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Chapter 1

Introduction

In the early 1980s, a study of California secondary students' pathways through high school
documented an erosion in secondary school curriculum. Electives had replaced academic
courses; student exposure to sound mathematics, science, and U.S. history had dropped;
and courses taken to graduate from high school failed to aggregate into a clear body of
knmowledge.

In 1982, the California Business Roundtable proposed a series of reforms to
remedy these system declines. Also in 1982, Bill Honig, then a member of the State Board
of Education, won election to the office of superintendent of public instruction. His
platform included a common core curriculum for all students, stiffer requirements for high
school graduation, tougher academic standards, and better school discipline. In early
1983, State Senator Gary K. Hart , Assemblywoman Teresa Hughes, and State
Superintendent Bill Honig unveiled comprehensive proposals for education reform.

These California-initiated education reform efforts were bolstered in April 1983 by
the release of A Nation at Risk, a report to the U.S. Secretary of Education that proposed
major school change along dimensions similar to the California proposals. A Nation at
Risk called for increased high school graduation requirements, a new core academic
curriculum, stricter standards, and longer school days and years. This report was followed
by a flurry of other national reports proposing comprehensive school reforms.

California responded swiftly. By June 1983, the legislature had enacted and the
governor had signed Senate Bill 813, a sweeping, comprehensive education reform
program. The bill contained over 80 education policy and program reforms, from finance
structures to curriculum and instructional issues. The goal of the reform was to improve
local schools. For each of the next four years, an additional $1 billion was appropriated to
boost funding for the overall education system and reform programs.

Between 1984 and 1986, several studies produced information indicating that the
California reforms were "working,” but most of these studies relied on survey or statewide
aggregate data. They left unanswered questions about what reform programs really looked
like in local schools, whether local schools actually were implementing substantive quality
improvements, and how the improvement process worked. The study described in this
report was undertaken to ascertain whether and how state-level education reform initiatives
could improve local schools.
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The California Strategy: A Fifteen-Year Evolution

Senate Bill 813 is California's most recent foray into comprehensive education policy.
Including education programs enacted in the 15 years before Senate Bill 813, California now
has a relatively complex set of policies that include a heavy dose of both top-down and
bottom-up strategies and are targeted at both the regular curriculum and programs for students
with special needs. For both the regular curriculum program and traditional categorical
programs for low-achieving, low-income, and limited-English-proficient students, California
has adopted an extensive and rich compliance and program improvement orientation.

California's school improvement strategy has been to improve the content of the regular
curriculum and instructional program and to make mastery of this program the goal for all students.
The key elements of this strategy were embodied in Senate Bill 813—increased high school
graduation requirements, mode! curriculum standards, new California Assessment Program (CAP)
tests, and longer days and years—and subsequent State Department of Education initiatives—new
science, mathematics, and social studies curriculum frameworks; strengthened textbook adoption
criteria; and revised School Improvement (SI) program quality review criteria.

For students with special needs, the state has retained its set of categorical programs
but refocused them with new regulations and streamlined their administrative structures.
By regulation, it requires that services provided under categorical programs help eligible
students master the regular curriculum program, not a different curriculum. California is
betting that quality education for all students turns on the quality of the main curriculum
program and that the quality of every other program hinges on that. Further, California
created a consolidated categorical program application form that reduces local paper work,
and it implemented a coordinated compliance review system in which all major categorical
programs are monitored for compliance simultaneously once every three years.

To create a bottom-up mechanism, the state expanded the SI program and required
new site improvement programs to focus on a quality curriculum program and to align
categorical services with the new curriculum. Further, the legislature eliminated the state
role in substantive review of local site education improvement plans, shifting that
responsibility to local central district offices. The state delegated external review of SI
program implementation to consortia of local educators. Finally, the state required districts
to engage in bottom-up activities to transform state directives into local school visions.

Thus, California has created a broad framework for what constitutes a sound core
academic curriculum program, has moved to align categorical program services to that
curriculum, and has streamlined and focused regulatory compliance. It has delegated to the
local level responsibility for determining the details of how the broad curriculum and
special-needs services would be tailored to local site and district needs, and it has engaged
local educators in reviewing the programs as implemented and their impacts on students.
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Impacts of Reform: 1983-1986

Several studies in 1985 and 1986 provided encouraging evidence that the California quality
improvement initiatives in Senate Bill 813 were having their intended impacts.! In addition,
the State Department of Education’s Quality Indicators, which provided information on
student attendance and dropout rates, scores on CAP and nationally normed tests, and
enrollments in academic and advanced placement courses, documented improvements in all
areas and further showed that progress exceeded initial targets for change. A small study
even suggested that education reform could be compatible with the emphasis on special
students that had developed in the previous decade.2

Nevertheless, the scope of Senate Bill 813's proposed changes had no previous
parallel. At the most fundamental level, it represented a return to conventional wisdom, a
set of aspirations intended to restore California's education system to a former level of
achievement and academic rigor. The bill's many ideas for school improvement, if
implemented, potentially could alter the curriculum and instructional practices of virtually
every school in the state. However, despite the bill's sweeping scope and the large
accompanying revenue increases, it included neither a proven effective reform philosophy
nor a cohesive school change strategy.

A major question was whether districts could implement Senate Bill 813's
provisions in a systematic manner. Also, little was known about the interactive effects of
such a large number of reform ideas being implemented simultaneously. Could local
school districts and schools cope with this level of complexity? In short, after all the
excitement of enactment and knowledge of some programs' implementation, a question
remained: could local districts weld together Senate Bill 813's disparate provisions into a
coherent and forceful set of tools for school improvement?

1 James W. Guthrie and Michael W. Kirst (eds.), Conditions of Education in California, 1985 (Berkeley,
CA: University of California, Policy Analysis for California Education, PACE, 1985). Pam Grossman,
Micheel Kirst, Worku Negash, and Jackie Schmidt-Posner, Cwrricular Change in California Comprehensive
High Schools: 1982-83 10 1984-85 (Berkeley, CA: University of California, Policy Analysis for California
Education, PACE, 1985). Carole L. Swain, SB 813 and Tenth Grade Counseling: A Report on
Implementation (Berkeley, CA: University of California, Policy Analysis for California Education, PACE,
1985). Loren Kaye, Making the Grade? Assessing School Districis’ Progress on SB 813 (Sacramento:
California Tax Foundation, April 1985).

2 Allan Odden, "Education Reform and Services to Poor Students: Can the Two Policies be Compatible?"
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 9 (3) Fall 1987: 231-244.
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to understand how selected California schools reacted to -
state school improvement inducements and mandates. Specifically, the study assessed
whether or not reform components contained in Senate Bill 813 could contribute to school
improvement, and if so, how?

The state legislature asked the research team to analyze schools that were effectively
responding to reform stimuli, to identify how Senate Bill 813 was transformed locally into
school improvement visions, to describe the local implementation of that vision, and to
identify how Senate Bill 813 aided, hindered, or was irrelevant to local processes of school
improvement. In response, the current study was designed:

» to describe how the individual Senate Bill 813 policies looked in local
schools that were actively engaged in the processes of improvement

* to portray how state education reform policy implementation was affected
by the local educational, economic, political, and demographic context

* to demonstrate how state education reform policy specifically interacted with
the local district vision of education quality, both in terms of helping to
define that vision as well as being modified by that vision

* to ascertain how substantive state education leadership interacted with
substantive district education leadership, and how the combination
interacted with school site leadership, the local organizational unit
responsible for putting a vision into place

* to show how school site and district activities combined to implement
successfully a vision and program designed to improve a secondary school

 to identify the impacts on the curriculum, teachers, students, administrators,
and the school as an organization

The study also was designed to collect data on how the redistributive programs
from the 1970s—remedial, compensatory, limited-English-proficient, and at-risk student
programs—both affected the local vision of reform and were incorporated into the
implementation processes, i.e., to identify interactions between redistributive programs
(that had been fully implemented) and new developmental programs as they were being
implemented. Information was sought on whether, and if so how, education excellence
pushed aside education equity.
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The Research Questions

Based on case studies in 17 secondary schools, the study was designed to answer the
following seven specific questions:

1. How have key Senate Bill 813 policies been implemented in secondary schools?

2. What are the key local factors associated with successful implementation of the goals of
Senate Bill 813?

3. What elements of Senate Bill 813 (or other state policies) are strongly and positively
linked to the key local factors, what elements hinder successful local reform, and what
elements are unmentioned or unnoticed?

4. How have California's education reforms affected (a) the curriculum program in
secondary schools; (b) the content knowledge and instructional skills of teachers; (c) the
curricular and instructional leadership skills of administrators; (d) the structure, climate,
and nature of schools as organizations and places in which to teach and learn; and (e) the
knowledge and performance of students?

5. How have schools used resources—fiscal and other—to implement education reform?

(This component of the study was funded separately by the California Policy Seminar, and
the results are reported in a separate document.)

