. The
between-school variance in the level of implementation de-
creased somewhat over time, but the within-school variance in-
creased. There was much greater variance in implementation
within schools than between schools, suggesting that designs
had failed to become “schoolwide.”
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¢ There were large differences in implementation by jurisdiction,
by design, and across schools.

e For schools newly adopting designs, implementation increased
and deepened over the first four years after schools adopted de-
signs, although at decreasing rates each year.

As expected, many factors influenced the level of implementation
and the different analyses identified similar conditions leading to
higher levels of implementation. The following summarized the key
factors related to implementation as portrayed in our conceptual
framework (Figure S.1) across all the RAND studies summarized in
Table S.1.

Designs and Design-Based Assistance. Implementation varied by
design. In the longitudinal survey sample, schools with CON, NARE,
and RW designs clearly reported higher implementation. Reported
high levels of implementation in all the studies were related to clear
communication and strong assistance by design teams. These in
turn brought about stronger teacher support for the designs in their
schools. We remind the reader that in many cases designs were
changing significantly over time and were still in the process of de-
velopment during this entire period. Teachers reported poor com-
munication of the design to the school staff at many sites because of
the changing nature of the designs. Finally, in our last case study
analyses of a small sample of schools we found that several designs
did not have strong information about their schools nor had they ad-
equately measured implementation for their schools. Taken to-
gether the evidence shows that several designs need to make signifi-
cant improvements to ensure implementation of their designs in
schools.

Selection Process. Our case study (Bodilly, 1998) revealed that those
schools that felt they had a well-informed choice process reported
higher levels of implementation than those that reported being
forced to accept a design or not understanding the nature of the de-
sign. In the longitudinal survey sample, teacher support and buy-in
were related to higher levels of implementation. Our case study work
also revealed that principals played an important role in ensuring a
sound selection process and the buy-in of teachers.
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School Capacity. Schoo!l capacity was important in supporting im-
plementation. Principal leadership was an important contributor to
implementation across all the studies. The survey analyses indicated
teacher views of principal leadership was the most important indica-
tor of the implementation level achieved. The teacher survey also
indicated that teacher perceptions of students and their readiness to
learn were all significantly related to level of implementation. The
different case studies indicated that many other reforms were taking
place in the schools while the NAS reform was under way. In many
instances this caused teacher overload, and reduced the capacity of
teachers to implement the designs.

School Context. The teacher surveys revealed that implementation
was higher in high-poverty schools as well as schools serving high
numbers of minority students. However, in schools that served sig-
nificant numbers of both poor and minority students, implementa-
tion levels were significantly lower. Across our implementation
studies, we found implementation was higher in elementary schools
than in secondary schools and in smaller schools versus larger ones.

District Context. There were large differences in implementation be-
tween jurisdictions across all our studies. In general, implementa-
tion was higher in those districts that were more supportive of the
NAS designs and characterized as having stable district leadership
that backed the reform and made the reform central to its improve-
ment efforts; a lack of crises such as budget crises or redistricting; a
coherent program of reform; resources dedicated to the effort; signif-
icant school-level autonomy; and a trusting relationship between
school, district and union staff. The several case study analyses
highlighted significant barriers to implementation embedded in dis-
trict and union policies.

The San Antonio classroom study gave particular insight into how
district-level behaviors affected schools and their willingness to un-
dertake and implement designs (Berends et al., 2002). Teachers’
views of consistent and effective district leadership proved to be
positively associated with teacher efforts toward implementation.
Adoption of multiple reforms easily overwhelmed teachers and their
efforts at this particular reform. Most importantly, the high-stakes
state testing regime, which inadvertently encouraged a specific focus
on basic skills, resulted in district adoption of specific curricular pro-
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grams in addition to the designs. In fact, these curricular programs
conflicted with the designs and resulted in lower levels of implemen-
tation.

Exit interviews with principals of schools that had dropped the NAS
designs and related RAND research highlighted the importance of
adequate resources in funding. Lack of funding was the single most
important reason cited by most of the schools in the decision to drop
a design. The costs of implementing the designs were far greater
than the costs paid in fees to design teams. In fact, these fees made
up less than one-third the cost to schools of implementing designs.
Significant costs were borne by teachers in terms of teacher time and
effort in implementing these designs.

Overview of Student Qutcome Findings

We tracked school outcomes for those schools included in the scale-
up phase, see Table S.1. Qur analysis of performance trends across
the set of schools three years into scale-up focused on whether NAS
schools made gains—any gains—in test scores relative to their re-
spective jurisdictions. While these school-level measures allowed us
to compare performance in NAS schools with that of the district as a
whole, they are subject to important limitations. For example, these
aggregated measures may fail to capture changes in the tails of the
distribution, or miss some significant achievement effects that may
be captured if student-level data were available and comparable
across jurisdictions. We found that:

¢ Among the four jurisdictions with 10 or more implementing NAS
schools, Memphis and Kentucky schools appeared to be the
most successful in terms of improvement in mathematics, while
Cincinnati and Washington state did better in reading.

¢ Intotal, of the 163 schools for which we had data allowing com-
parisons in performance relative to the district or state, 81
schools (50 percent) made gains relative to the district in math-
ematics, and 76 schools (47 percent) made gains in reading,

Because of the wide variation in implementation and environments
that occurred within schools and among jurisdictions, it may have
been too early to expect robust performance results across the NAS
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sites. Better and longer-term performance data are needed in order
to make conclusive judgments about designs and their effects on
school performance.

However, our implementation analysis showed that the overall level
of implementation increased modestly over time, and there was con-
tinuing within-school variation in implementation. If the NAS ap-
proach to school improvement is correct, then weak implementation
will lead to weak impacts on student performance. Our findings sug-
gest that we cannot expect stronger performance results unless im-
plementation significantly deepens.

The detailed classroom study of San Antonio allowed us to examine
whether variation in instructional conditions was related to student
achievement, controlling for other student, teacher, classroom, and
school characteristics. We found that:

¢ Strong principal leadership as reported by teachers had signifi-
cant positive effects on students’ state test scores in reading and
mathematics.

¢ Instructional conditions promoted by reforms such as NAS—
including teacher-reported collaboration, quality of professional
development, and reform-like instructional practices—were not
related to student achievement net of other student and class-
room conditions.

¢ In general, early implementation of NAS designs in a high-
poverty district within a high-stakes accountability system did
not result in significant effects on student achievement.

Other analyses of schoolwide reforms have found similar results.

CONCLUSIONS

In the end the RAND analysis illuminated three important areas.
First, it provided evidence that an external agent such as NAS could
deliberately create and promote design teams. Second, it indicated
that some of the theory of action behind the NAS efforts was under-
developed, and our various analyses pointed to important conditions
for implementation and improved student outcomes. Third, it
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pointed to important lessons about how to carry out future efforts at
reform. We expand briefly here.

The Contribution of New American Schools

NAS did accomplish several of the goals it had set for itself and in the
process made several important contributions to educational reform
that need to be kept in mind. These included:

e NAS funding and leadership led to the deliberate development of
several functioning design teams.

* NAS showed that initially dependent external change agents
could be moved toward self-sufficiency over time.

e NAS explicitly sought scale-up of the reform initiative.

e NAS actions as a change agent have significantly influenced pol-
icy in its areas of interest.

e NAS explicitly made analysis and good consumer education a
part of its efforts.

Our review of the NAS experiences indicated that this deliberate ef-
fort did succeed in some important ways, and the approach of pro-
viding venture capital with specific goals could be used as a policy
instrument in the future when innovative approaches and new actors
are desired. NAS itself evolved from a venture capitalist organization
to a provider of district- and design-based services.

NAS’s Theory of Action

RAND findings provide mixed evidence to support NAS’s theories of
change.

The initial hypothesis, that by adopting a whole-school design a
school could improve its performance, was largely unproven. We
found specific positive examples of school implementation and im-
provement under certain conditions; however, negative examples
were found under more common conditions. Our general findings
showed difficulties in implementation and lack of strong improve-
ments in school performance in a significant percent of the schools
in our samples.
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The hypothesis that designs alone were not helpful to schools and
that schools needed assistance in implementation was proven cor-
rect. Teachers and school administrators clearly reported higher
levels of implementation associated with strong assistance from de-
sign teams. Just as importantly and consistent with the implemen-
tation literature, conditions at the schools and within the districts
and the manner of selection also proved important to implementa-
tion and outcomes.

The scale-up hypothesis that a district that converted 30 percent of
its schools using whole-school approaches would become high
performing and not revert to unproductive practices was disproved.
Districts, such as Memphis, reverted back to their former status
quickly with changes in administrations.

The scale-up hypothesis that a district needs to provide a support-
ive environment was dramatically proven. Without a supportive
environment the designs did not flourish. Barriers to implementa-
tion reported by school staff focused on unsupportive district
practices. They also pointed to the challenges inherent in adopting
multiple reforms, high-stakes testing regimes and designs simultane-
ously.

In general then, we conclude that NAS’s initial theory of action was
largely underdeveloped and unspecified in terms of ensuring a suc-
cessful scale-up experience. The causal chain of events leading to
strong implementation and outcomes has proven to be far more
complex than that originally considered by NAS and one that re-
mained largely outside of its control and influence. This finding is in
keeping with the literature on implementation indicating the com-
plexity of the change process.

Implications for Future Efforts

Based on our experience with NAS, we offer the following implica-
tions for future attempts at scaling up of school reforms.

Externally developed education reform interventions cannot be
“break the mold” and still be marketable and implementable in
current district and school contexts. NAS attempted to have both
“break the mold” designs and designs that would appeal and be im-



xxxviii Facing the Challenges of Whole-School Reform

plemented nationally. The evidence of our evolution analysis and
the implementation analyses all point to the fact that schools did not
have a ready place for these designs. Schools were not by and large
fertile ground for “break the mold” ideas, often because of a lack of
capacity or local, state, or district regulations. Rather, the designs
had to change to be suitable to school conditions or simply not be
implemented. In order for the design to be well implemented, the
district and school contexts have to change to allow for “break the
mold” school-level ideas to flourish.

External interventions need to address systemic issues that can
hinder implementation. The relatively weak implementation of the
designs during scale-up was associated with several systemic factors:
lack of teacher capacity to undertake the designs especially in terms
of time and subject area expertise; lack of principal leadership; and
an incoherent district infrastructure that did not match the needs of
design implementation. This implies the design concept and NAS’s
initiative did not focus on important dimensions of school improve-
ment when attempting to increase schools’ effectiveness.

A rush to scale up when interventions are not completely developed
weakens results. NAS designs and teams were not ready to scale up
when NAS called for this move in 1995. Many of the problems asso-
ciated with the scale-up phase are attributable to pushing toward
full-scale production before all the kinks in the product were worked
out. However, these problems are likely to persist partly because de-
velopers are under financial pressures to scale up their interventions
before they are thoroughly evaluated and partly because districts
and schools are under severe political pressure to adopt external
solutions—whether proven or not—as a means of addressing the
lackluster performance of their students.

A key component of successful implementation is consistent, clear,
and frequent communication and assistance between design devel-
opers and schools, particularly teachers. A reasonable inference
from our research is that a strong, trusting relationship between a
school and an external agent is a prerequisite for strong implemen-
tation of complex interventions that require significant changes in
behavior. If funders and developers expect teachers to change be-
havior significantly, then they need to invest considerable time and
effort to build trusting relationships with teachers.
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Monitoring site progress, self-evaluation, and reflection are neces-
sary if external developers are to be successful and to improve their
offerings over time. In part, this is a resource issue—the push to
scale up can leave developers with few resources for evaluation and
cycles of self-improvement. In part, it is a priority issue—developers
want to spend money on development of the ideas they are commit-
ted to, oftentimes whether or not they are effective, and may not see
evaluation as either important or even necessary. But, unless sys-
tems for tracking progress in schools and understanding school-level
concerns are created and used for improving the external interven-
tion, the effort cannot succeed over the long term. This capacity
must be deliberately built into the development effort and continu-
ously maintained.

The typical outcome measures used in public accountability sys-
tems provide a very limited measure of student and school perfor-
mance. Years of evaluations indicate that the best way to measure
whether an intervention is having an effect is to measure variables
most closely associated with the interventions. This truism would
lead evaluations away from using district and state test score data
toward a richer set of assessments and indicators for whole-school
reform. In the developmental phases of an intervention, however,
the assessment instruments needed to adequately measure progress
do not exist. The assessment measures that do exist—district-
mandated tests—do not adequately measure the impact of
innovative approaches. This tension will be a constant hindrance to
understanding the impact of innovative approaches unless
alternative indicators and assessments are developed in ways that
are well aligned with the reforms’ goals. The high-stakes testing
regimes currently in vogue and the overwhelming emphasis given to
test scores on state- or district-mandated tests as the measure of
improvement do not bode well for many innovative reform efforts.
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION
Mark Berends, Susan Bodilly, Sheila Nataraj Kirby

Spurred by the piecemeal approach to school reform that had pro-
duced little change in the nation’s test scores, New American Schools
(NAS) launched its efforts for whole-school reform in 1991. This ini-
tiative was based on the premise that high-quality schools are estab-
lished with external providers (design teams) providing assistance to
schools for implementing designs.

A Design Team is an organization that provides high-quality, fo-
cused, ongoing professional development for teachers and admin-
istrators organized around a meaningful and compelling vision of
what students should know and be able to do. The vision, or design,
offers schools a focus for their improvement efforts, along with
guidance in identifying what students need to know and be able to
do and how to get there. (NASDC, 1997, p. 6.)

The mission of NAS was to help schools and districts significantly
raise the achievement of large numbers of students with whole-
school designs and the assistance design teams provide during the
implementation process. To make this goal a reality, NAS initially
organized its work into several phases: a competition phase to solicit
proposals and select designs; a development phase of one year to
develop the ideas in the proposals in concrete ways; a demonstration
phase of two years to pilot the designs in real schoo! settings; and a
scale-up phase in which the designs would be widely diffused in
partnering jurisdictions across the nation. ’

Over the last ten years, RAND has been providing analytic support to
and monitoring the NAS initiative. During this time period, RAND
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documented the NAS efforts in order to assess its contributions to
education reform; described the designs and analyzed changes in
them over time; assessed the level of implementation in design-
based schools during the demonstration and scale-up phases; iden-
tified factors that impeded or encouraged implementation in the
demonstration and scale-up phases; and measured whether the
adoption of the designs resulted in the outcomes desired by the
partner districts in the scale-up phase. The results of these efforts
are contained in a series of reports, listed in the Preface.

The purposes of this study are to provide a retrospective look at the
NAS initiative and the RAND analyses of that initiative; to draw to-
gether the findings from RAND research conducted over the course
of a decade; and to reflect on lessons learned from the unfolding and
maturing of NAS. The book helps highlight the significant contribu-
tions made by NAS to the reform debate and to actual reform in
schools. It also highlights the complexities and challenges of trying
to reform schools through whole-school designs and provides a
timely warning to the policymakers and practitioners looking to
significantly raise student performance through the adoption of ex-
ternally provided interventions.

This introduction sets the context for the remainder of the report. It
provides a brief overview of NAS, its intentions, and RAND’s analytic
role in understanding and assessing NAS’s progress toward its goals.
More detail about NAS is provided in Chapter Two, while Chapter
Three examines the evolution of the designs. In this chapter, we also
outline the conceptual framework that guided the RAND work, along
with brief descriptions of the individual research analyses done by
RAND, the methodologies used, and the limitations of our approach.
Because the work represented here took place over many years and
had many distinct tasks, a separate appendix is included that covers
in detail methodologies for each task.

AN OVERVIEW OF NAS

In July 1991, in conjunction with President Bush’s America 2000 ini-
tiative, the New American Schools Development Corporation
(NASDC) was established as a nonprofit corporation funded by the
private sector to create and support design teams capable of helping
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existing elementary and secondary schools transform themselves
into high-performing organizations by using “whole-school designs.”

Its core premise, taken from the effective schools literature, was that
all high-quality schools possess a de facto unifying design that allows
all staff to function to the best of their abilities and that provides a
consistent and coherent education instructional program to all stu-
dents.! NAS posited that designs could be created for schools that
would, if adopted, help schools improve their students’ performance.
The best way to create “break the mold” school designs was to invest
in talented teams of innovators. Then, NAS thought, schools across
the country would adopt the designs. It referred to this adoption by
schools nationally as “scale-up,” indicating large numbers of schools
adopting NAS designs was an important goal.

The NAS effort was, and still is, a dramatically different way of initiat-
ing and disseminating large-scale educational improvement. From
the outset, NAS’s vision was of a large scale-up effort to transform
thousands of schools, not just a handful. Not only did the emphasis
on eventual scale-up set it apart, but so too did the involvement of
the private sector and the choice of school designs as the vehicle for
reform. This scale of private sector involvement was unique in K-12
education as was the venture capital notion of deliberate develop-
ment of designs. Prior to this, the private sector contributions to
educational reform were often relatively small amounts of funding or
materials to individual schools in “partnership” programs to help
promote specific activities such as reading or science. To a large
extent, this is true of many private sector reform efforts even today.

In short, the NAS initiative could be viewed as an innovative ap-
proach to school reform as an experiment. Given its unique ap-
proach based in business principles, the announcement of its cre-
ation caused some commentary. Opinions were divided about the
value of a private sector reform initiative, as the following quotations
demonstrate:

1See Purkey and Smith (1983).
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It is wrong-headed to suggest that the greatest problem in educa-
tion is not knowing what to do and that we must wait for privately-
funded design teams to come up with ideas. (Timpane, 1991,
pp. 19-20.)

I cannot comprehend why the Secretary and the President consider
a private research effort to be the centerpiece for system changes
for the most important function of government—education.
(Ambach, 1991, p. 39.)

Schools are highly constrained by various laws, regulations, non-
government policies (e.g., SAT and the Carnegie units), and organi-
zational rigidity. The New American Schools Development
Corporation is needed to break loose from these impediments.
(Kirst, 1991, p. 38.)

To make its goal of improving student achievement a reality, NAS
initially organized its work into several phases (see Figure 1.1):2

e A competition phase to solicit proposals and select designs;

¢ A development phase of one year to develop the ideas in the pro-
posals in concrete ways;

e A demonstration phase of twe years to pilot the designs in real
school settings; and

e A scale-up phase in which the designs waould be widely diffused
in some as yet unspecified fashion.

NAS selected 11 teams with unique associated designs in its compe-
tition phase. After a year of further development, NAS funded nine of
the 11 teams to demonstrate and implement whole-school designs in
real schools during the school years 1993-94 and 1994-95. During
this time, the number of NAS schools grew to 147. From 1995 to

2A more detailed description of the history of the NAS initiative and the design teams
appears in Bodilly (1998), Glennan (1998}, and Stringfield et al. (1996). See also
Desimone (2000), Herman et al. (1999), Ball et al. (1998), Stringfield and Datnow
(1998), Datnow and Stringfield (1997), Ross et al. (1997, 1998). For descriptions of NAS
and the design teams on the Web, see http://www.newamericanschools.org, which
has links to each design team’s website.
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RAND MR1498-1.1
{€———— Planned NASDC lifetime ——————3
July 1991-NASDC formed

October 1991-RFP issued

Phase
< ! > Decision to continue NAS
Design
Phase 2
‘Development,

refinement, and
test
Phase 3

e CSRD opens new markets
Implementation and scale-up continues
and scale-up >

>

| 1091 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 |
Figure 1.1—Original Schedule for New American Schools Program, 1991

1998, NAS led a scale-up phase in ten jurisdictions across the coun-
try. More details of this initiative are contained in the following
chapter, so we do not cover them here. Table 1.1 summarizes the
growth pattern of NAS for the reader.

After the scale-up phase, the NAS Board decided not to go out of
business, but rather to transition NAS into a new organization. It
currently has ten primary design teams working for the improvement
of whole-school reform efforts and their successful adoption nation-
wide. It has brought more designs under its network; reportedly, its
designs are now associated with over 4,000 design-based schools.

RAND’S PURPOSE AND ANALYTIC TASKS

The NAS effort offered an unprecedented opportunity to study and
understand a dramatic attempt at school reform—one based in an
experimental approach of research and development, demonstra-
tion, and scale-up. Analyzing the initiative could potentially provide
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significant policy lessons for those involved in educational reform.
NAS asked RAND to provide such a broad ranging and long-term
analysis of its ambitious school reform initiative. This early involve-
ment of an outside, third party to provide analytic support was an-
other uncommon approach, but one in keeping with NAS’s business
approach of gathering information to improve quality over time.

As Fullan (2001) points out, any educational reform must have two
components, a theory of learning and a theory of action. NAS had no
formal, explicit theory of learning; rather NAS intended each design
team to create its own specific theory of learning and imbue it with
life through the design and materials supporting the design. Each of
these designs was to be “research based” or use proven educational
principles. Each design team was responsible for the development,
and evaluation of its own theory of learning. RAND was not to
address these issues per se.

NAS’s initial theory of action was quite simple. After design teams
developed designs, they would interact with schools, in some un-
specified way. Schools would adopt the designs and, by adoption,
improve student performance. It was that simple.

RAND'’s mission was to concentrate on the theory of action—to ana-
lyze whether and how teams were making progress toward NAS goals
of school adoption and eventual student performance improve-
ments. From 1991 to 1999, RAND provided analytic support primar-
ily intended to document NAS’s progress toward its goals. RAND’s
research tasks were broadly defined:

¢ Document the NAS efforts to assess its contributions to educa-
tion reform;

¢ Describe the designs and analyze changes in them over time;

¢ Assess the level of implementation in design-based schools dur-
ing the demonstration and scale-up phases;

e Identify the factors that impede or encourage implementation in
the demonstration and scale-up phases; and

e Measure whether the adoption of the designs results in the out-
comes desired by the partner districts in the scale-up phase.
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING
IMPLEMENTATION AND PERFORMANCE IN NAS SCHOOLS

The conceptual framework that guided RAND research on imple-
mentation and performance had as its theoretical underpinnings the
literature on external change agents. These are groups outside of the
hierarchy of the school systems that attempt to bring about mean-
ingful change in schools. This is the model that NAS adopted.

External Change Agents and School Improvement

Attempting to fundamentally change the behaviors and tasks of an
existing organization is one of the most difficult reforms to accom-
plish. This is especially true when multiple levels of government are
involved; when significantly different behaviors are called for; when
the tasks and behaviors are those of a large and diverse group; and
when these actors have varying incentives to change (Mazmanian
and Sabatier, 1989).

These conditions all apply to the NAS initiative. Implementation of a
design created by an external agent (the design teams) in a school in-
volves federal, state, and local governments, the design teams, and
multiple other actors. Being “break the mold,” design adoption
could be expected to require significantly different sets of behaviors
on the part of students, teachers, principals, and administrators.
Those groups respond to and are driven by many varying incentives,
rules, and regulations inherent in the infrastructure of schools and
schooling (Gitlin and Margonis, 1995; Cuban, 1984; Huberman and
Miles, 1984).

Many previous studies of implementation of school reform have
highlighted that local capacity and will are ultimately the two factors
that determine successful implementation:

Policy makers can’t mandate what matters most: local capacity
and will . . . . Environmental stability, competing centers of author-
ity, contending priorities or pressures and other aspects of the
social-political milieu can influence implementor willingness pro-
foundly. . . . Change is ultimately a problem of the smallest unit.
{McLaughlin, 1987, pp. 172-173.)
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What is often true, however, is that attempts at implementation lead
to “mutual adaptation” with local educational agencies, school staff
and intermediaries changing behaviors in significant ways (Berman
and McLaughlin, 1975). As McLaughlin put it “Local variability is the
rule; uniformity is the exception” {1990, p. 13). The original users of
the term “mutual adaptation” meant to invoke a benign or positive
process of movement toward mutually agreed-upon goals with the
intervention changing for the better in some sense so as to support
those goals.

Others have found that adaptation does not always lead to en-
hancement of the original policy, or necessarily promote the desired
performance outcomes. These less-benign effects have been catego-
rized in different ways as unanticipated consequences, policy disap-
pearance, policy erosion, policy dilution, policy drift, or simply poor
or slowed implementation (Cuban, 1984; Pressman and Wildavsky,
1973; Daft, 1995; Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1989; Weatherley and
Lipsky, 1977; Yin, 1979).

It is often the case that these less-desirable outcomes occur because
policymakers do not put in place needed support mechanisms or
change the supporting infrastructure to help the external agent
implement the intervention. McDonnell and Grubb (1991) make
clear that successful implementation of any educational mandate,
whether by an external agent or by the school itself, requires support
of the implementers, capacity on their part to follow the mandate,
and some enforcement or incentives to support compliance. The
building of capacity requires the infusion of resources in terms of
time, funding, and information—either social or intellectual. These
resources are often referred to as “slack” or “slack resources” without
which reform cannot be successfully undertaken. Capacity cannot
be mandated, but must be built with slack resources.

The education literature does point to important supports that if
provided, often lead to implementation closer to that expected by
policymakers (fidelity). These conditions include (McLaughlin,
1990):

e Active participation and support of district leadership, including
the removal of conflicting priorities and initiatives;
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e Funding to get the initiative under way and indicate its
importance;

¢ Understanding by stakeholders and implementers of the inter-
vention and its intended effects gained through clear communi-
cation;

e Specific attention and assistance for implementation, such as:

— Concrete and specific teacher training including classroom
assistance by local staff;

— Teacher observations of similar projects in like settings;

— Stakeholder acceptance of the initiative and participation in
project decisions and regular project meetings focused on
practical issues; and

— Local development of project material.

Implementation is a progressive activity, with full implementation
sometimes only evident after several stages of activity (Mazmanian
and Sabatier, 1989; Yin, 1979). This phenomenon occurs in part be-
cause of the developmental nature of some interventions, but it can
also be due to the cycles of political support and interest that come
and go depending on the values of leaders in office, competing policy
issues, and the funding picture.

Finally, consistent with the development of needed implementation
strategies, sometimes the actual intervention becomes less impor-
tant in producing the wanted effect than the implementation assis-
tance offered for the intervention. In short, the intervention might
never be implemented, but outcomes might improve because of im-
portant assistance offered by the developers or change agents
(Bikson and Eveland, 1992, 1998; Bikson et al., 1997; Eveland and
Bikson, 1989).

Rather than a simple theory of change, this literature points to a very
complex process that might or might not lead to implementation and
improved student outcomes because of the multiple factors and ac-
tors that are involved. It also indicates that mutual adaptation be-
tween the designs and the schools might be very beneficial if it leads
to the ultimate goals of the initiative—improved student peirfor-
mance. It could be harmful if it only results in extreme local adapta-
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tion with little increase in internal coherence evident in the schools.
In short, the goal is to gain improved outcomes, not to faithfully im-
plement the model. But, if the model is not implemented and the
goals are met, one must look elsewhere for the cause of improve-
ment.

RAND’s Conceptual Framework

The framework portrayed in Figure 1.2 is an attempt to capture the
complex system of variables that is at the heart of educational
change. This framework is explicated in greater detail in Berends
and Kirby et al. (2001); Kirby, Berends, and Naftel (2001); and
Berends et al. (2002). Here, we highlight some of the relationships
that are important from a policy perspective.

The right side of the figure represents NAS’s theory of action and the
designs’ theory of action. NAS’s core premise is that coherent, fo-
cused, and sustained implementation of key design components by
school-level personnel (including professional development, cur-
riculum and instructional materials, content and performance stan-
dards, assessments, organization and governance, and parent and
community involvement) will eventually change school and class-
room learning environments and thereby students’ academic out-
comes. Implementation consists of the process of putting into prac-
tice the elements or set of activities defined by design teams as core
components of their design. However, both implementation and
outcomes are themselves affected by a number of interrelated fac-
tors, many of which are not readily controlled by NAS or its design
teams. These factors are shown in the boxes in the left side of the
figure and further discussed below:

e The design itself and its ability to offer coherent, comprehensive,
and consistent education programs and assistance to ensure im-
plementation.

— To accomplish the goal of improving performance, each
design team has embedded in it a “theory of action” that es-
tablishes a link between elements of the design and student
performance. Designs range from relatively specific
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descriptions of how schools should be organized and what-
materials and professional development should be relied on
to less specific visions and processes for school restructuring.
Implementation is likely to be related to the inherent fea-
tures of the designs themselves, the ability of the design
teams to clearly communicate the design components, and
the type of assistance they provide during implementation.
For example, a highly specified design such as Roots & Wings
(RW) provides an abundance of print materials, assessments,
professional development, and specified organizational
changes. In contrast, some of the other NAS designs are
more process oriented. For instance, Expeditionary Learning
Outward Bound (EL) is less structured than RW and is based
on design principles that reflect the design’s origins in the
Outward Bound program. Teachers play a critical role in de-
veloping the expeditions, which involves a great deal of effort
and imagination.

Clear communication by designs to schools is critical for not
only the selection of the design, but also the implementation
of it. Fullan (2001) emphasizes that clarity of the change is
an important factor affecting implementation; the more
complex the reform, the greater the need for clarity.
Communication to schools both in the selection and imple-
mentation process can take several different forms, including
design fairs, print materials, use of computer software and
the Internet, workshops, retreats, school visits, and site-
based facilitators.

The unique aspect of design-based assistance is the commit-
ment of the designs to provide ongoing assistance to provide
a variety of services to further implementation and the trans-
formation of the whole school—its organization, curriculum,
instruction, and professional development of staff. For im-
plementation of any program, resources are critical (Keltner,
1998; McLaughlin, 1990). It is a common finding that when
resources decrease or disappear, the implementation is likely
to diminish (Glennan, 1998; Montjoy and O'Toole, 1979). If
teachers receive the funds, the professional development
from design teams for design implementation, the materials
to support implementation, and the time to plan and de-
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velop the program, it is likely that implementation will
deepen over time.

e The efficacy of the selection and matching process between designs
and schools to ensure teacher “buy-in” to the design. How schools
go about selecting a design has implications for the implementa-
tion that follows (Bodilly, 1998; Ross et al., 1997). For example, if
a school were forced to adopt a design without careful assess-
ment of its needs, it is not surprising that teachers would resist
engaging in the activities of the design. Yet, some schools are
often targets for forced restructuring efforts, particularly those
that exhibit chronic poor performance. Thus, a critical aim of the
NAS designs before implementation even begins is to obtain the
buy-in of teachers for the planned restructuring activities. Most
of the designs require between 75-80 percent of the teachers
voting in favor of the designs. The rationale is that if the vast
majority of the staff vote to adopt the design, they will commit to
making the changes necessary during the implementation pro-
cess.

o The capacity of the specific schools for undertaking the reform in-
cluding the schools’ past and current efforts at reform, educational
leadership, and teaching capability.

— Schools that are committed to change and have made previ-
ous efforts at reform are likely to be more successful at im-
plementing the whole-school reform design. However, if too
many reforms are being attempted (for example, state- or
district-mandated curricular changes), the capacity of the
school to implement the design may be seriously under-
mined as the school’s staff and time is spread too thin.

— Teachers are the “street-level bureaucrats” at the core of ed-
ucational change (Weatherley and Lipsky, 1977) and as
Fullan succinctly stated, educational change depends on
“what teachers do and think—it’s as simple and as complex
as that” (Fullan, 2001, p. 115). Researchers have also pointed
to the importance of working relationships among teachers
in implementation of change: collegiality, open communica-
tion, trust, support, learning on the job, and morale are
closely interrelated (Fullan, 2001; Rosenholtz, 1989).
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| — The capacity of the school to improve student performance

is adversely affected by low prior achievement of its students
and high student mobility. Several studies have shown that
changes in schooling activities are related to mobility pat-
terns between schools, and preexisting levels of students’
academic achievement, attitudes, and engagement in school
(Berends et al., 1999; Koretz, 1996; Meyer, 1996).

Research has consistently shown that the principal strongly
influences the likelihood of change (Fullan, 2001; Berman
and McLaughlin, 1975). For example, in their study of inno-
vations in the teaching of science in 60 elementary schools,
Hall et al. (1980) concluded that “the single most important
hypothesis emanating from these data is that the degree of
implementation of the innovation is different in different
schools because of the actions and concerns of principals”
(p. 26, emphasis in original). However, there is general con-
sensus that direct principal influence is by itself not a power-
ful influence on change; rather principals “facilitate” the
process of change. For example, leadership of the principal
may translate into the ability to obtain sufficient resources
for the school and support teachers in their efforts to imple-
ment change.

s School-specific demographics, structure, and climate. Charac-
teristics of schools are also likely to influence the adoption of
schoolwide designs and their effects on student learning: for ex-
ample, the school’s “structural” characteristics such as the mi-
nority and socioeconomic composition of the school, school size,

and school level (elementary, middle, and high school).

— Schools that face challenges in terms of poverty may en-

counter difficulties with restructuring efforts such as whole-
school designs because high-poverty schools may lack the
necessary resources to provide a quality education (Lippman
et al., 1996), because students may have lower levels of en-
gagement, effort, and aspirations (Hoffer, 1992; Ralph, 1990;
Fordham and Ogbu, 1986), and because teachers may not
have the kinds of support they need to foster collaborative
relationships necessary for school improvement efforts
{Hoffer, 1992; Berends and King, 1994). While policymakers
focus on the “lever” at the school level to manipulate to im-
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prove learning opportunities and performance, several stud-
ies have shown the importance of student background in the
learning process (see Coleman et al., 1966; Jencks et al., 1972;
Gamoran, 1987, 1992; Bryk, Lee, and Holland, 1993).

— Other school structural factors (size and level) may inhibit
schoolwide implementation of schoolwide reforms. For ex-
ample, larger schools and secondary schools are more
complex organizations and are likely to resist organizational
change (Perrow, 1986; Lee, Bryk, and Smith, 1993; Lee and
Smith, 1995, 1997).

e District contexts including the existing infrastructure supports
and incentives for design implementation and improved student
performance. District-level politics, policies, and practices may
promote or derail schoolwide reform efforts such as the NAS de-
signs.

— The district can facilitate and foster change by providing re-
sources for the school and for professional staff develop-
ment, and showing active support for schools implementing
designs.

— Moreover, while crucial, central office political support and
attention can be buttressed by significant changes in regula-
tory and financial practices. Schools attempting reforms to
address their particular problems can be supported through
increased site-level control over their curriculum and
instruction, their budgets, their positions and staffing, and
most essentially their mission.

— Comprehensive school reform requires the rethinking and
adoption at the school level of new curriculum and instruc-
tional approaches and the accompanying professional devel-
opment. District flexibility in allowing schools to pursue this
rethinking is a critical aspect for design-based schools.

e Other factors. Those who have studied implementation of edu-
cational programs have pointed to other factors that affect
implementation such as the federal and/or state policy environ-
ment, testing and accountability reforms, and the larger com-
munity context (e.g., Elmore and Rothman, 1999; Berends et al.,
1999; Grissmer and Flanagan, 1998; Fullan, 2001).
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— In particular, the new standards and accountability regimes
being adopted by almost every state are likely to fuel expec-
tations of immediate improvements in student outcomes;
designs may well be abandoned or at least marginalized if
they fail to meet these unrealistic expectations.

— 1In the case of NAS, these other factors would also include
NAS funding and policies, which critically influenced the
strategy for development and scale-up.

— The support of the larger community and parents is likely to
affect implementation as well (Fullan, 2001). Parent and
community demand for reform, their readiness for it, and
their ongoing support of it have important ramifications for
implementation (Berends and King, 1994; see also Jennings,
1996, 1998).

However, at the beginning of the research, much was unknown. The
NAS initiative was, and in some ways remains, a developmental effort
without strong controls over the environment. One part of the RAND
research was to measure implementation and outcomes; just as
importantly, the other part was to understand the factors that af-
fected those outcomes and the interrelationships among these fac-
tors themselves.

RAND’S PROGRAM OF STUDIES OF NEW AMERICAN
SCHOOLS

This section provides a brief overview to the entire set of RAND
studies conducted over the first nine years of the NAS initiative. This
program of studies is summarized in Table 1.2. As NAS matured over
time, the focus of the RAND studies also shifted from issues of devel-
opment and early implementation of designs in demonstration
schools to scale-up issues, implementation in a larger set of schools,
and student outcomes.

Development and Demonstration Phase

During the earliest period, the program of study concerned primarily
understanding the differences and similarities among designs and
the implications for implementation of designs in real schools
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(Bodilly et al., 1995). This research was based on a review of the rele-
vant literature, content analysis of design documents, and extended
interviews with designers.

From 1993 to 1995 the research focused on whether and under what
conditions the design teams could implement their designs in
demonstration sites. It also provided considerable feedback to both
NAS and the design teams as to issues and challenges that were aris-
ing in the demonstration sites (Bodilly, 1996; Mitchell, 1996). This
research was based on literature review, content analysis of the de-
sign documents, interviews with design teams, interviews with dis-
trict and school staff who were involved in implementing the design
in 32 different schools, and a survey of principals.

Scale-Up Phase

In 1995, RAND began an assessment of the scale-up of NAS designs
to many schools. While NAS intended partnerships with ten juris-
dictions, by the 1995-1996 school year, partnerships where schools
were actually beginning to implement designs were only evident
in the following jurisdictions: Cincinnati, Ohio; Dade County,
Florida; Kentucky; Memphis, Tennessee; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania;
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; San Antonio, Texas; and three districts in
Washington state.3 The RAND assessment of the scale-up phase was
confined to these jurisdictions. This longitudinal assessment of the
scale-up phase covered years 1995 to 2000 and addressed three ma-
jor questions:

e What was the level of implementation in NAS schools?
e What impeded or facilitated that implementation?

e Did the adoption of NAS designs result in any changes to student
and school outcomes?

Over this time period, RAND’s program of studies included a longi-
tudinal study that examined implementation and performance

3At the time we decided on the longitudinal sample of schools, Maryland and San
Diego were not far enough along in their implementation to warrant inclusion in
RAND's planned data collection efforts. Since then, several of the design teams report
that they are implementing in Maryland and San Diego.
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changes across the entire group of schools implementing designs in
the partner jurisdictions; case studies of schools; and a classroom
study of implementation and performance in a specific district.

Longitudinal Study of Implementation and Performance (Berends
and Kirby et al., 2001; Kirby, Berends, and Naftel, 2001). At the be-
ginning of scale-up, there were 184 schools that were implementing
the NAS designs in the eight partnering jurisdictions. We collected a
variety of data to monitor the progress in implementation and per-
formance in the NAS sites: (a) teacher surveys administered to all the
teachers in the NAS schools; (b) principal phone interviews; and (c)
data provided by districts on school performance indicators (e.g.,
mandated test scores, attendance rates, promotion and drop out
rates, and school demographic characteristics). The final sample of
schools analyzed, about 70-100 schools, was smaller than the origi-
nal 184 due to nonresponse, panel attrition, and schools dropping
the designs. Survey data were collected in 1997, 1998, and 1999 and
provide information two, three, and four years after the scale-up. In
addition, in 1999, schools that had dropped their previously adopted
design in either 1998 or 1999 were surveyed regarding the reasons for
the decision. About 30 schools responded.