6. How have special student populations—low achiever, poor, limited-English-proficient,
and at risk of dropping out—been treated in local reform and quality improvement
implementation?

7. What do the study results suggest for modifications and additions to state policies?
Which elements of Senate Bill 813 or other state policies should be strengthened, which
reduced, and what new programs might be needed?

What the Study Was Not

Before describing the study and its findings, it is important to clarify what the study did not
do. Education is important in California. Literally billions of dollars, millions of students,
and thousands of employees are directly involved. The long-run condition of the state and
the well-being of its citizens depend on school quality. Every responsible person wants
California's schools to be more effective. Thus, the financial and political investment in
school reforms is intense. Some would like to declare Senate Bill 813 a great success in
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order to justify added state resources for public schools. Others would like to declare
Senate Bill 813 a failure and, thereby, deny education added revenues or argue for another
reform strategy altogether.

At least from these perspectives, both parties will be disappointed in this study. Its
purpose was not to judge the overall effectiveness of Senate Bill 813. True enough,
students' average statewide test scores have risen since Senate Bill 813's enactment. But
that is insufficient evidence by itself to claim victory for school reform. Assessing the
effectiveness statewide of a comprehensive school change plan would have required
resources far in excess of those spent on this study and a quite different research strategy.
Appraising outcomes and judging whether or not they were caused by Senate Bill 813
would have meant the use of a large sample of schools selected to be representative of the
awesome size and diversity of California. Half that sample would have had to have
received a reform "treatment” while attempting to hold the other half of the sample
relatively constant on important dimensions. Only in an experimental design such as this
could there be a reasonable control for outside or competing explanations for school

change. Such experiments are difficult to conduct in education generally and impossible in
this instance.3

In contrast, this study utilized a purposive, rather than representative, sample of 17
secondary schools known to be in the process of becoming academically more rigorous.
Important lessons were learned as a result. However, based solely on the selection of
schools, results are not meant to be representative of school experiences statewide. "Sample"”
in this case refers only to the 17 secondary schools specially selected for this study.

Did Senate Bill 813 bring about school reform in California? Is the state receiving
its money's worth in terms of added school productivity? What components of Senate Bill
813 make the biggest difference? These questions cannot be answered by the research
reported here. Moreover, it may be that given the relatively short period of time during
which Senate Bill 813 has been in effect and the complexity of the interactions involved in
the reform provisions, few definitive differences would yet be detectable, regardless of the
research design employed.

However, to assert that there are research questions and important policy concerns
unaddressed by this study, to invoke caveats, should not tamnish the important research
findings the study provides. This analytic endeavor resulted in several major findings all of
which are significant to policy makers. Before explaining these findings, however, it is
necessary to describe the substantive approach to the study and the research procedures used.

3A quasi-experimental time series design might also have been appropriate, but that was not possible
either. This study, though not assessing effectiveness, attempted to compensate for the absense of
longitudinal data by using retrospective interviews where appropriate.



Chapter 2

Approach to the Study

Over the last decade, several important advances in knowledge have been made about both
the content and processes for improving schools. These advances strongly influenced the
analytic approach used in this study. This chapter summarizes these knowledge advances,
then describes their implications for the study. Next, the elements of the conceptual
framework that guided this study are discussed. The conceptual framework itself includes
both content and local process variables that are important for improving education.
Finally, a series of variables is presented that attempts to integrate key state policy
initiatives and local implementation elements.

Conceptual Advances in the Study of Program
Implementation and Impact

The Implementation of Government Programs

Recent research on state and federal governmental programs demonstrates that these
programs become implemented over time, operate with fidelity to rules and regulations, and
function at least at minimal levels of effectiveness. Several 1980s' studies of categorical
program implementation represent the research making this case for education.! A recent
book by Peterson, Rabe and Wong, When Federalism Works, essentially makes the same
case for governmental programs across several functional areas, including education.? In
addition, the book outlines a new theory of implementation which holds that redistributive
programs, i.e., programs (such as compensatory education) designed to provide more
services to some local clients (often the poor) than to others, initially have more difficulty in
reaching full implementation because, at the beginning, a higher level of government is
"forcing" a new set of priorities onto a local government. Initial, strong, local resistance to

! Mary Moare, Margaret Goertz, and Terry Hartle, The Interactions of Federal and Related State
Education Programs (Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service, February 1983). Michael S. Knapp,
Marian S. Steamns, Brenda J. Turnbull, Jane L. David, and Susan M. Peterson, Cumulative Effects of
Federal Education Policies on Schools and Districts (Menlo Park, CA: SRI International, January 1983).
Richard Jung and Michael Kirst, “Beyond Mutual Adaptation, Into the Bully Pulpit: Recent Research on
the Federal Role in Education,” Educational Administration Quarterly 22 (3) Summer 1986: 80-109. The
series of studies of the most recent study of Chapter I, which are just now being released, essentially
reach the same conclusions as these studies.

2paul E. Peterson, Barry G. Rabe, and Kenneth K.Wong, When Federalism Works (Washington,
DC: The Brookings Institution, 1986).

"‘
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this higher-level governmental intrusion, however, gives way over time through a mutual
accommodation process in which both levels of government work to structure a program
that is acceptable to each. The modified program finally is implemented. On the other
hand, developmental programs, which tend to augment local programs in which local
governments are engaged anyway (e.g., improving curriculum and instruction), experience
a less contentious implementation process in large part because they reinforce rather than
redirect local priorities, thus they produce less local resistance.

While many pundits were skeptical about successful state education reform
implementation, the above theory predicted that such programs would be implemented
expeditiously. First, improving the regular education program had been a key state
education function and was viewed by the states as their primary education function.>
Thus, state education reform initiatives had a surface validity. Second, state education
reform programs were really versions of education developmental programs. Thus, from
the above theory, one would predict fairly rapid, on-target, and relatively uncontested local
implementation. While differing in perhaps detail, state education reform programs in large
part reinforced activities in which local districts already were, or wished to be, engaged.

These advances in knowledge focused the current study on the substance and
processes of implementation, and away from concern about whether local settings would
continually resist state initiatives. At the same time, these advances implied that local
districts would transform state initiatives into locally internalized visions of improvement.
Consequently, the study also focused on the local transformation process. Finally, the
view that education reform likely would be rapidly implemented, compared to the equity
initiatives of the past, drove the study to examine how advanced implementation occurred
and what effects full implementation had on an array of outcomes.

The 1980s Education Reforms Are Different

While the richness of local education reform implementation activities could be anticipated,
school reforms in the 1980s were substantively different from those in the 1960s and
1970s. Thus a study of their implementation and impact needed to be conceptualized and
conducted differently. School reforms of the 1960s and 1970s usually were discrete
programs often targeted on specific student groups, such as the disadvantaged,
handicapped, or gifted. Funding sources were separate, and dollars were "tracked" to the
school. In classrooms, teachers had to identify target students and provide the extra
services only to them. Further, programs were structured (usually by "pulling-out" target
students) so that services supplemented and did not supplant base program services.

3Ann M. Milne, Jay Moskowitz, and Fran M. Ellman, Serving Special Needs Children: The State
Approach (Washington, DC: Decision Resources, February 1983).
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Studies of the implementation and impact of these programs identified how the
programs were conceived in the state (or the nation's) capital, then followed the delivery of
the program down through the education system from the legislature, to the State
Department of Education, to the local school district, to the school, and finally into the
classroom. At district and school levels, implementation research assessed the degree of
compliance with rules and regulations and general purposes of the program. Such
research, though, tended not to analyze the integration of the program into the ongoing or
regular program of the school. This type of research generally was adequate for the
special-needs students programs created in the 1960s and 1970s. In the 1980s, however,
issues of quality were raised for these kinds of programs, and the general response was
that their quality depended on the degree to which they were integrated into the regular

district/school program.4

Further, since numerous categorical programs were designed in the 1960s and
1970s, there often were multiple target groups of students in one classroom, with many
students eligible for services from more than one program. To analyze the implementation
and impact of all of these programs, the concepts of aggregate and cumulative effects
emerged. Cumulative effects were the total effects of all the various programs on
individuals or groups of students. Aggregate effects were the resultant strategies schools
developed to administer multiple programs within a total school program, which ranged
from integrated and coherent to fragmented and incoherent. The aggregate and cumulative
effects approach was a sound way to assess the impact of several, separate programs on
individuals and groups of students within a single school, as long as the individual
programs remained the points of concern.

The 1980s education reforms, including California’s Senate Bill 813, were more
comprehensive in structure and intent than even the multiplicity of categorical programs of
the 1970s. An even broader conceptual framework than aggregate and cumulative effects
was needed to analyze the implementation and impact of such education reforms. It would
have been difficult, if not impossible, just to follow Senate Bill 813 reforms down through
the system in a traditional implementation and impact study. In schools, many reforms lost
their specific identity and "appeared"” only as major changes in the general, core education
program. Moreover, the effect of other reforms hinged on changes in the general education
program and on changes in the nature of the school as an organization. Further, since the
goal of Senate Bill 813 was to improve local schools, providing information only on how
particular programs "looked" in a school (the trees of Senate Bill 813) would not provide
information on whether schools had become more effective (the forest of Senate Bill 813).