Implementation Case Studies (Bodilly, 1998; Keltner, 1998; Bodilly
and Berends, 1999). The sample for the case studies consisted of 40
schools in seven districts. The schools were fairly representative of
NAS schools in general and included urban and rural schools and
districts; elementary, middle, and high schools; and schools that
were well-resourced as well as schools that were not. The research
encompassed site visits to each of these schools; a review of archival
data (such as documents produced by design teams, schools, and
districts; plans for transformation; and news releases); structured in-
terviews with district and school staff; school data on enrollment,
demographics, and test scores; and classroom observations and ob-
servations of special events if they had application to the design.

Classroom Study in San Antonio (Berends et al., 2002). The in-depth
classroom study in San Antonio addressed the following questions:
(1) Do the NAS designs extend beyond changes in school organiza-
tion and governance and permeate classrooms? (2) Do NAS teachers
and students interact with each other and subject materials in ways
that reflect the innovative curricular and instructional approaches of
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the design teams? and (3) What factors at the district, school, and
classroom level are related to implementation of designs, changes in
classroom instruction, and student achievement? The schools in this
study were those involved in the early stages of the district’s partner-
ship with NAS including: Co-NECT (CON), Expeditionary Learning
Outward Bound (EL), Modern Red Schoolhouse (MRSH), and
Success for All/Roots & Wings (RW).* We gathered a variety of data
about NAS and non-NAS schools and classrooms, including: princi-
pal and teacher surveys conducted at the end of the 1997-1998 and
1998-1999 school years; interviews with district staff, design team
leaders, local facilitators, principals, and teachers; classroom obser-
vations; illustrative examples of student work; student, teacher, and
school data provided by the district on individual test scores and
student and teacher demographic characteristics; and achievement
data from a supplementary test administered to students (Stanford-9
open-ended reading).

Further Case Studies (Chun, Gill, and Heilbrunn, 2001). The scale-
up studies indicated that sites did not make as much progress in stu-
dent achievement as NAS had hoped, and that progress did not ap-
pear to be closely related to implementation. As a result, with the
help of the four design teams that agreed to participate (ATLAS,
CON, MRSH, and RW}, RAND selected a sample of matched pairs of
elementary schools, one of which had shown increases in student
performance and the other of which had not. Both were at similar
levels of implementation (as judged by the designs). The research
included site visits and interviews with principals, teachers, and
district officials. Data were collected from the design teams about
the schools as well as from the districts and the schools themselves.

4While Success for All (SFA) has been around for the past couple of decades, NAS
provided funding to the Success for All Foundation to develop and implement RW,
which not only includes the reading program of SFA, but also builds in other curricular
programs such as MathWings and WorldLab. San Antonio schools were only
implementing the SFA component of RW during the time of this study. Because the
Success for All Foundation considers all SFA schools as potential RW schools and
because NAS provided funding for RW, we refer to this design as “RW.”
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Ongoing Research

Over the entire period, RAND has tracked the changes to the designs
and changes in NAS as an organization. Changes in designs were
documented in an analysis of the evolution of the design teams
(Bodilly, 2001). The purpose of this study was to document changes
to the designs over their life (1992-1998) and the reasons for those
changes to better understand the likely contribution of these designs
to improving student outcomes. The study used historical analysis of
the design documents, interviews with design teams, and notes from
site visits conducted over a period of time to establish changes that
had occurred. We used the original proposals submitted in response
to NAS’s Request for Proposals (RFP) as the baseline for making
comparisons. Similarly, Glennan (1998) described the changes NAS
had undergone over the early time period.

CAVEATS AND LIMITATIONS

The research and analysis reported here was undertaken on behalf of
a client involved in an experiment to engineer strong designs for
schools. The use of the term experimental does not mean a con-
trolled environmental research design with careful measures. It
refers to the NAS'’s successive attempts to develop and engineer a
strong product called a whole-school design that would produce the
outcomes NAS desired. This included successive efforts to learn
what might have gone wrong in previous attempts and to try again.
NAS was interested in promoting real teams working in real schools
in real districts attempting to create designs in real time. At no time
did the NAS agenda or those of schools and districts allow for an ex-
perimental research design with options for random selection or as-
signment of students, teachers, schools, or districts, although this
approach was often suggested.> Nor did the strategies NAS adopted
allow for pure control sites within a longitudinal framework.

5The Annenberg Foundation paid for RAND and NAS to have an Advisory Board to
help construct the analyses to be done. This board and RAND often suggested
alternative means for analyzing the issues facing NAS including the development of a
unique set of student assessments geared toward the performance goals of the teams,
experimental designs, and strong control groups. While considered, NAS never
funded these efforts for practical reasons: it did not have the financial wherewithal to
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Therefore, the analyses reported here were adapted to the complex
realities of the unfolding situation. They can be thought of as
“action-based research” during the developmental phase of an inter-
vention. The RAND research on NAS has the usual characteristics of
such an approach:

» It allowed for a systemic view of the initiative from the teachers
and students implementing the reforms to the district adminis-
trators trying to support them to design teams and NAS deci-
sionmakers attempting to improve the reforms.

e It provided early information from front-line implementors on
how to improve the effort.

e Because of crude measures and the inability to control the envi-
ronment, it did not produce fine distinctions among the influ-
ences of different independent variables, nor fine grained mea-
sures of outcomes. It did provide information on the effects of
influences, but could not measure their magnitude.

Each of the pieces of the RAND program of analysis provides an im-
portant building block toward a full understanding of the NAS initia-
tive. Deficiencies in methodology, documented in the individual re-
ports themselves, are more than compensated for by the in-depth
understanding of all the different components of the initiative that
the approach provided, by the ability to draw out the general rela-
tionships between the many parts of the system being constructed,
and by the illuminating insights into real practice in real situations.
Taken together, the set of RAND studies provides a cogent, consis-
tent, and broad examination of the NAS initiative and offers useful
and timely information to decisionmakers considering whole-school
reform.

ORGANIZATION OF THIS STUDY

The rest of this book is divided into sections dealing with each major
research phase and study. Chapter Two relies on RAND research
from the development, demonstration and scale-up phases to de-

do so and it would have caused political problems to challenge the districts on this
issue.
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scribe the development of NAS, largely taken from Glennan (1998). It
focuses on NAS as a whole and its evolution. Chapter Three focuses
on changes to designs over the same period of time. It provides a
synopsis of the findings concerning evolution of the designs based
on Bodilly (2001). Chapter Four discusses the findings from the
scale-up phase on implementation and the factors related to it. It re-
lies both on our quantitative studies (Berends, 2000; Berends and
Kirby et al., 2001; Kirby, Berends, and Naftel, 2001) as well as the
qualitative data from our case studies (Bodilly, 1998; Chun, Gill, and
Heilbrunn, 2001). Chapter Five discusses the findings concerning
implementation and performance in a high-poverty urban school
district, focusing on classroom instruction (Berends et al., 2002).
Chapter Six describes in more detail the progress that NAS designs
made in terms of raising students’ academic achievement during the
scale-up phase with results from school- and student-level analyses
(Berends and Kirby et al., 2001; Berends et al., 2002; Chun, Gill, and
Heilbrunn, 2001). Chapter Seven discusses the policy implications
from RAND's studies on New American Schools for policymakers
and practitioners at the federal, state, and local levels. The Appendix
covers the methodologies used in the individual tasks and should be
referred to by readers interested in more details than presented here.

The chapters list the contributors to the individual reports on which
each chapter is based.

Afterword

This study concludes with an afterword by New American Schools.
This afterword provides an update on NAS’s new strategy and an
overview as to where NAS stands today. This afterword represents
NAS’s point of view. It did not go through the rigorous peer review
process that all RAND publications undergo.




Chapter Two

THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW AMERICAN SCHOOLS
Thomas Glennan, Susan Bodilly

This chapter covers the evolution of NAS, both planned and un-
planned. It offers more precise statements of NAS's goals and theo-
ries of action over time. It also provides details into decisions NAS
made and why. Perhaps most importantly the chapter covers where
NAS is now headed.

The information presented here was pulled from previous reports by
RAND, especially Glennan (1998). The original work itself is based
on the following data sources: document reviews; attendance and
observations at NAS and design team meetings from 1991 through
2001; interviews over this same period with NAS, design team leads,
district leaders, and NAS consultants about NAS’s decisions and
progress.

This chapter is organized around important decisions and actions
associated with each phase of NAS activities as outlined in the intro-
duction Figure 1.1 and Table 1.1. It covers the following:

e The NAS whole-school design concept;
¢ Activities during the RFP phase;

e NAS’s decision to reduce the number of teams at the end of the
development phase;

» Activities during the demonstration phase and NAS’s decision to
further reduce the number of teams;

» NAS’s development of a scale-up strategy given what had been
learned;

31



32 Facing the Challenges of Whole-School Reform

e The selection process wherein NAS chose 11 teams for funding;
e The selection of scale-up partners;
e Scale-up activities and experiences; and

e The current status of NAS.

NAS’S WHOLE-SCHOOL DESIGN CONCEPT

NAS was established in 1991 as a nonprofit funded by the private sec-
tor to create and support design teams. Some concepts of a design
were already clear at that point. Its core premise was that all high-
quality schools possess a de facto unifying design that allows staff to
function to the best of their abilities and that provides a consistent
and coherent education instructional program to all students. NAS
thought the best way to ensure that lower-performing schools would
adopt successful designs was to create design teams to develop
“break the mold” designs that could be readily adopted by commu-
nities around the nation. A design “articulates a school’s vision,
mission, goals; guides the instructional program; shapes the selec-
tion and socialization of staff; and establishes common expectations
for performance and accountability among students, teachers, and
parents” (Glennan, 1998, p. 11).

It is important to make clear here that NAS was different in many re-
spects from other types of reforms in that initially it did not want de-
sign teams to target specific populations, grades, or schools with pe-
culiar characteristics. The designs were to cover grades K-12 for all
schools and students.!

The design would be comprehensive, covering all aspects of the
school and all students within the school. The design would provide
coherence to the usually fragmented set of programs schools offered.
Much of this would be done by carefully aligning high standards for
all students with matched assessments, curriculum, and instruction.
Some aspects of existing schools would disappear; others would gain
precedence. But, whatever the mix, it would provide a coherent

1Early debates about the choice of developers or teams indicated concern for one
particular design based on these grounds (RW) intended to develop a design for high-
poverty, elementary schools only. Despite these misgivings, the design was accepted.
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vision for administrators, teachers, staff, parents and students to
follow on a path toward constant organizational improvement.
These notions are contrasted with those of past programmatic
approaches in Table 2.1.

Other of NAS's guiding principles were derived from its involvement
with the private sector:

s The design developers (known in NAS as design teams), while
needing some initial investment funds, would transition within
three to five years to self-sufficiency based on fees for services
provided.

* Schools adopting designs might need some initial investment
funds, but sustaining design implementation would not incur
additional costs over the normal operating budget.

e These efforts were expected to have immediate impacts. The
private sector sponsors wanted results in the form of many
schools adopting designs and showing improved student per-
formance within a five-year period. At the end of five years, NAS
was to go out of business.

NAS, with some understanding of the ambitiousness of its goals,
planned a phased approach to its mission to see whole-school re-
form take root across the country. These phases, shown in Figure 1.1
and in Table 1.1 in Chapter One included an RFP and selection pe-
riod, a development phase, a demonstration phase, and a scale-up
phase.

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS

The founders of NAS sought to both develop designs and support
their spread throughout the country to schools seeking the means for
significant improvement. NAS held a competition through an RFP
process that brought in nearly 700 proposals from existing teams in
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Table 2.1

Comparison of Whole-School Design-Based Assistance with Traditional
Means of School Reform

Elements of Reform

School-Level Reform Using
Design-Based Assistance

School-Level Reform Under
More-Traditional Conditions

1. Development of
a school vision

2. Focus of reform
effort

3. Duration of
reform effort

4. Sources of techni-
cal assistance

5. Source of curricu-
lar materials

6. Strategy for se-
quencing assis-
tance

7. Conception of
professional
development

Starting point is choice of de-
sign; evolves through imple-
mentation. High standards for
all required.

The entire school. Seeks to cre-
ate team with shared respon-
sibility for high outcomes.

Intense initial effort lasting
2-3 years, but reform is con-
tinuing process.

Initial assistance largely
from design team. Long-
term assistance from
sources deemed most
effective by school.

Varies. Some design teams
provide detailed materials; oth-
ers provide frameworks

for curriculum development;
others use commercially avail-
able materials.

Strategy for sequencing
actions is explicit. Design
teams have different ap-
proaches.

Professional development is
integral to design.
Implementation of design
results in professional
development. Network of like
schools is key source of exper-
tise.

Not required. Reform typi-
cally centers on component
of school program.

Usually subject matter or
grades—sometimes gover-
nance, e.g., site-based man-
agement.

No set time.

No set pattern. Frequently
provided by school district or
local teachers college.
Training sometimes provided
by program vendors.

No set pattern. Frequently
provided by school district or
local teachers college.
Training sometimes provided
by program vendors.

None.

Tends to be responsibility of
individual staff member.
Often dependent on district
staff development policies.
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Table 2.1—continued

School-Level Reform Using  School-Level Reform Under

Elements of Reform Design-Based Assistance More-Traditional Conditions
8. Organization Integral to design. Some transi- Tends to be function of dis-
of staff tional roles defined. Schoolre- trict rules. Divided along
vises organization and staffing disciplinary or programmatic
structure to meet its needs. lines.
9. Measurement Benchmarks established by Not usually explicit.
of progress of design team or by school
reform with design team guidance.

universities, to districts attempting reforms, to newly formed teams
from private for-profit groups. NAS imposed several conditions on
the designs and their associated teams:

e In creating designs, teams should not be limited by the con-
straints facing “real” schools in real districts, but rather let their
imaginations develop truly innovative and provocative ideas.

e Designs had to enable all students to meet high standards.
Designs geared toward a particular subgroup were not accept-
able.

o The design should be adaptable to local circumstances. As stated
in the proposal, “This is not a request to establish ‘model’
schools. The designs must be adaptable so that they can be used
by many communities to create their own new schools” (NASDC,
1991, p. 21).

¢ While it was accepted that the designs would require funds to
implement in a real school, the long-term costs of operating a
design-based school should not be greater than those for operat-
ing an average school.

» Teams had to commit to a scale-up phase starting in 1995 where
they would promote their design in schools across the country. A
specific criterion for judging designs was “potential for wide-
spread application and the quality of plans for fostering such
application” (NASDC, 1991, p. 35).

Table 2.2 shows the general principles that NAS held at the beginning
of this effort.
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Table 2.2
Original NAS Principles and Concepts

Principle

Description

Private
Funding

Whole
School

Adaptive
Approach

Design
Teams

Multiple
Designs

Reasonable
Costs

Initially, the effort was privately funded and supported—it was not a
local or federal government policy or mandate. Ideally, schools and
districts would enter into a relationship with a design team on a volun-
tary and well-informed basis.

Designs were to be for “whole schools.” This notion had two parts.
First, the designs would be coherent, thoughtful sets of school-level
policies and practices. The adoption and adept use of coherent, inter-
related, and mutually reinforcing practices would be the antithesis of
the fragmented programs and idiosyncratic teacher practices often
found in schools. In addition, designs were to be for all students. They
were not special programs targeted on specific populations to be
added to the school’s repertoire.

NAS designs were not supposed to be perspective molds for model
schools to ensure uniformity of practice. Designs were to adapt to
local conditions and were to enable local communities to create their
own high-performance schools.

Teams were deliberately created organizations of experts. NAS
intended that teams would develop coherent designs and then work
with schools in further ground-level product development to perfect
those designs. Later, they would promote the use of their designs in
schools across the nation. Nearly 700 potential teams responded to
the RFP. The 11 initially chosen were mostly private nonprofit
organizations connected to universities or research organizations.
The exceptions were one for-profit firm, two districts, and one
nonprofit without a research or university connection.

There was no one best school design, but many, depending on the
needs of individual schools. Multiple teams would be supported,
allowing schools a choice of designs.

While it was understood that transforming schools might require
investment funding, the operating costs of the schools after trans-
formation were to be equivalent to those for the “typical” school in
that community. In other words, “break the mold” designs were to be
no more costly in daily operation than other schools, making them
affordable to all districts.
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Table 2.2—continued

Principle Description
Market NAS would not be a self-perpetuating organization. From the begin-
Driven ning, it planned to “go out of business” after accomplishing its pur-

pose. One consequence of this was that design teams had to become
financially self-sufficient over time, creating their own client base to
support their work. Thus, teams over the five-year time line to which
NAS originally committed (1992-1997) would need to transform them-
selves from visionaries, to product developers, and finally to entre-
preneurial organizations.

NAS DESIGN TEAM SELECTIONS

While NAS received nearly 700 proposals, only about 30 were re-
sponsive to the RFP. Those reviewing the proposals thought that
most simply did not offer new approaches or pay attention to the
NAS concept of design. The impression left was that most proposals
were recycled requests for funding of existing programmatic ap-
proaches.

The 30 responsive proposals were considered carefully and potential
awardees were asked to present their proposals to NAS in more de-
tail. Eventually NAS selected 11 proposals for funding. These pro-
posals and the associated teams are briefly described below. These
descriptions date back to the time of the proposals. As the design
teams have changed along with their designs, these paragraphs do
not adequately or accurately describe design teams and designs to-
day. The point of this chapter and the next is to examine some of the
reasons behind the extensive changes that took place.

Authentic Teaching, Learning and Assessment for All Students:
Newton, Massachusetts. ATLAS (or AT) was proposed by a team
headed jointly by Ted Sizer, Howard Gardner, James Comer, and
Janet Whitla. The design assumed that high-performing schools
were not possible in the current bureaucratic structure. The design
aimed to change the culture of the school to promote high
institutional and individual performance through: (1) helping
students acquire valuable habits of heart, mind, and work; (2)
helping students develop deep understanding; (3) using only
activities that are developmentally appropriate; and (4) creating a



38 Facing the Challenges of Whole-School Reform

community of learners. The design required the establishment of a
semiautonomous feeder pattern of high school, middle school, and
elementary schools and significant development of a committee
structure within schools and across schools. It did not prescribe
standards or curriculum.

Audrey Cohen College: New York, New York. AC (now called
Purpose-Centered Education: the Audrey Cohen College System of
Education) was proposed by the College for Human Services in New
York City led by Audrey Cohen. It emphasized adoption of a devel-
opmentally appropriate, transdisciplinary curriculum based on
semester-long units focused on particular purposes for learning—
not subject area. For example, kindergarten was dedicated to “We
build a family-school partnership” and “We care for living things.”
Embedded in each purpose were content areas and essential skills.
Semester-long purposes were to be generated by the design team
along with significant guidance for curriculum development. But,
teachers developed their own curriculum. Each purpose culminates
in a constructive action taken by the class to serve the community.
These purposes and actions become the guiding principles for the
organization of the school.

Bensenville New American Schools Project: Bensenville, Illinois.
The Bensenville project was proposed by the Bensenville School dis-
trict in Illinois by a team that included union members, government
leaders, business owners, parents, and others. It called for a com-
plete rethinking of the classroom so that the entire community
would serve as a campus. The instruction would be hands-on and
project based, taking place at sites throughout the community. A
Lifelong Learning Center would provide assessments of all com-
munity members’ health and learning needs.

Co-NECT: Cambridge, Massachusetts. CON was proposed by the
private for-profit firm Bolt, Berenek, and Newman with support from
other partners such as Boston College. It focused on creating a
school environment through the ubiquitous use of technology that
would motivate children through interdisciplinary projects that ex-
tended outside the classroom walls. The design called for autonomy
of the school and planning and budgeting by houses or grade levels
within the school.
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Community Learning Centers: Minneapolis, Minnesota. CLC was
proposed by a coalition of education groups led by Public Schools
Incentives, a private not-for-profit educational group. This design
covered children from birth to 21. It was based on full school auton-
omy similar to that provided to charter schools using a contractual
vehicle to maintain autonomy and accountability. It emphasized
project-based learning, authentic assessments, and a student-led
curriculum. It called for school-level provision of health and social
services in community learning centers.

Expeditionary Learning Outward Bound: Cambridge, Mass-
achusetts. EL was proposed by Outward Bound, a private nonprofit
organization and led by Greg Farrell. It wanted to take the ideas
espoused by Outward Bound and apply them to schools. These ideas
included an interdisciplinary field-based curriculum, personalized
instruction, and more-authentic assessments. Children would be in
groups of no more than 25 students per teacher with the same
teacher for three years. Schools would have no more than 350 stu-
dents. Teachers would be required to develop their own curriculum.
This curriculum would be largely in the form of long-term interdis-
ciplinary projects known as expeditions with significant student
choice as to topic and work. The projects would lead to authentic
student products upon which their learning could be judged.

Los Angeles Learning Centers (LALC), now Urban Learning Centers:
Los Angeles, California. ULC was proposed by a coalition of the Los
Angeles Unified School District, the Los Angeles Educational
Partnership (LAEP), the University of California-Los Angeles, the
University of Southern California, and others. It was to be led by
LAEP. The design called for the creation of preK-12 schools that
provided for student educational, health, and social services needs.
Each child would have mentors: community members, other school
children, and teachers. Teaching would be thematic and project
based with teachers developing curriculum. The design would
develop and use its own standards. Students would be in small
groups.

Modern Red Schoolhouse: Indianapolis, Indiana. MRSH was pro-
posed by the Hudson Institute, a private not-for-profit organization.
The design team would create a set of unique standards to be
adopted by all its schools. Schools would adopt Core Knowledge
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curriculum in the elementary grades and use Advance Placement-
type curriculum in the higher grades. The curriculum would be a
mix of styles, with a significant increase in interdisciplinary units de-
veloped by teachers. Students would be in multiage, multiyear
groups and have Individual Education Compacts that articulated
personalized education programs. Student records, lessons, and as-
sessments would be managed by a schoolwide computer system and
teachers would use this to help manage personalized instruction as
well as share curriculum units. The school would require complete
autonomy from district control and parental choice of school.

National Alliance for Restructuring Education: Rochester,
New York. NARE (now America’s Choice) was proposed by the
National Center for Education and the Economy and led by Mark
Tucker. The design team promised to create New Standards for
schools that included important workplace skills and that were
matched to a set of assessments against which student progress to-
ward the standards could be measured. The schools would have in-
creased autonomy under districts and states that fundamentally re-
structured their education system along lines proposed in the Total
Quality Management literature. But, students would be expected to
meet the New Standards as assessed in the design team-developed
system. Teachers would develop curriculum and instructional pack-
ages after learning about the New Standards and being exposed to
best practices. Health and social service resources would be pro-
vided at each campus.

Odyssey Project: Gaston County, North Carolina. The design was
proposed by the school district of Gaston County. The design team
leader was the head of research and development for the district and
all team members were employed by the school system with one ex-
ception. The design addressed needs of children ages 3-18 by
including extensive interventions in preK years. The early interven-
tions might include: prenatal monitoring and education for the
mother; monitoring and diagnosis of preschool children to enable
early interventions, parenting training, and nursery school and
kindergarten. It proposed year-round schooling, use of Paideia in-
structional strategies, a high-technology environment, multigrade
grouping, school-level provision of social services and health care,
and required community service. Curriculum and instruction would
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be “outcomes based” and geared toward developing the multiple
intelligences of all students.

Roots and Wings: Baltimore, Maryland. RW was proposed by the
Johns Hopkins Center for Research on Effective Schooling for
Disadvantaged Students, St. Mary’s public schools, and the
Department of Education for the State of Maryland. It covered only
elementary grades. The roots part of the design would ensure that all
children got coordinated, relentless attention to core academic areas
from birth and onward. The design started in schools with the exist-
ing Success for All reading program and then incorporated two new
components: one for math and the other for social studies and sci-
ence. The overall design would develop all curriculum and detailed
instructional practices for everyday use. The team would train
teachers in its use. Schools would provide extended day care, health
and family services, tutoring, site-based management, and parental
choice.

DEVELOPMENT PHASE AND THE DECISION TO REDUCE
THE NUMBER OF TEAMS

In 1992, the 11 teams were awarded contracts for a year of further
specification and development of concepts. NAS indicated that
specification and development was to have three important parts.

First, in that year, teams were to work their original 50-page propos-
als into the full range of ideas and materials needed by schools and
districts to understand and implement the designs. NAS expected
that the outcome of this phase would be a full and rich set of materi-
als for each design describing for laymen and practitioners what they
needed to do to set the design in motion in their schools or providing
them with the actual materials to be used as in the case of a team-
developed curriculum. The teams were to move past rhetoric and
provide the substantive materials for implementation.

Second, teams had provided very little in the way of implementation
strategies in their original proposals. NAS indicated this time was to
be used by teams to develop their implementation approaches and
to outline plans for Phase 3 as indicated above. For example, teams
were to specify how schools would choose to align with a design;
training regimes for teachers and principals; how schools would
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afford the design; and plans for the acquisition of needed materials
and technology in schools.

Finally, NAS expected the teams to articulate how each intended to
promote the goal of national diffusion of the designs and to indicate
their ability to do so. NAS carefully warned teams that traditional
means of presentation to research groups at national conferences
was not what it had in mind.

Note that at this point in time, NAS has given relatively little thought
to its theory of action; it had focused primarily on ensuring that de-
sign teams developed their own theories of learning. The upper third
of Figure 2.1 shows NAS’s theory of action at this point. Simply put,
designs would be developed, schools would adopt them in some un-
specified manner, and this would result in improved student out-
comes.

By the end of the development year, NAS was experiencing funding
difficulties (Glennan, 1998). It was uncertain as to whether it would
have significant funding to proceed through its full initiative as origi-
nally planned. It began to look for ways to reduce its funding com-
mitment. The most obvious were to reduce the number of teams or
to reduce the average amount given to teams. It was fairly clear by
the time of the decision to proceed to the demonstration phase, that
NAS intended to cut teams. The question was: What would be the
basis for that decision?

To help in this regard, NAS set out on fact-finding missions to under-
stand the extent to which teams had made progress in the three areas
indicated above. At this time NAS was a comparatively small organi-
zation, with only a handful of staff. It therefore had to rely on exter-
nal help. It sent teams of NAS staff, RAND staff, and members of the
NAS Educational Advisory Committee to visit design teams and as-
sess them according to criteria developed by NAS.2 Notes from these
missions were assembled and reviewed internally by NAS. Design
teams were also provided with opportunities to display, discuss, and
present their progress verbally to NAS in extensive meetings. With
these data, NAS moved to make its decisions.

2NAS created a group of educational advisors to act in a consultative capacity when
called upon. These included policy experts, principals, teachers, and university pro-
fessors.
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Figure 2.1—New American Schools’ Evolving Theory of Action

In general, the review showed that most teams were well behind in
their development. Some had struggled to develop a complete set of
standards and assessment. Many had not completed this, nor had
they gotten to the development of curriculum. Others who had
adopted an existing set of standards struggled to develop the
matched curriculum. RAND review indicated at the time a need for
significant further development by all the teams (Bodilly, 1996;
Glennan, 1998).
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Two teams, Odyssey in North Carolina and Bensenville New
American Schools Project in Illinois, could be characterized as hav-
ing “district based” or invented designs and “district led” teams. The
proposals came from and were led by district personnel and focused
on how those districts would reform themselves. Both proposals
included ideas about “break the mold” schools, but they were
centered in and peculiar to those districts’ needs. Other design
teams could be characterized as external providers (not part of the
governmental structure of local education) or had a significant group
of external providers leading the design.3

During the development year both of these district-led teams be-
came embroiled in local political battles that centered on the designs
(Mirel, 1994; Mickleson and Wadsworth, 1996). In both cases the
district initiatives had led to reactions by forces against some of the
constructs of the designs or against the manner in which the district
had tried to accomplish change.* For example, some teachers and
parents accused the central office in Gaston, North Carolina, of not
allowing them to participate in the creation of the design and not al-
lowing opportunities to hear their views about some of the con-
structs of the designs. NAS’s fact-finding indicated that in both cases
the districts had not effectively led the initiatives so as to build stake-
holder support of the design. In both cases it was clear that the
design could not go forward given the level of political antagonism
evident from important constituencies. NAS’s review of materials
developed indicated that district staff time was being taken up in
these political battles and not in the further specification and devel-
opment of the design parameters.

NAS’s reading of the proposals for development and diffusion for
these two teams concluded that the district-led teams did not un-
derstand NAS’s intentions concerning national scale-up or simply

3LALC was also “district based,” but with a difference. The district was one of several
partners to the effort. The teachers’ union, a major not-for-profit reform group, and
two universities were also co-partners. The not-for-profit evolved into the lead of the
team. In this way the design was not tied exclusively to the dictates of the central
office, rather it was an attempt of several actors to combine forces for reform.

4In one case, the unions became set against the design. In another, conservative
religious groups were actively set against implementation of the design in their
community.
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did not choose to follow those intentions. The scale-up proposals fo-
cused on presentations at conferences and mailing of materials
about the district-led efforts. They did not deal with how the design
team would support implementation in other districts. In contrast,
other teams talked of moving to schools throughout the country and
of a strong implementation support system.

In June 1993, NAS dropped the two district-led teams and proceeded
with nine teams that were not connected exclusively to specific dis-
tricts or led exclusively by district personnel. NAS would no longer
have teams whose ability to develop the design would rest so heavily
on the team’s ability to navigate the dangerous waters of local poli-
tics in a single district. In short, the lesson learned was that district-
led designs were politically untenable and unscaleable.

The impact on the portfolio was straightforward. NAS would not
support design teams led by a central office, nor would it support
designs that were not transferable to schools or districts around the
country. NAS would support only design teams that were external to
the local governance structure. Only those teams that were serious
about scale-up outside a “home” district or locality were acceptable.

THE DEMONSTRATION PHASE AND FURTHER REDUCTION
IN THE TEAMS

The demonstration phase (from July 1993 to July 1995) was to be
used by design teams to demonstrate that their concepts could be
implemented in real schools and to work with schools to adapt the
designs as needed for scale-up. In addition, the design teams were to
submit business plans for expansion and scale-up at the end of this
period by which NAS would judge their readiness to proceed.
Clearly, all needed to do further development work in this phase as
well.

A considerable grant from the Annenberg Foundation relieved some
of NAS’s budget constraints. But, NAS had a very business oriented
board that had wanted to bring more business-like practices to
schools. It emphasized the ability of teams to show performance and
financial independence. In keeping with its business oriented phi-
losophy, the board made clear to the NAS staff that it was not inter-
ested, and never had been, in promoting a group of financially de-
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pendent organizations. It insisted that the scale-up phase would in-
clude a move to fee-for-service by the teams. Thus, the NAS staff was
encouraged to use its best judgments to delete teams that could not
show an ability to deliver on the promises of the design, that had a
limited potential market within the United States, or that could not
show an ability to become financially independent from NAS.

NAS again set up a fact-finding team. The fact-finding team included
NAS staff and members of the NAS Educational Advisory Committee.
In addition, RAND reports on progress were used to assess each
team’s situation. At this time, RAND reported that the teams showed
a great deal of variation in approach, stability, and ability to scale up
(Bodilly, 1996). Four teams appeared to be able to implement their
designs, while four others were having more difficulty. In addition,
NAS staff’s review of the business plans submitted by the teams indi-
cated that several teams were not taking the switch to fee-for-service
seriously. Several also did not address the issue of scale-up in a
manner deemed acceptable by NAS.

CLC was identified as facing serious implementation challenges and
also appeared to be reluctant to expand in a manner that NAS
deemed acceptable. CLC had always been closely aligned with the
charter school movement in Minnesota. It wished to expand, at least
for the time being, only within the confines of Minnesota under the
charter school laws of that state. From NAS’s point of view the char-
ter school focus limited the market of CLC, as did the state-based
focus.

LALC (now ULC) was identified as being relatively behind in its de-
velopment. At this point in time LALC was experiencing a leadership
turnover and had not completed its design work. It was in a situation
similar to the two district-based designs dropped earlier. It had
strong ties to the central office and union, which were partners to the
effort. It was very focused on solving the educational problems in
the Los Angeles school district. And, its design development had
suffered from the difficulties involved in building a collaborative ef-
fort among partners driven by local political concerns. It could not
commit to a scale-up strategy outside of Los Angeles for several
years, until it completed its design work. Later, it planned to remain
within the Southern California area or near western states. By
committing to this limited geographical area the LALC design team
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argued it could potentially reach a significant percentage of the
school-age population of the United States and serve its target popu-
lation of urban schools.

In July 1995, NAS removed CLC from its portfolio. It provided fund-
ing to LALC to complete its development, but did not invite it to be
part of the NAS scale-up strategy. It offered to reconsider later
whether LALC was ready to join the NAS scale-up initiative. Neither
team would be part of the scale-up movement into partner jurisdic-
tions in fall 1995. De facto, this removed the last of the district-
associated teams from the portfolio (LALC) as well as one associated
with the laws of a particular state (CLC).

As a final footnote to this progression, LALC continued its own de-
velopment, eventually transforming itself into ULC. It further
developed its materials through strong stable leadership and began
to expand to districts within the Los Angeles basin. It continued to
attend NAS conferences and meetings. It matured to the point that
in 1997, NAS decided the team was ready for full participation in
scale-up. It is now considered a fully participating NAS team.
However, LALC/ULC did not take part in NAS’s district scale-up
strategy and did not expand outside of its original jurisdictions until
very recently.

LESSONS AND THE STRATEGY FOR SCALE-UP

At the same time as NAS was considering its scale-up strategy, NAS
leadership turned over for the third time. John Anderson, formerly of
IBM and the Business Roundtable, became president of NAS. His
thinking seriously guided the scale-up strategy. Anderson, through
his own experiences and from growing evidence from the RAND
work in the demonstration phase, was convinced that design teams
had to become independent of NAS and that districts and states had
to provide a supportive environment for the design concept to thrive.

The RAND work on the demonstration phase indicated that demon-
stration sites were having difficulties implementing the designs
(Bodilly, 1996). One of the strongest lessons learned from the RAND
work during the demonstration phase was that designs, by them-
selves, could not transform schools. Schools needed significant
amounts of professional development, technical assistance, and ma-
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terials geared to the design to implement. RAND found that sites
that had received significant assistance from design teams pro-
gressed further in implementation. It coined the term “design-based
assistance” (Bodilly, 1996) to capture this phenomenon.

Discussions at NAS led to the adoption of this notion as an important
part of the package that design teams would offer during scale-up.
Design-based assistance became a key component of the NAS initia-
tive and distinguishes it from the more traditional approaches to
school reform. Such design-based assistance includes:

¢ Giving schools a choice of designs with which to partner;

e Specified designs that clarify both the end outcomes for the
school and also intermediate implementation steps;

e Assistance by the teams to the school in the form of professional
development, training, materials, conferences, networks, and
curriculum and instructional packages; and

e Payment by the school to the teams for these services.

Thus NAS emphasized the role of the external agent in enabling
whole-school transformation, but also richened that role substan-
tially. That enrichment would be supported by fees-for-services.
This change in the theory of action is contained in the middle section
of Figure 2.1.

Experiences in the demonstration phase also pointed to the need for
a more supportive district infrastructure to aid implementation. NAS
began to understand that school transformation could not occur
unless there was strong district support. The concept of a supportive
environment as developed by NAS included: school-level autonomy
on budget, staffing and curriculum and instruction; high standards
that matched those of the designs and matched assessments; signifi-
cant sources of professional development funding and technology;
systemic support for community services at the school level; and
public engagement in educational reform (Bodilly, 1998; NASDC,
1997). These concepts had considerable overlap with the NARE dis-
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trict-level strategy.® Indeed, NARE and its advocates had heavily in-
fluenced Anderson and NAS in their thinking.

Another lesson learned by NAS, or beginning to be learned, was the
extent of investment funding a school might need in order to imple-
ment a design. This varied among teams from $40,000 to $150,000
per year for three years (Keltner, 1998). Going into the scale-up pe-
riod, the exact amounts were not known, but it was obvious that
schools or districts would need access to significant discretionary
funds to adopt designs using a fee-for-service basis.

Given the above, NAS decided on a strategy of scale-up in a limited
number of districts with which it could work closely to support its
designs and scale-up strategy.5 It imposed four ideas on design
teams.

e Teams would have to work in districts NAS chose and that were
presumably supportive of the design concept (offered a support-
ive environment as defined above).

» NAS would oversee the process of choosing those districts and
guiding the initial school selection process.

» Multiple designs would work within a single district.

¢ The teams would charge fees for design-based assistance. Not
only would schools “buy” the design, more importantly, they
would buy the services of the teams to help them implement the
designs (design-based assistance).

This final addition to the theory of action for NAS is shown in Figure
2.1 in the bottom section. Here the emphasis is on how NAS would
promote scale-up of the design-based assistance concept.

SWhile NAS rejected the district-led teams, it did not reject the need for a strongly
supportive district environment. The NARE team was not district led. It was like the
other remaining teams, an organization external to the school systems in which it
worked. However, unlike the other teams, it had developed state and district concepts
for a supportive environment.

6Design teams were also free to partner with schools outside of the NAS-selected
districts.
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SELECTION OF SCALE-UP PARTNERS

In a closed RFP process, NAS sent letters to 20 or so districts asking if
they were interested in partnering with NAS in the scale-up phase. If
s0, the district was to apply in the form of a brief proposal for a part-
nership. NAS offered $250,000 per year for two years to each juris-
diction chosen. In each proposal submitted by jurisdictions, each
claimed to have a history of significant restructuring and pledged to
create an even more supportive environment for school transforma-
tion.

It should come as no surprise that the districts that responded to
NAS's request for partners generally had one of two things in com-
mon. They were in states that had adopted or were moving to adopt
standards and accountability systems that required districts to show
improvement on students’ assessments or were otherwise branded
as low-performing districts within their states. Or, they tended to
serve students from poverty backgrounds and had significant num-
bers of schools designated for schoolwide programs under Title I.

Title I is the largest federal education program, providing more than
$10 billion annually to support school intervention and strategies for
improving the learning opportunities of students at risk of education
failure.