4See. for example, Allan Odden, "How Fiscal Accountability and Program Quality Can be Insured
for Chapter 1," chapter prepared for a forthcoming book on Chapter I edited by Denis Doyle; and Richard
Elmore and Milbrey McLaughlin, "Strategic Choice in Federal Policy: The Compliance-Assistance Trade-
Off,” in Ann Lieberman and Milbrey McLaughlin (eds.) Policymaking in Education (Chicago: Chicago
University Press, 1981, 151-194).
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Finally, the task locally was to take the state reform mandates and other initiatives and
weave them into a local strategy to change and improve schools over several years.

Another critical feature of new education reforms in the 1980s was their increased
emphasis on education substance. In the 1970s, states sometimes stimulated education
improvement activities but gave local schools and districts extensive latitude for defining
program substance. In recent years, states have taken stronger leadership roles in defining
substantive, education directions and strengthened the partmership with districts as well as
individual schools in adapting that direction to local circumstances. Specifically, reform
efforts in California and across the country emphasized the intricate but important
relationships among curriculum goals, textbooks, instructional strategies, and testing
programs, which are seen as the core elements of a quality education system.

The substance of Senate Bill 813 and related state policy initiatives can be
summarized as three broad goals for education. These goals, which include the elements of
a quality education system, are as follows:

1. To improve the curriculum program in schools, i.e., to identify a core academic
program, to improve the substantive depth of the courses that composed that program, to
strengthen textbooks, and to ensure greater curricular alignment (of instructional objectives,
teaching materials, and tests) and articulation (across grade levels and programs).

2. To improve the skills and performance of individuals—students, teachers, and
administrators—within schools, i.e., to improve the academic achievement of students in
basic, content-area skills, to improve the instructional effectiveness of teachers, and to
improve the instructional leadership of administrators.

3. To improve schools as institutions, i.e., to develop in all schools the characteristics and
climates associated with effective schools.

The view that 1980s education reforms were fundamentally different from the
student-targeted programs of the past led to two important aspects of the study's design.
First, state policies can be powerful influences on the overall local education program.
Thus, the policy initiatives are best studied for their contributions generally to local system
improvement rather than just as individual entities to which districts must simply comply.
Second, effective state policies must operate in combination and be synergistic rather than
competitive or contradictory. Thus, the study focused on the contribution of each
individual state policy to local education improvement (the trees of Senate Bill 813) but
more importantly on the combined effect of these state initiatives on the local educational
system (the forest of Senate Bill 813).

In short, for studying the forest of Senate Bill 813, it was viewed as a strategy to
upgrade the overall local education system by seeking (a) to improve what was taught in



APPROACH TO THE STUDY 11

schools, (b) to improve the skills and knowledge of individuals who learned and worked in
schools, and (c) to improve schools themselves as social organizations.

The Conceptual Framework

To develop a conceptual framework that captured individual Senate Bill 813 reforms
themselves, as well as this more comprehensive view of state education reform, and
integrated macro program implementation with micro local school change, a comprehensive
review of the literature was conducted, drawing heavily upon the curriculum alignment,
effective schools, program implementation, and local education change research. The
intent was to use a conceptual framework that incorporated the elements of local education

system improvement as well as traditional implementation concc:pts.5 The goal was to have
a framework that could be used both to understand and study the interactions between state
and district policy initiatives and effective local site improvement activities.

Vision

The local focus of study had to be the implementation of both individual provisions of
Senate Bill 813 and implementation of the local district or school vision of education
quality. The study had to capture the degree to which, and how, state education reform
programs and policies became part of a local vision for education excellence. The vision at
the district and school levels needed to be analyzed separately from state reform initiatives.
Issues at this stage included both the degree to which state programs helped determine the
substance of local visions of excellence, and how strong, a priori, local visions
incorporated or wove into their fabric of excellence the substance of state initiatives.

An additional point addressed by the conceptual framework was that the definition
of education reform seemed also to be evolving and expanding, even as the study was
conducted. Studies of local visions, their incorporation of state programs and policies, and
their integrated implementation needed to differentiate between which "phase" of reform
was being studied. While there was no widely accepted definition of reform phases, four
general phases were identified, and the study assumed that implementation might vary for
each:

sMichael Knapp and Marian Stearns, "Improving Systemwide Performance: Evaluation Research

and State Education Reform Programs,” in Joseph Wholey, Mark Abramson, and Christopher Bellavita
(eds.) Performance and Credibility: Developing Excellence in Public and NonPublic Organizations
(Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 1986).
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Phase 1  Higher standards, increased high school graduation
requirements, basic skills tests, more traditional
academic courses, more homework, a return to the
"traditional" good high school

Phase 2  Better courses, new model curriculum standards, better
textbooks, curriculum alignment, beginnings of new
teacher roles, education program quality indicators,
reduction in dropouts

Phase 3  More radical curriculum change, curriculum integration
across content areas, greater emphasis on writing and
communication, higher order thinking skills, problem
solving skills, broader uses of technology, interpersonal
small group skills

Phase 4  Teacher professionalism, teacher decision making,
national standards board, career ladders, policy trust
agreements to augment traditional collective bargaining,
restructured schools, more parental choice, system
incentives, merit schools

This concept of the substance of reform had several implications for the study's
design. First, the study was designed to analyze the linkage between the substance of
reform, including the local reform vision, and the local implementation process. Second,
the study defined different phases of California's reforms and analyzed somewhat
separately the implementation processes for each wave. Third, the study examined the
impacts of each phase on the three broad goals of reform described above.

Program Adoption

Once a local vision was defined for a specific phase, the issue became the implementation
of that local vision. While the school was the focal point for study, the district was the unit
of analysis, in order to capture the important and key roles districts played in stimulating
and supporting local site education reform.

To study the adoption process for both individual Senate Bill 813 provisions and
local (district and site) visions of education excellence, a traditional implementation
framework was used. Information was gathered on critical dimensions of each local Senate
Bill 813 program and local reform vision, on how those key dimensions were informed by
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local educational, political, and demographic issues, on who the key actors were in the
local implementation process, and on the major events in the local adoption process.

But while this analysis sufficed for macro implementation research, i.e., for
studying how state programs penetrated local districts, that was only the first step—the
adoption phase—of the local improvement and education change process. And, while prior
to the 1980s, the adoption process was the focus of most education change studies,
adoption now is viewed as only the first in at least four stages of the complex and long-
term local change, education improvement process.

Local Implementation and Change

Historically, the literature on the sociology of organizational change focused on
organizational structures,6 the culture of the school,7 and the school as a \!vorkplace.8 This
literature provided substantial insight into schools as organizations, but it provided little
insight about how schools could be restructured so as to enhance improvements in
education programs.

Another strand of the literature on organizational sociology explored how
organizations adopted and implemented education improvements. In the 1970s, these
studies focused on the adoption and implementation of federally funded innovations. The
RAND smdy9 helped to explain the process by which local schools changed innovative
ideas and adapted them to meet the organizational conditions of the local context.
Lieberman and Rosenholtz'® summarized the specific factors important to successful
implementation as including, “concrete staff training, classroom assistance, teacher
observations of similar projects, teacher participation in project decision, principal

6Fm' example, see James G. March (ed.) Handbook of Organizations (Skokie, Il: Rand McNally,
1965). J. Victor Baldridge and Terrence Deal (eds.) Managing Change in Educational Organizations
(Berkeley, CA: McCutchan, 1975).

7Seymour Sarason, The Culture of the School and the Problem of Change (2nd edition) (Boston:
Allyn and Bacon, 1982). Dan Lortie, Schoolteacher: A Sociological Study (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1975). Philip A. Cusick, The Egalitarian Ideal and the American High School (New
York: Longman, 1983).

obert Dreeben, The Nature of Teaching: Schools and the Work of Teachers (Glenview, IL:
Scott, Foresman, 1970).

9Paul Berman and Milbrey McLaughlin, Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change (8
vols.) (Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corporation, 1978). Milbrey McLaughlin and David Marsh, "Staff
Development and School Change,"” Teachers College Record, 80 (1978): 69-93.

10, 1 Lieberman and Susan Rosenholtz, "The Road to School Improvement,” in John Goodlad
(ed.) The Ecology of School Renewal (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987).
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participation in new learnings and, in some cases, the development of materials locally."
Fullan!! provided a synthesis of these factors.

Huberman and Miles,12 drawing from their case studies in the Dissemination
Efforts Supporting School Improvement (DESSI) study, extended the literature on factors
related to successful implementation of innovations in several important ways. First, they
identified causal networks of factors related to successful implementation. These networks
portrayed the relationship between factors over a period ranging from initiation of the
change process to institutionalization of the dynamics of the change process. Huberman
and Miles illustrated how configurations of assistance were created and carried out as well
as the influence of this assistance on teachers as they implemented innovations. They also
attempted to demonstrate powerful relationships between major factors such as how
pressure to implement and assistance are related. Finally, Huberman and Miles showed
how patterns of implementation were related to various types of outcomes of the change
process such as stable use of the innovation and institutionalization of the innovation.

However, identifying causal networks of implementation factors is a conceptually
complex task. And though Huberman and Miles made a good first attempt, questions
remain about the the best way a causal network is constructed. The evaluation of reform
implementation in secondary schools described in this report garnered from Huberman and
Miles a series of variables worth examining at different stages of implementation.

A third strand of the education change literature examined the development and
consequences of having a professional culture among teachers in schools. The proposals
contained in Who Will Teach Our Children and A Nation Prepared" build on work by
scholars regarding the nature and value of a professional culture for teachers. 14 This
culture includes norms of collegiality and improvement, a common technical language
about curriculum and instruction, and a willingness to experiment. Other dimensions of the
proposals include the development of career ladders and differentiated roles for lead

11\ fichael Fullan, The Meaning of Educational Change (New York: Teachers College Press,
1982).

12) fichael Huberman and Matthew Miles, Innovation Up Close (New Yark: Plenum, 1984),

13 California Commission on the Teaching Profession, Who Will Teach Our Children?
(Sacramento, CA: California Commission on the Teaching Profession, November 1985). Carnegie
Forum on Education and the Economy, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century (Washington,
DC: Camegie Forum, 1986).

14Phillip Schlechty and Betty Crowell, Staff Development and School Improvement: A School
District Examines Its Potential for Excellence (Washington, DC: National Institute of Education, n.d.).
Judith Warren Little, Priscilla Galagarian, and O'Neal, Professional Development Roles and
Relationships: Principles and Skills of Advising (San Francisco: Far West Regional Educational
Laboratory, 1984). Ann Lieberman and Susan Rosenholtz, "The Road to School Improvement”; and Ann
Lieberman (ed.), Developing a Professional Culture in School Settings, (forthcoming).
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teachers, career incentives, professional control of licensure, and a new climate of teacher
decision making and responsibility in schools.

These three literatures identified key factors involved in successful local change

efforts, although there were different understandings about the precise role each of these
factors play.

One key area of difference concerned the issues of commitment and initiation.
Conventional wisdom, including the Rand study, held that teacher commitment must be
built "up-front" usually by involving teachers in identifying the change focus, in selecting
the change program, and in developing materials. The argument was that this initial
involvement developed teacher commitment to the change program itself. More recent
change research, including the Huberman and Miles work, found that teacher commitment
often emerged at the end of the implementation cycle when teachers have gained mastery
over the skills needed to implement the new program and see that the program improved
student performance. This research suggested that teacher commitment came gfter skills
mastery and after teachers saw that the program "worked."

While the findings seemed in conflict, they differed only at the margins. First, all
studies identified teacher commitment as absolutely necessary to successful education
change efforts. At the time of the Rand study, there were few high quality, proven-
effective programs, so up-front involvement of teachers in identifying topics to address and
in developing materials was crucial to initiating change efforts. But Rand also found that
teacher skills mastery and positive program effects on students were necessary for complete
implementation and institutionalization.

There also were two different kinds of commitment: commitment to try the new
program and commitment to the new program. Commitment to try needed to be developed
up-front; without it, teachers would not become engaged in trying to implement the
program. This type of commitment was probably built through awareness sessions on
what the program intended and in responding to teachers' personal concerns about how the
program might affect them individually. Commitment to the program usually emerged at
the end of the implementation process as teachers developed the skills needed to implement

the new program and saw that it, indeed, resolved the problem to which it was applied,
i.e., that it "worked."

Another key difference between the newest research and the Rand study concerned
initiation, i.e., whether teachers needed to be involved in the initiation process in order for
the change effort to be successful. Most recent research found that top-down initiation
could work if (1) the focus of the change effort was on core education issues that needed
improvement, like curriculum, pedagogy, and student performance (the focus of state
education reform); (2) a high quality, proven-effective program that "worked" was selected;
(3) lots of assistance was provided to teachers throughout the implemen&cion process to
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help them get the new program "in place"”; and (4) administrators stayed involved in
supporting the program, technically and symbolically, until it was fully implemented.
Teacher involvement in initiation also could work.

Critical Elements of the Local
Implementation and Change Process

Insights about the implementation process described above have been synthesized into a
conceptual framework which guided this study. The critical elements of this conceptual
framework are summarized below.

o

1. Development of an Implementation Plan

Change is a complicated, long-term process. It is not an event. To be successful, it needs
to be planned and managed well. The plan needs to identify the target(s) of change; ’
provide a reasonable time frame (6 to 24 months); identify and allocate resources sufficient
to implement the plan; delineate specifically the roles of central office staff, site
administrators, and teachers; sequence and schedule events.

2. Selection of a High Quality, Proven Effective Program

Through several federal and state programs, many programs have been developed for a
variety of education problems and have been proven effective in a number of different
contexts. In short, for most school problems, there are programs "out there" that could
remedy the problem. Developing one's own program is time consuming and costly and
runs the risk of producing a "dud"; teachers develop commitment only when a program
"works." Thus, using a high quality, proven-effective program that "fits" the local school
problem will tend to increase the likelihood of a successful change effort. Several aspects
of Senate Bill 813 and subsequent State Department of Education initiatives could be
included under this heading.

3. Top-Down v. Bottom-Up Initiation

While it is helpful if teachers can be and are involved in the initiation process, top-down
initiation also can vibrk. The risk associated with bottom-up initiation is that a problem
area could be selected which does not match with central office or state priorities; indeed,
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many failures of the organizational development approach to change is that top managers
often ignore the issues selected or identified by those at the "bottom.” The risk with top-
down initiation is that teachers may never commit to attempting the change program.

. Recent research concludes that top-down initiation can work if the area targeted for
improvement concerns core education issues such as curriculum, improved teaching, and
improved student performance; is followed immediately by heavy teacher involvement in
determining implementation specifics; is accompanied by lots of technical assistance
throughout the change process; and produces expected impacts on teachers and students.

4. Central Office Support

However initiated, successful change efforts need top-level, central office support to move
into the complete implementation and institutionalization stages. This support needs to be
both symbolic and technical. It needs to include the provision of resources—money,
people, and time—and on-going “staying power." A districtwide, or at least district-
supported, school-specific plan for implementation is needed. A central office program
coordinator is another tangible sign of central office support. Since institutionalization
requires organizational and district structural change, at least to some degree, top-level
district support and commitment is needed.

S. Principal Support and Preparation

Site principals also need to be both supportive of and knowledgeable about the change
effort. Principals need to know the content of the change effort, and they need to develop
skills for their roles in implementing that effort. The two are different and strongly related.
Principals manage schools, allocate scarce school resources and identify school priorities.
Schools also need long-term implementation plans to accomplish a successful change
effort. Again, to enter the complete implementation and institutionalization stages, top
support of site administrators is key.

6. Cross-Role Teams

Teachers must be heavily involved in all details of implementing education change. They
are the technical experts, and it is their lives that are affected. Cross-role teams are
committees of teachers, department heads, site administrators, and central office staff that
plan, coordinate, and even help manage implementation activities. Cross-role teams not
only develop teacher-teacher collegiality but also teacher-administrator collegiality. Both
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provide the informal alignment associated with successful change efforts. All studies
identified teams of administrators and teachers that worked on the specifics of site
implementation as critical to both short- and long-term success. If initiation is top-down,
cross-role teams are even more important and must begin work immediately after the start
decision.

7. Training and Assistance

Successful change does not occur unless there is substantial training and long-term
assistance, both technical and psychological. The assistance can be provided from within
the school, from the district central office, or by consultants outside the school. High
quality, up-front training in the skills needed to begin implementation is important.
Follow-through training, ongoing assistance, observation, feedback, and coaching,
however, are the sine qua non of successful change efforts. Without follow through
assistance, skills mastery is unlikely to occur, and teacher commitment thus will not
emerge. Follow-through assistance and training should be at least two to three times that of
up-front or initial training. The types of assistance and training should change over time as
the change effort moves through the various stages/phases of implementation.

8. Continued Top Leadership, Support, and Pressure

"Sticking with" the uneventful details of long-term implementation requires "staying
power" and pressure. Leamning new skills requires the expenditure of effort by teachers.
Initial enthusiasm often wanes after the euphoria of initial implementation and the reality of
hard work become apparent. Thus, school leaders need to maintain pressure to continue
the program, need themselves to stay heavily involved in implementation efforts, and need
to be liberal in the provision of the supports and assistance teachers need to develop skills
mastery. This is a critical stage for most change efforts. This type of staying power is
sustained by complementary central office and site administrator press. This type of formal
alignment gives consistent messages to teachers about the priority of the change effort and
its fit with strategic directions of the district and school.