A critical change embedded in the reauthorization of Title I played a
crucial role in providing impetus and support for the whole-school
reform movement and NAS in particular. The 1994 reauthorization
expanded the opportunities for schools to use Title I money for
schoolwide programs to integrate services, strategies, and resources
for comprehensively reforming the entire institutional program to
meet the educational needs of all students in the school (the 1994
Improving America’s Schools Act, see U.S. Department of Education,
1993; American Association of School Administrators, 1995; Borman
et al.,, 1996; Wong and Meyer, 1998). Schoolwide programs, available
for funding since 1988, allow high-poverty schools to use Title I
money, combined with other federal, state, and local funds, to im-
prove their entire educational program. The 1988 changes allowed
this schoolwide designation for schools serving populations of stu-
dents with 75 percent or more eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch. The 1994 language expanded the schoolwide category to
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schools serving 50 percent or more of the students eligible for
free/reduced-price lunch.

This gave a very specific set of schools the impetus and the discre-
tionary funding needed to adopt design-based assistance: low-per-
forming schools with significantly high levels of students from
poverty backgrounds.

NAS chose ten jurisdictions to work with based on the proposals
submitted: Cincinnati, Dade County, Kentucky, Maryland, Mem-
phis, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, San Antonio, San Diego, and a
collection of five districts in Washington state. These partners really
came from two different pools: NAS and NARE.

NARE, during its conception, development, and demonstration
phases, had already entered into agreements with several different
jurisdictions. It believed that individual schools could not imple-
ment and sustain design concepts by themselves. NARE thought that
schools needed a network of other schools and districts working to-
gether to sustain changes. Given this district-level approach, NARE
developed partnerships with several districts and states including
Arkansas; Vermont; New York; Rochester, New York; White Plains,
New York; San Diego, California; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; Kentucky;
and Washington state. These partnerships predated the NAS juris-
diction strategy and in fact were the philosophical basis for that
strategy. These NARE jurisdictions already had multiple schools
implementing the NARE design in 1995. NAS worked with several of
these original NARE jurisdictions, in concert with NARE, to make
them NAS’s partners as well. These included San Diego, Pittsburgh,
Kentucky, and Washington state.

NAS meanwhile, representing the seven teams, entered into negotia-
tions with six jurisdictions (that had not been NARE districts) during
this time frame: Cincinnati, Dade, Maryland, Memphis, Philadel-
phia, and San Antonio.

NAS soon found that it had partnered with primarily urban districts
with very challenged student populations and schools that had his-
tories of being low performers. The Kentucky and Washington state
schools are the exceptions. Several of the states involved had moved
or were moving toward high-stakes testing regimes. This encouraged
low-performing schools to search for the means to improve their test
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scores. It was exactly the combination of low performance and high
poverty that allowed and impelled most of these districts to partner
with NAS. They had performance problems, they had federal re-
sources to devote to fixing it, and they had strong incentives to ad-
dress their performance shortfalls. NAS appeared to be a solution
that fit this market need.

SCALE-UP EXPERIENCES, 1995-1998

NAS worked with these jurisdictions for three years. As discussed by
Glennan (1998), NAS'’s choice of districts was less than ideal, in part
because the demographic and performance characteristics of the
schools would be a challenge for the designs—some of which had not
been developed in these environments.

More importantly, these districts, despite their rhetoric, had not in
large part adopted the reform strategy outlined by NAS as supportive
of whole-school designs. To remedy this situation, NAS promised
the teams it would work with the districts to build a supportive envi-
ronment. It proposed to aid, in some unspecified ways, partnering
districts to provide more coherent and cohesive support for design-
based schools (Glennan, 1998).7

This new strategy and role combined with the portfolio reduction to
produce the following strategy of complex interactions necessary for
success:

e Design teams would provide design and assistance to schools;

o NAS would market the designs in a set of districts that had stated
they were willing to work with NAS and design teams toward a
supportive environment, but were primarily motivated by a need
to increase student test scores in low performing schools quickly;

e Districts would work to become more supportive of designs and
design-based assistance; and

7As the years have gone by, NAS has aided districts in different ways. In particular, it
has published a series of “How to” papers by various NAS staff and consultants offer-
ing guidance.
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* Jointly, teams, NAS, and districts would develop a new system of
education supportive of designs and improved student perfor-
mance.

A major issue that immediately arose concerned how to measure
progress in NAS schools. The districts were held accountable by
state-mandated tests—usually standardized, multiple-choice exams.
However, several design teams had spent considerable effort in
searching out or developing more-authentic assessment systems and
had developed standards and curriculum in a matched set with their
authentic assessments.

In negotiations with NAS, the districts were demanding. The districts
wanted the schools to be held to the standards in the districts and to
be held accountable to the mandated state tests. Furthermore, dis-
tricts stated that significant improvement would need to be made
within three years or the districts would not continue with the de-
signs. NAS promised, on behalf of the teams, that the schools
adopting designs would use the state-mandated standards and as-
sessments and produce dramatic results within three years.

Much of the rest of this book examines the lessons learned from this
scale-up experience in more detail. NAS and the design teams
struggled to implement their designs in these districts. In general,
the teams quickly had to adopt their designs for the students and
teachers in these districts (see Chapter Three) and struggle with fully
implementing them when districts provided neither sufficient fund-
ing nor other supports needed by the teams or schools (see Chapter
Four). The remaining chapters will explain the difficulties involved,
the lack of strong implementation, and the need to revise the designs
to deal with the populations of teachers and students being served.
In the end about half of the NAS-related schools implementing de-
signs did not show strong progress on state-level assessments in
large part because designs were never implemented well enough to
enable the schools to show progress (see Chapter Four).

The bottom line is that by 1999, most of the districts involved were
no longer actively partnering with NAS, many schools had dropped
the designs, and indications were that the design teams working in
these districts had not been able to produce the results desired by the
districts and schools. Despite this lackluster record, NAS persevered,
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took the lessons on the need for a supportive environment to heart,
and made further strides in developing new concepts for education
reform.

COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL REFORM AND THE NEW NAS

NAS had started with a mission to go out of business after the scale-
up phase. This decision had been postponed and reconsidered. In
1998, the NAS board decided to grant NAS further life by reconstitut-
ing it with a new board. In October 1998, a new board of directors
and new CEO of the board were instated at NAS. The old NAS whose
purpose was to develop designs was dismissed. A new NAS was cre-
ated to promote design-based assistance and whole-school reform
nationwide.

One of the major coups in this regard is the outcome of advocacy on
the part of NAS, and other backers of the design approach, to estab-
lish further sources of funding for designs and design teams. NAS
presented its views and lessons learned to staff of the U.S.
Department of Education and Congress in 1997, when they deliber-
ated language that would provide a source of funding for schools at-
tempting whole-school reform. NAS was successful in getting some
of its views incorporated into the federal program.

Budget authorization language in November 1997 furthered the im-
plementation of comprehensive, whole-school reforms by establish-
ing the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) pro-
gram, also known as the Obey-Porter legislation. The conference re-
port acknowledged eight NAS designs, along with about ten others,
as comprehensive school designs that were illustrative of the concept
being promoted. These appropriations committed $145 million to
be used to help schools develop comprehensive school reform based
on reliable research and effective practices. The majority (83 percent
in fiscal year [FY] 98 and 77 percent in FY99) of the funds are commit-
ted to Title I schools. Part of the money ($25 million in FY98 and
FY99) was available to all public schools, including those ineligible
for Title I, as part of the Fund for the Improvement of Education
(FIE) program. Approximately 1,800 schools will receive at least
$50,000 per year for three years under the CSRD program, beginning
in FY98. There was an increase of $75 million for FY00 ($50 million in
Title I/Section 1502 funds and $25 million in FIE funds) over the $145
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million appropriated for FY98 and FY99, which will allow 1,000 addi-
tional schools to undertake comprehensive reform (see Kirby et al.,
in review; http://www.ed.gov/offices/ OESE/compreform). In FY02
the appropriations had grown to $130 million.

This congressional language and the supporting documents clearly
recognize several NAS contributions in the realm of school reform.
The language of “comprehensive school reform” recognizes the NAS
idea of whole-school reform based in a design. The financial pack-
age promotes the idea of an external agent supported by fee-for-
service as an essential pathway to school improvement. The lan-
guage embedded in supporting Department of Education documents
echoes the notion of a supportive district environment. The ideas
and concepts developed by NAS and others have found widespread
acceptance through this program, and are having a growing impact
in the field.

NAS now uses CSRD funding and the schoolwide provisions of Title I
to support growth. Currently NAS encourages implementation of
comprehensive school approaches in 4,000 schools through the im-
plementation of designs with assistance from NAS teams. In addi-
tion, it has added several teams to its portfolio: Accelerated Schools
Project, the Leonard Bernstein Center for Learning, and Turning
Points. ULC, formerly LALC, is once again a full partner.

The New NAS

The CSRD program has in some ways lessened the need for NAS.
Design teams no longer need the protection of NAS to grow.
However, NAS now has announced four new goals (for more infor-
mation see http://www.newamericanschools.org). The following
paragraphs represent NAS’s current program of activities.

Goal 1: Encourage the development of quality approaches, prod-
ucts, and services. NAS now attempts to promote quality products
in several ways.

e In 1999, NAS convened a blue ribbon panel of educational and
business leaders from across the geographic and political spec-
trum to develop a set of national guidelines of quality. Today
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these guidelines are available to help educators, parents, and
others make decisions about an array of educational programs.

e Inearly 2001, NAS announced the creation of the New American
Schools Development Network to identify and develop innova-
tive educational products and services. The network is intended
to help these education entrepreneurs to move beyond a few
pockets of excellence and access the expertise and the resources
they need to touch the lives of more and more students.

e The Education Entrepreneurs Fund, the financing affiliate of
New American Schools, supports the NAS Development Network
by making strategic investments in education providers produc-
ing quality products and services that can be delivered to large
numbers of schools and students. The fund fills the capital gap
in social investment by making loans to and investments in high-
quality social enterprises that are often hard-pressed to access
capital through traditional financial channels.

Goal 2: Create and support environments conducive to continuous
school improvement. NAS now offers an array of consulting services
through the New American Schools Services Network that is sup-
posed to provide “end to end” assistance for states, districts, and
schools working on comprehensive school improvement strategies.
The NAS Services Network delivers its services through two client-
focused divisions and three service area divisions: State and District
Services; Charter and Contract School Services; Accountability and
Evaluation Services; Special Education Services; and School Funding
Services.

Goal 3: Share the latest research, best practices, and networking
with schools. NAS has made plans to establish its own in-house, re-
search arm called the Center for Evidence-Based Education and to
continue its outreach efforts to share best practices and network with
schools. It proposes to conduct applied research on the use of school
improvement strategies in schools and at the state and district level.
The center also intends to support the development of effective lead-
ers for quality reform and promote the use of proven approaches to
school improvement nationally.

Goal 4: Inform the national agenda through research and results.
Since its inception, NAS has advocated for policies at all levels of
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government that support and enhance quality improvement strate-
gies under way in schools. Its intent is to continue this tradition, us-
ing the best research and proven results to influence and shape de-
cisionmaking by the public and private sectors as they seek solutions
to help students reach their greatest potential.

SUMMARY

This brief overview of NAS’s history parallels the findings from the
literature cited earlier on external change agents. The design teams
changed over time as NAS learned from its experiences, but NAS
made forward progress in developing the teams and enabling them
to function in a marketplace it helped grow through advocating fed-
eral funding. The most pivotal points in the evolution were:

o The early decisions to eliminate four designs that were not inter-
ested in NAS’s goal of national scale-up or design teams as exter-
nal assistance providers. This reemphasized NAS’s view that
schools and districts are likely to need outside help in reforming
and that NAS teams would offer that type of assistance using a
school-level focus. It also sent a signal that NAS meant business
and was willing to make tough decisions such as paring down its
portfolio to meet its goals.

¢ The recognition of design-based assistance as an essential con-
cept in meshing NAS'’s theory of learning to its theory of action.
NAS learned and then supported the concept that designs by
themselves are not enough. Schools need significant assistance
to implement designs and teams should provide this assistance.

e The development of the scale-up strategy. This development
recognized the importance of district-level reform and a pre-
existing supportive environment.

¢ The press for funding sources for teams based on fee-for-service.
NAS thought schools and districts would be willing to pay for ef-
fective, externally developed design-based assistance and design
teams could operate and implement their designs in a competi-
tive, fee-for-service market. This market-based approach proved
to be unique and important in shaping the federal government’s
approach to reforms.
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e The advocacy for a CSRD program. This activity moved NAS
away from advocating solely for its design teams, and began its
current program of advocating for whole-school reform more
generally.

¢ NAS’s consistent press for maintaining the quality of design ser-
vices. NAS has held to this throughout in a unique manner,
which is different from other education intervention developers.
The notion that design teams should be held accountable for
providing high-quality services and helping to improve student
performance has led to increased performance over time.

Overall, NAS has had an influence on the education reform move-
ment well out of proportion to its size. To this day, it remains a small
organization with a handful of staff committed to the idea of whole-
school reform. Nevertheless, NAS has contributed several important
concepts to the reform debate by developing and promoting the
growth of several design teams and their designs. It has also helped
to spawn an educational reform movement embedded in the federal
government’s CSRD program.



Chapter Three

CHANGES IN NAS DESIGNS
Susan Bodilly

In contrast to the previous chapter, this chapter deals with the evo-
lution of the individual designs themselves. Unlike the other re-
search tasks with specific views of events in particular phases, this
task covered a longer time period, from 1992 to 1998. It takes a case
study approach using the designs as the unit of analysis to under-
stand the changes to designs over time and why they occurred.
Original designs submitted in 1992 are the starting place for the his-
torical comparison. Newer documents, submitted to NAS and
RAND, were used to mark the changes in designs at pertinent
intervals. NAS in 1998 requested that design teams submit final
design documents. These are used as the final point of comparison
for the evolution.

This research relied on the accumulated data from previous studies,
especially the interviews with design teams, document reviews, and
implementation analyses. These data sources were reviewed com-
paring designs as they were first proposed to the latter documents
describing the designs. Notes from yearly interviews with design
teams were reviewed to understand the design teams’ perspectives
on why the changes were occurring. In addition, notes from our im-
plementation analysis and site visits were reviewed for insights of-
fered on actions taken by districts and schools in response to the
teams. The initial draft was submitted to design teams for comment,
an essential step in the process. Their insights and corrections were
added to the analysis of design evolution.

In this analysis, we paid special attention to the concepts of compre-
hensiveness and coherence. The theory of learning embedded in the

59
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designs was premised on the need for comprehensive and coherent
school designs that could provide a unifying vision to the schools.
Over time, we looked for any signs that the designs had become more
or less comprehensive and coherent. Internal inconsistencies or the
promotion of extreme local adaptation would be indications that
that a design was becoming less unifying in its vision.

This chapter first provides a rationale for why generally the designs
could be expected to change over time taken from the implementa-
tion literature. It then reviews the findings from the analysis, looking
at elements and their changes over time and then probable causes
for the changes. Finally it draws out implications.

GENERAL VIEW OF WHY EDUCATION INTERVENTIONS
CHANGE OVER TIME

The original design team proposals forcefully expressed ideals for the
quality of teaching in the nation’s schools and provided some
specifics about how to meet those ideals. They blended progressive
educational practices with more-traditional ones, and even a few
conservative ones, into new combinations intended to produce con-
stantly improving schools. They incorporated intentions by teams:
to develop unique standards and assessments; to create curriculum
and instructional strategies to support those standards; to develop
better ways to group students to promote learning; to demand signif-
icant school-level autonomy; to require parental choice of schools;
and to provide health services at the schools. They represented a
heady brew of some of the most innovative ideas by some of the
most well-known educators and some of the most practical tried and
true methods. In themselves, they are of interest as historical docu-
ments of what passed for innovation at the time.

They are more interesting because by the end of the scale-up phase,
the designs had changed dramatically from these original plans.
Some of these ideals remained in the design team documents; many
did not. This phenomenon has been seen before in education and in
other attempts at organizational improvement where innovations
change slowly over time, often in unexpected ways.

This result presented an opportunity to explore why the education
system lends itself to this phenomenon of retraction, mutual adjust-
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ment, or wandering innovation. RAND analyzed the evolution of
designs to understand what changes had taken place and why. In
part this was necessary to be able to understand implementation and
ultimately whether the designs had effects in schools. Just as impor-
tant, we believed that these changes and the reasons behind them
might offer important lessons to groups attempting education re-
form.

In judging the effects of these types of adaptations, past policy ana-
lysts looked for strict adherence to the original policy or policy fi-
delity (Goggin et al., 1990)—in this case strict development of the
design as originally outlined. For the purposes of this chapter we
propose a different scheme that accords with the original ideas of the
RFP.

The comprehensive design was to align the standards, assessments,
curriculum, instruction, professional development, and governance
components of a school and supporting policies into a complemen-
tary whole that worked to produce a coherent and effective educa-
tional experience for students to enable improved student perfor-
mance on multiple dimensions. The operative words are coherent
and complementary, characteristics that could lead to a comprehen-
sive whole. The designs after several years might change, but they
should still be coherent. If, as they adapted or as they were im-
plemented, the designs become incoherent with internally inconsis-
tent components, then the concept of a design itself is brought into
question.

The literature on external change agents provides insights into what
expectations were reasonable for NAS as it proceeded; however, NAS
was not necessarily aware of these. Starting in 1991 with the creation
of design proposals, one might have reasonably expected the follow-
ing:

¢ The number and emphasis of the teams could be expected to
change given their dependence on NAS. As with other efforts of
this kind, the livelihood and political fortunes of the parent or-
ganization or major funding source would affect the practices of
the funding recipients. The development and funding picture of
NAS would have an effect on the teams themselves and their
ability to meet their vision.
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The designs and their theories of learning including their notions
of standards, assessment, curriculum, and instruction (Fullan,
1999) could be expected to have significant further planned
development over time. NAS chose a developmental approach
and expected teams to carefully plan further development needs
such as more fully articulated curriculum packages aligned to
more fully developed standards, etc.

Significant changes to designs and design teams could be ex-
pected because of unplanned mutual adaptation during the
demonstration and scale-up phases as teams interacted with
local districts and schools. Language in the RFP implied that
NAS expected the design teams to learn from their experiences in
real schools during the first several years and further improve
their designs to ensure the final outcomes desired—significant
student performance increases. This benign view of mutual
adaptation emphasizes that the end product of change would
still result in comprehensive and coherent designs leading to
improved performance, but that the implementing site’s fidelity
to the specifics of the design would vary from locale to locale.

It could also be expected that adaptation to local district politics
and prerogatives, poor communication by design teams about
their designs, shifts in funding, leadership turnover, and compet-
ing priorities would lead, in some instances, to incoherence and
fragmentation as teams and schools struggled to make progress.
Alternatively, schools might lack the capacity to undertake
design-based reforms. School staff might not have the time or
capability to comply with the design requirements and without
further support might fail in their implementation. This equally
plausible scenario was not recognized in the RFP.

While the RFP asked for implementation strategies, few teams
focused on these in the proposal stage (Bodilly, 1996, 1998). The
literature indicates that these would have to be developed for the
teams to be successful in implementing across many schools.
Thus, it could be expected that teams would create more fully
developed implementation strategies over time, especially ones
that might address issues of teacher capacity or lack of funding.
In addition, these implementation strategies might become more
powerful interventions than the original designs, under certain
conditions.
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We now turn to the review of the changes made to designs. We then
summarize the types of changes that took place and why. We end by
summarizing the implications for other types of reform efforts.

FINDINGS

Our review of design changes and why they occurred bore out the
expectations outlined above and reinforced the earlier literature on
external change agents. Indeed, during the NAS initiative from 1991
to 1998, the NAS portfolio of designs changed, the designs themselves
changed, and strategies for implementation that were not in the
original proposals developed. We found that these changes were
driven by: planned development of the teams; adaptations to
teacher and student needs in the scale-up districts; adaptations to
the generally non-supportive policy environment in the scale-up dis-
tricts; and learning from the teams.

Some of these adaptations and developments appear to have posi-
tively affected the concept of a design, making the designs more
adaptable to local circumstances, implementation more easily
achieved, and the design elements more internally aligned with one
another. Other changes appear more problematic as they seem to
lend themselves to maintaining or increasing the incoherence in
schools rather than unifying schools behind a single vision.

Intervening Experiences

Several experiences or contextual factors proved crucial to the
adaptations made to the designs from 1992 to 1998. We cover a few
examples here to help the reader understand the interactions that
took place that helped shape the designs from their original ideas to
where they stood as of 1998.

Standards, Assessment, and Accountability Development. When
NAS began, few states and districts had adopted standards and as-
sessments. Therefore, each design team had taken pains to discuss
what standards it would use as the basis for its design, how it would
develop them, and how it would develop assessment systems to
match. Each argued how it would carefully match curriculum and
instruction to these standards. Teams began the development of
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their standards or meshed together existing sets from the few pro-
fessional societies standards that existed.

By 1998, NAS was riding a wave of state-mandated standards, cur-
riculum, assessments, and accountability. In particular, the NAS dis-
trict partners had state or district standards that they had taken pains
to develop and begin to implement. Given high student mobility
rates in several districts and high-stakes accountability mechanisms
in place, these districts insisted that design teams meet the state or
district standards and use those assessments. By 1998, regardless of
what their original stance on development of their own standards
had been and of what progress they had made toward that develop-
ment, all teams agreed to use existing standards and assessments in
the partner districts and changed the language of their designs to
indicate that the design standards and assessments would be ac- .
commodated to the districts in which the teams worked.

Curriculum and Instruction. The teams took varying stances on
curriculum and instruction in their proposals, but one theme was
clear: Curriculum and instruction were to be aligned with standards
into a coherent whole. Most favored at least some significant
amount of time in the school day or year dedicated to project-based
learning, expeditions, or interdisciplinary exploration. Several teams
required that teachers develop this curriculum using the design team
standards. In addition, some had significant parts of the curriculum
written into prescribed units or topics to be covered. Adoption of
this curriculum required the use of specific textbooks or design
team-supplied materials. Pedagogy favored the use of block sched-
ules, flexible space, nonstandard reading and resource materials, and
up-to-date technology. In short, the design teams, even those with
prescriptive materials, favored a very rich and stimulating approach
with significant need for teacher time and flexibility. With the ex-
ception of the RW design, none had developed or provided basic
skills acquisition programs.

The districts in which the teams worked immediately challenged
these design tenets. First, several districts, given their student popu-
lations, were focused on basic skills acquisition. They demanded
design teams provide more curriculum and instruction geared to-
ward basic skills acquisition. In some districts, all schools were
forced to adopt districtwide textbooks and basic skills acquisition
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programs. This was reinforced by the growing need among these
schools to perform well on state assessments that tested basic
reading and math skills. Second, teacher time for curriculum devel-
opment was highly constrained in all districts.

During the development and demonstration phases, design teams
continued in the development of curriculum and instructional prac-
tices as promised. When they began working in the scale-up school
districts, however, this progress slowed considerably. In the face of
these demands and teacher needs, the teams oftentimes made con-
cessions in their design documents for adopting existing district-
mandated basic skills curriculum. Alternatively, they quickly adopt-
ed existing basic skills packages as part of their designs.

In addition, given the lack of time for teachers to individually de-
velop curriculum, the teams began to develop more curriculum units
or to move away from notions of teacher-developed curriculum to-
ward teachers sharing existing units. This cut down on the total
amount of teacher time in any given school needed to implement the
design. It did, however, move away from some teams’ original no-

_tions that teachers needed this curriculum development experience

to become better teachers. Oftentimes in actual implementation, the
design curriculum and instructional strategies were confined to so-
cial studies and science periods after the teachers had delivered the
district-mandated math and language arts curriculum.

Other Elements of the Designs. Similar patterns occurred for other
elements of the designs, including student placement and grouping,
professional development, governance, and supporting services. For
example, even during the demonstration phase it became clear that
districts would not give schools the autonomy (including budgetary
and staffing control) required by several designs. It also became
clear that the local context in many areas would not allow schools to
develop the health and other support services at school sites that
some designs had described. Teachers often did not understand the
reasons behind certain student placement practices and refused to
implement them. Design teams began to drop these notions from
design documents or at least removed strong statements concerning
them. With a few exceptions, the designs were changed to drop
many of these elements or to take more-accommodating stances.
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Assistance and Support to Schools. While many of the elements of
the designs became clouded in response to working in the scale-up
districts, at least one area blossomed—the development of imple-
mentation strategies and supports. Here the scale-up experiences
pushed the teams to provide more services and more assistance.
Working with demanding schools with low capacity for change, de-
sign teams concentrated individual team efforts on the development
of assistance packages and implementation supports—better articu-
lated descriptions of the designs, a process for selecting designs,
specific fee information and assistance choices, professional devel-
opment options, training supports, curricular materials, visits and
networking with other design-based schools, newsletters, and web-
sites. In particular, NAS design teams found the introduction of the
intervention into the school was crucial to the eventual success of the
effort. The teams attempted to improve this process and the materi-
als supporting it to encourage informed choice on the part of teach-
ers. However, district context and resources still heavily influenced
the process in each locale.

Quality Assurance. The teams made strides in quality assurance
through the significant development of what came to be known as
“benchmarks.” This came about at least in part as an adaptation to
the demands by districts and the clients for accountability. Schools
had reported in earlier phases that they did not understand what was
expected of them. In particular, they wanted to know what type of
changes were expected and when. Later in the scale-up phase, dis-
tricts asked the same questions. They wanted to know how to gauge
the progress of schools in terms of implementation. The designs be-
gan to develop such information about milestones in imple-
mentation—commonly referred to among NAS associates as
benchmarks or “implementation checklists.”

Benchmarks or checklists began to perform several functions. First,
they offered the opportunity of better communication of expecta-
tions between design teams, schools, and districts as to what needed
to be accomplished and when. Second, they could be used by eval-
uators, such as the University of Memphis in the case of the
Memphis City School system, to measure implementation. Third,
they could be used by design teams to measure and understand the
progress of schools and to help improve their assistance to ensure
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strong implementation. Thus, it was through client demand that an
important quality assurance mechanism came about.

Yet, districts have also inadvertently limited the furtherance of
quality assurance. By insisting on one accountability measure—
performance on mandated tests—districts have influenced teams’
development of assessment components. Teams had little incentive
to develop unique tests or assessments geared to their more complex
performance expectations. They had every incentive to accept the
tests, but still advocate for curriculum and instruction that teaches
more complex or interdisciplinary approaches than those measured
by the mandated tests.

SUMMARY AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Our analysis found that designs changed over this time period in
several ways: planned development; response to the needs of stu-
dents and teachers in the schools served; adaptation to conflicting
policies, rules, and regulations; and complete reconceptualization of
the design. We found the following:

All designs continued in their planned development. During early
phases, design teams developed their own standards or adapted oth-
ers. Throughout the initiative, schools and teams developed signifi-
cant amounts of curriculum that could then be shared among new
schools. Teams improved processes for the professional develop-
ment of teachers.

Interactions with students and teachers in the scale-up districts led
to unplanned adaptations. The experiences of going to scale-up in
large, poor, urban districts led to the adoption or development of
basic literacy and numeracy programs and the development of pro-
cesses to train teachers to develop rubrics for assessing student work
against state or district standards. Lack of teacher time and capabil-
ity led all teams to further develop their assistance packages and to
develop curricular and other materials more suited to this group of
teachers and students.

Interactions with existing policy environments resulted in further
unplanned adaptations. Designs adapted significantly to the pres-
sures posed by states, districts, schools, and unions to meet the exist-
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ing regulatory, organizational, and cultural environment. The reality
of working in the scale-up districts drove design teams to gradually
lengthen implementation schedules, drop elements of their design,
or move from required activities to principles to be worked toward.
In particular, designs now generally accept state or district standards,
assessments, and mandated basic skills curriculum. They also work
within the level of autonomy that is normal within the district. The
exception is the NARE design, which did not have a gradual adapta-
tion to districts. Rather, it held to its design until it formally recon-
ceptualized the entire design and dropped the old design.

Adaptation has led to the probability of significant local variation
among schools using the same design and potential incoherence in
design-based schools. The accommodating stance taken by most
designs in their newer versions of design documents allows signifi-
cant variation in sites associated with a single team. Teams allow
mandated standards, assessments, curriculum, and other profes-
sional development to substitute for their own. This raises the prob-
ability of the incoherence of the schools’ programs. Allowing a large
range of implementation around elements of design instead of
strong adherence to design principles increases the probability that
implementing schools will still have fragmentation and incoherence
as individual parts of the design adapt to already existing fragmented
structures.

Consistent with expectations set up in the literature review, the de-
signs did adapt over time. While some of the development in the
designs that took place has been positive from the point of view of
enabling schools to improve, other developments appear less likely
to help schools. For example, the growth in the assistance packages,
the further development of curricular units, and the development of
protocols for school choice of design all appear to be positive
adaptations. The development of basic skills curriculum also is
positive if it is well meshed with principles of the design and not
simply a quick add-on to meet district demands. Other changes,
while understandable, remain more problematic. This includes the
less-than-thoughtful mix of standards, curriculum, instruction, and
assessment now permitted by the design documents. While the
standards movement as a whole might raise the achievement bar
nationally, individual schools implementing designs in the above
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fashion will continue to have an unintegrated mix of standards,
curriculum, and assessments.

In part, this discussion is undertaken at this point to help readers un-
derstand what occurred in implementation in the scale-up phase
and why implementation and performance results might not be as
dramatic as expected. A major element—a coherent design—was
often missing or was constantly in the process of being revised. It
should also point to the fact that the design itself was not the only
intervention, but as time went on, the implementation assistance,
what NAS termed “design-based assistance,” became an important
part of the intervention. Consistent with the literature, improved
student outcomes could be less a function of the designs’ adoption,
especially given the weakened nature of many of them, and more a
function of strong assistance given to the schools in strategic
planning and implementation.
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This chapter examines implementation of designs during the scale-
up phase. First, we provide an overview of the schools in which
scale-up occurred in order to set the context for understanding im-
plementation and performance. The second section describes the
research questions and provides a brief summary of the methods
used by the various studies of implementation during the scale-up
phase. These methods are described in considerable detail in the
Appendix. This section also lists some caveats on the findings of the
longitudinal analysis. The third section presents our findings on the
levels of implementation achieved by the scale-up schools. The final
section describes some of the important factors that affected
implementation and some of the reasons why some schools eventu-
ally dropped designs.

AN OVERVIEW OF NAS SCHOOLS

Understanding the progress of NAS sites, particularly in terms of
implementation and their performance on achievement tests
(discussed in the next chapter), requires an understanding of where
the schools were before implementing a design. Most of the schools
receiving design team assistance could be considered socially and
academically disadvantaged in terms of poverty, racial-ethnic com-
position, climate, and student test scores. The NAS sites in our sam-
ple were below “average” when comparing a number of school char-
acteristics with national norms (Berends, 1999). For example, as
Table 4.1 shows, the NAS schools in Cincinnati, Dade, Memphis,
Pittsburgh, and San Antonio were serving mostly poor student popu-
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lations—over two-thirds of the students were eligible for
free/reduced-price lunch at these NAS sites. Philadelphia used a
more stringent measure of poverty (percentage of students receiving
benefits under the Aid to Families with Dependent Children pro-
gram); hence the somewhat lower poverty rate in these schools.
Design teams in Kentucky and Washington state were assisting
schools that were more affluent than the national average. If these
latter schools were excluded from the sample, the school poverty
composition of the NAS sample increases to 68 percent.

The NAS design teams in Cincinnati, Dade, Memphis, and San
Antonio were assisting schools that had a vast majority of minority
students. By contrast, the NAS schools in the states of Kentucky and
Washington are mostly non-Hispanic white schools. If the Kentucky
and Washington schools were removed from the sample, over 80
percent of the students in NAS schools would be minority.

When examining implementation and performance of the NAS
schools, it is important to consider the particular challenges that NAS
design teams face when implementing their design. For the 104
schools that constitute the sample for our implementation analyses
(see the Appendix for the derivation of the sample), Table 4.2 shows
selected school characteristics by design team. MRSH and RW tend

Table 4.1

Comparison of School Composition: NAS Schools Versus
Jurisdiction Schools, 1994-1995

Percent Free/

Reduced-Price Lunch Percent Minority
NAS Jurisdiction NAS Jurisdiction
Average Average Average Average

Cincinnati 74.9 58.0% 71.3 69.0
Dade 83.6 59.3 95.3 87.0
Kentucky 50.4 40.3 23.2 11.1
Memphis 80.2 66.0 89.6 86.0
Philadelphia 68.1 42.02 56.4 80.0
San Antonio 99.2 91.1 95.0 95.0
Washington state 8.5 10.32 13.2 16.3

3Data obtained from Common Core of Data for students on free lunch 01;1;1 “
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to be in the poorest schools, while AC and RW tend to be in the
schools with the highest percentage of minority students.

High student mobility is likely to have an adverse effect on imple-
mentation as well as school performance. As is evident from Table
4.2, highly mobile student populations characterize many of the
schools that design teams are assisting. For example, nearly one in
five students in RW and CON schools is likely to move during the
academic school year.!

The distribution of the 104 schools across levels reveals that 64 per-
cent are elementary schools, 14 percent are middle schools, and 14
percent are high schools. Eight percent are mixed levels.

In terms of school climate, NAS principals reported greater problems
with absenteeism and school readiness when compared with the na-
tion’s principals (for details see Berends, 1999). School readiness in-
cluded principal reports about problems such as students coming to
school unprepared to learn, poor nutrition, poor student health, stu-
dent apathy, and lack of academic challenge.

Table 4.2

Selected School Characteristics, by Design Team

English
Free/Reduced- Language
Price Lunch Minority  Mobility Learners  Number
Percent
AC 79.6 95.8 7.8 2.8 5
AT 47.2 50.3 14.9 4.4 17
CON 71.9 80.6 19.3 1.2 12
EL 82.9 80.8 17.8 4.9 16
MRSH 88.1 84.3 13.4 3.9 7
NARE 40.3 19.5 10.3 2.0 32
RwW 88.2 88.9 20.0 0.1 15
NAS Average 63.9 59.0 14.5 2.6 104

1Mobility rates are based on the following question in the principal survey: “On aver-
age, what percentage of your total student body enrolled at the beginning of the
school year are still enrolled at the end of the school year?” Percentages in Table 3.5
are calculated as 100 minus this reported percentage.
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In general, our data indicated that the majority of NAS sites were lo-
cated in low-performing, urban school districts. Not surprisingly,
within these districts and with few exceptions, the NAS design teams
began assisting schools that were scoring at or below the district av-
erage on the district- or state-mandated tests.

STUDIES OF IMPLEMENTATION: RESEARCH QUESTIONS,
METHODOLOGY, AND LIMITATIONS

In 1995, RAND began an evaluation of the scale-up of NAS designs to
many schools. The longitudinal evaluation of the scale-up phase
covers years 1995 to 2000 and addresses five major questions:

e What was the level of implementation of NAS designs across this
set of early-implementing NAS schools two to five years after
scale-up? Has implementation increased over time? Does im-
plementation differ by jurisdiction and design team?

e Hasimplementation deepened over time across schools, as mea-
sured by the change in the within-school and between-school
variance of reported implementation levels between schools?

e What are the factors—in terms of teacher, school, design team,
and district characteristics—that help explain the variation in
implementation across schools and jurisdictions?

e Among schools that dropped the NAS designs and for which we
have data, what factors contributed to this decision?

e Does the adoption of NAS designs result in any changes to stu-
dent and school outcomes?

Our findings with respect to questions 1-4 are addressed in this
chapter. Question 5 is the focus of Chapter Six.

As we showed in Chapter One, RAND’s program of implementation
studies has included:

e 1996-1997: Case studies in 40 schools two years into scale-up to
analyze implementation and the role that districts play in imped-
ing or enabling comprehensive school reform (Bodilly, 1998);
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e 1995-1999: A longitudinal analysis of between 70 and 100 NAS
schools that began implementing early on in the scale-up phase,
for which data on implementation and performance were gath-
ered from principals, teachers, and districts (Berends and Kirby
et al., 2001; Kirby, Berends, and Naftel, 2001); data collected from
these schools cover the period two to four years after scale-up;?
and

e 1999: A case study analysis of what factors contributed to per-
formance differences in high-implementing NAS sites five years
after scale-up, using a matched set of schools (matched on the
basis of design, district, grade span, years of implementation, and
implementation level, as measured by our surveys but validated
by the design teams). One school was high performing and the
other was not.

The methodology for each of these studies is discussed in some detail
in the Appendix.

Limitations of the Study

It is important to understand the limitations of our sample and
findings drawn from analyses of this sample of schools. For many of
the design teams, these were the first schools to which they had pro-

2In addition, because the longitudinal sample focused on early-implementing
schools, RAND collected data from a freshened sample of schools that began imple-
menting NAS designs after 1995-96. However only four jurisdictions—Cincinnati,
Memphis, San Antonio, and Washington state-—agreed to participate in this data
collection effort, and 46 schools in these jurisdictions responded to the principal and
teacher surveys. Although we analyzed data from these schools, the analyses did not
substantially change the results from those reported here. These results were not
included in the set of reports on implementation, but provide some assurance of the
robustness of our findings.
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vided assistance with implementing their designs on a fee-for-service
basis. In addition, at the beginning of scale-up in 1995, most of the
design teams reported to RAND that their designs were still unfin-
ished. As aresult, the early years of implementation on which we re-
port saw many changes in both the designs and the assistance pro-
vided as the teams and the schools gained experience.

The strategy that NAS developed for scale-up (NASDC, 1997) focused
on a small number of jurisdictions that persuaded NAS that they
possessed what NAS called “supportive operating environments” in
which the designs could be implemented. In fact, for the most part,
these districts did not possess such environments. They had limited
understanding of whole-school reform and the sort of design-based
assistance that NAS design teams were intending to provide. The
districts, NAS, and the design teams collectively and individually
invented procedures and policies for design teams and the assistance
they provided as the implementation unfolded. For example,
districts varied widely in the processes set up for matching schools
and designs, the contracts set up with designs, the services to be
acquired, and the ways they monitored implementation of the
designs (Bodilly and Berends, 1999; Bodilly, 1998).

In short, the early years of scale-up continued to be a time of uncer-
tainty. There was some chaos and a great deal to be learned on the
part of NAS, designs, districts, and schools. Thus, this report docu-
ments experiences that may differ from those of schools beginning
implementation today. NAS and the design teams might have ma-
tured due in large part to the lessons learned about the ways in which
jurisdictions, design teams, and schools must work together (Bodilly
and Berends, 1999; Bodilly, 1998).

While the fact that designs were evolving over time as they gained
experience and adapted to local contexts makes a longitudinal eval-
uation difficult, we believe that the information obtained in following
these schools still offers valuable lessons, particularly for CSRD
schools adopting a variety of school-reform models in many differing
environments. Thus, when interpreting the implementation find-
ings, it is important to keep in mind these features of the population
of schools we have studied.
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IMPLEMENTATION LEVELS IN NAS SCHOOLS

Measuring Implementation in the Case Study Analysis

The study created an implementation scale based on common ele-
ments of the designs. These common elements were curriculum, in-
struction, assessments, student assignments, and professional de-
velopment. We tracked progress on all these elements, as applicable.
We rated progress in an element using a straightforward scale, as
follows:

0 = NotImplementing. No evidence of the element.

1 = Planning. The school was planning to or preparing to imple-
ment.

2 = Piloting. The element was being partially implemented with
only a small group of teachers or students involved.

3 = Implementing. The majority of teachers were implementing
the element, and the element was more fully developed in ac-
cordance with descriptions by the team.

4 = Fulfilling. The element was evident across the school and was
fully developed in accordance with the design teams’ descrip-
tions. Signs of institutionalization were evident.

Constructing a Core Implementation Index3

In our longitudinal analyses, we used a core implementation index to
measure the average level of implementation in NAS schools. The
core implementation index is a summative scale of teacher responses
as to the degree to which the following described their school (on a

31n our earlier report, Berends and Kirby et al. (2001), we also developed a design
team-specific implementation index that measures implementation of both shared
and some unique aspects of the designs. The design team-specific index allowed us to
measure implementation of each design on components that are unique to and em-
phasized by the design. The shortcoming of this index is that it is not directly compa-
rable across designs because it varies both in terms of items and number of items in-
cluded in the index. The details of this index are provided in the Appendix .
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scale of 1-6, with 1 = does not describe my school, and 6 = clearly de-
scribes my school):4

e Parents and community members are involved in the educa-
tional program;

o Student assessments are explicitly linked to academic standards;

e Teachers develop and monitor student progress with personal-
ized, individualized learning programs;

¢ Student grouping is fluid, multiage, or multiyear;

e Teachers are continual learners and team members through
professional development, common planning, and collabora-
tion; and

e Performance expectations are made explicit to students so that
they can track their progress over time.

Teacher responses were averaged across a school to obtain the
school mean level of implementation. We analyze this overall im-
plementation measure for two reasons:

First, the core function of schools is teaching and learning.
Therefore, we selected those teacher-reported implementation indi-
cators that were related more directly to influencing what goes on in
teachers’ lives and inside classrooms. From an organizational per-
spective, classroom instruction is the core technology of school or-
ganizations and the primary mechanism through which learning oc-
curs (Gamoran et al., 1995; Gamoran and Dreeben, 1986; Parsons,
1959). It is this core function of schools that the designs ultimately
want to influence and it is this aspect of implementation that our
overall implementation index aims to measure.

Second, we want to examine factors related to implementation, and
this summary measure allows us to present our results in a parsi-
monious manner.

4The alpha reliability of this index was 0.81. The range of correlations for the individ-
ual items was 0.21 to 0.57.
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However, measuring progress in implementation broadly across a
wide set of schools in several partnering jurisdictions involved a
number of challenges (Berends and Kirby et al., 2001; Kirby, Berends,
and Naftel, 2001), including the uniqueness of the designs and the
fact that the designs were still evolving. The Appendix contains a
more detailed discussion of these issues.

In the analysis sample of NAS schools that we examine, small sample
sizes for some design teams make traditional tests of statistical sig-
nificance somewhat more difficult to apply. That is, with larger
sample sizes we would have more power to detect differences and
effects. Thus, we focus on what appear to be educationally substan-
tive differences where appropriate.

Despite these challenges, evaluation remains an important compo-
nent of any effort to change schools, and it is important to develop
and refine sets of indicators that are informative not only for re-
searchers, but for design teams, educators, and policymakers.

Thus, in order to address our questions about implementation stated
above, we developed the core implementation index described ear-
lier to broadly measure implementation of the major, shared com-
ponents of the designs across the sites. The core implementation in-
dex is useful for understanding the progress of NAS schools during
the scale-up phase.

Findings

In general, no matter which method we used—case study analysis or
the core implementation index—we found that implementation lev-
els were less than ideal in schools adopting the NAS designs.

Two Years After Scale-Up. RAND’s early case studies found that
schools varied considerably in the level of implementation achieved
two years into the five-year scale-up effort. Generally, about half of
the 40 schools examined in the case study research were imple-
menting at targeted levels (levels desired by teams, NAS, and districts)
while the other half were below this level (Bodilly, 1998). The level of
implementation varied by design team, district, and school char-
acteristics.
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Four Years After Scale-Up. Schools responding to the longitudinal
surveys showed similar findings with less-than-high levels of imple-
mentation, even after four years into the scale-up period. The
following indicates the findings from the survey sample:

Implementation increased modestly from 1997 to 1999. The between-
school variance decreased somewhat over time, and the within-school
variance increased. In order to make it easier for the reader to gauge
the magnitude of the changes over time, we calculated standardized
z-scores based on the mean and standard deviation of the 1997 core
implementation index. This allows us to represent changes using a
common metric. The mean implementation index was 4.14 in 1997
with a standard deviation of 0.61. Thus, the standardized mean for
1997 is zero, with a standard deviation of 1.

Figure 4.1 shows the distribution of the core implementation index
for all 71 schools in the longitudinal sample across the three years of
data, using a standardized z-score based on the mean and standard
deviation of the 1997 core implementation index.> The mean im-
plementation index rose modestly by about 0.25 of a standard devia-
tion in 1998, and by 0.29 of a standard deviation in 1999. The differ-
ence between 1997 and 1999 was statistically significant, using a
paired t-test for means.5

The spread declined over time as well, as can be seen from the figure.
Although not shown here, the variance in mean implementation
among schools declined over time. The standard deviation declined
from 0.61 in 1997 to 0.57 in 1998 and 0.52 in 1999. This decline was

S5This graph and some of the others that follow are portrayed with box-and-whisker
diagrams, which show the distribution of the particular indicator being examined. In
a box-and-whisker diagram, the line in the box is at the median value—half the values
fall above the line and half fall below. Each “box” captures the middle 50 percent of
the distribution. The lines, called “whiskers,” at each end of the box show the range of
scores beyond the upper and lower quartiles. Outliers are indicated by the shaded
circles. The box-and-whisker plot thus allows us to compare the centers (median or
center of the box), spread (measured by the interquartile range or the height of the
box), and tails of the different distributions.

6These are calculated as follows: The mean implementation index was 4.29 in 1998;
thus the z-score for the 1998 mean is (4.29 — 4.14)/0.610 = 0.25. Similarly, the z-score
for the 1999 mean is (4.32 - 4.14)/0.610 = 0.29.
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Figure 4.1—Standardized Z-Scores of the Overall Implementation Index
(Based on 1997 Mean and Standard Deviation), 1997-1999

not statistically significant. However, the within-school variance in-
creased over the same time period, suggesting that implementation
did not become more “schoolwide” within a school.

In our multivariate analyses, we decomposed the variance in imple-
mentation into its variance components: within-school variance and
between-school variance. The variance in implementation within
schools was much larger than the variance between schools. In fact,
only 18 percent of the total variance in reported teacher implementa-
tion was between schools; the remaining 82 percent was within
schools. The between-school variance component declined from 27
percent in 1998 to 18 percent in 1999, with a corresponding increase
in the within-school variance component. Such findings are not un-
common in analyses of school contextual effects on student and
teacher outcomes (see Lee and Bryk, 1989; Gamoran, 1992; Berends
and Kirby et al., 2001). However, because of such differences within
schools, educators, design teams, and policymakers may need to
think carefully about how to implement changes throughout the
school.
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Our multilevel models explained almost all of the between-school
variance and about 31 percent of the within-school variance.

There were large differences in implementation by jurisdiction in
1999. We found large differences in the distribution of the core im-
plementation index across the jurisdictions as well as design teams
(Figure 4.2). In 1999, the mean implementation index was 4.32, with
a standard deviation of 0.52. We calculated a standardized z-score
for each jurisdiction and each design team, based on the 1999 mean
and standard deviation for all schools.

Kentucky and Memphis ranked relatively high on this index with
means that were 0.60 and 0.33 of a standard deviation higher than
the mean while Washington state and San Antonio ranked the
lowest, with means that were 0.77 and 0.87 of a standard deviation

RAND MR1498-4.2
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Figure 4.2—Core Implementation Index (Standardized Z-Scores),
by Jurisdiction, Spring 1999
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lower than the mean.” Memphis schools also displayed the greatest
spread in the data, as is evident from the long whiskers in the figure.
Kentucky had a number of outliers, both high and low. Cincinnati
also showed a great deal of spread, with schools having means that
ranged from well below one standard deviation below the overall
mean to well above one standard deviation above the overall mean.
The differences between the highest and lowest jurisdictions were all
statistically significant.?

There were large differences in implementation by design teams in
1999. Comparisons among design teams reveal that CON, RW, and
NARE ranked comparatively high on the core implementation index
while MRSH generally ranked the lowest, reflecting the ranking we
found in 1998 (Figure 4.3). CON schools had a mean that was almost
one standard deviation higher than the overall school mean while
RW and NARE schools had means that were two-tenths and one-
tenth of a standard deviation higher than the overall mean. MRSH
schools had the lowest mean, over half a standard deviation below
the overall mean. However, in terms of differences in means, none of
these differences was statistically significant.

Implementation appeared to increase and deepen over the first four
years after schools adopted designs, although at a decreasing rate.
Figure 4.4 summarizes the actual relationship between years of im-
plementation and the level of implementation for schools in our
sample.? We see a sharp increase between the first and second years,

"The following is an example of how these effect sizes are calculated: The mean
implementation index for Kentucky was 4.63; thus the z-score for Kentucky is
(4.63-4.32)/0.52 = 0.60.

8Statistically significant here refers to the mean differences being significant at the
0.05 probability level or less. This is based on the multiple comparison test using the
Bonferroni correction.

9n calculating the mean level of implementation for each group, we had more than
one data point for some groups, based on the three years of data. For example,
schools that had been implementing for one year in 1997 had been implementing for
two years in 1998. We also had some schools that had been implementing for two
years in 1997. In such cases, we used a weighted average of the mean level of imple-
mentation reported by these two groups of schools, where the weights were the num-
ber of schools in each group.
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Figure 4.3—Core Implementation Index (Standardized Z-Scores),
by Design Team, Spring 1999

modest increases from second through fourth years, and a sharp de-
crease in the fifth year. Schools with more than five years show
higher levels of implementation, although the sample sizes are quite
small.

Five Years After Scale-Up. Even in schools selected by the design
teams as high implementing, the level of implementation was quite
low five years after scale-up. In the course of gathering our sample,
we learned that the various design teams, except RW, were not as
knowledgeable about their schools as one might expect given their
focus on design-based assistance. Information regarding schools’
implementation levels was often outdated, overly optimistic, or
simply missing. Although we had requested a sample of high-
implementing schools, the levels of implementation across the
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schools we visited tended to be low. The low levels of implementa-
tion were not a consequence of the newness of designs to schools
because most schools in our sample had adopted their designs at
least three years ago.

FACTORS AFFECTING IMPLEMENTATION IN NAS SCHOOLS

Several factors emerge from both the case study and survey research
as fostering high-quality and coherent implementation in the types
of schools in the sample, perhaps the most important of which is
principal leadership. The findings are grouped into broad categories,
earlier identified in our conceptual framework.

Designs and Design-Based Assistance

Designs and the assistance they offered clearly affected the level of
implementation achieved.
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Type of Design. Bodilly (1998) found that teams that placed greater
relative emphasis on core elements of schooling (curriculum, in-
struction, student assignment, student assessment, and professional
development) rather than a more systemic approach tended to have
higher implementation. Similarly, the longitudinal survey found that
overall certain designs had markedly higher levels of implementa-
tion: CON, NARE, and RW, while others such as MRSH had markedly
lower levels of implementation. In the multivariate model, control-
ling for other factors such as prior implementation and school
characteristics, we do not find many differences among designs, with
two exceptions: CON schools and AC schools made steady progress
over this time period. AC schools, which in 1997 were at the low end
of the implementation index, have made marked progress in imple-
mentation over the two years. This may be due to unobserved char-
acteristics of the designs themselves that make them easier or harder
to implement in schools already facing several challenges in terms of
poverty, lack of resources, and the capacity to implement designs—a
critical issue for future research to address.

Of 13 schools that had been implementing for three or more years,
implementation levels were higher in the RW schools, which imple-
mented only the reading component of the RW design. RW schools
achieved higher implementation levels than the other design schools
in our sample because RW provided schools with virtually all of the
necessary curriculum and pedagogy, requiring less initiative from
teachers. It also provided frequent, consistent, and reliable imple-
mentation checks. Finally, RW, as a reading program rather than a
truly comprehensive school design, was far less ambitious an initia-
tive to take on than the other designs.

Importance of Clear Communication. Our findings highlight the
importance of clear communication to teachers in facilitating higher
implementation (Bodilly, 1998; Berends and Kirby et al., 2001; Kirby,
Berends, and Naftel, 2001). Clear communication had a large and
statistically significant effect on the level of implementation. Of
course, this variable and the teacher support variable were
correlated.

Design-Based Assistance. Bodilly (1998) found that two important
contributors to design implementation were having a stable team
with the capacity to serve a growing number of schools and design
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team support in the form of resources in encouraging high levels of
implementation. The longitudinal study found that on average,
schools that reported more resources for implementation (e.g., ma-
terials; professional development; time for planning, collaboration,
and development; consultants to provide ongoing support; technol-
ogy; and funding) had higher levels of implementation (Berends and
Kirby et al., 2001).

Chun, Gill, and Heilbrunn (2001) reported that teachers they spoke
with received training and some design-based assistance, but found
that neither consistently met needs. Some teachers reported that the
training provided over time was not sufficient. Moreover, the quality
of training varied by design representative.

School Capacity

Strong Principal Leadership. Schools reporting having strong prin-
cipal leaders had implementation levels over half a standard devia-
tion above schools at the sample average. In addition, individual
teachers’ beliefs about principal leadership were important in ex-
plaining within-school variance in implementation. Our findings
suggest that effective and supportive principal leaders are likely to
both increase and deepen implementation in a school. For example,
if most or all the teachers in a school view the principal as a strong
leader, this is likely to reduce the variance within a school and help
the design become more schoolwide. The importance of principal
leadership for establishing effective schools has been emphasized by
researchers for decades (Edmonds, 1979; Purkey and Smith, 1983;
Rosenholtz, 1985), so it is not surprising that such leadership is criti-
cal for the implementation of NAS designs. While not surprising, the
crucial role that principal leadership plays with respect to implemen-
tation should not be overlooked when adopting and implementing
whole-school reforms.

Teacher Factors. Teachers’ characteristics and their attitudes were
also important determinants of level of implementation across the
different analyses. For example, in the longitudinal survey, we found
that teacher perceptions of students and their readiness to learn
were all significantly related to teacher-reported levels of implemen-
tation. Teachers with a greater sense of efficacy—i.e., those who be-
lieved strongly that lack of basic skills was not a hindrance to their
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students’ academic success, or that students can learn with the re-
sources available—also reported higher implementation than those
who felt otherwise. We acknowledge that teacher efficacy may not be
entirely exogenous in our model—it is certainly plausible that higher
implementation of designs may have increased teachers’ capacity to
work with their students and hence their sense of efficacy. If so, the
relationship is not causal but correlational. Even so, we believe our
findings underscore the importance of enhancing teachers’ abilities
to work in diverse settings and providing them with the resources
and supports they need.

School Context

School Composition. Taking into account other factors related to
teachers, design teams, and districts, we found that poverty and mi-
nority composition of students were related to implementation, both
in a positive direction. Teacher-reported implementation levels were
higher in higher-poverty schools and among schools with high per-
centages of minority students.10 It is interesting and promising to
find that schools serving largely poor or minority students reported
more success at whole-school reform. This may be largely a question
of motivation or determination to succeed on the part of the teachers
and principals in these schools. It also offers an indication of the
ability of some designs to help change these challenging schools.
However, in our longitudinal analysis, the positive, separate effects of
poverty and minority composition were largely wiped out in schools
that ranked high on both poverty and minority composition.!!
Unfortunately, the small sample size prevented us from decompos-

105chools that ranked 10 percentage points above the sample mean on either of these
variables reported levels of implementation that were one-tenth of a standard devia-
tion higher than schools at the sample mean.

ligecause poverty and minority composition are strongly correlated (the correlation
coefficient is 0.76), we introduced an interaction term to see whether the combined
effect of high-poverty and high-minority composition was different from the effects of
these two variables separately. The estimated effect of the interaction term was equal
to the sum of the coefficients on poverty and minority separately and in the opposite
direction; schools that were 10 percentage points higher in terms of poverty and mi-
nority composition, relative to the sample mean, reported implementation levels two-
tenths of a standard deviation lower than schools at the sample mean. On net, the
combined effect of poverty and minority composition (the interaction term) washes
out the separate positive effects of these variables.
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ing these results further, but it is clear that more work remains to be
done to understand how these characteristics of schools affect im-
plementation.

School Level. Bodilly (1998) also found that at the school level, im-
plementation was higher in schools that were elementary schools;
were well informed about the design they selected and allowed free
choice of design; and were relatively free of strife and had stable
leadership.12

Our discussion has focused thus far on the net influence of each
factor. However, it is important to emphasize that schools often face
a multiplicity of challenges, and the interaction among these factors
can set these schools back considerably in their attempts to imple-
ment school designs. For example, Bodilly (1998) found that schools
that were beset with a combination of two or more negative factors,
such as internal tensions, leadership turnover, forced adoptions of
designs, or poor understanding of designs, ranked very low on im-
plementation. Thus, schools need stable leadership and capacity
and commitment on the part of the teachers to make the designs
work.

Selection Process

Teacher Support for the Model. This variable was important in ex-
plaining both within-school and between-school variance in imple-
mentation in the survey. Supportive teachers implemented at a
higher level within a school; the greater the degree of overall school-

120ur earlier work (Berends and Kirby et al., 2001) also showed that some school de-
mographics were related to implementation, notably size, school level, and student
mobility, although the effect differed across the models. In the models where we did
not control specifically for jurisdiction, characteristics of the schools appeared to be
more important. Large schools had significantly lower levels of implementation
(about one-fifth of a standard deviation lower). Secondary schools also reported lower
levels of implementation, although the effect was significant in only one of the models.
Student mobility had a negative impact on implementation, as one would expect.
Schools with higher student mobility reported levels of implementation that were
about one-tenth of a standard deviation lower that those with lower student mobility.
In the later work (Kirby, Berends, and Naftel, 2001), these school demographics did
not appear to be significant. One possible reason might be that, as time goes on, these
school demographics do not play as important a role as leadership, teacher sense of
efficacy and support for the model, and support from the design team and district.
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level support, the higher the implementation. This highlights the
importance of getting teachers behind the adopted model; support-
ive teachers tend to reinforce and enhance implementation, not
merely at the individual teacher level but at the school level as well.
Whether teachers voted to adopt the model was largely subsumed in
the teacher support variable, and as such, did not have a separate
effect on implementation. Similar results were found by Chun, Gill,
and Heilbrunn (2001). Due to limited information and uneven
design-based assistance, not all teachers ever fully understood or ac-
cepted their respective designs.

District Context

The district context also proved to be important in impeding or en-
suring implementation. Our findings highlight the importance of
stable district leadership, provision of adequate resources, and sup-
portive rules and regulations.

Districts played several important roles in fostering/hindering im-
plementation, including: initial matching and selection; encourag-
ing support by the design team; and creating a supportive environ-
ment with political leadership, regulatory policies, and consistent
funding stream (Berends, Bodilly, and Kirby, forthcoming).

At the district level, Bodilly (1998) identified several district and insti-
tutional factors that contributed to implementation. These were
leadership backing and stability at the district level; centrality of the
NAS initiative to the district’s agenda; lack of crisis situations; history
of trust and cooperation; availability of resources for transformation;
school-level authority and/or autonomy; union support; district ac-
countability; and assessment systems that were compatible with
those of the designs.

The longitudinal survey (Berends and Kirby et al., 2001) showed that
the level of implementation varied significantly across districts. In
that analysis, we found that Memphis and Kentucky ranked high on
these indicators of support and ranked high in implementation,
while others, such as San Antonio and Washington state, lagged far
behind.
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In the case studies of 13 schools that had been implementing for
three years or more, we found districts were supportive of their
schools’ efforts in the sense that they provided the necessary funds to
implement their respective NAS designs. However:

e Most districts undermined their support to schools and teachers
(perhaps unintentionally) by also requiring them to incorporate
districtwide initiatives that in some cases conflicted with design
approaches to curriculum and instruction;

» In addition, schools’ capacity to carry out the reform was limited
because districts had not granted schools the autonomy required
by the designs;

* Following the lead of their districts more than the elements of
their respective designs, teachers found themselves struggling to
juggle multiple responsibilities and initiatives, resulting in even
less time to learn about design features and engage in design-
related activities.

FACTORS THAT CONTRIBUTED TO THE DECISION TO
DROP THE DESIGN

As part of the longitudinal analysis, we conducted additional exit in-
terviews with principals who reported dropping the NAS designs out
of the original sample of 155 schools in either 1998 or 1999. We
asked principals about the factors that contributed to the decision to
drop the NAS design and what advice principals would give to
schools on the verge of implementing a whole-school design. Thirty
principals responded to the interviews,13 and their responses offer
some valuable insights. These responses also point to the impor-
tance of funding, supportive leadership at the district and state lev-
els, and assistance from design teams in ensuring sustained imple-
mentation.

131t i difficult to calculate an attrition rate (i.e., schools that dropped the design as a
percentage of the total sample) for the sample as a whole. Some schools that did not
respond may well have dropped the design. Out of the 184 schools at the beginning of
scale-up and excluding the 12 Pittsburgh schools that were later dropped from the
study, at least 41 schools out of 172 had dropped the design, giving us a lower-bound
attrition rate of approximately 24 percent.
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Funding to pay for the design and for professional development for
teachers was the primary reason for dropping the design, while lack
of support from the district and the state ranked second. Schools
were also unhappy about the amount of effort required on the part of
teachers to implement the designs, and the materials or training
provided by the design teams. Nine principals cited “other reasons,”
but on a closer reading, these reasons appeared to relate in some way
to lack of funding, lack of support at the state level, and dissatisfac-
tion with the assistance provided by the design teams.

About ten schools reported that they were planning to replace the
design with some other reform effort. Seven schools reported that
this new program was more curriculum-centered than the design,
and four reported that this was another whole-school reform.
Interestingly, although the schools were dropping the design, a little
under half reported that they planned to continue some elements or
aspects of the designs.

Principals were asked what advice they would give to schools that
were considering adopting whole-school designs. Some of their
comments are noteworthy:

Make sure you know everything up front—costs, training, and ask
for five-year commitments. Make arrangements for time.

First consider what type of kids you are serving. . .. These programs
do not fit every building. Make sure you have enough money for
training. If you don’t have the money, there’s no use jumping into
it.

Do it systematically, be careful with selection. Make sure the selec-
tions are successful in a variety of different settings and have data to
prove it. Make sure you have faculty buy-in.

Make sure all teachers and stakeholders understand the need and
design of the change. . . . After all, faculty is going to be doing it.

Make sure you have funding and support from state and district.
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Research the design thoroughly. Visit schools that have imple-
mented the program. Call the state and see how long they project
the program’s continuation.

Be patient in seeing significant change. With staff, people accept
change differently. Change takes time and new learning.

This advice resonates with findings discussed earlier.

SUMMARY AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

NAS and the design teams partnered with schools and districts
that were characterized by a host of problems related to poverty,
achievement, and climate characteristics. To scale-up the designs or
replicate implementation in these sites proved difficult.

Level of Implementation

Four years after scale-up, schools reported relatively modest levels of
implementation, although average level of implementation across all
NAS schools did increase from 1997-1999 (two to four years after
scale-up). Achieving high levels of implementation, especially within
a school by all teachers, proved challenging. Even four years after
scale-up, there was considerable variance in reported implementa-
tion within a school. There were large differences in implementation
by jurisdiction, by design, and across schools.

Factors Affecting Implementation

It is clear that several factors need to be aligned for designs to be well
implemented in schools. Without strong principal leadership, with-
out teachers who support the designs and have a strong sense of
teacher efficacy, without district leadership and support, and without
clear communication and provision of materials and staff support on
the part of design teams, implementation is likely to lag far behind.
These are sobering and important lessons for any efforts at school re-
form. They underscore the basic inequality among schools in terms
of capacity to undertake reform and point to the need for develop-
ment of leadership and staff capacity as the precursor to reform, not
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necessarily the result of it. In some instances, schools and districts
may need to adopt a two-tiered approach to implementation—
building up school capacity, particularly the skills and readiness of
both the staff and students to implement change, and then attempt-
ing to implement the whole design throughout the school.



Chapter Five

IMPLEMENTATION OF NAS DESIGNS IN A
HIGH-POVERTY DISTRICT

Mark Berends, JoAn Chun, Gina Schuyler,

Sue Stockly, R. ]. Briggs

While the last chapter examined the relationship of district, design,
school, and teacher factors to implementation in a longitudinal
sample of schools across all NAS sites, this chapter focuses on im-
plementation of NAS designs within a high-poverty district. Here we
focus on the conditions in the district, schools, and classrooms that
promote or inhibit design implementation and changes in teaching
and learning within a particular district (see Berends et al., 2002).

In this chapter, we first describe the research questions and
methodology of this classroom study and then the rationale behind
conducting the study in the San Antonio district. Next, we provide
contextual information on the district at the start of the initiative and
reasons for implementing the designs. We then discuss the imple-
mentation of the designs according to the factors related to the
adoption of the designs; district assistance; professional develop-
ment offered; teacher support; and changes in classroom practice.
We discuss student achievement in the next chapter.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

In our research on San Antonio schools adopting NAS designs, we fo-
cused on the challenging educational environments that these
schools faced, the high-stakes accountability system in which they
operated, the process for adopting NAS designs, support for imple-
mentation including training and professional development, teacher
support of the NAS designs, and changes in instructional practices.

Specifically, we were interested in the following research questions:

95
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e Do the NAS designs extend beyond changes in school organiza-
tion and governance and permeate classrooms? Do NAS teach-
ers and students interact with each other and subject materials
in ways that reflect the innovative curricular and instructional
approaches of the design teams?

e What factors at the district, school, and classroom level are re-
lated to implementation of designs and changes in classroom
instruction?

Of course, we were also interested in the relationships between these
various factors and student achievement, which we summarize in
the next chapter.

METHODOLOGY

The schools analyzed in this chapter were those involved in the early
stages of the district’s partnership with NAS; non-NAS classrooms
and schools were also part of the study. The NAS designs being im-
plemented in this district at the time of this study included CON, EL,
MRSH, and RW. While RW is intended to address core subject areas,
the RW design begins by implementing the reading program, Success
for All. None of these schools in San Antonio planned on imple-
menting the nonreading subject areas of the RW design.

We gathered a variety of data in the San Antonio classroom study,
including: principal and teacher surveys conducted at the end of the
1997-1998 and 1998-1999 school years; interviews with district staff,
design team leaders, local facilitators, principals, and teachers; class-
room observations; illustrative examples of student work; data pro-
vided by the district on test scores and student and teacher demo-
graphic characteristics; and achievement data from a supplementary
test administered to students (Stanford-9 reading). RAND collected
these data on a sample of 4th-grade teachers and their students dur-
ing two school years.

For analyzing changes in teacher practice between the 1997-1998
and 1998-1999 school years, we relied on a longitudinal sample of 40
teachers. In 1997-1998, we were also able to observe and gather
classroom artifacts from 12 teachers in NAS and non-NAS schools,
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and in the following year, we were able to gather such data from
about 19 teachers.

The analysis sample relating classroom conditions to student
achievement consisted of over 60 teachers and roughly 850 students,
but we also compared our results with all elementary schools (n = 64)
and 4th-grade teachers (n = 279) and 4th graders (n = 3,820) within
the district. In addition, this study relied on other RAND research on
NAS that included site visits to schools and school districts to gather
information about district and school administrators’ and teachers’
reports of the progress of the NAS initiative (Berends and Kirby et al.,
2001; Kirby, Berends, and Naftel, 2001; Bodilly, 1998, 2001). A brief
description of these data collection efforts appears in Table 5.1 (for a
more detailed description of the methodology for this study see the
Appendix and Berends et al., 2002).

LIMITATIONS

As with the implementation studies described in the previous chap-
ter, the schools in the San Antonio classroom study were also some
of the first schools to which design teams were providing assistance
on a fee-for-service basis. The design teams were also evolving
(Bodilly, 2001), and NAS and the design teams continued to alter
their strategies over the time period examined during this particular
study.

For the San Antonio classroom study, district staff assisted RAND in
selecting teachers academically and demographically representative
of its elementary schools. In light of this sample selection, our find-
ings must be interpreted with care. The small number of schools in-
spires caution as does the even smaller percentage of teachers ob-
served and interviewed. Confidence in the generalizations, however,
lies in the fact that we were ab)e to compare some of our results with
the teachers and students in all district schools. Because we were
able to draw on a variety of qualitative and quantitative data, we
were able to compare findings from these data sources to check the
robustness of the findings reported.
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Table 5.1
Types of Data in RAND’s Classroom Study of San Antonio

Type of Data Information Provided

Teacher survey Design team program characteristics
Instructional strategies
Professional development activities
Teacher background
Classroom climate and other characteristics

Teacher logs of classroom Design team program characteristics
activities Instructional strategies

Observations of classroom Design team program characteristics
instruction Instructional strategies

Teacher interviews and focus Design team program characteristics
groups Instructional strategies
Design team implementation benchmarks
Professional development activities
Common planning time
Resources for implementation

Principal and instructional NAS design implementation
guide interviews School climate and other characteristics
Professional development activities
Resources for implementation

Design team interviews Design team program characteristics
Instructional strategies
Design team implementation benchmarks
NAS design implementation
Professional development activities
Resources for implementation

District interviews NAS design implementation
Professional development activities
District policies
Resources for implementation

Student characteristicsand  Individual students’ TAAS mathematics and reading
performance scores longitudinally linked across grades 3, 4, and 5
(also linked to teachers and schools)
Stanford-9 administered to 4th graders in spring 1998
and spring 1999 (linked to teachers and schools)
Students’ demographic and individual
characteristics
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In addition to the teacher surveys, test scores, and other quantitative
data, our multiple classroom observations, conversations with
teachers and school administrators, examination of lesson plans, and
analysis of student work revealed that design implementation is
greatly affected by the environments of the district and the schools.
As will be revealed in detail, the designs themselves were only one
means brought in by the district to reform its academically troubled
school system.

CHOICE OF DISTRICT

We undertook this study during the early years of NAS’s scale-up
phase. We could not predict ahead of time which districts would be
more successful in implementing design-based assistance reforms
than others. But, early indications showed that understanding dis-
trict context would prove important. In addition, by concentrating
on one cooperative district, we might be able to more directly track
changes in teacher-student interactions and eventual student per-
formance associated with design adoption.

At the time this study was undertaken, NAS had entered into partner-
ships with selected districts. NAS already knew that the districts did
not provide quite the environments originally envisioned as support-
ive of whole-school reform. Nevertheless, two districts were judged
by NAS as being especially supportive in terms of commitments by
the district superintendents: Memphis and San Antonio. Rather
than trying to understand what happened in an unsupportive district
and measure outcomes there, we attempted to choose a more
supportive one. Thus, we chose San Antonio because of its level of
support at the time and its willingness to participate in the study.
Due to previous agreements among Memphis City Schools, the
University of Memphis, and RAND, we were unable to extend the
design and methods of our San Antonio classroom study to
Memphis.

Events soon revealed that San Antonio’s district policies were much
less supportive than initially anticipated—the substance of this
chapter. The changes we document in San Antonio provide lessons
for all reforms in high-poverty, high-stakes accountability settings.
Thus, they deserve special attention. Furthermore, as can now be
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seen, NAS has not been successful in implementing its designs and
maintaining a supportive environment in any of the districts it part-
nered with originally. The larger issue is whether a supportive envi-
ronment for design-based assistance is possible anywhere under cur-
rent district policy environments.

SAN ANTONIO CONTEXT

While NAS was busy starting up in July 1991, the San Antonio school
district struggled to raise its students’ achievement levels and meet
the challenges it faced. At the time, productive communication
proved problematic, as did the effective utilization of district staff.
Much energy was expended on the management of day-to-day or-
ganizational affairs. According to several central office administra-
tors, instructional practice was too often addressed last. In the words
of one, “The school district was perceived as backwater, low-
performing, not doing anything, in decay.”

Prior to the new superintendent’s arrival there was no sense of a uni-
fied curricular vision across the district, let alone among the various
feeder schools. Individual schools had in place a wide variety of cur-
ricular and instructional programs, with little coherence among
them. When school staff was asked what instructional strategies
were in place, a typical response tended to include 12 to 14 different
programs. Classrooms basically functioned in isolation. Though
people at the district level were responsible for the various programs,
there was no expectation for entire schools or even a majority of
classrooms to adopt them.

This diversity and range of programs across school campuses made it
difficult to know what students were being taught and how learning
was being assessed within classrooms across the district. Moreover,
without a unified curricular trajectory, the same topics were at times
observed being taught at a variety of grade levels. As one district staff
member stated:

We had a lot of redundancy in the curriculum and we had a total
lack of direction, in part because each school in this district very
much did its own thing. . .. I walked [through] a 3rd-, a 5th-, a 7th-,
and a 9th-grade classroom. Within the same ten-day period they
were all doing the solar system . . . everybody was doing exactly the
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same thing. The mobiles were hanging in every room. ... The test
was the same.

When the new superintendent came on board, significant changes
occurred in the district. The superintendent proceeded to focus on
five district goals: increasing student achievement, fostering collabo-
ration and communication, strengthening parent and community
involvement, building an infrastructure for professional develop-
ment, and providing appropriate school facilities to all students.

To facilitate the realization of the district’s five new goals, the super-
intendent set out to build an infrastructure to support instruction.
Upon learning that teachers and principals could use more central
office support and that the efforts of the district office were not opti-
mally coordinated, the new superintendent set out to reorganize.
She began by eliminating certain central office positions, creating
new ones, and reallocating resources to better serve schools. Her vi-
sion was to create a blend of site-based and central operations man-
agement.

You know, we have to come to terms with what really makes sense
to be consistent districtwide and what really the schools should be
able to decide.

She felt that there should be consistency across the district with re-
spect to operations such as uniform policy, transportation, and dis-
cipline. The superintendent believed all schools should focus on in-
structional matters as much as possible.

Pressures to Improve State Test Scores

The press to increase student achievement and improve test scores
in San Antonio schools was clearly evident during the time of our
study. To this end, the district, under the superintendent’s leader-
ship, established an Office of Curriculum and Instruction responsible
for developing a sequential, standards-aligned curriculum across
grade levels in all schools throughout the district. The subjects cov-
ered on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS), namely
mathematics and reading, were given primary attention.
Additionally, the district partnered with New American Schools to
help tighten its focus and to encourage school improvement.
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Suddenly, schools were not only exposed to, but required to, imple-
ment many ideas at once, naturally resulting in some confusion and
resistance on the part of school staff.

The emphasis on increased student achievement not only called for
greater student learning, it heightened the district’s focus on im-
proved TAAS performance as well. Tied to the Texas system of
school accountability, TAAS scores provided measures of achieve-
ment readily reported to and understood by administrators and
teachers alike. The act of addressing targeted skills enabled educa-
tors to work toward specific academic goals during a time of great
change in the district. Successful TAAS performance not only be-
came the goal easiest to visualize but in fact the single goal to attain.
Schools paid a price for this, however. According to teachers, the fo-
cus on TAAS tended to mute creativity and channel all activities to-
ward preparation as the test approached. Some teachers reported
preparing their students for TAAS from day one of the school year by
incorporating test-taking strategies and TAAS vocabulary into their
lessons.

We are very TAAS-focused at the beginning of the year. A lot of us
would think in that direction from the beginning when you start
learning how to highlight in the book and pick out what is impor-
tant. There are a lot of strategies that we teach that start off from
the very beginning in all the lessons. (RW school.)

I think TAAS takes up pretty much the day, and I think as teachers
we get bogged down with those worksheets and don’t come up with
other creative ways to implement the objectives that they test on in
TAAS. So I think we're very worksheet-oriented because I think
when the children do get that test booklet, it won'’t be in the form of
a game, it won't be in the form of a project. But it would be in
paper/pencil test. (EL school.)

In addition, lack of time during the school day—a chronic issue—
became even more problematic in light of teachers’ needs to balance
TAAS preparation with other instruction. Many teachers reportedly
coped with the multiple demands on their time by putting aside
other activities to focus almost exclusively on TAAS as the test dates
grew closer.



Implementation of NAS Designs in a High-Poverty District 103

Come January, MRSH is over here, on the side. . .. From January
through the end of February, which is when we have our writing
TAAS, we write compositions . . . we write all day, every day in the
month of February. So then MRSH is out the window. . .. Maybe
once a week we could do that, but you can’t teach a unit once a
week. And so it just doesn’t happen. Okay, as soon as that’s over
(TAAS writing), like March 1st, then we're cramming for the TAAS
formatted math and reading. . . . And we do that for two months
solid.

During the 1998-1999 school year, schools administered as many as
four district-directed TAAS simulations, after which teachers were
required to analyze the results and pinpoint their students’ weak-
nesses.

[Ylou . . . have assessments schoolwide that you have to do and
figure out the percentage of students passing and write out a pass
plan on how you can get those students who did not pass up to
passing mode. You have to turn it in, a sheet with every student’s
name as to what objectives they have passed and what objectives
they've failed.

We give a TAAS simulation and if your class is extremely weak in a
certain area, it is your [the teacher’s] responsibility to boost that one
target area.

In many classrooms, bar graphs were posted, revealing individual
students’ scores on each subtest. Interestingly, two low-performing
TAAS schools were “encouraged” by the district to suspend all activ-
ity that did not directly stress TAAS skills. For one school, this meant
neglecting its NAS design altogether. Another school suspended all
design activity after spring break to prepare intensively for TAAS.
According to teachers, they were told to do so by the school adminis-
tration, who received this “suggestion” from the district.