9. Press for Fidelity of Implementation v. Mutual Adaptation

High quality, proven-effective programs cannot be "watered down" under the guise of
"mutual adaptation.” To be successful, i.e., to produce the intended effects on student
performance, all critical elements of proven-effective programs need to be implemented.
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Press for fidelity, thus, is a new element of successful change efforts. Adaptation occurs
but more in how the program fits within the school or district system; mutual adaptation of
the "dummying down" variety is associated with less successful implementation and few
intended impacts on students and teachers.

The Variables of Implementation

Individual elements of the implementation process were identified from the literature and
are included in Appendix B. These factors cover adoption and initiation, early and late
implementation, and the set of generic outcomes expected to result from an implementation
process. They guided data collection and analysis regarding the local implementation
process.

Considerable emphasis and sensitivity was applied to the relationship between
several state reform initiatives designed wholly, or in part, to strengthen the local
improvement process. The Mentor Teacher program is a good example. The program
provided the first rung of a potential career ladder, and mentor teachers were to engage in
curriculum development and implementation and in staff training of both new and
experienced teachers. Since the general reform goal was to improve both the curriculum
program and the teaching of it, mentor teachers could be used as a new strategic resource
during the implementation process, both strengthening the curriculum and helping teachers
to develop skills needed to implement the new curriculum. Also, the California School
Improvement Program, which provides schools with approximately $85 per child to
engage in ongoing site improvement, was compatible with the need for implementing state
education reform. The conceptual framework for understanding and studying education
reform analyzed other state programs designed to strengthen the ongoing, local
improvement process. These programs were analyzed not just in the narrow context of the
rules and regulations surrounding them, but also in the broader context of their strategic use
in helping local districts implement their vision of education quality.

Outcomes

Since successful education improvement produces both individual and system effects,ls the
study's conceptual framework included outcomes for the curriculum program (what is

15 uberman and Miles, Innovation Up Close. David Crandall and Associates, People, Policies
and Programs: The Chain of School Improvement (vol. 1-10) (Andover, MA: The Network, 1983).
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taught), for individuals within the system, that is, teachers, administrators, and students
(how the curriculum is taught and the degree to which it is learned), and for the school (the
social organization within which leamning and teaching occurs). Cognitive skills and
effective outcomes were included. These outcomes are dimensions of the three broad goals
of reform described earlier in this section.



Chapter 3

Methodology
and Data Collection

This study was not designed to be a summative evaluation of California's education reform
strategies. Instead, its purpose was to identify (1) factors associated with successful local
response to education reform goals and the linkages of those factors to current education
policy and (2) components of state policy that were effective (or not) in strengthening local
education systems. The hope was that this information could be used to modify state
policies in ways that enhance the success and widespread implementation of effective local
education improvement processes.

To serve the purpose of the study, and to incorporate the study design principles
described in the last chapter, the study needed to:

1. Concentrate on schools that were advanced in implementing education reform
programs so that lessons learned could guide other schools.

2. Examine these schools in-depth so that the complex set of relationships between state
policy initiatives, local reform agendas, implementation processes, and a variety of
outcomes could be fully analyzed. These insights could then be extended by broader
sample surveys and school profile reviews conducted and developed by others.

3. Carefully coordinate and monitor data collection so that extensive descriptions and
cross-school comparisons of several factors could be produced.

4. Use advanced data analysis techniques so that findings could be explained and justified
and could support conclusions and policy recommendations.

These needs were incorporated into the methodology. They are discussed here in terms of
sample selection, data collection, and data analysis approaches.

Another part of the overall methodology was ongoing interaction between researchers
and key policy actors in' Sacramento. Before the study was launched, researchers briefed
staff from the State Department of Finance, Legislative Analyst's office, and State
Department of Education regarding the project's conceptual framework, general design, and
data collection documents. After the first two rounds of data collection and analysis,
researchers provided three additional briefings, one to staff from all of the above agencies,
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one 1o all education staff in the Legislative Analyst's office, and one to the deputy state
superintendents. After the third round of data collection and cross-site analysis, and again
just before the final report was released, researchers again provided briefings. In short,
researchers made a concerted effort to maintain close connection with the policy community
in Sacramento as the study was conducted, findings emerged, and policy implications were
formulated.

Sample Selection

Sample schools were selected in several phases. First, nominations of schools known to
be successfully implementing reforms were sought from the State Department of
Education, educational organizations, local superintendents, and county offices of
education. In this phase, the definition of "successful" was broad, but generally it included
major curriculum change, improving the pedagogical skills of teachers or the instructional
supervision skills of administrators, or creating more vibrant, collegial school
organizations. Conversely, improved test scores were explicitly not used as a selection
criterion in either phase of sample selection because test scores were considered an outcome
variable, dependent upon the impact of independent, process and input variables.

In the second phase of the selection process, schools with evidence of substantial
changes in academic course enrollments, a key goal of Senate Bill 813, were identified
from among the broader set of initial candidates. To provide a set of schools that mirrored
statewide demographics, the research team determined the final sample by selecting schools
in large, medium, and small districts; in urban, suburban, and rural settings; and with a
range of socio-economic characteristics.

In order to analyze district practices and policies that helped or hindered school
reform implementation, researchers selected two schools from each of five districts, and
one school from seven other districts. The second school was always a junior high school
or middle school. Thus, the sample included 17 schools in 10 districts: 12 high schools
and 5 junior high or middle schools.

The selection process was controlled mainly by the characteristics of the high
schools, the major study focus. As a result (and unfortunately) the junior high schools as a
group were not as successful as the high schools in responding to reform initiatives. While
the study attempted to select high schools that were experiencing a high level of success in
changing, the final sample of high schools included some sites that were experiencing a
high level of success and others that were experiencing moderate to low levels of success.
This mixture, however, gave the study a built-in comparative element for analyzing key
factors associated with success.
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Tables 1A, 1B, and 2 provide information regarding characteristics of the sample of
schools. The 12 high schools, on average, were composed of 47 percent white, 9 percent
black, 31 percent Hispanic, and 12 percent Asian. There was considerable variation on
each of these factors. The white percentage ranged from 1 to 76, the black percentage
ranged from 1 to 31, the Hispanic percentage ranged from 3 to 73, and the Asian
percentage ranged from 1 to 33. Junior high and middle schools displayed similar ethnic
characteristics. The 17 study schools generally reflected the cultural and ethnic diversity of
California.

Schools were selected from all geographic areas of the state, including the two
largest cities, rural areas in the north, the Central Valley, large urban areas, and several
suburban localities, including Los Angeles and Orange counties. Thus, the schools also
represented the geographic diversity of California. Schools also reflected differences in
district and school size, including a large urban school with several thousand students, a
rural school with less than 200 students, and schools with enrollments varying in size
between these extremes.

Table 2 shows that the high schools had substantially altered student enrollment in
academic classes. With 1984 serving as the base year, the schools had the following
increases in enrollments: 22 percent in three or more years of mathematics, 36 percent in
advanced mathematics, 31 percent in four or more years of English, 42 percent in three or
more years of science, 44 percent in chemistry, and 13 percent in four or more years of
history. These numbers show that the study's schools had responded vigorously to a key
Senate Bill 813 goal: providing a more rigorous, academic curriculum for more students.

Although the above sample selection is typical of many recent studies of effective
local policy implementation, it raises several questions because it does not rely on a random
sample of schools. The thorny question is whether picking schools known to be
successful with reform weakens one's ability to generalize on the basis of study results.
Put differently, to what extent, given the sample, can these study findings apply to other
schools? Further, should not the sample include a spectrum from successful to
unsuccessful schools in order to ensure that factors associated with success are unique and
not also associated with failure?

There are several good reasons for focusing the sample on schools successful with
reform. First, although the sample consisted of schools experiencing success in
implementing reform, schools that were selected varied across several dimensions such as
metropolitan status (city, suburban, and rural), geographic location, minority enroliment,
percentage of students living in poverty, and school size. Thus, the sample of schools
represented a mix of factors usually associated with a more random selection process. The
sample schools represented the full range of socio-economic and demographic factors
characteristic of all schools in the state.
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Second, successful schools were selected because that is the only way, given
limited resources, a large enough sample can be created to analyze whether processes
associated with success are common across a variety of schools. Further, consciously
including "do nothing" schools in the sample would serve, at best, as a control for missing
factors. That is, it is difficult to learn much from studying a school where nothing
happened.