At several schools, teachers remarked that 1998-1999 was the first
school year they were explicitly asked to “teach to TAAS.” The
administration disliked having to make such a request, but felt that
their schools had no substantial say in the matter. Schools feared
being placed on lists that threatened their existence. Moreover, a
district policy enacted at the start of the 1998-1999 school year based
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teachers’ evaluations in part on their students’ TAAS scores.
According to one teacher:

[The district} has just about threatened to disown schools that were
doing EL because we weren’t concentrating on TAAS. And TAAS is
the be-all, end-all. . . . But we’re seeing scores that are not accept-
able.

Whether or not schools were directly told to focus on TAAS prepara-
tion, teachers at all schools in our sample reported feeling pressure
to “teach to TAAS” given the high-stakes nature of the test.

To help students perform better on TAAS, teachers not only spent
time on reviewing the skills that would be tested, but also the art of
test-taking. This included teaching test-taking strategies and expos-
ing students to vocabulary, wording, and format.

And then we practice with bubbles, transferring back and forth.
And they've got to have a, b, ¢, d, e, and f.. .. And they really have to
practice and practice and practice with that. And I don’t know why
itis so hard. ... I would like to know why it is so difficult for them to
make the transfer. (MRSH school.)

It's how to read and understand what it’s asking because if you un-
derstand what the TAAS is looking for, you can figure out how to
answer it. ... As we teach skills we teach strategies with it and figure
out exactly which strategy is appropriate for this question. (RW
school.)

It is within this context of high-stakes accountability, challenged
schools, and high expectations for school improvement that the NAS
designs were introduced to and implemented in schools.

NAS’S ESSENTIAL ROLE IN THE DISTRICT’S REFORM
STRATEGY

While restructuring instructional leadership, rethinking the delivery
and content of professional development, introducing instructional
strategies to teachers, pushing state standards, and refocusing the
district’s attention on instruction and student achievement, San
Antonio district administrators simultaneously reviewed national
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reform efforts and programs. Central office administrators seriously
examined and eventually decided to implement the reform ideas of
NAS—particularly NAS's approach to comprehensive school reform.
Convinced that the designs could play an important role in the dis-
trict’s efforts to bring about increased student achievement, the NAS
designs became an important piece of the reform package in the dis-
trict. Viewing NAS designs as the framework and glue to tie the mul-
tiple district initiatives together, the central office expected to moni-
tor the progress of design implementation and support the schools in
their efforts.

The superintendent viewed designs as the needed catalyst to force
schools to examine change from within. She did not want the
piecemeal practice of reform to continue within the district’s
schools, where only certain classrooms or subject teachers engaged
in new practices. Not only did she view the NAS designs as the out-
side galvanizing force for change, she also had hopes that the designs
would help sustain the district’s efforts to engage in comprehensive
school reform. Others in the central office thought, too, that the NAS
designs could “provide a wholeness and integration and stimulate
teachers to think or rethink what they were doing.” The designs also
were seen as one way to help shift teachers’ thinking as isolated
agents of instruction to members of a community of learners: “When
you've got a whole-school design, everybody plays, everybody’s part
of the planning process.”

As time passed, it became clear to central staff members and design
team representatives alike that greater communication was needed
between them. The district took the initiative by arranging quarterly
meetings to be attended by all design representatives and several
central office administrators and staff members. These meetings be-
gan in the 1998-1999 academic year. Central office staff were hired
or reassigned to provide schools with instructional leadership. At the
district level, four people were hired to serve as Instructional
Stewards, or area superintendents. The Instructional Stewards were
required to report directly to the superintendent. Each was held ac-
countable for his or her own Learning Community, a specified group
of elementary, middle, and high schools. The primary responsibility
of the Instructional Stewards was to support schools and provide in-
structional guidance. The Instructional Stewards were expected to
provide support by assisting the analysis of school data such as TAAS
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results and supervising the development of campus improvement
plans. They were to study the campus plans of every school in their
respective Learning Communities to assess their viability as well as
commitment to San Antonio district goals.

In the words of one Instructional Steward, “Curriculum, instruction,
assessment, is what we’re all about.” Another reported that Instruc-
tional Stewards were “responsible for supporting the principals, of
evaluating them, of helping them to determine the priority needs
within their schools and supporting them in accomplishing whatever
it is they needed to accomplish.”

It was important to all involved to determine how best to align the
designs with the district’s plan for professional development and
emphasis on state-developed academic standards. There had been
confusion regarding this because in some cases the district initiatives
directly conflicted with the principles of various designs. Moreover,
when there was overlap between district and design ideas regarding
instructional practice, the teachers often did not know which to fol-
low.

The district context described so far is important when understand-
ing the results of our San Antonio classroom study. In what follows,
we discuss some of our results as they relate to the adoption of de-
signs, the assistance provided by the district for implementation,
professional development, teacher support, and instructional prac-
tices in NAS and non-NAS classrooms.

FINDINGS
Adoption of Designs

Upon talking with teachers, principals, and district staff, it became
clear that the process by which teachers learned about NAS designs
varied from school to school. Teachers at some schools reported
being exposed to all the designs supported by the district—CON, EL,
MRSH, and RW. Others heard about only a select few. A number of
schools in our sample sent a select group of teachers to design pre-
sentations. These teachers then came back to their schools to share
what they learned with their colleagues so that all could vote on their
design of choice. Some schools had teachers visit actual design
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schools and report back to their colleagues. In some cases, teachers
listened to the presentations of design representatives at their own
schools. In the MRSH schools, the principals introduced the design
to their teachers after each visited a demonstration site. Though
teachers at these schools were told about at least one other design,
MRSH seemed to be the one favored as it was introduced.

Regardless of the number of designs to which each school was intro-
duced, all teachers across our sample were given the opportunity to
vote. At many of the schools exposed to multiple designs, teachers
first discussed the suitability of each to their respective campuses
and then approved the design most favored through a vote. In some
cases, all presented designs were listed as choices. Early on, in ac-
cordance with the district, initially at least 60 percent of all teachers
and school staff had to vote in favor of a given design for it to be im-
plemented.

Across our sample, teachers reported feeling pressure to choose a de-
sign. Given that in time all district schools would have to take on a
design, teachers never had the choice to reject design adoption alto-
gether. Not only was there pressure to take on a design—several
teachers stated that they were given little time to learn about and
decide upon a design. According to one of our MRSH teachers: “I
remember that it was a rush, rush thing . . . and I know that at the
time we voted on it, we had no idea what it was. . . . All we were told
was the teacher would have a lot of input.” As one of the teachers at
an EL school stated, “Truthfully, I felt that we could have and should
have looked at other designs. But because of the time constraints, we
had to immediately decide, and we did not get an opportunity to look
at as many designs as there are out there.”

Teachers reported choosing designs that seemed to match their
schools’ visions and instructional approaches. For many this meant
going with the design that required the least change. Teachers at one
CON school, for example, stated that this design suited them best
given that they already had reworked their curriculum and were un-
willing to rewrite it.

As a staff, what we were looking for was something that would fit
what we already have. ... We weren't willing to chuck all the work
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that we had already done. ... Co-NECT allowed us to keep the cur-
riculum that we had and perhaps enhance it with technology.

At one of our RW schools, teachers stated that having to write
thematic-based units turned them off to their other choices. In the
case of our EL schools, the design principles and project-based
approach to instruction appealed to teachers and school staff.

Thus, while teachers were attracted to certain aspects of NAS designs
and were given the opportunity to vote to adopt a particular design,
the time constraints to make a decision inhibited a greater under-
standing of what teachers could accomplish with a NAS design in
place.

District Assistance for Design Implementation

All schools in the district, regardless of being NAS or non-NAS, re-
ceived increased support for teachers in the form of Instructional
Guides. The Guides assumed responsibility for handling all curricu-
lar issues on campus and for keeping abreast of the latest instruc-
tional strategies and techniques. When needed, they assisted teach-
ers in classrooms by modeling skills, for example. Instructional
Guides also helped to identify and locate resources. Not only did
they tutor and test students, they provided training to school staff as
well. Furthermore, they worked closely with their respective princi-
pals, serving to facilitate communication between teachers and ad-
ministrators. Given their many roles, Instructional Guides tended
not to spend as much time in classrooms as they would have liked.
Many reported that a good chunk of their time was spent away at
training sessions. Instructional Guides at NAS schools attended both
district in-services and design training.

Instructional Guides received a great deal of credit for enabling the
district office to push forward and implement ideas very rapidly.
Quarterly meetings attended by Instructional Guides and central of-
fice staff served to further the budding lines of communication.
During these meetings, Guides reportedly discussed what was
working at their schools, what upset teachers, what needed to be im-
proved upon, and what additional support systems were necessary.
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When asked whether the district supported their schools’ design
implementation efforts, most teachers indicated that it did so pas-
sively. The central office allowed schools to choose from a selection
of designs, for example. Additionally, it did not dictate how to pro-
ceed with design implementation. Most importantly, the district
provided the funds to enable comprehensive school reform. Clear to
teachers, however, was that the central office’s emphasis was on test
results. Thus, teachers in design schools were required to implement
the district’s mathematics and reading initiatives in addition to their
reform models of choice. In this way, support from the central office
for design implementation was conditional.

It’s left up to the campus and the grade levels on how . . . to inte-
grate all of this information. So I don’t want to say that the district
doesn’t support the design. They do, but they support just as much
the things that the district is implementing onto the campuses as
well.

Professional Development

Professional development is a crucial element for school improve-
ment (Bodilly, 2001; Garet et al., 1999). One of the challenges facing
NAS schools has been that districts, not schools, control the re-
sources for professional development. Districts also differ in the
amount of funding they have to focus on specific professional devel-
opment efforts for NAS design implementation. Moreover, some
designs stress the importance of specific design teamn training for
implementing the designs (e.g., MRSH and RW). Others (e.g., CON
and EL) emphasize the importance of long-term development of
teachers’ capabilities and professionalization, which in turn should
contribute to ongoing school improvement. Whatever the approach,
the availability of resources for design team training, district training,
and overall professional development efforts for design implemen-
tation remains a challenge within districts that have competing
goals, objectives, and incentives for teacher professional develop-
ment.

Design Team Assistance. Besides the district and the Instructional
Guides, design teams provide another important source of support
for implementation. Design teams assist implementation by provid-
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ing schools and teachers with support such as training, professional
development, and materials (Bodilly, 1998; Glennan, 1998).
Teachers’ responses to our surveys provided a broad picture of how
all design schools were progressing in implementation, and changes
that occurred from one year to the next. Some of these responses
between the spring of 1998 and 1999 for a small number of teachers
surveyed across two school years appear in Table 5.2.

For instance, in 1998 a relatively high proportion of teachers in the
NAS schools (58 percent) agreed that their respective design team
had clearly communicated “its program to school staff so that it
could be well-implemented.” By 1999, the percentage of teachers
reporting clear communication by design teams was markedly
higher—88 percent.

Training by Design Teams. As for the actual design training,
however, there was little regular, consistent assistance provided,
according to teacher interviews across design schools. Over time,
there was even less contact between teachers and their respective
design representatives.

In large part, this had to do with the fact that these representatives
serviced numerous schools, making it difficult for them to be atten-
tive to any one. It also appears that from the start, strong relation-
ships rarely were established, making it unlikely that teachers would
rely on their respective design representatives for external technical
support and assistance. In some schools, design representatives
turned over, disrupting what rapport had been established. Several
teachers in our sample saw their design representatives so infre-
quently that they didn’t even know their names. The RW schools
should have received the most regular design assistance given that
each had one facilitator on campus to meet its needs. Additionally,
the program included a series of implementation visits conducted by
RW consultants. At one of our RW schools, however, the Instruc-
tional Guide took on the RW facilitator role as well, making it very
difficult for her to efficiently address issues pertaining to the design
team reading program.

Few design representatives entered classrooms on a regular basis.
Teachers reported that visitors to classrooms tended to be district
staff. The teachers were given little, if any, outside “expert” support
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that enabled them to objectively assess their progress and growth as
design teachers. Teachers reported that when in need of help, they
tended to turn to their colleagues or Instructional Guides first.
Across design schools, teachers did not have enough interaction with
their respective design representatives to feel their absence.

In addition, teachers reported on our surveys that their participation
in design-related professional development meetings/conferences
declined from one year to the next. In 1998, 62 percent of teachers
reported participating in these types of activities more than twice
during the past 12 months; 50 percent of teachers reported doing so
in 1999. The percentage of teachers who reported attending work-
shops or courses related to their NAS design also decreased from 50
percent in 1998 to 39 percent in 1999 (see Table 5.2).

In part, these decreases may be due to design teams emphasizing
teacher training more during the initial stages of implementation.
However, the decline may also be a signal that the level of implemen-
tation itself was declining in these schools because the district was
shifting its focus away from NAS efforts.

Consistent with the survey results, interviews and observations re-
vealed that teachers at EL, CON, and MRSH design schools saw their
respective design representatives with little regularity—an impedi-
ment to design implementation. Regardless of their schools’
adopted designs, teachers reported the need for more concrete,
hands-on training that would enable them to better understand de-
sign processes.

District Training and Professional Development. In addition to
training by design teams, teachers at NAS schools also received the
district’s professional development, as did their colleagues from
non-NAS schools. Much of the in-service professional development
revolved around the district’s reading and math initiatives. Teachers
at RW schools attended reading in-services provided by the design
rather than the district. More workshops having to do with language
arts were offered during the 1998-1999 school year. Teachers at-
tended technology training and workshops concerning state stan-
dards and curriculum alignment as well. Relatively speaking, few
social studies or science workshops were provided.
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Table 5.2

Percentage of Longitudinal Sample of NAS Teachers Who Reported
Design Team Communication, Professional Development,
and Support in Spring 1998 and Spring 1999

Spring 1998 Spring 1999

NAS design team clearly communicated 58 88
its program

Attended design-related professional 62 50
development meetings/conferences in
past 12 months

Attended workshops or courses related to 50 39
NAS design in past 12 months

Strongly support the NAS design team 54 25
program

Strongly or somewhat oppose the NAS 15 43

design team program

NOTE: Percentages are based on teacher reports in a longitudinal sample of 40
teachers—26 NAS teachers responded to the survey items in this table; 14 non-
NAS teachers did not respond to these NAS-specific questions.

Because NAS teachers were obligated to attend as many of these
various in-services as their colleagues in non-NAS schools, the
amount of training activities served only to heighten frustrations. All
of the designs except RW required teachers to develop units and
write curriculum. While encouraging schools to implement NAS
designs, the district simultaneously constrained their ability to do so
by telling teachers what to teach and how.

The district and design teams did not tend to coordinate their efforts
with respect to professional development, so teachers were left on
their own to merge the information they received from each. This
was not easily done without modifying the essence of each design.
Not only did this effort burden teachers’ workload, but it also led to
confusion as to what to prioritize.

Teacher Support for the NAS Designs in San Antonio

Over the two school years we conducted research, one indication of
changes in NAS implementation came from an item that asked
teachers how strongly they supported or opposed the NAS design
team program in their school. In 1998, 54 percent of teachers indi-
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cated that they “strongly support a NAS design team program” in
their school, but this fell to 25 percent in 1999. The proportion of
teachers indicating that they strongly opposed or somewhat opposed
NAS designs in their school increased from 15 percent in 1998 to 43
percent in 1999 (see Table 5.2).

Clearly, the central office played an active role in initiating change
across the district as did design teams in their select schools. The
actions of the central office made it difficult for NAS teachers to view
design implementation as a district priority. Consequently, these
teachers were not able to fully commit to the ideas described in their
respective design literature. Some feared that the NAS initiative, too,
like many others that had been introduced over the years, would fade
away in time. Furthermore, aspects of designs such as EL, MRSH,
and CON overwhelmed many teachers. The task of writing curricu-
lum was not an activity readily undertaken or easily accomplished by
many, given their lack of time and experience.

During interviews, teachers reported variation with respect to levels
of design implementation within their schools. Implementation in
individual classrooms depended in large part on teachers’ feelings
about the designs, their willingness to invest time and energy, and
their particular strengths and weaknesses. One teacher in the
sample stated that within her school, differing levels of competency
existed among teachers. The task of having to write curriculum
“exacerbated the unevenness.”

Another teacher reported that within her school, some of her col-
leagues were more engaged in design implementation than others.
Another teacher stated:

You have to have your commitment factor. Some people are very
committed to it and other people are not, so that affects how you're
going to implement it.

A number of teachers believed that NAS designs alone did little to
help children who lacked solid academic foundations. Due in large
part to other district activities that were pushed, some came to view
designs as hands-on, project oriented approaches to education that
built on, not up, basic skills. One teacher at an EL school indicated
that her students needed more structure. She stated that many came
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from unstructured home environments and thus needed more or-
derly classroom experiences.

(1]t would work probably better with a group of kids that are on
grade level, that have a lot of self-control. . . . If they come from a
home where there is no structure, [and] they come into a classroom
where there is no structure . . . that’s the problem. ButI really feel,
and I might be wrong, that this works with a different population
much better than what it has worked with our students.

Teachers at a CON school stated that their design units had to be
“modified” to address their students’ basic skills needs. At RW and
MRSH schools, teachers expressed less doubt about the potential of
NAS designs to bring about desired change in school achievement.
This may have to do with the fact that their respective designs either
gave them a curriculum to follow (RW) or topics to develop and stan-
dards to incorporate (MRSH).

INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES

We examined a variety of survey questions about both the skills stu-
dents are expected to demonstrate and the particular instructional
strategies teachers use in their classrooms. Since NAS designs tend
to emphasize higher-order, analytic thinking skills over more basic
skills, we might expect teachers in NAS classrooms to report lower
levels of memorization and higher levels of other types of critical-
thinking skills (Bodilly, 2001). We sorted teacher responses about
student tasks and teacher practices according to more-conventional
or reform-like categories of instruction. While some of the reports
are based on teacher surveys, which may be subject to problems of
response biases due to exposure to reform jargon (Mayer, 1999;
Burstein et al., 1995), we believe the following comparisons are in-
formative. Moreover, to check the robustness of our findings we also
relied on our observational data, interviews with teachers, and exam-
ination of student work to further our understanding about what in-
structional practices occurred across elementary classrooms in the
district.
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Conventional Instructional Practices

Figure 5.1 shows mean responses on a four-point scale (almost never
to every lesson) in which teachers were asked, “How often do you
have students memorize facts or problems?” Memorization tended
to be emphasized more by non-NAS teachers, but only in 1998. The
slight increase in NAS responses in 1993 may be due to the increased
pressures schools were experiencing to switch to more basic skills in-
struction to prepare for the TAAS.

We also asked teachers to indicate how often they used particular
instructional strategies in their classes, using a five-point scale,
ranging from never to almost every day. Responses from teachers in
NAS and non-NAS schools varied only slightly in both years when it
came to reporting on conventional instructional strategies such as:

Every RAND MA1498:5.1
lesson

Hl NAS
[1 Non-NAS

Most
lessons

2.50
215 223 223

Some
lessons

Mean response

Almost
never

1998 1999

NOTE: Means are based on teacher reports in a total sample size of 40
teachers—26 NAS and 14 non-NAS.

Figure 5.1—Average Teacher Response for Having Students Memorize
Facts or Problems in the Typical Lesson in NAS and Non-NAS Schools,
Spring 1998 and Spring 1999
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e Work individually on written assignments/worksheets in class;
e Practice or drill on computational skills;
¢ Read textbooks or supplementary materials; and

e Work on next day’s homework in class.

With the exception of the last item, well over 90 percent of all 40
teachers reported using these strategies at least once or twice a week.
Between 21 and 29 percent of teachers indicated having students
work on their next day’s homework in classes that often.

In general, teachers in the NAS schools indicated less reliance on
more-conventional instructional strategies than teachers in non-NAS
schools. Teachers in non-NAS schools were much more likely to use
conventional instructional strategies such as lecturing, administering
a test over a full class period, and administering quizzes.

Reform-Like Instructional Practices

Teachers responded to several survey items asking about how often
students were requested to demonstrate analytical and higher-order
thinking skills, using a four-point scale (almost never to every les-
son). We found few differences in NAS teachers’ responses com-
pared with non-NAS teachers when asked how often students use li-
brary sources, brainstorm ideas for written work, debate ideas, apply
concepts or skills from earlier lessons, judge and critique their own
and each others’ work, reflect, relate the material to their life or their
community, draft and redraft work, and work in teams toward a
common goal.

We used a number of survey items measuring instructional strategies
to construct a composite for reform-like instructional practices.
Responses from two scales were standardized—to indicate (1) how
often teachers used the instructional strategies with this class (a 5-
point scale ranging from never to almost every day) and (2) how of-
ten teachers had students demonstrate skills (a 4-point scale ranging
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from almost never to every lesson). The following items were in-
cluded in the reform index:!

¢ Have students listen to an outside speaker/expert;

e Have students perform research projects;

¢ Use manipulatives to demonstrate a concept;

¢ Have students work with manipulatives;

e Have small groups work on problems to find a joint solution;

o Have the whole class discuss solutions developed in small
groups;

e Have students work on problems for which there is no obvious
method of solution;

e Have students represent and analyze relationships using tables
and graphs;

e Have students respond to questions or assignments that require
writing at least a paragraph;

e Have students keep a journal;

e Summarize main points of today’s lesson;
e Have students work on projects in class;

e Have students explain their reasoning; and

e Have students represent and analyze relationships using tables,
graphs, or charts.

Teachers’ responses for this reform-like instructional composite are
provided in Figure 5.2. While the average use of reform-like instruc-
tional practices increased for NAS and non-NAS teachers between
1998 and 1999, teachers in NAS schools reported higher levels than
their counterparts in non-NAS schools. For example, in 1999, 54 per-

IThe alpha reliability for this index was 0.77 for both 1998 and 1999. The range of
correlations for the individual items was 0.17 to 0.20 in both years.
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Figure 5.2—Percentage of Teachers Who Reported Using Reform-Like
Instructional Practices at Least Once or Twice a Week in NAS and Non-NAS
Schools, Spring 1998 and Spring 1999

cent of NAS teachers reported using practices in the reform-like
composite at least once or twice a week compared with 36 percent of
non-NAS teachers.

While NAS teachers tended to report more reform-like instructional
practices, one might expect that the enactment of such practices
might differ due to the unique features of each NAS design. Given
the unique aspects of designs and their respective emphases on stu-
dent work products, one would reasonably expect to see differences
in classroom appearance, setup, and student work displays across
design schools. While such displays are a simple way that teachers
can give the impression of superficial compliance to implementing a
reform, we found even these displays were less apparent in the sec-
ond year than the first year of our study. In the first year, design ele-
ments were often clearly identifiable. In MRSH classrooms, stan-
dards were posted next to student work. Word walls and team score
sheets were posted in RW classrooms. Rich classroom libraries were
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found in CON classrooms and student work linked to themes and a
multidisciplinary perspective was posted in hallways and class-
rooms. Displayed throughout EL classrooms were expedition
themes, student-developed rubrics, and drafts and redrafts of stu-
dent writing.

In year two of our study, the growing influence of the central office
on classroom affairs was reflected in the other types of postings
found on classroom walls. Across our sample schools, identical
posters outlining the writing and reading processes, math defini-
tions, and district-developed rubrics were commonly found taped to
classroom walls. In every classroom, word walls were found as well
as postings of student work on bulletin boards. Classrooms across
our sample looked alike in other ways as well. The district provided
all classrooms with six computers and at least one printer. All com-
puters were loaded with the same programs. The same trade books
were found in every room. In most classrooms, desks were com-
monly arranged in clusters of four to six. Teachers across schools re-
portedly rearranged students quite regularly to enable classmates to
get to know one another.

One could tell that classrooms were part of given designs only be-
cause teachers advertised this fact through posters. In MRSH class-
rooms, various standards tended to be posted on bulletin boards
next to displays of student work. In EL classrooms, design principles
were often found taped to walls. CON classrooms tended to be less-
distinctively marked. The selection of student work on display as
well as reading-related posters clearly distinguished RW classrooms
from the rest. The appearance of classrooms as well as the work
displayed revealed teachers’ efforts to comply with both the district’s
demands and those of their selected designs.

Classroom observations revealed a schism with respect to design
implementation. The designs per se were not the source of teachers’
problems. The difficulties arose out of the struggle to merge district
demands with design practices while maintaining the integrity of the
designs. All teachers indicated in their talks with us that they per-
ceived passing TAAS scores to be the bottom line. With this in mind,
the teachers were left on their own to figure out how to incorporate
district initiatives into their lesson plans in the spirit of their designs.
To determine whether NAS teachers and students actually interacted
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with each other and subject materials in ways reflective of design
teams’ curricular and instructional theories, classroom activities
were examined with care.

As mentioned earlier, to address the demands of the TAAS, the dis-
trict implemented specific mathematics, reading, and language arts
programs in addition to the NAS designs. In the spring of 1996, all
schools were implementing Everyday Mathematics—developed by
the University of Chicago School Mathematics Project. The district
expectations were that all schools throughout the district would fol-
low a similar pace, and the district developed pacing guides to en-
sure that this would happen. In addition, San Antonio elementary
schools implemented a reading program that involved a 90-minute
reading block. By the 1998-1999 school year, elementary schools
districtwide were not only expected to schedule two 90-minute
blocks of uninterrupted instructional time for reading and math, re-
spectively, but teachers were also required to manage time within
these blocks in prescribed ways. Though not to the same degree, the
district structured language arts activities (spelling, grammar, and
writing) as well, totaling approximately 70 minutes of instruction
time per day. Thus, roughly four hours of instructional activities
were mapped out for all the district’s elementary school teachers to
follow (RW teachers were exempt from the district reading program).

Not surprisingly, then, our analyses revealed few differences in
teacher perceptions of instructional environments between NAS and
non-NAS schools. Some changes were evident. For example, teach-
ers in NAS schools reported instructional strategies and classroom
practices that could be categorized as reform-like (e.g., discussion in
small groups to find a joint solution to a problem, project-based
learning, use of manipulatives), rather than conventional (e.g., drill
and skill and individual worksheets). In other areas, fewer differ-
ences were found. For instance, both NAS and non-NAS teachers re-
ported similar use of instructional materials, though more teachers
in NAS than non-NAS schools perceived inadequate materials to be a
problem. The more substantial differences we found were not be-
tween NAS and non-NAS schools, but between 1998 and 1999, which
is likely a reflection of the dramatic level of change within the district
itself. That is, while the implementation of NAS designs was not high
relative to other schools and jurisdictions (see Berends and Kirby et
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al.,, 2001; Kirby, Berends, and Naftel, 2001), implementation of NAS
designs was higher in 1998 than it was in 1999.

Interviews revealed that though the district was supportive both fi-
nancially and philosophically of NAS designs in its schools, it unwit-
tingly hindered design implementation at all schools except RW by
establishing an ever-growing presence in the daily classroom affairs
of its teachers. The paucity of communication between the district
and design teams failed to create the kind of supportive operating
environment called for by NAS. Moreover, the limited communica-
tion between teachers and their respective design representatives
served to weaken implementation as well. Not knowing how to inte-
grate central office initiatives with design aspects, teachers tended to
compromise designs by selecting and modifying only those elements
that could coexist with district actions.

I just think that [the district] is trying to do too many things. Maybe
they feel that our schools are very low so they are doing all these
other things without really giving us a chance to testit. ... They are
doing all these things without realizing that it’s overkill. It's way too
much.

SUMMARY AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Many schools across the country are now attempting NAS-like
reforms using federal funding provided by such programs as Title I
and the CSRD program. Schools adopting comprehensive school
reforms confront many of obstacles during implementation and
thereby face continuing challenges in improving student achieve-
ment. This is important to remember when setting expectations for
school improvement under new federal, state, and local programs—
particularly when implementing strategies and interventions in high-
poverty, low-performing settings.

Our findings are consistent with Porter and Clune’s scheme for bet-
ter educational policy (see Porter et al., 1988; Porter, 1994; Clune,
1998). They posit that educational policies such as comprehensive
school reform are likely to influence teachers and students to the ex-
tent to which they are specific, powerful, authoritative, consistent,
and stable. Specificity, or depth, is the extent to which the compre-
hensive school reform provides detailed guidance or materials to
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help schools and teachers understand what they are supposed to do
(e.g., materials that describe the stages of implementing the design
and ongoing, clear assistance strategies to further promote imple-
mentation). Power refers to the rewards or sanctions attached to the
whole-school reform, such as teachers receiving bonuses or greater
autonomy if they comply with implementing the design. Authority
refers to the degree to which the reform policy is seen as legitimate
and as having the support of those who are responsible for imple-
mentation. If respected groups or policymakers have strong positive
views toward whole-school reform and if teachers support its im-
plementation, the design is likely to have greater influence in
changing teaching and learning. Consistency or alignment refers to
the extent to which the set of whole-school interventions and strate-
gies are aligned with a common mission and vision, both within the
school and the district. Stability refers to the reform being sustained
over time in a coherent, consistent manner. Policymakers and edu-
cators might use these dimensions as a means for thinking critically
about the comprehensive school reform being considered and
whether the conditions exist for it to succeed.

Thinking carefully about the factors necessary to promote high-
quality implementation and coherence with other educational poli-
cies and reforms and ensuring that these factors are present and
aligned in schools is the only way in which comprehensive school re-
form can succeed in improving the learning opportunities of all stu-
dents, especially those in high-poverty settings.
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The overall mission of NAS is to help schools and districts signifi-
cantly raise the achievement of large numbers of students with
whole-school designs and the assistance design teams provide dur-
ing the implementation process. This chapter provides policymakers
and researchers some understanding of the performance progress
that NAS made within the partnering jurisdictions during the scale-
up phase. This chapter focuses specifically on the following research
questions:

e Did NAS schools make gains in test scores relative to all schools
in their respective jurisdictions?

e What were the achievement gains across grade levels of individ-
ual students in NAS schools compared with non-NAS students?

Before turning to the findings, we must explain what this analysis is
and what it is not, so we provide some background on the analysis.
We then present our findings using school-level test scores. After
that, we discuss the relationship, or lack thereof, between school-
level aggregate scores and school-level implementation as we mea-
sured it in Chapter Four. We go on to present the findings on
student-level test scores in San Antonio and Memphis. Finally, we
cover findings from the final set of case studies and others’ work
before providing a general summary (more details of the methods we
used appear in the Appendix).

123
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BACKGROUND OF THE ANALYSIS

A major presumption behind the NAS concept was that each design
would be responsible for evaluating its own efficacy. The RFP re-
quired evaluation section in the proposal and NAS itself constantly
promoted self-evaluation or third-party evaluations for each of the
teams. The teams turned out to vary in their ability in this regard and
in the energy they spent on it.

NAS requested that we examine the progress teams made toward the
goals of improving student performance in the schools undergoing
scale-up in the partnering jurisdictions. NAS was not interested in
progress made outside of the scale-up sites. Thus, RAND was not
asked to evaluate each team’s efficacy in improving schools and stu-
dent outcomes in all of their respective sites. Rather, our work is
confined to schools using designs in the partnership districts during
the scale-up phase.

While RAND and the Annenberg Advisory Panel recommended NAS
develop a set of assessment instruments geared to measure the types
of performance the design teams expected, this advice was not taken
for several reasons. First, NAS might not have had the resources
available for this type of undertaking. Second, the design teams did
not agree on a set of assessments, and several did not have assess-
ments in place to examine. Third, and perhaps most important, the
partnering districts insisted that the schools be held accountable to
the state- or district-mandated assessments. For the most part, NAS
and its design teams were concerned that these existing tests were
not intended to measure critical-thinking skills or complex reasoning
skills on which many of the designs focused (Mitchell, 1996). Even
s0, NAS and the design teams agreed to partner with these districts
and to accept the state- and district-mandated tests as the means of
measuring improved performance. It was thought by many at the
time that the designs would minimally be able to show progress in
these areas, so there should be no concern. Finally, because these
were whole-school designs, the schools were an important focus for
our analyses. Districts expected average school test scores to im-
prove as a result of implementation of the design.

RAND tracked test score results in partner districts from 1995 to
1998. We focused on evidence based on school- and student-level
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achievement. For the school-level results, we examined whether NAS
schools made gains in reading and mathematics scores relative to all
schools in their respective jurisdictions. At the student-level, we
focused attention on two supportive school districts—San Antonio
and Memphis—to understand whether NAS designs were related to
student achievement compared with non-NAS schools. The results
from San Antonio also enable us to control for other relevant
student, classroom, and school characteristics within a multilevel
framework.

The performance trends portrayed span only a few years, and several
design developers and school reformers emphasize that it takes sev-
eral years to expect implementation to take hold throughout the
school (Sizer, 1992; Hess, 1995; Levin, 1991; Darling-Hammond,
1988, 1995, 1997). In addition, our results clearly show the wide vari-
ation in implementation both within schools and among jurisdic-
tions and design teams. Thus, because of this variation in imple-
mentation, one should not expect robust performance results across
the NAS sites. However, it is important to examine trends in perfor-
mance to set realistic expectations for meaningful schoolwide
improvement.

MONITORING ACADEMIC PROGRESS WITH SCHOOL-
LEVEL TEST SCORES

When examining school-level achievement, we analyzed data on
trends in mathematics and reading scores for NAS schools and the
associated jurisdiction for selected grades in elementary, middle, and
high schools, where relevant. Because we were concerned about the
variability that particular grade test scores show within a given
school, we generally aggregated across NAS schools, using grade en-
rollment as weights. Thus, the comparisons being made are gener-
ally between NAS schools and the district or the state.l

1The comparison we make here between NAS schools and the district averages uses
absolute gains. In addition, we also calculated and compared percentage gains in test
scores for the NAS schools and the jurisdictions. The results were not substantially
different from those presented here. Moreover, although not reported here, we com-
pared the gains in test scores of the individual NAS schools with their past perfor-
mance to see if the schools made any gains over time. Again, the results did not differ
from those discussed in this section.
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Moreover, it is important to note that some of the designs do not
specifically have curriculum and instruction materials per se, and
even some design teams that do may not have been implementing
that particular design component. This should be kept in mind
when examining the results that follow. However, mathematics and
reading are central to improving student learning for large numbers
of students. These subject area tests are also central to the account-
ability systems of the jurisdictions in which NAS schools are located.
Thus, we focus on these two subject areas.

The fact that NAS schools began implementing at different times
makes clear comparisons of gains over time difficult. Wherever pos-
sible, we show data for the baseline and baseline plus two years. For
some late implementing schools, we show the baseline and baseline
plus one-year data. (For more details on these results and the tests
used by the various jurisdictions see Berends and Kirby et al., 2001.)

For these results, we relied on the tests administered by the districts
as part of their accountability system. While not ideal, these were the
tests the jurisdictions, NAS, and the design teams expected to influ-
ence during the course of the NAS scale-up strategy. In its initial re-
quest for proposals, NAS's intent was for “break the mold” schools.
NAS was not interested in incremental changes that led to modest
improvement in student achievement compared to conventional
classrooms or schools. Rather, the achievement of students was to
be measured against “world class standards” for all students, not
merely for those most likely to succeed. Moreover, design teams
were to “be explicit about the student populations they intend to
serve and about how they propose to raise achievement levels of ‘at
risk’ students to world class standards” (NASDC, 1991, p. 21).

If such ambitious effects on student achievement occurred, these
large test score changes would be reflected in school-level scores.
Yet, to fully understand the test score trends of NAS schools three
years into scale-up, it is important to keep in mind several issues
when examining school-level scores.

First, differences in achievement between schools are not nearly as
great as the achievement differences within schools. For the past 30
years, a finding on student achievement that has stood the test of
time is that about 15-20 percent of the student differences in
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achievement lie befween schools; most of the achievement differ-
ences (80-85 percent) lie within schools (Coleman et al., 1966; Jencks
et al., 1972; Lee and Bryk, 1989; Gamoran, 1987, 1992). Under-
standing the differences between schools remains critically impor-
tant for making changes that maximize the effects of schools on
students. However, it is also important to understand the limitations
of schools—no matter what the school reform—in explaining the
overall differences in student achievement (Jencks et al., 1972).

Second, when examining the grade-level scores over time (e.g., 4th-
grade scores between 1995 and 1998), these are based on different
cohorts of students taking the tests. These scores are often unstable
because some schools have small numbers of students taking the test
in any given year, and these scores are more likely to vary from year
to year with different students taking the test. Districts and states use
such scores in their accountability systems, and over a longer period
of time, they provide some indication of a school’s performance
trends.

Third, while establishing trends in the NAS schools relative to other
schools within the same district is informative, it is important to re-
member the variety of family, school, district, and design team fac-
tors that influence these scores. Research on student achievement
has consistently found that individual family background variables
dominate the effects of schools and teachers (Coleman et al., 1966;
Jencks et al., 1972; Gamoran, 1987, 1992), and such effects are not
controlled for when describing school-level test scores. More-
specific information than districts typically collect or make available
is necessary to understand the relative effects of these factors on stu-
dent achievement.

Fourth, the ways districts report their scores to the public are not al-
ways amenable to clear interpretations over time. For example, sev-
eral districts changed their tests during the scale-up phase, and the
tests in some cases have not been equated, so the test scores are not
directly comparable over time. Moreover, in some instances, the
form in which test score information is reported (for example, me-
dian percentile rank) makes it difficult to detect changes in the tails
of the distribution. Wherever possible, we have tried to obtain spe-
cific test score information at the school level to clarify the interpre-
tations that can be made.
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Fifth, the way that we summarize school performance—comparing
whether the NAS schools made gains relative to the jurisdiction—
may miss some significant achievement effects that could be cap-
tured if student-level data were available and comparable across the
jurisdictions. That is, our indicator will only reflect large achieve-
ment effects of designs. The data provided by the districts do not
support more fine-grained analyses to understand smaller, statisti-
cally significant effects on student-level achievement scores, particu-
larly for certain groups of students (e.g., low-income or minority stu-
dents or students with limited English proficiency).

Comparing NAS Schools with District Averages: Setting
Expectations

NAS schools were predominantly high-poverty and high-minority,
and many faced challenges related to student mobility.? It could be
argued that comparisons with the district average are unfair to these
schools, particularly if they fail to capture smaller, albeit significant,
achievement effects.

However, it must be pointed out that NAS and the design teams
agreed to be held accountable to district assessments and to improve
student learning for substantial numbers of students. Because of
these expectations, NAS requested that RAND examine the progress
of these NAS schools relative to the district averages to understand
whether the NAS expectations of dramatic improvement were met.