In addition, in nearly all studies that attempt to select successful schools, a number
of unsuccessful or only moderately successful schools get selected anyway, as was the
case in this study. Even though the study attempted to find a sample of successful schools,
some variation in the sample resulted. This natural variation across the "winner" spectrum,
then, allowed analysis of differences, if they existed, in the variables associated with
schools moving forward with reform, schools going nowhere, and schools in the middle.
It is hard to find real success stories. If the study had tried initially to select schools across
the range of reform activity, the final sample would probably have been weighted toward
relatively static schools. So the study started by trying to find only winners. And it ended
up with mainly winners, but it also included less successful schools.

Third, the units of analysis really were the various local implementation variables,
i.e., the study's conceptual framework of factors (see Appendix B). The objective was to
learn about how local schools improved. The local implementation variables were based on
a reading and analysis of various research literatures. The dependent and independent
variables constituted the analytic focus of the study and allowed analysis of the
improvement process and role of state policies in that process. Thus, the variables
themselves really were the units of analysis. The hope was that, when analyzing the
improvement processes across several sites, one, two, or perhaps three patterns of
implementation variables would describe how the local improvement process worked. If
that proved to be the case, the study could generalize across the state, since those findings
would have emerged from a study of schools that varied across key socio-economic and
demographic dimensions. The study then could conclude that, if other schools reproduced
the causal sequencing of variables the study found associated with successful local system
improvement, then those schools also ought to experience similar improvement.

Data Collection

Data collection was conducted during the 1986-87 academic year in three related rounds of
fieldwork and case write-up. The fall round of data collection and case reporting focused
on state policy initiatives and local reform visions. The winter round focused on the local
implementation process, including the role of state programs in this process and on the
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special student populations dimension of the study. Finally, the spring round focused on
outcomes for students, teachers, administrators, and schools as organizations.

A team of one or two data collectors visited each site (district and school) to
interview, observe, and examine materials. The team then prepared case materials that
focused on specific reform features as well as professional and program interactions at each
site. Data collection was conducted by a team of University of Southern California,
University of California at Berkeley, and Stanford University researchers.

Producing high-quality, coordinated case material for 17 secondary schools
required considerable management of the data collection effort. Critical elements of data
collection included:

1. Focused, well-designed data collection instruments (described below)

2. Multiple rounds of data collection, each with a specific focus and the ability to return to
each site to collect additional data as needed

3. Extensive training of data collectors that included the study's conceptual framework,
data collection techniques, procedures for case study write-ups, and logistical arrangements

4. Careful monitoring of the quality and compatibility of each case study and coordination
of case write-ups

Data collection procedures related to these elements are discussed below.

To develop a common conceptual framework for understanding the study objectives
and the intellectual substance driving the study, a long briefing document was prepared that
reviewed the relevant literatures and detailed the intellectual assumptions of the study. The
substance of this literature review is summarized in this report in chapter 2. An October
staff training meeting and January analytic meeting devoted considerable time to analysis
and discussion of this conceptual material.

The study team conducted research at the district and school levels, although most
of the research occurred in the schools. The following schedule indicates the average
number of days of fieldwork for each school:
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Round 1 District Fieldwork 2 days
School Fieldwork 3 days

Round I District Fieldwork 1 day
School Fieldwork 2 days

Round T District Fieldwork 1 day
School Fieldwork 2 days

Total Fieldwork days
(excluding state) 11 days

Approximately 11 days of fieldwork were allotted to each school in the study. In
all, the study provided nearly 200 days of intensive fieldwork on the impact of Senate Bill
813 in 17 California schools. Research was conducted over the course of a school year,
allowing analysis of how implementation evolved during an academic year, and, through
reconstruction, analysis of the implementation process as it had developed in preceding
years. For each round of data collection, vast amounts of qualitative and quantitative data
were gathered that described how particular reform provisions "looked" in schools and
whether schools had become more effective as a result of reform.

State Program Implementation and Local Reform Vision

In Round 1, each site researcher produced qualitative data that answered, for each of 14
state policies, a series of detailed questions about the policy as implemented in the school,
the process of implementation, linkage to school and district vision and other state policies,
and perceptions of the policy's purpose and substance by teachers and administrators.
Field reports averaged SO pages. In addition, each site researcher prepared a case study of
the school’s overall response to reform, integrating individual state policies with state and
school visions. Appendix A contains the research instruments used to collect these data.

The Local Implementation Process

In Round 2, each site researcher produced another large report which answered detailed
questions about the 26 implementation variables in the conceptual framework, variables
shown by other research to be important in successful education program implementation.
These variables were arrayed through the stages of implementation, so the data describe the
factors not only individually but also in the context of their place in an implementation
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process. In addition, another case study described the site's overall implementation themes
and discussed how the factors interrelated to produce successful (or unsuccessful)
implementation. Appendix B contains the research instruments used to collect these data.

Outcomes

In Round 3, outcome data were collected for students, teachers and administrators,
curricular changes, and schools as social organizations. On a scale of 0 to 100, researchers
determined each school's ranking for the variables listed below for 1982, the year before
reform, and for 1987, four years after reform. The difference indicated the amount of
change for each variable. On a scale from 0 to 6, researchers indicated the degree to which
Senate Bill 813 contributed to the change, with a 3 indicating no Senate Bill 813 impact, a
score below 3 indicating a negative impact, and a score above 3 indicating a positive
impact. For students, researchers ranked:

* their treatment in schools

e achievement on nationally normed, standardized achievement tests

* dropout rates

» achievement on local proficiency tests

* low grades in new academic courses, mathematics, science, and English
For teachers, researchers ranked:

 the extent of their subject-matter content knowledge

* their traditional instructional skills, including clinical teaching (the basic pedagogical
skill for traditional high school courses)

* their instructional skills for teaching higher order thinking skills (the emphasis of
the new curriculum)

 their sense of efficacy.
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For administrators, researchers ranked:

district administrators' ability to develop an education vision
site administrators' ability to develop an education vision
site administrators' ability to manage a complex education change process

site administrators' ability to manage revised curriculum and instructional
programs, which the study termed Phase 1 and Phase 2 types of reform

site administrators' clinical supervision skills

site administrators' ability to manage curricular change focused on higher-order
thinking skills, which the study termed Phase 3 and Phase 4 types of reform

For school climate, researchers ranked:

to what degree teachers and administrators shared a school vision
collegiality and mutual trust among and between teachers and administrators
the amount of teacher discussion about teaching and learning

norm of “continuous improvement"

Appendix C contains the research instruments used to collect these data.

Programs for Special Populations

Finally, an additional series of data described the operation of four special-needs student
programs—remedial, compensatory, limited-English-proficient, and at-risk of dropping
out—and how these programs were or were not integrated with the overall improvement
initiatives. Appendix D contains the research instruments used to collect these data.

Other quantitative, California Assessment Program (CAP) test score, descriptive,

and socio-demographic data were also collected from schools and districts. The final data
base is large, rich, diverse, and unique.
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Data Analysis
Data analysis in the study was guided by two major principles:

1. To ensure that the data to be analyzed were of sufficient quality, were comparable
across sites, and were accessible to readers

2. To provide a grounded, accountable means of identifying findings and supporting
policy recommendations from the study

- Strategies to ensure that the data analyzed were of sufficient quality and were
comparable across sites were incorporated in the study design and data collection and included:

1. Applying a conceptual framework of implementation variables to data collection and
case write-ups

2. Obtaining data from sites through specific, highly-directive questions on focused topics in
combination with more global, less-directive questions that allowed the unique relationships within
a given site to be reported. The write-up of the information at both specific topic and global levels
helped communicate individual site information more effectively to cross-site analysts.

3. Using multiple rounds of data collection so that training and data collection could be

focused more specifically within a round and so that missing information could be obtained
in subsequent rounds.

4. Providing data collectors with extensive training that included procedures and formats
for preparing reports.

Other strategies were used to follow-up data collection in order to enhance the
quality and comparability of information across sites. These strategies included:

1. Model write-ups of the information obtained at a site so that other data collectors could
see the level of detail and organization desired by the study's chief analysts.

2. Feedback to individual data collectors about their write-ups and identification of needed
supplemental information. Similarly, areas were identified where more information was
needed from all data collectors in the next round of research.

3. Post-data collection analytic meetings where data collectors pooled insights and refined
their descriptions of local sites. All data collectors met for two-day analytic meetings, in
January after the first round of data collection and in June after all data had been collected.
An additional meeting of the study directors was held in April. In several instances, all data
collectors were asked to provide additional information about a specific topic, or to generate
high-inference ratings for newly defined variables.
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Data analysis was pursued in two primary ways: (1) identifying tentative themes in
analytic meetings which then were confirmed in subsequent analysis of case studies and (2)
conducting inductive analysis of the case studies themselves. Themes identified in group
meetings were explored by (1) memos written by the core team to capture and extend the
ideas generated in the meetings, and (2) memos written by individual data collectors about
their specific sites in relation to the ideas developed in the analytic meetings.

The inductive analysis of case survey material took place in several phases. For
each site, case study material consisted of (1) descriptions of each state policy as
implemented in each site and district, (2) a global report focusing on district and school
visions and initial implementation of locally defined reform, (3) a discussion of local
implementation variables and approaches alone and in combination, (4) a description of
local programs serving four types of special populations and the relationship of these
programs to the reform effort, and (5) outcome ratings regarding school climate,
administrative practice, teacher practice, and student accomplishment. Because the case
study material was well organized and labeled, no within-site analysis was needed prior to
commencing the cross-site analysis.

In the first phase of the cross-site analysis, extensive low-inference descriptive
information was assembled using the same descriptors for each site. Site information was
displayed in columns ordered by size of district. Steps used to prepare these charts included
generating the descriptors, summarizing the information for each site using these descriptors,
and confirming this analysis, first by a second analyst, then by the site researcher. The
second phase of the cross-site analysis consisted of reducing the descriptive information to
inference ratings (such as high, moderate, and low). A high inference rating was prepared
for each of the implementation factors identified in the conceptual framework.

The final phase of the cross-site analysis began by clustering sites according to their
ratings or performance on selected outcomes. For example, schools were clustered
according to their gains in reading and math achievement as assessed by their CAP score
differences between 1983 and 1987. Next, the high-inference ratings of the implementation
process (from the second phase of the analysis) were displayed for each school in each
cluster. Finally, the charts were analyzed to identify implementation antecedents related to
(1) CAP gains (b) organizational capacity gains (the combination of school climate and
administrative capacity), and (3) extensive implementation of Phase 3 reforms.

The entire set of displays for the first, second, and final phases of the analysis
appear in the appendices. The final-phase charts display the implementation antecedents of
several outcomes-based clustering of sites. These charts are labeled as the "stories" of
these outcomes. The second-phase chart (high inference ratings for each implementation
factor) and the supporting first-phase charts (low inference descriptive information about
each implementation factor) appear as the Causal Factor charts in the appendices.



Chapter 4

Major Findings

The major study findings are listed below and each is subseduently described in greater

detail.

Finding #1: Virtually all schools studied implemented key Senate Bill 813 education
provisions in a manner consistent with state purposes.

In all of the sample districts, SB 813's increased high school graduation
requirements were implemented. In many locations, this was already
underway at the time SB 813 was enacted.

Senate Bill 813's required model curriculum standards have been included
in district guidelines at two-thirds of the high schools in the study sample
and incorporated into actual subjects in half the schools.

The combination of additional funds provided by SB 813 and new
curriculum standards resulted in the selection and purchase of new, more
rigorous texts in a majority of sample schools.

The California Assessment Program (CAP) is receiving greater attention and
use in most of the sample schools. It is used to assess educational
progress, to pinpoint problem areas, and to modify curricula.

All sample schools implemented the longer school day and year—this having
been started in many districts before the passage of SB 813.

All sample schools implemented the 10th grade counseling program.

Finding #2: Senate Bill 813 reform provisions can be effective when woven into a cohesive
school change strategy at the local level.

The study's sample schools show that local education leaders can weave the
fragmented components of SB 813 and related state initiatives into a
cohesive program of local school change that, when implemented
effectively, can improve schools.

In many sample districts, both commitment to major reform and many
concrete efforts to bring it about were underway through local initiation
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before SB 813. However, research teams concluded that SB 813's
legislative force and fiscal resources were crucially important, and without
them, many local reform efforts might have foundered.

In sample schools and districts, SB 813 raised teachers' and administrators'
commitment and efforts to improve the quality of education. In these
schools generally, SB 813's combination of rigorous new standards and
added resources produced a renewed determination to upgrade education.

Most sample districts and schools placed renewed emphasis on curriculum
and instruction issues, education's core activities.

Districts tended to centralize curriculum and instruction improvement and to
move beyond formal state curriculum program implementation into broader

curriculum upgrading.

Districts developed districtwide K-12 curriculum scopes and sequences that
aligned curriculum objectives with new textbooks, state model curiculum
standards, local tests, and state CAP tests.

New academic courses represented substantive academic rigor and not
relabeled or watered-down versions of old courses.

Many schools developed new emphases in reading and writing across
curriculum content areas, and required more mathematics and science for the
average student.

Most schools implemented programs designed to improve student CAP test
sCores.

Most districts implemented staff development programs to strengthen
teachers' instructional strategies.

Sample districts did not view SB 813 as onerous or requiring unreasonable
paperwork.

Finding #3: Successful local reform implementation exhibits several key themes.

District leadership was important both in initiating local reform action and in
supporting, over several years, full reform implementation.

District leaders transformed disparate SB 813 elements into integrated
district reform visions that retained the state's academic and intellectually
demanding orientation and tailored them appropriately to local priorities.
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* Schools added to this district vision a school focus on an improved learning
environment, including heightened concern for all students and teacher

collegiality.

e Teacher and site administrator participation in designing specific
implementation activities balanced top-down district and state reform
implementation. School and district “teaming" in ongoing reform
implementation helped integrate school and district visions and activities.

 Staff development combined with follow-up assistance in schools and
classrooms produced the most improvements in teachers' and
administrators' professional expertise.

Finding #4: Attention to both the substance of curriculum and instruction and the process of
school change are associated with higher test scores and better learning conditions for
students.

o Student CAP scores in the sample schools increased more than the statewide
average. Further, CAP scores rose for all students, those at the bottom,
those in the middle, and those at the top.

* Senate Bill 813 changes in particular and the broader reform effort in
general had more influence on sample high schools than sample middle
schools probably because SB 813's provisions are directed more
specifically at the high school.

e Students in the sample schools are now subject to more rigorous and
academically oriented educational expectations.

e Administrative expertise and practice in the sample schools improved.
Administrators were more able to design and implement a strengthened
program of instruction, manage a reform process, and supervise instruction.

» Teachers' sense of professional efficacy increased.

« Sample schools improved as institutions. They had clearer plans and
stronger norms of teacher collegiality.

Finding #5: Students with special learning needs—the poor, remedial, limited-English-
speaking, and at risk of dropping out-received increased services, but the services were of
a type that produced insufficient levels of academic achievement in the past. Sample
schools lacked sufficient strategies for mounting more effective interventions for at-risk
students.
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Finding #6: Sample schools desired to engage in more complex school improvement,
including a curriculum focused on problem solving and higher order skills, but were
searching for more effective strategies and assistance to do so.

State agencies also played a major role in improving these schools, but with the
caveat that state initiatives interacted with local efforts that often were launched prior to
SB 813. "SB 813 didn't cause the reform, " said one local superintendent, "but it sure
helped.” In the view of many local respondents, the state (1) increased the momentum and
continuity of local reform; (2) provided critical technical assistance to districts and schools;
(3) monitored and reinforced successful performance; and (4) provided useful direction and
materials such as increased high school graduation requirements, new CAP tests, the
mentor teacher program, model curriculum standards, and the new state curriculum
frameworks.

Implementation of SB 813 Policies and Programs

The study examined the local implementation of several key SB 813 policies and additional
state initiatives. This section summarizes and synthesizes study findings about how the
following policies and programs fitted together and operated in local districts:

increased high school graduation requirements
model curriculum standards

textbook selection criteria

new state CAP tests, especially the 8th grade CAP
mentor teacher program

certification for teacher evaluators

additional staff development for teachers and administrators
10th grade counseling program

California's school improvement program
homework policy

longer days and years

quality indicators

Increased High School Graduation, CSU, and UC Entrance Requirements

Effective in the 1986-87 school year, SB 813 mandated new statewide requirements for
graduation from high school. The State Board of Education developed even more rigorous
standards, though they only bore the weight of recommendations, not mandates. These
entrance requirements are given below. Numbers refer to years.
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SB 813 State Board CSU Required UC Required
Requirements Recommendations 1988 1988

English 3 4 4 4

Math 2 3 3 3
Algebra - (1)

Geometry - 1)

Science 2 2 1 1
Physical 1) 1)

Life (1) 1)

Social Studies 3 3 (this may be taken as one year of
World Civ. (1) (1) U.S. History or .5 year U.S. History
U.S. Hist. 1) (1) and .5 year Civics or American Govt.)

Ethics - (.5)

Am. Gov. (6)) -
Economics - &)
Foreign Lang. 1 2 2 2
(or Fine Arts) (in same language)

Fine Arts

Computer - (.5)

Studies

Physical Ed. 2

Electives 3 4

Note: Subsequent legislation has mandated 0.5 year of economics for high school graduation.
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Study Findings—Graduation Requirements

» All sample districts increased high school graduation requirements to the
SB 813 minimums.

* Most sample districts increased high school graduation requirements in
anticipation of the SB 813 mandates. The effective dates of increased
requirements often fell immediately prior to SB 813 timelines.

» English and mathematics requirements in sample districts generally fall above
SB 813 mandates, but slightly below state board recommendations.