Sample of NAS Schools for Performance Trend Analyses

The sample of NAS schools for which we have data on test scores is
larger than the sample of schools used for the implementation
analysis. Of the 184 schools in the original sample, we have data on
163 schools. Some schools were dropped from the sample because

2When examining trends in school performance, it is important to consider the state
and district accountability system (Berends and Kirby, 2000; Miller et al., 2000; Koretz
and Barron, 1998). For example, different exclusion rules for special population stu-
dents could result in different rates of achievement growth across jurisdictions and
bias outcomes for particular groups of schools. However, the comparisons made here
are between NAS schools and the jurisdiction average. Therefore, all the schools are
supposed to be subject to similar testing provisions and administration.
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they were not implementing: This was true of the Pittsburgh schools
and about 12 schools in Dade. Some of our schools were K-2 schools
for which there was no testing data available and other schools were
missing data on test scores.

Our analysis of performance trends focused on whether NAS schools
made gains in test scores relative to their respective jurisdictions.

Overall, the results are mixed (see Table 6.1). Of the 163 schools for
which we had data, 81 schools (50 percent) made gains relative to the
district in mathematics and 76 schools (47 percent) made gains in
reading.

Differences in School Performance by Jurisdiction

Among the four jurisdictions with ten or more implementing NAS
schools, Memphis and Kentucky schools appear to be the most suc-
cessful in terms of improvement in mathematics, while Cincinnati
and Washington state do better in reading (Table 6.1).

Differences in School Performance by Design Team

Examining school performance results by jurisdiction inevitably
brings up the question: Which design teams appear to be the most
successful in improving student test scores? In many ways, this is an
unfair question. School performance and implementation vary im-
portantly across jurisdictions. Given:

e the importance of district environments and support in imple-
mentation of the designs;

¢ the uneven implementation of designs across the jurisdictions;

» the uneven distribution of designs across jurisdictions and small
sample sizes for some designs;

¢ the variation in testing regimes; and

e the possible lack of alignment between assessments and design
team curriculum, instruction, and goals,

it is difficult to compare “success” rates of various designs in a
meaningful and fair fashion. Nonetheless, NAS and the design teams
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agreed to be held accountable to district standards, and NAS ex-
pected dramatic achievement gains across design teams.

Thus, we present the performance summary results by design to help
set expectations for those implementing comprehensive school re-
forms (see Table 6.1). The results vary across the two subject areas.
For example, for the eight AC schools, five made progress relative to
the district in mathematics, but only two did so in reading. With the
exception of ATLAS and EL schools, about half of the other design
team schools made progress relative to the district in mathematics;
in reading, fewer than half of AC, CON, and NARE schools made
gains relative to the district. RW was the most consistent, with ten
out of 21 schools making progress in both reading and mathematics
relative to the district. Of the 11 MRSH schools, seven made progress
in mathematics and eight in reading.

Once again, we warn that these results need to be interpreted in the
context of district environments. Because of the wide variation in
implementation and environments that occurs within schools and
among jurisdictions, one should not expect robust performance re-
sults across the NAS sites after only a couple of years at most. In ad-
dition, better and longer-term performance data at the student level
are needed in order to make conclusive judgments about designs
and their effects on student achievement, controlling for important
school, classroom, and student characteristics.

THE LINK BETWEEN IMPLEMENTATION AND
PERFORMANCE AT THE SCHOOL LEVEL

One of the goals of the RAND analysis plan is to monitor progress in
implementation and performance in NAS schools and to understand
the factors that relate to higher implementation and higher perfor-
mance. Such findings will not only inform New American Schools,
but also the CSRD program now under way.

However, as the above section has made abundantly clear, we do not
have good, sustained, and coherent measures of school-level
achievement scores that are comparable across jurisdictions and
across design teams. The summary tables we show above compared
gains in NAS schools with changes in the district test scores—any
gains—but as we detailed in each section, sometimes the compar-
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Table 6.1

NAS Schools Making Gains Relative to Jurisdiction, by Jurisdiction and
Design Team, Three Years into Scale-Up

Number making gains in
Number of test scores relative
schools to district
Jurisdiction

Math
Cincinnati 18 9
Dade 11 6
Kentucky 51 30
Memphis 30 16
Philadelphia 19 7
San Antonio 12 4
Washington state 22 9

Reading
Cincinnati 18 10
Dade 11 5
Kentucky 51 22
Memphis 30 11
Philadelphia 19 11
San Antonio 12 7
Washington state 22 11

Design Team

Math
AC 8 5
AT 24 9
CON 17 10
EL 16 4
MRSH 11 7
NARE 66 36
RW 21 10

Reading
AC 8 2
AT 24 15
CON 18 6
EL 15 8
MRSH 11 8
NARE 66 27
RW 21 10

Overall
Math 163 81

Reading 163 76
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isons were across one year, sometimes across two years, and often
covered different time periods, where cohorts of schools were in-
volved.

Our data do not show any clear linkage between implementation and
performance in NAS schools. This was disappointing and runs
counter to conventional wisdom. If the theory of action underlying
comprehensive school reform is correct and if these models are im-
plemented in a sustained coherent fashion, then higher implemen-
tation should be related to improved outcomes. As Stringfield et al.
(1997, p. 43) conclude in Special Strategies for Educating Dis-
advantaged Children, “We know that some programs, well im-
plemented, can make dramatic differences in students’ academic
achievement.” Yet, Stringfield et al. go on to point out the critical
challenge in educational reform that has existed in this country for
decades:

[Alfter a third of a century of research on school change, we still
have not provided adequate human and fiscal resources, approp-
riately targeted, to make large-scale program improvements a
reliably consistent reality in school serving students placed at risk.
(p. 43.)

We offer some hypotheses for the failure to find a link between im-
plementation and performance when examining school-level aggre-
gates. First, despite schools reporting implementation of designs, it
remains relatively early for expecting deep implementation that
would dramatically affect performance gains. As Sizer (1984, p. 224)
points out, “Schools are complicated and traditional institutions, and
they easily resist all sorts of well-intentioned efforts at reform.”
Moreover, as several design developers and school reformers have
pointed out, schoolwide change can take more than five years for a
school to accomplish meaningful change (Sizer, 1992; Hess, 1995;
Levin, 1991; Darling-Hammond, 1988, 1995, 1997).

Some of the design teams emphasize that it takes several years to ex-
pect implementation to take hold throughout the school (Bodilly,
1998; Smith et al., 1998). Only with coherent implementation would
one expect school test scores to consistently increase throughout the
school. Our analysis shows a large number of NAS schools near the
midlevel implementation points on scales for the wide array of indi-
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cators considered here. Moreover, there is a great deal of variation
among teachers within the NAS sites. While there is a range in im-
plementation levels observed in our analysis, it is probable that im-
plementation is not deep enough throughout the schools at this
point to raise student scores across grade levels. Over time with
more-specific test score information and additional measures of im-
plementation, the empirical link might be observed. This remains an
open question.

Second, the nature of our dependent variable—a simple 0/1 vari-
able—does not allow for any gradations in student performance.
Had we been able to calculate effect sizes, perhaps we would have
seen a link between implementation and performance.

Third, the analysis sample may have failed to find evidence of the
link between implementation and student performance, perhaps be-
cause of measurement error in our indicators. Although our imple-
mentation indicators appear to be credibly constructed and to track
well with Bodilly’s findings, they may fail to capture important as-
pects of implementation that are linked to school performance. The
great variability that we see within schools in implementation adds
to the difficulty in measuring mean implementation levels in a
school. The summary measures examined in this study may not
have the power to distinguish fully between schools with higher and
lower levels of implementation. As we noted in Chapter Four, the
majority of the schools’ implementation levels were at the midpoints
on our scales, and there was a great deal of stability between 1997
and 1999 (i.e., both in mean levels and within-school variance) (see
also Kirby, Berends, and Naftel, 2001; Berends and Kirby et al., 2001).

MONITORING ACADEMIC PROGRESS WITH STUDENT -
LEVEL TEST SCORES

The ultimate aim of school reform efforts and implementation of
NAS designs is to substantially improve student performance. As we
pointed out, analysis of grade-level aggregate scores within NAS
schools compared with the district are fraught with problems for
which it is difficult to control with available data. However, other
analyses of student test scores in what were two ostensibly
supportive NAS districts—San Antonio and Memphis—reveal that
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significantly raising student achievement scores, sustaining them
over time, and attributing them to design team activities presents a
substantial challenge as well.

Student Achievement in San Antonio

As described in the previous chapter, elementary school students in
San Antonio take the TAAS. Given the available data, we conducted
two sets of analyses: First, for the entire district we examined the ef-
fects of student, teacher, and school characteristics on the 4th-grade
TAAS reading and mathematics scores, controlling for prior
achievement. Data provided by the San Antonio district and other
sources allowed for construction of a data set containing more than
3,800 4th-grade students in about 280 classrooms in all 64 elemen-
tary schools in the district. Individual 4th graders’ TAAS reading and
mathematics scores were regressed against students’ prior achieve-
ment and student, teacher, classroom, and school characteristics us-
ing multilevel models to partition the variation in reading and
mathematics achievement into student and classroom components.
Second, we analyzed student achievement in a subsample of over
800 students in 63 classrooms for which teachers completed our
survey.

The results at the district level provide the context for the subsample.
Data gathered from the teacher surveys help inform the district
analysis on the impacts of teacher practices and perceptions of
student achievement. In addition, these students were administered
the Stanford-9 open-ended reading test, making possible an
independent measure of student performance without the “high
stakes” implications of the TAAS.

After controlling for all of these student, classroom, and school char-
acteristics, we fail to find a significant effect of implementation of
NAS designs in San Antonio.3 This same result came up in estima-
tions of a variety of other model specifications, using other regres-

3Because students are nested within classrooms, which are nested within schools, we
relied on multilevel modeling techniques to provide more accurate estimates of
student-, classroom-, and school-level effects (see Bryk and Raudenbush, 1992; Bryk,
Raudenbush, and Congdon, 1996; Singer, 1998; Kreft and De Leeuw, 1998). Further
details are available in Berends et al. (2002).
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sion techniques such as ordinary least squares, three-level linear
models and probit models, where the dependent variables were bi-
nary indicators of passing or failing scores.# This is not surprising
since we are examining effects on spring 1998 scores, and many of
the designs had not been in place that long. In addition, implemen-
tation was not deep in these schools, given the conflicting reforms
that overshadowed implementation of NAS designs in these schools.
As such, we would not expect to find effects of implementation on
student achievement.

Because instructional conditions varied more between NAS and non-
NAS schools during the 1997-1998 school year, we wanted to exam-
ine whether such variation in instructional conditions was related to
student achievement, controlling for other student, teacher, class-
room, and school characteristics. We first examined relationships in
all 4th-grade classrooms in the district and then in the sample of
classrooms for which RAND gathered additional survey data on
classroom instruction and a supplemental reading test (Stanford-9)
(see Berends et al., 2002).

We did not find that instructional conditions promoted by reforms
such as NAS—including teacher-reported collaboration, quality of
professional development, and reform-like instructional practices—
were related to student achievement net of other student and class-
room conditions.

However, we did find significant effects of principal leadership on
the TAAS reading and mathematics scores by 0.15 and 0.21 of a stan-
dard deviation gain, respectively. Principal leadership in our analysis
was measured by teacher reports about principals who clearly com-
municated what was expected of teachers, were supportive and en-
couraging of staff, obtained resources for the school, enforced rules
for student conduct, talked with teachers regarding instructional
practices, had confidence in the expertise of the teachers, and took a
personal interest in the professional development of teachers.
Chapter Four described how our previous analyses have shown the
importance of principal leadership in implementing the designs

4For example, additional analyses of longitudinal student achievement growth models
from grades 3-5 do not show significant effects of NAS classrooms and schools
compared with non-NAS comparisons.
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(Berends and Kirby et al., 2001; Kirby, Berends, and Naftel, 2001). In
our San Antonio classroom study, we found a link between principal
leadership and student achievement in NAS and non-NAS schools,
indicating that leadership is important for academic achievement in
general, and to implementation in particular.

Student Achievement in Memphis

Memphis was another supportive district of NAS designs during the
scale-up phase. The superintendent provided significant resources
toward designs and was committed to NAS’s scale-up strategy to
widely diffuse the designs within the district. In fact, her leadership
during her tenure in Memphis resulted in her being honored as na-
tional superintendent of the year.

Memphis has used the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, version 4
(CTBS/4) since 1990. This is a commercial, multiple-choice test that
measures skills in reading, mathematics, and other subject areas. In
the spring of 1998, Memphis adopted the CTBS/5 Complete Battery
Plus (Terra Nova). This latter version of the CTBS as tailored to the
State of Tennessee is also a multiple-choice test, but concentrates
on higher-order thinking skills to a greater extent than the previous
CTBS/4. Scores have been equated across the two tests. Produced
by CTB/McGraw-Hill, both forms of the test contain items developed
specifically for students in Tennessee.

Tennessee has a sophisticated testing and assessment program
called the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS),
which enables the tracking of the academic progress of every student
in the state in grades 3-8 and beyond (as high school testing is im-
plemented) in science, math, social studies, language arts, and
reading (see Sanders and Horn [1994, 1995] for more details on this
system and the methodology used to measure student progress).
TVAAS reports annually on the gains that students made in each
grade and each subject grouped by achievement levels. These re-
ports have information on the three most recent years as well as the
three-year average gains. The state monitors all school systems that
are not achieving national norm gains; those systems

achieving two or more standard errors below the national norms
must show positive progress or risk intervention by the state. Each
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school and system is expected to achieve the national norm gains
regardless of whether its scale scores are above or below the
national norm. (Sanders and Horn, 1994, p. 302.)

The raw data for TVAAS are the scaled scores from the CTBS/4 and
now CTBS/5, which form a part of the Tennessee Comprehensive
Assessment Program (TCAP). All students in grades 2-8 are tested
yearly; this information is linked to the school and the teacher by
subject area and grade. The longitudinal nature of the data allows
each student to serve as his or her own “control.” TVAAS uses statis-
tical mixed-model methodology to estimate a multivariate, longitu-
dinal model of student achievement and then to aggregate these
data to the classroom or the school level. The gain scores of a
school’s students are estimated and compared with the national
norms. Thus, deviations from the national norms can be calculated
to see how the school is doing with respect to a national sample of
students.

The index of student achievement used in the analyses is the
Cumulative Percent of Norm (CPN) mean. This measures the per-
cent of national (expected) gain attained by the school in the re-
ported grades (Bratton, Horn, and Wright, 1996). For example, if a
school had a CPN equal to 75 percent in 5th-grade reading, then the
average gain of the 5th-grade students in the school was 0.75 of the
expected year-to-year gain based on a national sample.

Ross et al. (1998, 1999, 2000, 2001) provide an examination of the
relative performance of restructuring elementary schools in
Memphis from 1995 to 1998 (see Figure 6.1). They compared gains in
the restructuring schools on the TCAP with non-restructured (NR)
elementary schools and the state. Their results show that by 1998,
both cohort 1 (in year 3 of implementation) and cohort 2 schools (in
year 2 of implementation) demonstrated “small, nonsignificant ad-
vantages over the NR schools” (Ross et al., 1999, p. 3). An additional
important finding is that higher-poverty schools appeared to derive
the greatest benefits from these reforms. Their overall conclusion is
that although the effects have varied by year and by cohort, restruc-
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Figure 6.1—Memphis City Schools TVAAS Results for All Subjects
Cumulative Percent of Norm, Mean Across Grades 3-5

turing shows promise in raising achievement in Memphis elementary
schools.?

Yet, despite these relatively more-promising results Memphis has
decided to drop the designs in favor of more curriculum-specific re-

51n our analysis, we found less positive results (see Berends and Kirby et al., 2001)
when comparing the NAS-only designs with the district. We worked with Steven Ross
of the University of Memphis and William Sanders of the University of Tennessee, who
provided the supplementary results in our research. The data we examined for math-
ematics and reading for elementary schools were somewhat different from Ross et al.
(1998, 1999, 2001) for several reasons. First, we compared the NAS schools with the
district, and they compared the NAS school designs with “non-restructured” schools
between 1995 and 1998. Second, Ross et al. also included some non-NAS schools in
their analyses. Third, to be consistent to what we did for other jurisdictions, we com-
pared Memphis NAS schools with the district, using base year of implementation to
two years after implementation. Had we used the 1998 results for cohort 1, our results
would have looked more similar to Ross et al. Fourth, we also examined secondary
schools, where the picture seems somewhat more mixed: It varied by year and the
most recent year is the least encouraging, with NAS schools well below the district av-
erage.
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forms.® The former superintendent who brought in the NAS designs
and provided significant support for them—about $12 million over
six years—took another position. The incoming superintendent
announced to the school board that the whole-school reform models
would be discontinued in favor of new districtwide curriculum,
beginning with a reading program in fall 2001. Similar to the situa-
tion in San Antonio, there were concerns about the effectiveness of
designs and their ability to teach students more fundamental reading
and writing skills. Apparently, recent score results in Memphis did
not help in that they were not nearly as positive as in the past year
{(Ross, S. M,, personal communication).

FINDINGS FROM CASE STUDIES

Similar to what we found in our quantitative analyses, the case study
work offered some provocative, but inconclusive, information that
might lead one to assert that a variety of factors other than design
implementation account for the differences in test score gains be-
tween the matched pairs of schools that were the focus of the study
(Chun, Gill, and Heilbrunn, 2001). These factors include student and
family characteristics; stability, experience, and morale of the
teaching force; and test preparation programs. Moreover, several
factors likely contribute to the absence of a relationship between de-
sign implementation and test score results. These include:

e Tests that fail to capture the range of student learning outcomes
targeted by NAS designs;

e Pressure on schools to raise test scores immediately and dramat-
ically (which promotes the use of skills-oriented curricula at odds
with ambitious, interdisciplinary designs); and

e Low levels of implementation across the board—an absence of
truly comprehensive reform.

6This information is from an article in The Commercial Appeal by Aimee Edmonson
entitled “Watson Kills All Reform Models for City Schools” (June 19, 2001). See also
NAS’s response in a press release of June 28, 2001—“New American Schools’
Statement on Memphis Superintendent’s Decision to Drop Comprehensive School
Reform” (http://www.newamericanschools.com/press/062801.phtml).



140 Facing the Challenges of Whole-School Reform

SUMMARY AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Our analysis of performance trends across the set of schools three
years into scale-up focused on whether NAS schools made gains in
test scores relative to their respective jurisdictions.

o Among the four jurisdictions with ten or more implementing
NAS schools, Memphis and Kentucky schools appeared to be the
most successful in terms of improvement in mathematics, while
Cincinnati and Washington state did better in reading.

e In total, of the 163 schools for which we have data allowing us
comparisons in performance relative to the district or state, 81
schools (50 percent) made gains relative to the district in math-
ematics and 76 schools (47 percent) made gains in reading.

Because of the wide variation in implementation and environments
that occurs within schools and among jurisdictions, it may have been
too early to expect robust performance results across the NAS sites.
However, our implementation analysis shows little increase in level
of implementation over time and continuing within-school variation
in implementation. Thus, one might expect design adoption to
never have any lasting impact on student performance. In addition,
better and longer-term performance data are needed in order to
make conclusive judgments about designs and their effects on school
performance.

The detailed classroom study of San Antonio allowed us to examine
whether variation in instructional conditions was related to student
achievement, controlling for other student, teacher, classroom, and
school characteristics:

e As expected because of the early stages of implementation, ele-
mentary students in NAS schools did not significantly differ in
their achievement growth compared with students in non-NAS
schools.

e More importantly, we did not discover that instructional condi-
tions promoted by reforms such as NAS—including teacher-
reported collaboration, quality of professional development, and
reform-like instructional practices—were related to student
achievement net of other student and classroom conditions.
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e However, we did find significant effects of principal leadership
on the TAAS reading and mathematics scores.

Evidence from Other Studies

At this point in comprehensive school reform, there is only limited
evidence about the effectiveness of design-based models from stud-
ies that rely on rigorous comparative evaluation designs. For exam-
ple, Herman et al. (1999) find only two models were able to provide
convincing results in terms of raising student achievement levels. In
addition, in evaluations of the Comer’s School Development
Program, Cook and his colleagues at Northwestern University (see
Cook et al., 1999; Cook et al., 1998) found no effect of the model on
student achievement in Prince George’s County, Maryland, but
found small positive effects on students (less than one-tenth of a
standard deviation) in Chicago schools. These Cook et al. studies
were based on randomized experimental longitudinal designs, and
both point to the importance of further longitudinal studies that
carefully examine the approaches of design-based assistance
providers and the variation in implementation and performance that
is likely to occur. Cook et al. (1998) also point to the importance of
district-level support and expectations for improving instruction and
achievement. Other studies have shown that raising achievement
levels in dramatic fashion within urban school districts is a
formidable challenge (see Fullan, 2001; Bryk et al., 1998; Orr, 1998).

The evidence reported here suggests variation in implementation
and performance and describes a number of factors related to im-
plementation. The evidence suggests that design teams, districts,
schools, and teachers have a great deal of work to do to fully imple-
ment designs on a broad scale before we can expect to see dramatic,
or even significant, improvements in student outcomes. Whether
large numbers of schools can implement whole-school designs in a
sustainable fashion that can improve student achievement across
grade levels remains an open question.




Chapter Seven

THE FUTURE OF WHOLE-SCHOOL DESIGNS:
CONCLUSIONS, OBSERVATIONS,

AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Mark Berends, Susan Bodilly, Sheila Nataraj Kirby

The NAS effort, as we mentioned earlier, offered an unprecedented
opportunity to study and understand a dramatic attempt at whole-
school reform from its inception—one based on an experimental ap-
proach of research and development, demonstration, and scale-up.
Analyzing the initiative over this past decade has offered a broad
perspective on the issues facing different parties to the reform effort:
founders, developers, district administrators, principals, and teach-
ers. Perhaps more importantly, RAND'’s findings from monitoring
the NAS effort over this past decade offer important and sobering
lessons for federal, state, and local policymakers attempting to im-
prove failing schools through comprehensive school reform. This fi-
nal chapter provides a retrospective on the following:

e The unique nature of the RAND approach to evaluating the NAS
initiative, its strengths and weaknesses;

e The contributions of NAS to educational reform;

e The implications of the RAND analyses to the external change
agent theory of action; and

» Implications for the current federal CSRD policy.

UNIQUENESS OF THE RAND APPROACH

While NAS has been a unique effort, the analyses performed by
RAND concerning NAS have also been unique. The scope of the NAS
effort was remarkable: capitalizing seven teams; pushing for a scale-
up effort in ten districts; and undertaking a scale-up effort in hun-
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dreds of schools. The RAND analysis had just as remarkable a scope.
It covered the evolution of NAS and its teams from inception to 1998.
It tracked implementation and performance in over one hundred
schools from 1996 through 1999. It combined an action-oriented
approach with formative assessment methods conditioned on the
developmental nature of the intervention. For that reason, the
RAND analyses focused heavily on the development of designs and
their implementation strategies. These two issues are overlooked in
more-summative research designs. This approach enabled NAS and
RAND to draw strong connections between the conditions of imple-
mentation and outcomes.

This uniqueness had both strengths and weaknesses. Its strengths
were that it provided in-depth information on implementation and
systemic issues that few other studies of reforms have provided, and
it uniquely identified both the collage of actors and activities that
needed to be successfully meshed for the effort to prove successful
and the important conditions under which the innovations could
flourish.

On the other hand, it did not provide as clear and compelling evi-
dence on outcomes as one might have desired, especially if the spon-
sors were interested in significant improvements for selected groups
of students. Given the developmental nature of the intervention, the
measures and controls were not and could not be geared for this.
Furthermore, the teams themselves often did not provide the proof
of their theories of learning that would have complemented the
RAND efforts and strengthened the entire analytical impact.
However, the framework and methods were strong enough to show
that dramatic improvements expected by NAS and the partnering
districts did not exist for most schools.

The RAND approach worked well under these very special circum-
stances: a developmental intervention; a client needing information
for improvement quickly; and the stipulation that the results had to
be dramatic to continue with the effort. However, sponsors inter-
ested in more-specific and careful measures of more fully developed
interventions would not benefit by this approach.
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THE CONTRIBUTION OF NEW AMERICAN SCHOOLS

NAS accomplished several of the goals it had set for itself and in the
process made several important contributions to educational reform
that need to be kept in mind.

NAS funding and leadership led to the deliberate development of
functioning design teams. When NAS started, few whole-school de-
signs existed. Judging from the initial proposals, there were few or-
ganizations capable of design development or of thinking in terms of
whole-school approaches. NAS funding eventually took seven de-
signs from ideas on paper to firmly developed and functioning teams
whose designs have been adopted in multiple sites in the educational
marketplace. In essence it proved that teams could be deliberately
created and developed over time.

NAS showed that initially dependent external change agents could
be moved toward self-sufficiency over time. NAS undertook a very
systematic venture capital approach. It weeded out teams it thought
were not moving toward strong self-sufficiency or showing the
results it wanted, while it provided capacity-building funds for those
that were moving in its preferred direction. It provided assistance to
teams in their development to allow them to become self-sustaining.
Perhaps most notably, NAS encouraged federal funding, in the form
of advocating for the CSRD program, to allow for growth in the
market for the teams. In the end, NAS still provides some funding
through loans for capacity building, but the remaining design teams
otherwise operate independently in the marketplace of school
reforms.

NAS explicitly sought scale-up of the reform initiative. Foundations
and others have sought to create self-sustaining programs. Few have
been able to do so, but some have been successful. NAS went a step
further and deliberately pushed toward a scale-up strategy from the
very beginning. NAS can take credit for deliberately spreading, or
scaling up, a variety of designs in many different school settings. The
creation of the CSRD funding is just one manner in which NAS still
promotes the concept of scale-up of design-based assistance for
whole-school reform.

NAS explicitly made analysis and good consumer education a part
of its efforts. A major purpose behind the RAND analyses was to of-
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fer critical and timely analysis of the NAS operations. NAS has always
been very supportive of this effort and an avid consumer of the
RAND information, using it to help identify problems and solutions
to improve the initiative. From the beginning, NAS has emphasized
the importance of quality assurance among its teams. It continues to
promote this idea through the Guidelines for Ensuring the Quality of
National Design-Based Assistance Providers and by creating and
spinning off the Education Quality Institute.

Our review of the NAS experiences indicated that this deliberate ef-
fort did succeed in some important ways, and the approach of pro-
viding venture capital with specific goals could be used as a policy
instrument in the future when innovative approaches and new actors
are desired. In addition, NAS actions as a change agent have signifi-
cantly influenced policy in its areas of interest.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE EXTERNAL CHANGE AGENT
THEORY OF ACTION

We began our discussion by indicating the RAND's analyses focused
on the theory of action inherent in the NAS initiative, not on the ef-
ficacy of each design. We return here to that theory as a way to draw
conclusions about the NAS initiative. RAND findings provide mixed
evidence to support several hypotheses underpinning NAS’s theory
of change:

¢ The initial NAS hypothesis, that by adopting a whole-school de-
sign a school could improve its performance, was largely un-
proven. We found specific positive examples of schoolwide
implementation and improvement under certain conditions;
however, negative examples were found under more-common
conditions. Our general findings were of weak implementation
and lack of strong improvements in school performance. The
RAND analyses provide neither clear support for nor evidence
against the contention of some that whole-school design
approaches are superior to more programmatic approaches to
school reform (Slavin, 1997a, 1997b, 1999, 2000; Pogrow, 1998,
2000a, 2000b; Slavin and Madden, 2000; Fashola and Slavin,
1998).
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e NAS’s and RAND’s hypothesis that designs alone are not helpful
to schools and that schools need assistance in implementation
was proven correct. Teachers and school administrators clearly
reported higher levels of implementation associated with strong
assistance from design teams. But, just as importantly and con-
sistent with the implementation literature, conditions at the
schools and within the districts and the manner of selection also
proved important to implementation and outcomes.

e The scale-up hypothesis that a district that converted 30 percent
of its schools using whole-school approaches would become
high-performing and not revert to unproductive practices was
disproved. Districts, such as Memphis, reverted back to their
former status quickly with changes in administrations.

e The scale-up hypothesis that a district needs to provide a sup-
portive environment was dramatically proven by the negative
case of San Antonio. Without a supportive environment the de-
signs did not flourish.

In general, we conclude that the theory of action was largely under-
developed and underspecified. The causal chain of events leading to
strong implementation and outcomes has proven to be far more
complex than that originally considered by NAS and one that re-
mained largely outside of its control and influence. This finding is in
keeping with the literature on implementation indicating the com-
plexity of the change process.

Based on our experience with NAS, we offer the following implica-
tions for future efforts to bring about whole-school reforms through
external agents.

Externally developed education reform interventions cannot be
“break the mold” and still be marketable and implementable in
current district and school contexts. NAS attempted to have both
“break the mold” designs and designs that would appeal and be im-
plemented nationally. It faced and still faces a fundamental market
issue. The evidence of our evolution analysis and the implementa-
tion analyses all point to the fact that schools did not have a ready
place for these designs. Schools were not by and large fertile ground
for “break the mold” ideas, often because of a lack of capacity or lo-
cal, state, or district regulations. Rather, the designs had to change to
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be suitable to school conditions or simply not be implemented.
Design team calls for significant school autonomy over budget,
staffing, curriculum, instruction, and assessments often did not fit
into the institutional infrastructure that schools faced. Under these
conditions the designs often settled for approaches that called for
marginal improvements over time. In order for the design to be well-
implemented, the district and school contexts have to change to al-
low for “break the mold” school-level ideas to flourish.

External interventions need to address systemic issues that can
hinder implementation. The relatively weak implementation of the
designs in scale-up was associated with several systemic factors: lack
of teacher capacity to undertake the designs, especially in terms of
time and subject area expertise; lack of principal leadership; and an
incoherent district infrastructure that did not match the needs of
design implementation. Improved district support appears difficult
to obtain, but perhaps feasible with a significant resource outlay and
strong relationship between a NAS-like organization and a district
(not just the superintendent). The requirements for teacher capacity
and principal leadership for design implementation appear more
problematic. It is those very schools lacking in these qualities that
theoretically would most benefit from external assistance interven-
tions. This implies the design concept did not focus on the impor-
tant dimensions of school improvement when attempting to increase
school effectiveness. Greater attention to building basic teacher ca-
pacity and effective principal leadership for transition should be the
focus of reform, at least for low-performing, high-poverty schools.

A rush to scale-up when interventions are not completely developed
weakens results. NAS designs and teams were not ready to scale up
when NAS called for this move in 1995. NAS was not ready for this
scale-up either. It had not fully developed its concepts of school
matching, district partnerships, or a supportive district environment
to the point where it could ensure its designs would thrive in a scale-
up activity. Many of the problems associated with the scale-up
phase are attributable to pushing toward full-scale production before
all the kinks in the product were worked out. However, these prob-
lems are likely to persist partly because developers are under finan-
cial pressures to scale up their interventions before they are thor-
oughly evaluated and partly because districts and schools are under
severe political pressure to adopt external solutions—whether
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proven or not—as a means of addressing the lackluster performance
of their students. Venture firms like NAS must weigh the benefits of
waiting until development is complete against the costs of waiting to
enter the field with a new product when interest is high. The conse-
quences of not waiting should be taken seriously. Failures in imple-
mentation due to a rush to get into schools result in a continuing
weakening of the trust between teachers and administrators and
between parents and the education community.

A key component of successful implementation is consistent, clear,
and frequent communication and assistance between design devel-
opers and schools, particularly teachers. Implementation tended to
be very low in schools where teachers reported they did not under-
stand the design, see the design team members often, or receive
strong assistance. Case studies pointed to the importance of the se-
lection process in establishing firm positive relationships between
the external agent and the school staff; in addition, they highlighted
the importance of communicating with and involving all teachers in
the school, not just the “leads.” The external agents struggled to pro-
vide high levels of assistance, but could not always do so given the
leap in capacity required from demonstration in a few, often nearby,
sites to scale-up in many schools across the country. A reasonable
inference from our research is that a strong, trusting relationship be-
tween a school and an external agent is a prerequisite for strong im-
plementation of complex interventions that require significant
changes in behavior. If funders and developers expect teachers to
change behavior significantly, then they need to invest considerable
time and effort to build trusting relationships with teachers.

Monitoring site progress, self-evaluation, and reflection are neces-
sary if external developers are to be successful and to improve their
offerings over time. Our work throughout the development and
demonstration phases indicated that most of the teams had not cre-
ated the feedback loop or data needed to further develop their de-
signs and offer meaningful support packages to the schools. This af-
fected their ability to produce the desired results. In later phases,
most did not collect adequate information about their implementing
sites to allow for proper support or even to hazard a guess as to im-
plementation levels in schools. This ran counter to the emphasis
placed by NAS on quality assurance and its continuous calls for self-
evaluation by the design teams. In part, this is a resource issue—the
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push to scale-up left the developers with few resources for evalua-
tion. In part, it is a priority issue—developers want to spend money
on development of the ideas they are committed to, oftentimes
whether or not they are effective, and may see evaluation as less
important or too expensive. But, unless systems for tracking pro-
gress in schools and understanding school-level concerns are created
and used for improving the external intervention, then the effort
cannot succeed over the long term. This capacity must be de-
liberately built into the development effort and continuously main-
tained.

The typical outcome measures used in public accountability sys-
tems provide a very limited measure of student and school perfor-
mance. Years of evaluations indicate that the best way to measure
whether an intervention is having an effect is to measure variables
most closely associated with the interventions. This truism would
lead evaluations away from using district and state test score data
toward a richer set of assessments and indicators for whole school
reform. However, the conditions in the scale-up phase worked
against this. First, the external agents had not developed convincing
indicators of progress; in fact, they had to be asked to develop
benchmarks for progress by the districts because indicators of
progress did not always exist. Second, districts insisted their tests be
used as the sole indicator and NAS promised dramatic improve-
ments in this single indicator. In short, in the developmental phases
of an intervention, the assessment instruments needed to adequately
measure progress do not exist. The assessment measures that do
exist—district-mandated tests—do not adequately measure the im-
pact of innovative approaches.

This tension will be a constant hindrance to understanding the im-
pact of innovative approaches unless alternative indicators and as-
sessments are developed in ways that are well aligned with what the
reforms are trying to do. Few reforms will show strong results when
they are geared toward improving students’ complex thinking and
mastery of difficult subject matter, but are measured by simplistic
tests. We will not be measuring what is important, but measuring
what is easy to measure. The high-stakes testing regimes currently in
vogue and the overwhelming emphasis given to improved test scores
on state- or district-mandated tests as the measure of improvement
do not bode well for many innovative reform efforts.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR CURRENT POLICY: A CAUTIONARY
NOTE

Currently, many schools throughout the country are attempting
whole-school reform requiring significant changes in teacher and
administrator behaviors using the federal funding provided by such
programs as Title I and the CSRD program. RAND’s program of
studies of NAS has identified the conditions needed to make these
efforts successful including: teacher support and sense of teacher
efficacy; strong and specific principal leadership abilities; clear
communication and ongoing assistance on the part of design devel-
opers; and stable leadership, resources, and support from the dis-
trict.

The RAND analyses indicate these conditions are not common in the
districts and schools undertaking CSRD—schools with similar char-
acteristics to those NAS served in the scale-up phase. Because the
target of the federal Title I and CSRD funds is primarily high-poverty
schools, schools most likely to be affected by the CSRD program are
also schools that are most likely to face very fragmented and conflict-
ing environments, difficult and changing political currents, new ac-
countability systems, entrenched unions, serious lack of slack re-
sources in terms of teacher time, and demoralized teachers given the
fluctuating reform agenda and the difficult task of improving student
performance under these types of conditions (for a description of
CSRD schools see Kirby et al., in review). These schools will face
many obstacles during implementation of whole-school designs, and
because of this, whole-school designs will face continuing challenges
in significantly raising the achievement of all students.

Given this, federal and state policymakers need to think critically
about their current stance of simultaneously promoting high-stakes
testing; the implementation of comprehensive school reforms that
promote innovative curriculum and instructional strategies; and the
implementation of multiple other concurrent reforms. This is espe-
cially the case when confronting reduced state and local budgets
during a time of retrenchment.

The implementation of high-stakes testing regimes precludes the
adoption of rich and varied curricula that challenge students and
motivate them toward more in-depth learning experiences. It cer-
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tainly prevents adoption of such curricula when other more basic
skills reforms are mandated on top of the design-based curriculum.
High-stakes tests become a two-edged sword in this environment.
On the one hand, high-stakes tests motivate schools to increase
performance and often to seek out new curriculum and instructional
strategies associated with comprehensive school reforms. On the
other hand, those very same tests provide disincentives to adopt
richer, more in-depth curriculum—even when mandated.

Concurrently, these same districts are facing new and growing pres-
sures to see the performance of their lowest achieving schools in-
crease substantially, and these schools are frequently high-poverty,
high-minority schools that receive Title I funds. For example, some
of the key Title I provisions involve states establishing rigorous stan-
dards for what students should know (content standards); establish-
ing performance standards for how well students should know the
content; and developing assessments to measure school and/or stu-
dent progress toward these goals. By the spring of 2001, all states
were required to have such assessments in place to comply with Title
I policy, with additional testing and accountability requirements
emerging from recent federal legislation.

If districts react to this pressure with past behaviors, they will likely
promote the failure of whole-school reforms. In the past, districts
have sought to increase accountability, while also mandating a series
of reforms, without providing for the slack needed to implement
them. For instance, some districts are mandating reading and math
programs with specified professional development routines, in-
creased teacher and principal accountability based on inappropriate
test regimes, and further reductions in school-level budgets.
Simultaneously, they encourage schools to adopt schoolwide models
without much review of effectiveness or fit with the district policies
or school needs. The result will be, as it was in the scale-up districts,
continued fragmented, incoherent policies not supportive of whole-
school interventions.

In short, we anticipate continuing conflicts between whole-school
design or model adoption and district and school contexts as well as
political pressures rushing schools and external assistance providers
into partnerships that are not well thought through. If districts con-
tinue in this manner, the outcome will be neither short-term gains,
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nor long-term success. Expectations regarding the ability of schools
to make meaningful changes with the assistance of externally devel-
oped designs in this fragmented and unsupportive environment are
not likely to be met. This may well lead policymakers to abandon
what could be a promising vehicle for whole-school reform without
having given it a chance.
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DRIVEN BY RESULTS AND A DECADE OF EXPERIENCE
by New American Schools

Comprehensive school reform “arguably holds out the greatest
hope of producing categorical change” in schools.!

The best available information and our own experiences suggest
comprehensive school reform (CSR), while not problem-free, has
great potential for success and has become the dominant school re-
form model in the nation’s classrooms. However, its ability to reach
large numbers of schools and students depends in no small part on
changes in the culture of school systems and, above all, a move from
policies dominated by the quick fix of the day to practices driven by
results and continuous improvement. The nation should continue to
invest in CSR with an eye toward improvement, given the promise
shown. Now is not the time to move on to the “new, new thing.”
This is especially true, given the recent passage of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act, which requires educators to meet
tougher accountability standards or risk sanctions and corrective ac-
tion imposed by states and the federal government. Congress’s
willingness to make permanent the Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration (CSRD) program, to increase its funding level this
year, and to identify CSR as a strategy low-performing schools should
consider for school improvement is a recognition of what has been
accomplished to date.

l«Better By Design: A Consumer’s Guide to Schoolwide Reform,” a report by the
Thomas B. Fordham Foundation
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During the past decade, New American Schools (NAS) has evolved
from a developer and supporter of specific whole-school reform ef-
forts to an organization dedicated to successful and wide-scale im-
plementation of comprehensive improvement strategies that have
been proven to work or have exceptional promise. This evolution
presented many challenges that provide insights into what is needed
to ensure sustained improvement efforts. Our contribution to
RAND'’s Facing the Challenges of Whole-School Reform: New Ameri-
can Schools After a Decade is an attempt at articulating what we have
learned and where we are headed, with the hope it will contribute to
a continuous process to improve and grow. It also is in keeping with
the NAS tradition of looking critically at our actions and learning
from our mistakes. RAND has been an invaluable partner in this
endeavor.

Without RAND’s insightful findings and strategic advice, we would
have lost our way on the road to continuous improvement. As a re-
sult of our ten-year relationship with RAND, we are committed to rig-
orous, ongoing evaluations of all that we do to ensure quality design
and delivery of programs and services for schools and students.
While we did not always agree with RAND and its evaluation ap-
proaches, we respected and valued its role in improving public edu-
cation and, specifically, comprehensive school reform. We extend
special appreciation to Tom Glennan, Susan Bodilly, and Mark
Berends, all leaders in comprehensive school reform research.

We have learned many lessons about what is needed to increase stu-
dent achievement through the successful implementation of com-
prehensive improvement plans in classrooms. Arguably, the most
important lessons focus on school readiness, district policies and
practices, quality controls, evaluations, and community support. We
have taken these lessons and built a strategy around them to achieve
our decade-long mission of increasing student achievement. While
our mission has not changed, many of the activities we now under-
take are different from what they were ten years ago or even two
years ago.

This chapter explains why we have chosen this strategy. First, it re-
views NAS’s history. Then, it discusses the important concept of
comprehensive school improvement that includes CSR designs or
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models. It then turns to a description of the lessons learned and our
current areas of interest.

NEW AMERICAN SCHOOLS: 1991-2001

In 1991, New American Schools, a nonprofit corporation formed by
the chief executives of some of our country’s most successful busi-
nesses, planned to develop “a new generation of American schools.”
NAS organized a five-year research and development competition
that ultimately provided 11 independent organizations with funding
and technical assistance to develop “comprehensive school designs.”
Over time, NAS invested more than $130 million in the organizations,
now known as design teams. They created models that reorganize an
entire school around a unified vision and a shared plan for higher
student achievement; quality professional development for teachers,
principals, and other school personnel; greater parental and com-
munity involvement; ongoing evaluation of progress and perfor-
mance for continuous improvement; and closely tied networks of
like-minded educators.

Beginning in 1991, NAS contracted with RAND to develop and man-
age an independent evaluation of our work. During the past ten
years, RAND’s evaluative studies, critical feedback, and reports have
helped NAS to identify and define the weak links and missing com-
ponents of comprehensive reform strategies for schools and school
districts and later would contribute substantially to new service
offerings provided by NAS to states, school districts, and schools,
including charter schools.

In 1996, NAS urged seven of the design teams to adopt a national dis-
semination strategy based on fee-for-service. We supported this
strategy by providing the seed capital and technical assistance to
help them operate like professional service firms, financially inde-
pendent of NAS. With NAS as a partner, they entered into agree-
ments with a group of major school districts across the country to
implement their models or designs in at least one-third of the dis-
tricts’ schools. About that time, NAS began to finance the design
teams on the basis of loans rather than grants through a self-
sustaining investment program that eventually became the
Education Entrepreneurs Fund. Today these design teams work in
almost 4,000 schools and operate totally independently from NAS.
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In 1997, Congress passed the CSRD program, in response to NAS’s
and others’ initial successes and the long-term potential for CSR to
improve public education. Since its passage, approximately $900
million has been appropriated to help schools and districts start up
CSR efforts. As a result, hundreds of organizations have begun to
offer school reform services and products.

In 1999, NAS joined hands with other organizations to help educa-
tors and parents decipher the differences among organizations offer-
ing CSR programs and services. NAS sponsored an independent
blue-ribbon panel composed of leaders across the spectrum of public
education—from Chester E. Finn, Jr., of the Thomas B. Fordham
Foundation to Sandra Feldman of the American Federation of
Teachers—to craft and endorse guidelines to help schools, teachers,
parents, and others determine which of these organizations and ser-
vice providers truly offered quality CSR services.

In 2001, we built on the work of the blue-ribbon panel by helping to
form the Education Quality Institute (EQI), an independent organi-
zation whose aim is to help consumers of education products and
services select programs that meet locally defined needs and adhere
to quality guidelines, are research based, and have been proven to
work.

Importantly, that same year, we shaped a decade’s worth of class-
room experience, extensive research, and independent evaluations
into a coherent set of consulting and operational services, products,
and tools, offered through two divisions within New American
Schools: the NAS Service Network and the Education Entrepreneurs
Fund. These offerings support and partner with the design teams as
well as many other quality providers of comprehensive services
working in schools. But, the primary objective is to help educators at
all levels create the environments necessary for quality comprehen-
sive school improvement to take root and flourish.

COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT: A SYSTEMS
APPROACH, NOT JUST A CSR DESIGN OR MODEL

At this point, it is important to draw a distinction between individual
CSR designs or models and comprehensive school improvement.
The former is an approach offered by an organization at the school
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level; the latter is a broad systemic strategy for improvement that in-
cludes CSR designs. Comprehensive school improvement supports
improved student achievement through the coherent alignment of
CSR designs or models with policies and practices at the state and
district levels related to school leadership and governance, curricu-
lum and instruction, professional development, accountability and
evaluation, resource allocation, and community engagement, among
other areas.

Numerous studies, particularly the RAND reports, have found that
the success of any design is the joint product of efforts by the de-
sign’s developer, the school, and the school district. As a systemic
strategy for increasing student achievement, comprehensive school
improvement involves the use of a design as well as external support
to achieve student performance objectives; a commitment by teach-
ers and staff to the model—often in the form of a vote; investments of
teacher time and district funds; the involvement of the superinten-
dent’s senior staff to align district policies to reinforce those invest-
ments; the engagement of the community and parents; and means of
measuring the quality of design implementation and student out-
comes. States and outside organizations, such as NAS, that work
with designs and local educators also can influence the outcome of
this joint effort.

Models, whether “home grown” or nationally developed, are a neces-
sary part of this strategy—they drive change at the school level, but
the model or design and its developer are only one part of the equa-
tion. Models must be implemented to be effective. Successful imple-
mentation requires that the individual design be aligned to the
school’s needs and that the school’s teaching staff freely commits to
the design and is given the time to train and implement it. The de-
sign’s developer also must provide the necessary school-level assis-
tance in implementation. Importantly, the implementation process,
including the technical assistance, needs to be fully financed.
Finally, the Board of Education and the central office must give high
priority to the support of design implementation in all of its policy
processes.

At the national level, comprehensive school improvement involves
evaluating these multiparty implementation processes across dis-
tricts with the best available information, identifying what works and
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what does not, determining why, directing investment and purchas-
ing decisions to designs or models that do work, throwing out what
does not work, and repeating this cycle. Here is where federal and
state education policies, philanthropy, and organizations, such as
NAS, can have high leverage and direct influence. Over time, this
system will assure a winnowing that leaves the best models or de-
signs at the top.

LESSONS LEARNED

1. Applied research and continuous evaluation is key to identifying
and disseminating best practices to increase student achievement.
However, poorly conducted research does more harm than good
and unfairly stigmatizes schools and students.

Underlying all reform and improvement initiatives is an assumption
that performance and results will be assessed in a fair and accurate
manner; however, current approaches to measuring and evaluating
student and school performance often are misleading and unfair. As
a result, news accounts of school rankings do not offer a complete
picture of what is happening in classrooms. Teachers cannot de-
velop the individualized instruction needed for student improve-
ment. School leaders cannot be fairly judged by the public on their
ability to increase student achievement.

Traditionally, evaluation staffs in central offices determine the per-
formance of individual schools by comparing the average scores of
students in a particular grade in one year with the average scores of a
different set of students in that same grade in the next year. The
typical year-to-year comparison of averages in a grade says more
about the students—and especially their socioeconomic status—
than the quality of the classrooms in which they sit. Few districts
actually look at how the same group of students improves over time.
Yet, this is the best way to determine what schools add to student
learning.

This type of comparison is generally known as a “value-added” ap-
proach. While not perfect, it offers significant improvements in pre-
cision and accuracy over most current evaluation techniques em-
ployed by districts today, including some of those used by RAND in
its studies of the NAS-affiliated designs. It also permits evaluators to
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control for important variables such as student mobility, socioeco-
nomic status, and prior achievement levels. Evaluation systems
must allow districts and schools to measure year-to-year progress as
well as measure student achievement in comparison to absolute
standards. A system enabling understanding of both is a powerful
driver of change and improvement.

Through the Services Network, we now offer assistance to educators
in evaluation techniques, as they collect, use, and manage student-
level data to ensure that fair and accurate information is driving de-
cisionmaking in and outside the classroom.

2. Individual schools and teachers need assistance to help them
prepare for change. At the same time, superintendents and others
must recognize that while all schools can improve, they do not all
need an external change agent to reform or improve.

It seems like an obvious statement, but it cannot be emphasized
enough: If schools and teachers do not believe they need to change
and are not prepared to rethink and restructure what they do, no
amount of money or muscle will force it upon them. We have
learned that prior to making substantive changes to curriculum or
instruction, schools and districts need assistance in planning for and
preparing for more effective teaching and learning programs as well
as long-term change and continuous improvement.

We also now recognize that while all schools in a district may need
assistance to build their capacity for continuous improvement, they
all do not necessarily need an externally developed design or model
to reform or improve. Qutside providers are not for everyone, al-
though together they offer a broad range of consumer choice and
individually provide real opportunities for tailoring. Some schools
can and always have done it themselves.

Still, ties to a national model can offer enormous benefits, even for
high-performing schools. Even a highly competent staff might rea-
sonably elect to buy and tailor a compatible design rather than build
it from scratch; students might benefit from a thoughtful, research-
based design faster. External models also provide a means of main-
taining a school’s coherence in the face of staff and principal
turnover. Moreover, existing models provide a ready-made network
of like-minded school staff, connected by local, regional, and na-
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tional meetings, as well as the Internet. And design “brands” do offer
a simple means by which high-performing schools can help parents
and teachers understand the school’s education program and phi-
losophy, thus fostering good matches of the school with prospective
employees and students.

3. Investing in schools alone is necessary but not sufficient for
meaningful and sustained improvement. States and school dis-
tricts must develop policies and practices that support the school
improvement processes and become embedded into a district’s cul-
ture to ensure they last beyond one dynamic superintendent.

NAS has learned that a school-by-school improvement strategy is a
necessary but not sufficient approach for creating sustained im-
provement in student achievement. Teachers, students, and other
school staff interact within systems of federal, state, district, and
school policies and practices that comprise and shape the conditions
under which teaching and learning take place. In the broadest terms,
the conditions we are concerned about have to do with opportuni-
ties, capacities, and incentives for improvement. The extent of their
alignment is what New American Schools means by system-level co-
herence.>2 Unfortunately, many urban schools operate under rela-
tively incoherent conditions, both programmatically at the school
level-——with multiple competing improvement efforts under way si-
multaneously,3 and at the district and state levels—with evaluation,
accountability, scheduling, professional development, decentraliza-
tion, and compensation policies that are not aligned with schools’
improvement efforts. Briefly stated, this is what opportunities, ca-
pacities, and incentives mean to NAS:

Opportunities for improvement pertain to the level of flexibility
schools have to be creative in taking corrective action. Strategies that

2Several education researchers have written about the concepts of opportunities,
capacities, and incentives as well as levels of coherence in educational systems (see,
for example, Paul Hill, Christine Campbell, and James Harvey (20001, It Takes a City:
Getting Serious About Urban School Reform, Brookings Institution Press, Washington,
DC; Anthony Bryk et al. (1998], Charting Chicago School Reform: Democratic Localism
as a Lever for Change, Westview Press, Boulder, Colo.).

3See, for example, F. M. Newmann, B. Smith, E. Allensworth, and A. Bryk, “School
Instructional Program Coherence: Benefits and Challenges,” Consortium on Chicago
School Research, January 2001.
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promote increased opportunity include various forms of decentral-
ization such as site-based budgeting, performance-based contracts
to manage groups of schools within existing systems, and public
charter schools that operate entirely outside the traditional district.
Other opportunities for improvement include district and school
policies that give educators a freer hand through new allocation of
resources and innovative scheduling of the school day and year.

Capacities for improvement pertain to the knowledge, skills, and
abilities of those who lead, direct, and administer change: top offi-
cials at district and school level, teachers, staff, parents, and other
members of the community. Examples of strategies that build ca-
pacities include the implementation of whole-school reform models;
training and leadership development strategies; and investments in
information technology.

Incentives for improvement pertain to the structure of accountability
and compensation systems. Incentive-based strategies include es-
tablishing rewards for meeting federal, state, district, and school ex-
pectations for academic achievement, and consequences for failing
to do so.

The mission of the Services Network is to align education policies
and practices to foster strong organizational performance and high
student achievement. The Services Network operates on the princi-
ple that coherence among opportunities, capacities, and incentives
can be achieved both by transforming existing school systems—the
school district as we know it today—and by creating new systems of
schools operating under charters or contracts. Both approaches are
vital dimensions of a comprehensive national strategy for improving
education.

To accomplish its mission, the Services Network offers an integrated
set of State and District Services and New School Services through
strong internal capacity and best-in-class strategic partners. Each set
of services includes four components: (1) needs assessment, (2)
strategic planning, (3) implementation assistance, and (4) quality as-
surance and feedback. To assist its clients, the Services Network
draws on its capacity in key competency areas, which include:
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District Redesign

Leadership and management
Professional development
Resource allocation
Community engagement

Charter and contract school arrangements

Accountability and Evaluation

Accountability policy development
School review and evaluation

Information management and analysis

Special Education

Interpretation of federal, state, and local law and funding
streams

Student assessments
Program design and implementation

Management of the Individualized Education Program (IEP)
process

Development of Medicaid reimbursement processes

Charter and Contract Schools

Authorizer application and approval processes
Accountability plan development and monitoring

School start-up coordination help on facilities, personnel,
budget, and data systems
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Governance Training

e Authorizer renewal and revocation decisions processes

o Lessons from new schools for district redesign

4, Most schools and districts need sustained, high-quality support
from external organizations to build capacity and leadership at the
local level.

While most schools and districts need and want assistance from ex-
ternal organizations to help them improve student performance, the
providers of these services and products, mostly nonprofits, often
lack the capital and business expertise to offer large numbers of
schools sustained, high-quality work simultaneously. They also lack
the capacity to link and partner with other quality providers. As a re-
sult, NAS is supporting education providers through its Education
Entrepreneurs Fund. The Fund provides financial resources, techni-
cal assistance, and consulting in business planning and marketing to
help promising education organizations and companies deliver con-
sistently superior programs and assistance to a growing network of
schools over time. Currently, the Fund makes investments in design
teams to help them improve their offerings to schools and make
them available to more schools. For example, design teams have
used loans to pay for up-front operating expenses in classrooms,
while they wait for payment from schools recently added to their
client list. These loans provide the necessary cash flow to give design
teams the flexibility to work with the school system’s billing cycle
and the ability to add the staff and systems necessary to expand their
work to larger numbers of schools. Investments also have been used
to improve design teams’ technology offerings, curriculum materials,
and school-level technical assistance.

The Fund also seeks to make nonprofit organizations more accus-
tomed to thinking and operating like businesses, helping them
benefit from business and marketing models as well as long-term
strategic plans. This function falls under the Fund’s Education
Entrepreneurs Network, whose mission is to help providers and
other “education entrepreneurs” turn promising ideas or small-scale
classroom techniques and tools into products, programs, and ser-
vices that can be widely used in school settings. Entrepreneurs in the
field of education are breaking new ground every day in classrooms,
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demonstrating their work can raise student learning. For example,
foundations often fund the creation and initial development of an
innovative program that has met with success in a few classrooms;
however, little support is available to help nonprofits actually launch
the resulting product or service into the larger education market-
place. By providing technical, marketing, and business assistance,
the Network fills this role and helps nonprofit organizations expand
beyond a few pockets of excellence. It also stimulates mutually pro-
ductive partnerships among education providers, creating a more
efficient marketplace that ultimately brings high-quality products
and services to those students who most need them.

5. Educators, parents, and the larger school community must have
a way to measure the performance of these outside organizations
that consult and/or provide services and products to schools.

Parents, business and community leaders, and other members of the
public need a resource to help them make well-informed decisions,
based on trusted research, instead of political whim and opinions of
interested parties. This has become increasingly difficult. Today
more than 300 organizations receive payment for their services
through the federal CSRD program; however, we have no real quality
standards in place. Quality should not be confused with perfection—
it is a process of continuous improvement; evaluating, throwing out
what doesn’t work, and focusing on what does. Our experience sug-
gests that in the absence of good information about which programs
can be relied upon to do good work, the good, the bad, and the ugly
are thrown together in an undifferentiated mass that schools, dis-
tricts, and the public cannot hope to untangle. When consumers
can’t trust anyone, they trust no one.

In 1999, to address the need for useful and reliable consumer infor-
mation on CSR providers, NAS sponsored a blue-ribbon panel of no-
tables from across the political and philosophical spectra of public
education to develop and endorse a set of rigorous quality guide-
lines. This year NAS, along with the Council for Basic Education,
helped create the independent EQI, a Consumer Reports for educa-
tion. Much more work needs to be done to make these guidelines
the industry standard and EQI the recognized standard-bearer of
quality; however, a first step has been taken, and we welcome in-
volvement by all who care about quality in public education.
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Had the guidelines, EQI, or something like them been in place during
the past few years, educators and the public would have been better
informed about issues around quality, evaluations, performance, and
related topics. Consistent with this lesson, NAS now only seeks part-
nerships with providers who focus on student performance, commit
to independent quality reviews, and allocate resources to assure
continuous improvement within their organization and within part-
ner schools.

6. The policies that shape public education are inherently political.
As such, we must build broad community understanding and sup-
port for school redesign.

To ensure community engagement is informed by research rather
than empty rhetoric, we must commit ourselves to communicating
fair and accurate information on a regular basis and to involving key
stakeholders in the decisionmaking process. We learned that school
improvement efforts must be built on a broad base of support, rather
than the tenure of one charismatic leader. In some districts imple-
menting comprehensive school reform models, schools demon-
strated a healthy return on the considerable investment of district
funds and staff time, but neither the broader district systems sup-
porting the CSR strategy nor the designs themselves were embedded
sufficiently in the school systems and within their stakeholder groups
to assure the strategy’s continuation in the absence of leadership
commitment. In many school systems, it is far easier for district
leaders and the central office to go back to the old ways than to con-
tinue the redesign effort.

But, for the work to succeed over the long term, the endorsement of a
more permanent decisionmaking body—the community as a
whole—must be cultivated. Today NAS stresses the importance of
community involvement through the Service Network’s offerings,
which help educators and school leaders develop and implement an
intensive and substantive engagement plan with parents, teachers,
community and business leaders, and others around school im-
provement strategies.
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THE FUTURE OF NEW AMERICAN SCHOOLS

As a leader in comprehensive school improvement strategies, NAS is
proud of its record and the accomplishments of the CSR design
teams. We believe they are among the best school reform programs
widely available today. However, we should be counted among the
first to recognize that no silver bullet exists for school improvement.
NAS has never defended setbacks as success, nor have we celebrated
successes as miracle cures. Instead, throughout the RAND evalua-
tion effort, we have openly published our own and the design teams’
mistakes and failures, while embracing them as opportunities for
improvement rather than reasons to abandon our work.

We operate as a learning organization, dedicated to continuous im-
provement, putting these values into practice:

Quality. We will work only with education providers who have
demonstrated results of higher student achievement, increased stu-
dent attendance, decreased dropout rates, greater parental and
community involvement, and other indicators of success.

Scale. We will work to move beyond a few islands of excellence by
supporting promising and proven programs that can be replicated to
ensure large-scale implementation of successful comprehensive
school improvement strategies.

Sustainability. We will work to ensure continuous improvement by
helping the best strategies sustain their impact and become perma-
nent features of the public education landscape.

Comprehensiveness. We will work to promote the alignment, con-
sistency, and durability of school improvement strategies, avoiding
the adoption of disparate programs that are disjointed in practice.

Collective action. We will work to get education providers to join to-
gether for the common goal of improved student performance and,
importantly, network best-in-class providers to help develop a
unique, coherent set of services and products that can easily be
matched to meet the specific challenges facing any school or school
district.

Choice. We will work to ensure that educators, parents, and com-
munity leaders are able to select from a diverse portfolio of high-
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quality options to determine what improvement strategy is best for
their students and unique needs, especially for those schools and
students most in need.

New American Schools’ mission is to help the country raise achieve-
ment for all students through the implementation of comprehensive
school improvement strategies at the school, district, state, and na-
tional levels. Our mission is far from complete. As we reach our
tenth anniversary, NAS continues to break new ground, transitioning
from a largely grants-driven initiative to a professional services or-
ganization. Bolstered with the accomplishments of the past decade,
New American Schools is uniquely positioned to link and deliver su-
perior, research-based education services that together give states,
districts, and schools the tools and assistance needed to ensure that
all children succeed at high levels.



Appendix

METHODOLOGY FOR THE STUDIES ON
IMPLEMENTATION AND PERFORMANCE

CASE STUDIES TWO YEARS INTO SCALE-UP
(BODILLY, 1998)

Sample

Resources allowed the development of 40 school-level case studies
with the intent of performing longitudinal analysis across each
school over a two-year period. New American Schools was working
with ten jurisdictions, including three state jurisdictions, with spe-
cific districts in those states, and seven independent districts.! We
chose six of these jurisdictions to study in the first year of implemen-
tation.2 We used seven in the second year.3 That choice was in part
determined by the evident progress made in getting the initiative
under way in each jurisdiction.

IThis includes selected districts within Kentucky, Maryland, and Washington state,
and seven districts: Cincinnati, Dade, Memphis, Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, San
Antonio, and San Diego.

2In the first year, we chose to study the six jurisdictions that had schools that were
beginning implementation that year. These included: Cincinnati, Dade, two districts
in Kentucky, Memphis, Pittsburgh, and two districts in Washington state.

31n the second year, NAS’s relationship with some districts changed; thus, the district
sample changed. We added two jurisdictions (Philadelphia and San Antonio) and
dropped one (Washington state), making seven jurisdictions in the second year:
Cincinnati, Dade, two districts in Kentucky, Memphis, Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, and
San Antonio. Five jurisdictions stayed the same over the entire study and two new
ones were added in the second year.
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In choosing schools to study, we attempted to get at least four
schools for each design team, to be able to track differences both
among designs and among districts. However, each team does not
work in each jurisdiction, and each team is implementing in different
numbers of schools. For example, AC had less than 20, the fewest
schools, while RW had more than 100 schools implementing at least
the Success for All portion of the design. Neither were the teams uni-
formly dispersed throughout all districts. For example, Cincinnati
had only CON, EL, and RW schools.

Table A.1 shows the sample for the second year of scale-up. Of the 40
schools we visited in 1997, we had also visited 30 in the previous year.
Ten were visited only once. Seven of these ten were visited only once
because they were added when we added districts in the second year.
Those schools were in San Antonio and Philadelphia.

We attempted to make the choice of schools within a district ran-
dom. In at least one case, we had little choice but to leave the selec-
tion to the district.# While not random, our sample was fairly repre-
sentative of NAS schools in general. The sample included urban and

Table A.1
RAND Sample for Site Visits

AC AT CON EL MRSH NARE RW Totals

Cincinnati 2 2 2 6
Dade 1 2 2 2 7
Kentucky 4 4
Memphis 2 2 1 2 2 2 11
Philadelphia 3 1 1 5
Pittsburgh 3 3
San Antonio 2 2 4
Totals 3 5 6 6 7 7 6 40

4For example, the state of Florida put a group of Dade County schools on a probation
list because of low performance against a set of state indicators. Dade County man-
dated that all schools on this list adopt the RW design and be off limits to researchers.
Thus, this group could not be included in the sample, leaving us with no choice as to
which RW schools to include—the only two RW schools not on the state probation list.
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rural schools and districts; elementary, middle, and high schools;
and schools that were well-resourced and schools that were not.

Data Sources and Collection

We used many sources and types of information:

¢ Structured interviews (a set of predefined questions, both open-
and closed-ended) by telephone about resource usage and in
person during field visits. The structured formats varied by type
of respondent.

e Observations of activities in schools. These observations were
not formal or extensive. We toured each of the schools, sat in on
several randomly selected classes, and observed special events at
the school scheduled for the day, if they had applications to the
design. In several instances we were able to observe critical
friends’ visits taking place, teacher group meetings, etc.

e Archival data, including documents produced by design teams,
schools, and districts describing their efforts; plans by these par-
ties for transformation; and local news releases or newspaper
items concerning the local education scene, local political issues,
NAS, design teams, or schools using NAS designs.

e Numerical data on each school’s enrollment, demographics, test
scores, etc.

The major data collection in the field took place during two waves of
site visits in spring 1996 and in spring 1997. The latter established
the level of implementation of the 40 schools at the end of the second
year of scale-up. All interviews probed for the reasons behind differ-
ing levels of implementation.

We attempted to ensure that two researchers visited each school for
approximately one day. One researcher spent a day at the district
collecting information and performing interviews. All interviews had
a structured format, with a mix of factual closed-ended questions
and open-ended questions. Interviews were translated into con-
densed formatted sheets that covered specific variables identified to
be of interest and coded for later analysis. Specific issues, such as re-
source usage and the matching process between design teams and
schools, were explored using structured phone surveys.
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The analysis used a combination of quantitative and qualitative mea-
sures. We used the qualitative data to develop a quantitative mea-
sure for the dependent variable, the level of implementation.

Measuring the Dependent Variable

The implementation analysis used an audit-like approach to estab-
lish the level of implementation in each school. Schools associated
with each team were assessed over common areas of schooling we
call “elements” (see Table A.2). By common, we mean that each de-
sign included specific changes to that element from “typical” prac-
tice. These common elements were curriculum, instruction, assess-
ments, student assignments, and professional development. But
within each element of schooling, the teams varied significantly in
what they attempted to accomplish.

Three elements remained, but were not held in common among the
teams: staff and organization, community involvement, and stan-
dards. That is, not all teams aspired to make significant changes in
these areas. Together with the five common ones, these are the eight
elements that make up what we refer to as the “school-level compo-
nent” of the designs. We also tracked progress on these three ele-
ments, as applicable.5

The specifics of each element for each design team were originally
determined by a document review and interview with the design
team during the demonstration phase. The elements were sharp-
ened in scale-up by a request from NAS and several districts for de-
sign teams to create “benchmarks” of progress for their designs that
schools and districts could use to understand where they were

S0ur analysis of design documents shows that, in fact, the teams have more elements
than these eight. Additional elements include governance changes, integrated tech-
nology in the classroom, and integrated social services. In scale-up, with the emphasis
on developing a supportive environment within the district, these elements became
part of NAS's jurisdiction strategy: all of the governance, integrated social services,
and technology. We thus still tracked them, but not as part of the school-level designs.
Instead, we tracked them as part of the jurisdiction’s supportive environment that
NAS was to encourage and support.
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Table A.2

Elements of Designs

Element Description

Curriculum Usually, the knowledge bases and the se-
quence in which they are covered, whether
defined by traditional subject areas or in
more-interdisciplinary fashion.

Instruction The manner in which the student acquires
knowledge and the role of the teacher in this
process.

Assessments The means for measuring progress toward
standards, either at the school or student
level.

Student Grouping The criteria or basis for assigning students to

Professional Development

Community Involvement/
Public Engagement

Standards

Staff and Organization

classes, groups, or programs.

Includes opportunities to develop curricu-
lum and instruction, to develop expertise in
using standards, to collaborate with others,
and to enter into networks or prolonged dis-
cussions with other teachers about the pro-
fession. Several teams also planned exten-
sive on-the-job practice, coaching in the
classroom, and teaming in individual class-
rooms, as well as schoolwide forums to
change the ways in which teachers deliver
curriculum and instruction permanently.

The ways parents, businesses, and others
participate in schools and vice versa.

The range of skills and content areas a stu-
dent is expected to master to progress
through the system and the levels of attain-
ment necessary for schools to be judged ef-
fective.

The configuration of roles and responsibili-
ties of different staff. Changed organiza-
tional structures and incentives encourage
teachers to access both staff in-services and
professional growth opportunities.
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going and when and to determine whether they were making rea-
sonable progress. The benchmarks developed varied significantly
from team to team as one would expect; however, all gave descrip-
tions of what teams expected by the final year of a three-year imple-
mentation cycle.

We relied on two types of evidence of progress. First, we looked for
evidence of implementation in keeping with the benchmarks and
expectations provided by the team. Second, we interviewed district
and school-level staff to understand their views of the design and
how much they had changed their behaviors and to gain descriptions
of the level of implementation. We asked how much their jobs had
changed so far in relation to where they understood the design to be
taking them.

Creating a Scale

The following paragraphs describe the construction of the depen-
dent variable of the analysis—the level of implementation observed.

Level of Implementation

We rated progress in an element using a straightforward scale, as
follows:

0 = NotImplementing. No evidence of the element.

1 = Planning. The school was planning to or preparing to imple-
ment.

2 = Piloting. The element was being partially implemented with
only a small group of teachers or students involved.

3 = Implementing. The majority of teachers were implementing
the element, and the element was more fully developed in ac-
cordance with descriptions by the team.
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4 = Fulfilling. The element was evident across the school and was
fully developed in accordance with the design teams’ descrip-
tions. Signs of institutionalization were evident.5

Application and Development of a Summary
Dependent Variable

We initially applied these levels of implementation to each element
that a design team intended to change in a school.” For each element
included in a design, a score was given based on the observations and
interviews conducted at the sites.8 We then developed an average
score for each school to use as a summary variable. First, we
summed across the elements of design identified for each design
team. For the five common elements, we totaled the values for each
element and then divided by five to arrive at a school implementa-
tion level.? No weighting was attached to particular elements. For
assessment of more elements, we summed across those included in
the design and divided by the appropriate number (from five to
eight). We assigned schools to the above categorizations based on
the average score.10

6Implementation analysis often calls this level of implementation institutionalizing or
incorporating, implying a level of stability and permanence. Our research indicates
that the transience of the school and district political context often prevents
institutionalization. We have thus used fulfilling to imply that the elements are
present as the design teams intended, but we make no claim as to permanence.

"The reader should note that the use of numbers in the above scale does not imply
interval-level data. The intervals between these points are not known. For example, a
school with an average score of two is not halfway done with implementation. Neither
is it twice as far along as a school scoring a one. The leap from planning to piloting
might be far less formidable than the leap from implementation to the full vision of
the design. In fact, a school scoring a three might take several more years to finish the
design fully. The score indicates only what a school has accomplished in the way of
implementation, as denoted in the above description.

8Reliability between raters was a potential issue in the creation of these scores. Reli-
ability was increased by each rater performing this operation on a sample of schools
that they and other raters had visited. The raters then exchanged scores and discussed
discrepancies and how to resolve them.

9These five elements are curriculum, instruction, assessments, student grouping, and
professional development.

10y assessing the total score of a school, the following intervals were used: A 0 or less
than 0.8 was “not implementing;” a score equal to or greater than 0.8, but less than 1.6,
was “piloting,” etc.
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LONGITUDINAL ANALYSES OF IMPLEMENTATION AND
PERFORMANCE (BERENDS AND KIRBY ET AL., 2001;
KIRBY, BERENDS, AND NAFTEL, 2001)

The Population of New American Schools for the
Longitudinal Evaluation

The original sample of schools consisted of those schools initiating
implementation of NAS designs in eight jurisdictions that NAS
named as its partners during scale-up in either 1995-96 or 1996-97.
These eight jurisdictions include:

¢ Cincinnati;

e Dade;
e Kentucky;
e Memphis;

e Philadelphia;
o Pittsburgh;
e San Antonio; and

e Washington state.!!

The choice of these jurisdictions reflected RAND’s desire to obtain a
sample including all the designs that were participating in the scale-
up phase and the judgment that the costs of working in the addi-
tional jurisdictions would not yield commensurate benefits. While
jurisdictions and their support of the NAS reform will no doubt con-
tinue to change over time, these jurisdictions reflected a range of
support for implementation—from relatively supportive to no sup-
port at all (see Bodilly, 1998).

At the time we decided on the longitudinal sample of schools, Maryland and San
Diego were not far enough along in their implementation to warrant inclusion in
RAND's planned data collection efforts. Since then, several of the design teams report
that they are implementing in Maryland and San Diego.
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The 1998 Final Analysis Sample

Our aim was to collect data on all the NAS schools that were to be
implementing within the partner jurisdictions. NAS believed that as
of early fall of 1996, there were 256 schools implementing NAS de-
signs across these eight jurisdictions. However, based on conversa-
tions with design teams, jurisdictions, and the schools, the sample
was reduced to 184 schools for several reasons:

e There were 51 RW schools in Dade that were low-performing and
on the verge of serious sanctions, so the district promised these
schools that they would not be burdened with researchers.

¢ An additional 21 schools declined to participate because they did
not want to be burdened with research, were not implementing,
or had dropped the design.

Thus, for our surveys of teachers and principals, the target sample
was 184 schools (see Table A.3).

Of the 184 schools in our 1997 sample, we completed interviews with
155 principals. Based on our interviews with principals in the spring
Table A.3

1997 Target Sample for RAND’s Longitudinal Study of Schools:
Principal Interviews and Teacher Surveys

Design Team

Jurisdiction AC AT CON EL MRSH NARE RW Total
Cincinnati 5 5 6 16
Dade 5 4 1 3 4 17
Kentucky 51 51
Memphis 5 5 5 5 4 9 33
Philadelphia 12 4 2 18
Pittsburgh 12 12
San Antonio 8 5 13
Washington state 8 16 24

Total 10 25 18 19 14 79 19 184
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of 1997, most of these schools reported they were indeed implement-
ing a design.1? Yet, some were not. Figure A.1 shows that 25 of the
155 schools (about 15 percent) reported that they were in an ex-
ploratory year or a planning year with implementation expected in
the future. About 85 percent (130/155) of the schools for which we
had teacher, principal, and district data reported implementing a
NAS design to some extent.13

Because our interest is in understanding the specific activities that
are occurring within the 130 schools that were implementing a NAS
design to some extent (the non-white areas of Figure A.1), we limited
our analysis sample to these 130 schools.

In the spring of 1998, all 184 schools were once again surveyed. The
completed sample size consisted of 142 implementing schools.
However, the overlap between the 1997 and 1998 samples was in-
complete. For purposes of this analysis, which is partly longitudinal
in nature, we limited the analysis sample to schools that met two
criteria:

¢ Schools were implementing in both 1997 and 1998; and

e Schools had complete data (i.e., from teachers and principals) in
both years.

Of the 130 schools implementing in 1997 for which we had complete
data, seven had either dropped the design or had reverted to plan-
ning, and another 17 had missing or incomplete data. Thus, 106
schools met both criteria. Figure A.2 shows the derivation of the
sample.

127The first question we asked principals was about the status of the school’s partner-
ship with a NAS design. Principals could respond that they were in an exploratory year
(i.e., the school has not committed to a design yet); in a planning year (the school has
partnered with a design team and is planning for implementation next school year) in
initial implementation for part of the school (i.e., a subset of the staff is im-
plementing); continuing implementation for part of the school; in initial implementa-
tion for the whole school (i.e., all or most of the staff are working with the design); or
continuing implementation for the whole school.

13These were schools that had complete principal data, at least five teachers respond-
ing to the teacher surveys, and complete district data.
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RAND MR1498-A.1
Exploratory year
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Figure A.1—Principal Reports of Implementation Status, Spring 1997
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Figure A.2—Derivation of the Sample Analyzed in
Berends and Kirby et al. (2001)
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Of these 106 schools, there were two schools in Pittsburgh that we
later discovered were not implementing and had dropped the design.
In fact, throughout RAND’s monitoring of the schools in Pittsburgh,
there were severe budget crises. RAND'’s site visits and principal
phone interviews consistently revealed that NAS implementation in
Pittsburgh was not taking place (also see Bodilly, 1998). As a result,
these two schools (and Pittsburgh) were excluded from the analysis;
our final sample for the analysis for the implementation study three
years after scale-up consisted of 104 schools across seven jurisdic-
tions.

The average school size for the 104 schools was 662 students, but the
standard deviation of 434 was quite large. Eighteen percent of the
schools had fewer than 400 students. The distribution of the 104
schools across levels revealed that 64 percent were elementary
schools, 14 percent middle schools, and 14 percent high schools.
Eight percent were mixed levels.

Teachers in our sample were mostly female (84 percent), mostly
white (68 percent), and the majority had a master’s degree or above
(52 percent). More than three-fifths were over 40 years old, mirror-
ing the national teacher profile. Teachers also reported that, on av-
erage, they had been in their current school for seven years.

As of spring 1998, 40 percent of the 104 schools reported two years of
implementation, 35 percent of the schools reported three years of
implementation, and 25 percent of schools reported four years or
more of implementation. More than half of the NARE schools re-
ported four or more years of implementation.

The various criteria we used to define the sample all biased the sam-
ple to some extent in a positive direction in terms of expected im-
plementation. RAND’s sample of NAS sites is drawn initially from a
set of NAS schools that expressed interest in implementing designs in
districts that had formed a partnership with New American Schools.
In addition, we chose schools where principals reported they were
implementing the designs either partly or wholly for at least two
years in 1998. This was done to ensure some degree of comparability
across schools in terms of where they were in implementing designs.
But, omitting schools that reported they were not implementing or
had just started implementing in 1998 from the sample made our
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analysis relatively more likely to find effects of designs on teaching
and student achievement, where they existed.

The 1999 Final Analysis Sample for Examining
Implementation Trends

Among the 104 schools that formed the longitudinal sample for the
three-year scale-up study, we obtained complete data (i.e., from
principals and at least five teachers in the school in 1999) on 71
schools. Principals in ten of the 104 schools reported that they had
dropped the design but the attrition in the sample was largely due to
nonresponse (13 schools were missing principal data as well as some
teacher data; ten schools had fewer than five teachers responding to
the survey). Thus, the analysis sample for the second study consisted
of 71 schools in which principals reported that they were implement-
ing designs in all three years (1997, 1998, and 1999) and which had
complete data in all three years.

Table A.4 compares respondents with nonrespondents. In terms of
jurisdictions, nonresponse was higher among schools in Washington
state, Cincinnati, and Kentucky; in terms of design teams, non-
response was higher in CON, EL, and NARE schools. Schools that
had been implementing for three and five or more years in 1998 were
disproportionately represented among the nonrespondents. Non-
responding schools tended to be less poor than responding schools,
and to have lower proportions of minority students. However, as
measured by the 1998 survey, these schools reported fairly similar
levels of overall implementation of NAS designs as the responding
schools and the within-school variability in reported implementation
was the same. Despite the high attrition and somewhat differing
characteristics of the nonrespondents, the patterns of implementa-
tion we found were remarkably similar to the findings of the earlier
study (Berends and Kirby et al., 2001) based on the 104 schools.

The distribution of the 71 schools in the longitudinal sample by ju-
risdiction and design team is shown in Table A.5. In the longitudinal
sample, a little over one-quarter of the schools were NARE schools,
primarily located in Kentucky, while ATLAS, RW, and EL each ac-
counted for 15-18 percent of the sample. AC, CON, and MRSH had
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Table A.4

A Comparison of Respondents and Nonrespondents in the 1999
Longitudinal Sample, Based on 1998 Data

Selected Characteristics Nonrespondents Respondents
Number of schools
Cincinnati 6 10
Dade 3 1
Kentucky 7 13
Memphis 5 24
Philadelphia 1 6
San Antonio 2 7
Washington state 9 10
Design team
AC 1 4
AT 4 13
CON 6 6
EL 6 10
MRSH 0 7
NARE 13 19
RW 3 12
Years implementing in 1998
2 years 11 31
3 years 13 22
4 years 4 13
5years 5 5
Percentage
Percent elementary schools 60.6 66.2
Mean percent students eligible for 58.5 66.3
free/reduced-price lunch
Mean percent minority students 52.7 63.0
Total number of schools 33 71

the smallest number of schools in the longitudinal sample. All 71
schools had been implementing for three or more years by 1999.
About 44 percent of the sample had been implementing for three
years; a little over 30 percent for four years; and the remaining one-
fourth of the sample for five years or more (most of these were NARE
schools).
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Table A.5

Distribution of the 1999 Longitudinal Sample,
by Jurisdiction and Design Team

Design Team

Jurisdiction AC AT CON EL MRSH NARE RW Total
Cincinnati 3 2 5 10
Dade 1 1
Kentucky 13 13
Memphis 3 4 3 4 3 7 24
Philadelphia 5 1 6
San Antonio 4 3 7
Washington state 4 6 10
Total 4 13 6 10 7 19 12 71
Teacher Sample

The sample size of teachers who responded to the survey was ap-
proximately 1,700 in 1997, and 1,500 teachers in both 1998 and 1999.
The average response rate among teachers in these schools has fallen
over time in the 71 schools, from 73 percent in 1997 to 59 percent in
1999. The interquartile range for response rates, representing the
middle 50 percent of the distribution, was 41-75 percent. Response
rates were generally lower in 1998 compared with 1997, but response
rates in 1999 were comparable with those of 1998 in most jurisdic-
tions.

Measuring Implementation Within and Across Designs

Challenges of Constructing Indices to Measure Implementation.
Measuring progress in implementation broadly across a wide set of
schools in several partnering jurisdictions involved a number of
challenges.

First, each design is unique. Attempting to develop a common set of
indicators that measures implementation across designs is difficult,
particularly when design teams adapt their programs to the local
needs of the schools (Bodilly, 2001). However, despite their differ-
ences, design teams do aim to change some key conditions of
schools in common ways, such as school organization, expectations
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for student performance, professional development, instructional
strategies, and parent involvement.!4 We attempted to draw on
these commonalities to guide the construction of an index that could
be used to broadly measure “core” implementation across designs.

Second, the difficulties of constructing indices that capture the key
components of a design are compounded by the fact that these de-
sign components may themselves be evolving (see Bodilly, 2001).
For example, design teams may change their implementation
strategies because of lessons learned during development and im-
plementation experiences in various sites.

Third, even if one developed measures on which there was general
agreement that they fully captured the key facets of designs, the local
context introduces a great deal of variability that must be taken into
account {Bodilly, 1998; Bodilly and Berends, 1999). For example,
while a design may focus on project-based learning over several
weeks of the semester, this may be superseded by district-mandated
curricula that take priority over significant portions of each school
day.

Fourth, because the index is so general, it may be measuring more
than just reform implementation.1®> Each of the components is a
characteristic of effective schools, so schools may be pursuing these
separately as school goals or as part of a district initiative. An in-
crease in any one of these measures may not necessarily mean
higher implementation of the model. For example, it may be that the
design is helping the school to better attain these goals, or even that
the school has been more successful in meeting this goal over time,
independent of the model.

Fifth, it is important to note that all the implementation results are
based on teachers’ responses to surveys. The usefulness of what we
can learn and infer from the analyses is heavily dependent on the
quality of the data that are obtained from these surveys. In some in-

14with the recent support of the federal CSRD program, schools need to make sure
that their plan covers these areas. If one particular design team or CSRD model does
not cover these and several other areas of school improvement, then schools need to
adopt more than one design or model (see Kirby et al., in review).

15We thank one of our reviewers, Amanda Datnow, for making this point.
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stances, what we find has been validated by RAND’s early case stud-
ies and other research (Bodilly, 1998; Ross et al., 1997; Datnow and
Stringfield, 1997; Stringfield and Datnow, 1998), but for some indica-
tors, all we have are teacher-reported survey measures.

Sixth, in the analysis sample of NAS schools that we examined, small
sample sizes for some design teams made traditional tests of statisti-
cal significance somewhat more difficult to apply. That is, with larger
sample sizes, we would have more power to detect differences and
effects. Thus, in the school-level descriptive analyses, we focused on
what appeared to be educationally substantive differences where
appropriate.

Despite these challenges, evaluation remains an important compo-
nent of any effort to change schools, and it is important to develop
and refine sets of indicators that are informative not only for re-
searchers, but for design teams, educators, and policymakers.

Implementation Indices. We developed two implementation in-
dices:

1. A core implementation index that broadly measured implemen-
tation of the major, shared components of the designs across the
sites; and

2. A design team-specific implementation index that measured im-
plementation of both shared and some unique aspects of the de-
signs.

The core implementation index was useful for understanding the
progress of the NAS schools during the scale-up phase. The design
team-specific index allowed us to measure implementation of each
design on components that are unique to, and emphasized by, the
design. The shortcoming of this index is that it was not directly com-
parable across designs, because it varied both in terms of items and
number of items included in the index, and thus was not strictly
comparable across design teams.

We should reiterate that this design team-specific index was not de-
signed to measure all the unique aspects of the designs. Indeed, we
could not construct such a measure with the available data, given
that this was a broad study of NAS schools, not a detailed case study
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of one particular design. As a result, the design team-specific index
measures what we consider to be some of the key components of the
designs.

Constructing a Core Implementation Index. The core implementa-
tion index is a summative scale of teacher responses as to the degree
to which the following described their school (on a scale of 1-6, with
1 = does not describe my school, and 6 = clearly describes my
school):16

e Teachers are continual learners and team members through
professional development, common planning, and collabora-
tion;

¢ Student assessments are explicitly linked to academic standards;

e Teachers develop and monitor student progress with personal-
ized, individualized learning programs;

e Performance expectations are made explicit to students so that
they can track their progress over time;

e Student grouping is fluid, multiage, or multiyear; and

e Parents and community members are involved in the educa-
tional program.

Teacher responses were averaged across a school to obtain the
school mean level of implementation.

The professional life of teachers refers to the roles and relationships
in which the teachers participate during the school day. In effect,
when referring to restructuring schools, particularly those in poor,
urban areas, this involves overhauling the conditions under which
teachers work by changing their responsibilities and tasks and by de-
veloping a more professional culture in schools (Newmann et al,,
1996; Murphy, 1992; Sykes, 1990; Wise, 1989). In contrast to teachers
working in isolation without contact with their colleagues (see Louis
and Miles, 1990; Lortie, 1970), design teams aim to build a collabora-
tive environment for teachers. Thus, it is important to understand

16The alpha reliability of this index was 0.81. The range of correlations for the indi-
vidual items was 0.21 to 0.57.
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the extent to which teachers collaborate and engage in activities to-
gether, such as professional development, common planning time,
and critiquing each other’s instruction.

Each of the designs aims to bring all students to high standards, even
though each may differ in the process to attain this goal. To monitor
whether designs are making progress toward this end, critical indica-
tors might include the degree to which (a) student assessments are
explicitly linked to academic standards, (b) teachers make perfor-
mance expectations explicit to students, and (c) the curriculum and
performance standards are consistent and coherent across grade
levels.

Most of the designs are concerned with shaping student experiences
within classrooms to further their academic achievement growth.
NAS designs embrace alternative instructional strategies that involve
different relationships between teachers and students and between
students and subject matter. Yet, again, each design differs some-
what in the specific nature of these activities. Conventional class-
rooms are often characterized as teachers talking at students and
filling their heads with knowledge, with students responding with the
correct answers at appropriate times (see Gamoran et al., 1995; Sizer,
1984; Powell, Farrar, and Cohen, 1985). In contrast, design teams
tend to emphasize alternative instructional practices such as stu-
dents working in small groups, using manipulatives, engaging in
student-led discussions, or working on projects that span a long pe-
riod of time (e.g., a marking period or semester).

The design teams also address a particular set of instructional strate-
gies revolving around student grouping arrangements. How stu-
dents are grouped for instruction and the effects of this on student
achievement are subjects of heated debate among educators and re-
searchers (see Slavin, 1987, 1990; Gamoran and Berends, 1987;
Oakes, Gamoran, and Page, 1992; Hallinan, 1994; Oakes, 1994). Yet,
most researchers agree that alternatives to inflexible grouping ar-
rangements are worth further exploration. Thus, the NAS designs
have experimented with such alternative student groupings. For ex-
ample, students within an EL or CON design may have the same
teacher for a couple of years. RW emphasizes flexible uses of group-
ing by organizing students according to their achievement levels in
reading for part of the day and mixing achievement levels for other
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subjects. These groupings are assessed every eight weeks or so to see
if students would be better served by being placed in a different
group. In short, each of the designs is sensitive to the issue of ability
grouping and is working with schools to group students in more-
effective ways.

Conventional wisdom suggests that the parent-child relationship
and parent involvement in the child’s education are critical compo-
nents of school success. The NAS designs have embraced this issue
as well. Several of the designs aim to have individuals or teams
within the schools serve as resources to students and families to help
integrate the provision of social services to them (e.g., ATLAS and
RW). Other designs emphasize students applying their learning in
ways that directly benefit the community (e.g., AC, EL, and NARE).
Of course, each design desires that parents and community mem-
bers be involved in positive ways in the educational program.

Table A.6 presents the means and standard deviations of the core
implementation index across the 71 schools for 1997, 1998, and 1999.

Constructing the Design Team-Specific Implementation Index. As
we mentioned above, designs vary in their focus and core compo-
nents. As a result, we constructed a design team-specific implemen-
tation index that included the six core items of the core implementa-
tion index and items that were specific to each design team. Table
A.7 lists the specific items included in the specific index constructed
for each design team.

Again, the specific measures listed may not have captured all the
unique features of the designs. Moreover, the wording of the survey
items was more general to broadly compare schooling activities
across design teams. Nonetheless, the design team-specific indices
created here provide additional information about implementation
of some of the unique features of the design teams. Such informa-
tion was helpful for examining changes over time in the teacher-re-
ported implementation, including changes in the means and vari-
ance within and between schools.

Berends and Kirby et al. (2001) reported results for both the core im-
plementation index and the design team implementation index.
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Table A.6

Means and Standard Deviations of the Core Implementation Index and Its
Components, 1997-1999

Mean Mean Mean Change, SD SD SD Change,
1997 1998 1999 1997-1999 1997 1998 1999 1997-1999
Parents and com- 3.80 3.85 3.90 0.10 0.79 093 0.90 0.11
munity members
are involved in the
educational pro-
gram

Student assess- 442 463 4.79 037 0.68 0.64 0.62 -0.06
ments are explic-
itly linked to aca-
demic standards

Teachers develop 4.01 414 4.19 0.18  0.68 0.64 0.62 -0.06
and monitor stu-
dent progress with
personalized, in-
dividualized learn-
ing programs

Student groupingis 3.62 3.79 3.80 0.18 1.25 1.28 1.12 -0.13
fluid, multiage, or
multiyear

Teachers are con- 4.77 487 4.88 0.10 0.60 0.62 0.51 -0.09

tinual learners and

team members

through profes-

sional develop-

ment, common

planning, and

collaboration

Performance expec- 4.23 439 443 0.20 0.63 0.53 0.55 —-0.08
tations are made
explicit to stu-
dents so they can
track their
progress over time

Core Implemen- 4.14 4.29 4.32 0.18 0.61 0.57 0.52 -0.08
tation Index
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Table A.7
Survey Items Included in the Design Team-Specific Implementation Index,
by Design Team
Survey Items AC AT CON EL MRSH NARE RW
Core Items
Parents and community RV N N N v N

members are involved in the edu-
cational program

Student assessments are explicitly NN N N v \ N
linked to academic standards

Teachers develop and monitorstu-  «  + N v N N N}
dent progress with personalized,
individualized learning programs

Student grouping is fluid, multiage, +/ \ N v N N
or multiyear

Teachers are continual learnersand ~ +  +/ N ~ N} N N
team members through profes-
sional development, common
planning, and collaboration

Performance expectations are made  + v v v v v
explicit to students so they can
track their progress over time

Design Team-Specific Items

The scope and sequence of the cur-  +/
riculum is organized into semester-
or year-long themes

Students are required on a regular ~
basis to apply their learning in ways
that directly benefit the community

Students frequently listen to speakers +/
and go on field trips that specifically
relate to the curriculum

This school is part of a K-12 feeder N
pattern that provides integrated
health and social services to im-
prove student learning

Students are required by this school v
to make formal presentations to
exhibit what they have learned be-
fore they can progress to the next
level
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Table A.7—continued

Survey ltems AC AT CON EL MRSH NARE RW

Consistent and coherent curriculum ~
and performance standards have
been established across the K-12
feeder patterns

Most teachers in this school meet ~
regularly with teachers in other
schools to observe and discuss
progress toward design teamn goals

Technology is an integrated class- ~ ~
room resource

Students engage in project-based +
learning for a significant portion
of the school day (i.e., more than
one-third of the time)

Technology is used in this school to N ~
manage curriculum, instruction,
and student progress

A majority of teachers in this school ~
stay with the same group of stu-
dents for more than one year

Students frequently revise their work N
toward an exemplary final product

There are formal arrangements N
within this school providing oppor-
tunities for teachers to discuss and
critique their instruction with each
other

This school has the authority to make ~
budget, staffing, and program deci-
sions

Curriculum throughout this school ~
emphasizes preparation for and
relevance to the world of work

Students are monitored according to +
annual performance targets estab-
lished by the school as a whole

Student assessments are used to re- ~
assign students to instructional
groups on a frequent and regular
basis



194 Facing the Challenges of Whole-School Reform

Table A.7—continued

Survey Items AC AT CON EL MRSH NARE RW

Students are organized into instruc- N
tional groups using block schedul-
ing for specific curricular purposes

This school has specific activities v
aimed directly at reducing student
absenteeism

Students who are not progressing ac- ~

cording to expectations are pro-
vided with extended days and/or
tutors

This school has a coordinator, facili- ~
tator, or resource specialist as-
signed on a full- or part-time basis

Alpha Reliability Index 0.83 0.80 0.87 0.88 090 085 087

Kirby, Berends, and Naftel (2001) reported results for the core
implementation index only because the findings were similar across
the two indices.

Measuring Performance in NAS Schools

Monitoring Academic Progress with School-Level Test Scores. As
previously stated, because of resource constraints, jurisdictions’
hesitancy to have additional testing, and established agreements
between NAS and the partner jurisdictions, it was not feasible in
RAND'’s evaluation of NAS to administer a supplemental, common
test to the students within the participating schools. Thus, we relied
on the tests administered by the districts as part of their account-
ability system. While not ideal, these were the tests the jurisdictions,
NAS, and the design teams expected to influence during the course
of the NAS scale-up strategy. In its initial request for proposals,
NAS’s intent was for “break the mold” schools. NAS was not inter-
ested in incremental changes that led to modest improvement in
student achievement compared with conventional classrooms or
schools. Rather, the achievement of students was to be measured
against “world-class standards” for all students, not merely for those
most likely to succeed. Moreover, design teams were to “be explicit
about the student populations they intend to serve and about how
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they propose to raise achievement levels of ‘at risk’ students to world
class standards” (NASDC, 1991, p. 21).

If such ambitious effects on student achievement occurred, these
large test score changes would be reflected in school-level scores.
Yet, to fully understand the test score trends of NAS schools three
years into scale-up, it is important to keep in mind several issues
when examining school-level scores.

First, differences in achievement between schools are not nearly as
great as the achievement differences within schools. For the past 30
years, a finding on student achievement that has stood the test of
time is that about 15-20 percent of the student differences in
achievement lie between schools; most of the achievement differ-
ences (80-85 percent) lie within schools (Coleman et al., 1966; Jencks
et al,, 1972; Lee and Bryk, 1989; Gamoran, 1987, 1992). Understand-
ing the differences between schools remains critically important for
making changes that maximize the effects of schools on students.
However, it is also important to understand the limits of schools—no
matter what the school reform—in explaining the overall differences
in student achievement (Jencks et al., 1972).

Second, when examining the grade-level scores over time (e.g., 4th-
grade scores between 1995 and 1998), these are based on different
cohorts of students taking the tests. These scores are often unstable
because some schools have small numbers of students taking the test
in any given year, and these scores are more likely to vary from year
to year with different students taking the test. Districts and states use
such scores in their accountability systems, and over a longer period
of time, they provide some indication of a school’s performance
trends.

Third, while establishing trends in the NAS schools relative to other
schools within the same district is informative, it is important to re-
member the variety of family, school, district, and design team fac-
tors that influence these scores. Research on student achievement
has consistently found that individual family background variables
dominate the effects of schools and teachers (Coleman et al., 1966;
Jencks et al., 1972; Gamoran, 1987, 1992), and such effects are not
controlled for when describing school-level test scores. More-
specific information than districts typically collect or make available
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is necessary to understand the relative effects of these factors on stu-
dent achievement.

Fourth, the ways districts report their scores to the public are not al-
ways amenable to clear interpretations over time. For example, sev-
eral districts have changed their tests during the scale-up phase, and
the tests in some cases have not been equated, so the test scores are
not directly comparable over time. Moreover, in some instances, the
form in which test score information is reported (for example, me-
dian percentile rank) makes it difficult to detect changes in the tails
of the distribution. Wherever possible, we have tried to obtain spe-
cific test score information at the school level to clarify the interpre-
tations that can be made.

Fifth, the way that we summarize school performance—comparing
whether the NAS schools made gains relative to the jurisdiction—
may miss some significant achievement effects that may be captured
if student-level data were available and comparable across the juris-
dictions. That is, our indicator will only reflect large achievement
effects of designs. The data provided by the districts do not support
more fine-grained analyses to understand smaller, statistically signif-
icant effects on student-level achievement scores, particularly for
certain groups of students (e.g., low-income or minority students or
students with limited English proficiency).

Measure of School Performance. The analyses of performance in
NAS schools focused on one main research question—Did NAS
schools make gains in test scores relative to all schools in their re-
spective jurisdictions?

To answer this question, we collected data on trends in mathematics
and reading scores for NAS schools and the associated jurisdiction
for selected grades in elementary, middle, and high schools, where
relevant. Because we were concerned about the variability that par-
ticular grade test scores show within a given school, data were gen-
erally aggregated across NAS schools, using grade enrollment as
weights. Thus, we compared NAS schools with the district or the
state. However, in a couple of cases, the test score information did
not lend itself to aggregation. In these cases, we provided trends for
each NAS school in the sample.
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The comparison we made between NAS schools and the district av-
erages used absolute gains. In addition, we also calculated and com-
pared percentage gains in test scores for the NAS schools and the ju-
risdictions. The results were not substantially different. Moreover,
we compared the gains in test scores of the individual NAS schools
with their past performance to see if the schools made any gains over
time. Again, the results were not substantially different from those
obtained using absolute gains.

It is important to note that some of the designs do not specifically
have curriculum and instruction materials per se, and even some
design teams that do may not have been implementing that particu-
lar design component. However, mathematics and reading are cen-
tral to improving student learning for large numbers of students.
These subject area tests are also central to the accountability systems
of the jurisdictions in which NAS schools are located. Thus, we fo-
cused on these two subject areas.

The fact that NAS schools began implementing at different times
makes clear comparisons of gains over time difficult. Wherever pos-
sible, we collected data for the baseline and baseline plus two years.
For some late implementing schools, we were only able to get base-
line and baseline plus one year data. (See Berends and Kirby et al.
[2001] for more detail on each of the tests used by the various juris-
dictions.)

Earlier, we showed that the NAS schools in this sample were predom-
inantly high poverty and high minority, and many faced challenges
related to student mobility.17 It could be argued that comparisons
with the district average are unfair to these schools, particularly if
they fail to capture smaller, albeit significant achievement effects.

However, it must be pointed out that NAS and the design teams
agreed to be held accountable to district assessments and to improve

17\When examining trends in school performance, it is important to consider the state
and district accountability system (Berends and Kirby, 2000; Miller et al., 2000; Koretz
and Barron, 1998). For example, different exclusion rules for special population stu-
dents could result in different rates of achievement growth across jurisdictions and
bias outcomes for particular groups of schools. However, the comparisons made here
are between NAS schools and the jurisdiction average. Therefore, all the schools are
supposed to be subject to similar testing provisions and administration.
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student learning for substantial numbers of students. Because of
these expectations, NAS requested that RAND examine the progress
of these NAS schools in comparison with the district averages to
understand whether NAS’s expectations of dramatic improvement
were met.

Sample of NAS Schools for Performance Trend Analyses

The sample of NAS schools for which we have data on test scores is
larger than the sample of 104 schools used for the implementation
analysis. Of the 184 schools in the original sample, we have data on
163 schools. Some schools were dropped from the sample because
they were not implementing: This was true of the Pittsburgh schools
and about 12 schools in Dade. Some of our schools were K-2 schools
for which there were no testing data available and other schools were
missing data on test scores.

CASE STUDIES FIVE YEARS AFTER SCALE-UP

In order to better understand the relationship between implementa-
tion and performance, we conducted a case study of matched
schools, matched on the basis of design, district, grade span, years of
implementation, and implementation level (as measured by our sur-
veys but validated by the design teams). One school was high-
performing and the other was not. Although we attempted to get a
total of 20 schools, only 13 schools participated in the study (five
matched pairs and a triplet): two ATLAS, two CON, five MRSH, and
four RW schools. One to two researchers spent a day at each school
conducting interviews with principals, groups of teachers, and
district officials. We collected data from the design teams about the
schools as well as data from the district and the schools themselves
on student test scores; demographic and program descriptors; other
school programs and interventions; level of implementation; district
support of the design; and perceptions about the causes of different
levels of performance increase.
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METHODOLOGY FOR SAN ANTONIO CLASSROOM STUDY
(BERENDS ET AL., 2002)

The San Antonio district has over 90 percent of its students eligible
for free/reduced-price lunch; most of the students in the district are
either Hispanic (85 percent) or African American (10 percent); and
approximately 16 percent of the students in the district are classified
as having limited English proficiency. Since 1994, the proportion of
San Antonio students failing to earn passing rates on the TAAS in
each school year has consistently been the highest or second highest
in the county.

It is within this context of high poverty and low student performance
that elementary schools in San Antonio began the process of adopt-
ing NAS reform models. Of the 64 elementary schools in the district,
three schools began implementation during the 1995-1996 school
year, nine schools the following year, and 20 schools during the
1997-1998 school year. By the 1998-1999 school year, 39 of 64 ele-
mentary schools in the district had adopted NAS designs. Table A.8
lists the number of schools adopting specific designs in each year.

RAND collected data on a sample of 4th-grade teachers and their
students during two school years, 1997-1998 and 1998-1999 (see
Tables A.9 and A.10). Fourth grade was an advantageous selection
for several reasons: most NAS designs were being implemented in
elementary schools; the state administered its test to students in the
3rd grade, providing a baseline for test score analysis; and teacher
questionnaire items were already developed and tested with 4th-
grade teachers. In addition, the school district expressed its prefer-
ence for a grade four focus.

Table A.8
Elementary Schools Adopting NAS Designs in San Antonio, by Year

Number of Schools
1995-1996 1996-1997 1997-1998 1998-1999 Total

CON 3 1 4
EL 1 2 3
MRSH 5 4 1 10
RW 2 2 13 5 22
NAS Total 3 9 20 7 39
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Table A.9

Target Sample of Schools Compared with Final Study Sample, by Type of
Data Collection and NAS Design Team

Number of Schools in 1997-1998 School Year

Returned Returned Returned
Requestedto  Teacher Principal Stanford-9  Classroom
Participate Surveys Surveys Testing Observations
CON 2 2 2 2 1
EL 2 2 1 1 1
MRSH 4 4 4 4 2
RW 8 8 8 9 1
Non-NAS 10 8 9 10 2
Total 26 24 24 26 7
Number of Schools in 1998-1999 School Year
Returned Returned Returned
Requestedto  Teacher Principal Stanford-9  Classroom
Participate Surveys Surveys Testing Observations
CON 2 2 2 2 2
EL 2 2 1 2 2
MRSH 4 4 2 4 2
RW 8 8 7 8 2
Non-NAS 7 7 7 7 2
Total 23 23 19 23 10

Generally, in each school year we were able to gather teacher survey
data and supplemental student test scores in reading (Stanford-9),
including over 850 students in over 60 classrooms in over 20 schools.
Moreover, during the course of this study, we were able to obtain
information on all the teachers and students in the district to provide
a benchmark for the analyses reported here. In 1997-1998, we were
also able to observe and gather classroom artifacts from 12 teachers
in NAS and non-NAS schools. In the following year, we gathered
such data from 19 teachers. Each of these data collection efforts is
described more fully in the sections that follow.

The assistant superintendent’s office demonstrated its support for
our study by asking principals to announce the study to their staff
and to invite all 4th-grade teachers to participate in the study. Once
the initial volunteers were reported, RAND attempted to balance the
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Table A.10

Target Sample of Teachers Compared with Final Study Sample, by Type of
Data Collection and NAS Design Team

Number of Teachers in 1997-1998 School Year

Requested to Returned Surveys &

Participate Stanford-9 Testing Observations
CON 6 6 3
EL 4 2 2
MRSH 12 10 3
RW 26 22 2
Non-NAS 26 23 2
Total 74 63 12

Number of Teachers in 1998-1999 School Year

Requested to Returned Surveys &

Participate Stanford-9 Testing Observations
CON 11 10 4
EL 8 6 5
MRSH 13 11 3
RW 32 27 4
Non-NAS 19 19 3
Total 83 73 19

representation of designs in the sample by approaching schools of
underrepresented designs. While the RAND sample of NAS and non-
NAS schools cannot be considered random, district staff indicated
that the schools selected were typical of elementary schools in the
district. Comparisons of demographic and other characteristics for
students (i.e., gender, race, limited English proficiency status, special
education status, average test scores, and mobility rates) and teach-
ers (i.e., gender, race, highest degree earned, years of teaching expe-
rience) indicated no significant differences, on average, between the
RAND sample and district populations. Each teacher selected was
asked to administer the Stanford-9 to his or her 4th-grade students
and to complete a teacher survey. Teacher focus groups were con-
ducted in eight schools during the 1997-1998 school year. A subset
of teachers agreed to provide classroom logs, and samples of student
work and allowed classroom observations once in the spring of the
1997-1998 school year and three times in the 1998-1999 school year.
In addition, principals in the sample schools were asked to complete
a telephone interview, during which a survey was completed.
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Teacher Data

In the late spring of the 1997-1998 school year, with the help of dis-
trict staff, we contacted 74 teachers in 26 schools to participate in the
study. Three of the schools refused to participate in our study. Of
those 74 teachers initially contacted, 63 teachers in 23 schools agreed
to participate, returned completed teacher surveys, and their stu-
dents completed the Standford-9 reading test resulting in an 85 per-
cent response rate for teachers and classes with student achievement
scores.

In 1998-1999, we returned to the 23 schools that participated in our
study the previous year. Because we wanted to increase our sample
of teachers, we supplemented our teacher sample and contacted 83
teachers in these 23 schools. Of those contacted, we received com-
pleted teacher surveys and Stanford-9 tests from 73 teachers (88 per-
cent). Between spring 1998 and spring 1999, one of our sampled
schools went from having no design in place to adopting RW.

Not all teachers had complete survey data across both years, given
that different teachers were included in both years. Thus, for the lon-
gitudinal descriptions of NAS and non-NAS classrooms, we tracked
indicators for the 40 teachers for whom we had complete data from
both the 1997-1998 and 1998-1999 school years (see Table A.11). In
addition to these teacher data from RAND surveys, we also obtained
information on teachers from the district, such as demographic
characteristics (race-ethnicity and gender), years of experience, and
highest degree obtained.

The analysis only included the sample of 40 4th-grade teachers who
completed surveys in both the spring of 1998 and 1999 and re-
Table A.11

Longitudinal Sample of Teachers in NAS and Non-NAS Schools,
1997-1998 and 1998-1999 School Years

CON EL MRSH RW Non-NAS Totals
Number of Schools 2 2 3 6 7 20
Number of Teachers? 4 3 8 11 14 40

ATeachers who completed the survey in both spring 1998 and spring 1999 and who
were in the same school, same design, and teaching 4th grade in both years.
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mained in the same school/design/teaching assignment. This was
because our interest lay in examining what changes, if any, occurred
during the early stages of implementation in school organization,
teachers’ professional work lives, and their classroom instruction.

We also compiled survey results from the larger sample (66 teachers
in 1998 and 83 in 1999). A comparison of average response rates
found few differences between the two samples. A detailed analysis
of individual teacher responses found no substantive differences
between these larger samples and what we find in the longitudinal
teacher sample of 40 teachers.

Because of the small size of the longitudinal sample analyzed, we did
not focus much attention on testing the statistically significant dif-
ferences between NAS and non-NAS teachers. Given the design,
most standard statistical tests comparing the 40 NAS and non-NAS
teachers in the longitudinal sample would fail to detect many real
differences. However, in conjunction with the qualitative data from
this study, the NAS and non-NAS comparisons shed light on a variety
of factors related to implementing NAS designs in a high-poverty ur-
ban district.

Surveys. The teacher survey fielded during the spring 1998 semester
and then again in spring 1999 was designed to provide a broad mea-
sure of instructional practices in NAS and non-NAS classrooms.
Teachers were asked to report on a range of instructional strategies,
some of which reflected a focus on basic skills and tended toward
more conventional practices, and others of which reflected more re-
form-like methods. Given that the NAS designs emphasize changes
in instructional conditions whether through building basic skills and
then higher-order thinking (e.g., RW) or through theme-based pro-
jects that last for several weeks (e.g., CON or EL) (see Bodilly, 2001),
we would expect the implementation of designs to result in changes
in teaching strategies.

General topics covered in the survey include school and classroom
characteristics, instructional strategies and materials, skills and as-
sessments emphasized, resources, parent involvement and com-
munity relations, impact of design team and reform efforts, profes-
sional development, and perceptions and attitudes toward teaching.

-
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Two versions of the survey were fielded in each year, one to 4th-
grade teachers in a sample of schools adopting NAS designs, the
other to 4th-grade teachers in non-NAS schools. The two forms of
the surveys varied only slightly. For instance, three items specifically
related to the implementation of NAS designs were not included in
the survey received by non-NAS teachers. A few items in other sec-
tions also referred specifically to NAS designs. On the non-NAS
version, these items were either omitted or had slightly different
wording (e.g., whereas NAS teachers were asked about the NAS de-
sign being implemented in their school, non-NAS teachers were
asked about the school reform efforts in their district). For example,
an item on the NAS version that asked if an activity was “specifically
oriented toward the design team program activities” was changed to
“specifically oriented toward the reform efforts of San Antonio” on
the non-NAS version.

These surveys were developed in conjunction with RAND’s ongoing
case study work (Bodilly, 1998). As part of our overall instrument de-
velopment, we conducted phone interviews with design team repre-
sentatives about what specific indicators and events would be
observed in design-based classrooms. For the survey development,
we also relied on other studies that have examined instruction with
surveys (Newmann et al., 1996; Gamoran et al., 1995; Burstein et al.,
1995; Porter, 1995; Porter and Smithson, 1995; Porter et al., 1993; see
also Mayer, 1999).

Longitudinal Sample of 40 Teachers Compared with Elementary
Teachers in District. Overall, it appears that in demographic terms,
the longitudinal survey sample of 40 teachers was a fairly represen-
tative group of teachers within the school district. There were few
differences when comparing teachers in our sample with all 4th-
grade teachers in the San Antonio school district (Table A.12).
Teachers in this sample and the district as a whole were similar with
respect to gender, racial-ethnic characteristics, and average years of
experience. Whereas 40 percent of teachers in the district had
earned master’s degrees, 45 percent of the teachers in the longitudi-
nal sample had attained this level of education.
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Table A.12

Teacher Characteristics—Districtwide Versus RAND Survey Sample,
1997-1998 School Year

District (n = 329) Survey Sample (n = 40)

Male 11% 8%
With master’s degrees 40% 45%
Average years teaching experience 13 13
White 37% 33%
African American 15% 20%
Latino/Latina 47% 47%
Asian American 0.3% None
Native American 0.3% None

Observations and Logs of Instructional Activities.!® In the spring of
the 1997-1998 school year, RAND conducted classroom observations
of a subsample of 12 teachers from the larger group of 64. These ob-
servations consisted of a RAND researcher shadowing a teacher for a
day, writing detailed summaries of classroom activities, taking notes
on the general description of the classroom and the resources in it,
and informally discussing design team activities with the teacher.

School observations first began in the spring of 1998 and continued
throughout the 1998-1999 school year. Observations, targeting the
4th-grade level, covered ten different schools. Data were collected in
two CON, two EL, two MRSH, two RW, and two non-NAS schools. In
the first year of our study, in addition to observations, we aimed to
gather more-extensive classroom data through (1) teacher logs of as-
signments, homework, projects, quizzes/tests/exams, and papers or
reports over a five-week period, and (2) illustrative teacher-selected
samples of student work related to a major project assigned during
the spring semester. Because we could not gain entry into these
classrooms until May, right after the administration of TAAS, and be-
cause our logs were overly burdensome, the response rate for these
12 teachers was less than desirable. Five of 12 teachers (42 percent)
returned completed logs.

18Each teacher who participated in this part of the study received a $200 honorarium.
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Therefore in the second year, we significantly revamped our data
collection methods for observations and logs of instructional activi-
ties. Teachers were not asked to submit logs of assignments. Rather,
arrangements were made to observe 19 teachers across ten different
schools—two CON, two EL, two MRSH, two RW, and two non-NAS
schools—on three separate occasions. Moreover, a staff person on
site in San Antonio interviewed them at length over the course of one
school year. In addition, teachers provided work assignments, lesson
plans, and even district memos when appropriate.

Interviews. In the spring of 1998, we conducted focus group inter-
views with 4th-grade teachers from eight different schools, including
schools implementing each of the four NAS designs and some com-
parison schools. Our aim was to get a representation of teachers
within NAS schools to provide information about what activities
were undertaken across grade levels. These interviews were con-
ducted to help us better understand design team program
characteristics, the nature of instructional strategies, the variety of
professional development activities, and the types of available
classroom-level resources. Additional information about these
schools, professional development activities, and the resources
available for design implementation was provided by 45-minute
structured interviews with principals.

During the 1998-1999 school year, after each observation, teachers
were interviewed about what occurred during the observation as well
as about other more-general issues pertaining to design implemen-
tation, instructional strategies, professional development, and other
matters related to design and district initiatives.

In addition, we conducted interviews of NAS design team leaders,
district staff, school instructional leaders, and principals.

Student Data

Data for individual students were obtained mainly through the coop-
eration of the central office staff, who provided district files on stu-
dents to RAND for analysis.

Student Achievement. In this study, student achievement was mea-
sured in a variety of ways. First, we asked teachers to administer the



Methodology for the Studies on Implementation and Performance 207

Stanford-9 open-ended reading test. We decided to use the
Stanford-9 because, as a commercial test that could be nationally
normed, it differed somewhat from conventional multiple-choice
tests. The Stanford-9 requires students to use an open-ended re-
sponse format. The test takes about 50 minutes to administer.

In addition, RAND obtained the TAAS mathematics and reading
scores for all of the district’s 3rd-, 4th-, and 5th-grade students dur-
ing the time of this study. Our focus was mainly on the 1997-1998
4th-grade cohort. Not only did we track their achievement back to
when they were third graders, but we also obtained their scores from
the 5th grade to examine achievement growth. Specifically, we ana-
lyzed the TAAS mathematics and reading Texas Learning Indices
(TLI). These data were linked to teachers and schools in our survey
sample. They allowed us to examine achievement across schools
and classrooms for the entire district in addition to the RAND sample
that included teacher surveys and Stanford-9 tests.

Student Characteristics. Other information available for individual
students from district data files included student race-ethnicity,
gender, date of birth, poverty status (economically disadvantaged or
not), number of weeks the student was in the school during the
academic year, limited English proficiency status, and participation
in Special Education or Talented and Gifted programs.

Examples of Student Work. The teachers we observed in the 1998-
1999 school year were asked to provide examples of students’ work.
We randomly selected one-quarter of the students in each class every
three months. Once a student was selected, his or her name was re-
moved from the class roster. While no criteria were established with
regard to what was submitted, we asked teachers to provide exam-
ples of typical work assignments that students produced.

We cannot claim that the submitted work was representative of all
student assignments made by a given teacher. However, these ex-
amples did provide a glimpse of the types of activities assigned by
each of the teachers in our sample.
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