Model Curriculum Standards

To assist local school districts in upgrading course content, SB 813 required the State
Department of Education to develop model curriculum standards for the mandated
graduated requirements. School districts were required to compare their local curriculum to
the model standards at least once every three years. The model curriculum standards were
intended to serve as a model, not a mandate. The standards have been designed to allow
boards as much flexibility as possible in making comparisons, and in implementing
strategies and details. The content that should be covered by the time students have
completed, for example, three years of English, is clear in general terms but can be
accomplished in a variety of ways. Model curriculum standards have been developed for
grades 9-12 in the following subject matter areas:

English and Language Arts
Foreign Language

History and Social Science
Mathematics

Science

Visual and Performing Arts

[ L] L] ® L [ ]
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Study Findings-Model Curriculum Standards

e Model curriculum standards were compared, as required by SB 813, to district
curriculum guides in 11 of 12 high schools and four of five junior schools.

» The content of model curriculum standards in most subjects has been included
in district guidelines at eight out of 12 sample high schools.

e When incorporated in the curriculum guides, model curriculum standards have
resulted in a stronger emphasis on higher order thinking skills,writing, and
reading across content areas.

» The impact of model curriculum standards on changes in course content in the
classroom has been low.

¢ Only six of 12 sample high schools claimed to have incorporated model
curriculum standards into the subjects as actually taught in the school.

¢ Model curriculum standards have had minor impacts on curriculum change at
the junior high or middle school levels.

e Teachers frequently stated that model curriculum standards are difficult to
implement; they include too many topical subjects and are difficult for some
groups of students.

e Model curriculum standards appear to be an effective beginning step to major
curriculum reform. Model curriculum standards are stimulating districts to
strengthen and deepen curricula and accelerate the pace of instruction. The
new standards are operating at the district level. Such is not always the case
for the new curriculum in classrooms.

Changes in Textbooks Adopted

California high schools, grades 9-12, adopt textbooks based on their own district policies.
Textbook selection for a given subject occurs every six years. During the year of the
study, texts were being selected for science, social studies, English as a Second Language
(ESL), English, and economics.

Junior and middle schools must select texts from a state adopted list when
purchasing them with state textbook funds. Recently, the state began to require publishers
to cover content in greater substantive depth, to include higher level skills as well as basic
content and knowledge skills, and to cover in an objective manner some controversial
topics.
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Study Findings-Text Selection

+ Almost all sample schools select texts by using teams of teachers,
administrators, and central office personnel. Once these teams develop a list of
texts, individual teachers frequently suggest which books from this list should
be purchased.

» Alignment of texts with district curriculum and tests is effective at both the
junior and senior high school levels in the study sample.

» Nine of 12 sample high schools and all junior highs write curriculum before
selecting texts. One high school selects texts prior to writing curriculum.

» Sample districts are aware of the need to upgrade texts, so there have been
changes regarding better texts, more difficult texts, and the inclusion of higher
order thinking skills.

e Texts, along with model curriculum standards and tests, are a key link to
curriculum changes.

e Teachers in sample schools are using new texts in their courses.

CAP and Other New Tests

Statewide testing of all California 3rd, 6th, and 12th graders has been conducted since
1973. The California Assessment Program (CAP) provides achievement information on
school and district levels, not for individual students. This testing program uses questions
specifically designed to match California's school curriculum. The 8th grade test includes
reading, mathematics, writing, science, and social studies. Currently, only reading,
mathematics, and written language are assessed in the 3rd, 6th, and 12th grade tests.
Future tests for these grades also will include writing samples, as well as science, history-
social science, and critical thinking across all content areas. The current 12th grade reading
and mathematics tests have recently been revised, are now more aligned with model
curriculum guides, and will be administered in December 1987.
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Study Findings-Tests

» CAP reading scores rose in all sample high schools and in four out of five
sample junior high schools; CAP mathematics scores rose in 10 of 12 high
schools and in four out of five junior high schools. Average CAP score gains
in both reading and mathematics rose above statewide average increases for
both the high schools and the junior high schools.

» Statewide testing strongly influenced curriculum change in sample schools.

» All sample schools were sensitive to the importance of CAP tests to school and
district public image.

» CAP drove sample school curriculum changes by emphasizing higher order
thinking skills, writing, and science.

» Most sample junior and senior high school personnel were aware of the new 8th
grade CAP, with its emphasis on problem-solving application and higher-level
thinking skills. Most were also aware of the new 8th grade direct writing
assessment. Most high school personnel were aware that the 12th grade CAP
will change drastically in December 1987 when the new version will be given.

« Eight of 12 sample high schools and all five junior high schools specified that
the CAP had a high or medium influence on their school "vision."

* Some degree of testing review is conducted for students at eight of 12 sample
high schools and two junior highs. Schools are becoming more sophisticated
about tests. Students are being taught how to take tests, tests are being
integrated into the curriculum, specific test content review often is provided,
and schools are striving to increase students' test scores.

Mentor Teacher Program

The California Mentor Teacher Program provides state-funded stipends for up to five
percent of classroom teachers in California. In order to qualify for a stipend, a candidate
must be a credentialed, permanent classroom teacher, have recent teaching experience, and
have demonstrated exemplary teaching ability.

A selection committee, composed of a majority of classroom teachers, nominates
candidates for mentor positions. Candidates are selected by the school board from those
nominated. Mentors receive a $4,000 stipend above their regular salary for performing any
of the following duties, as determined by the district:
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» Provide assistance and guidance to new teachers (a mentor’s primary function)
» Provide assistance and guidance to more experienced teachers
* Provide curriculum development

The only restrictions placed on mentors are that they must spend at least 60 percent
of their time "in direct instruction of students" and they may not formally evaluate other
teachers.

Districts are provided funds for other support costs associated with the program. In
the 1983-84 and 1984-85 school years, districts received $2,000 per mentor to cover these
costs.

Study Findings-Mentor Teacher Program

¢ Mentor selection processes varied in sample districts and schools but generally
included application, interview, and observation.

¢ Mentor programs were affected by labor issues, and the necessity to bargain
terms and conditions delayed or altered implementation in some sample schools.

» "Mentor" designations at times influenced teacher collaboration negatively rather
than extending peer interaction.

¢ Mentors were used primarily for curriculum development and secondarily to
provide assistance to both new and experienced teachers.

e Assistance provided to teachers was on a voluntary basis.

* Generally, mentor deployment had not been heavily coordinated with local
school reform or change efforts promoted by the state.

* Administrative support and direction at both sample districts and schools
appears to be a factor in mentor success and use. Although districts provided
little training and assistance to their mentors, when it was provided, it was
generally in the area of clinical teaching and helped improve mentor activities.

* Reliance upon mentors by staff was low, in part due to lack of clarity regarding
roles. Administrative knowledge and support of mentors seemed to increase
visibility and usage.

e The $2,000 per mentor administrative stipend was frequently employed to
provide release time for mentors, money for mentors to attend conferences and
workshops, and to purchase materials and supplies.
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Certification of Teacher Evaluators and New Teacher
Evaluation Systems

SB 813 required teacher evaluators to be certified in a set of newly identified competencies.
In order for school districts to receive school apportionments from the State School Fund,
on or before 12/1/84, they had to adopt regulations establishing the certification of
personnel assigned to evaluate teachers. Teacher evaluators needed to demonstrate
competence in instructional methodologies and evaluation for the teachers they were
assigned to evaluate, Personnel were to be competent in the following areas:

» Instructional leadership-the ability of an administrator to provide educational as
well as managerial direction

e Curriculum knowledge of the content, structure, scope, and sequence of what
students are being taught

« Instruction—knowledge of how students are taught, including multiple teaching
methodologies to reflect multiple learning styles

* Assessment—-what students are learning, the ability to use data to establish
performance standards and make program decisions

* School climate-the ability to create and sustain supportive and appropriate learning
environments for students and school staffs

 Staff development—knowledge of and commitment to assessing and providing staff
development tied to district curriculum, instructional priorities, and teacher needs

» Supervision-knowledge of and ability to supervise teachers through observation

conferencing, and staff development, as well as professional responsibilities to
evaluate teaching performance

» Evaluation and documentation—ability to use state laws, district policies, contract
provisions and appropriate supervision techniques to recognize superior
performance and to correct poor performance.

In addition, administrators needed to know district procedures for diagnosing
student needs, how the instructional program met those needs, and how assessment data
were used to support revisions in instruction. An effective teacher evaluation system is
built upon local needs and services, and the administrator should have a strong ability to
motivate staff and supervise instruction, as well as evaluate teaching performance.
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Study Findings—Certification for Teacher Evaluators

Fifteen of the 17 sample schools trained all administrators in teacher evaluation.
One indicated that new principals were trained as they came on board, implying
that all were trained.

Ten of the 17 schools offered medium-intensity training, which might include
an initial training session with an annual review. Two schools had low-
intensity, "one shot" training. The four instances of high-intensity training
offered follow-up and, in some cases, observation and peer coaching of the
evaluation process.

In five cases, training was provided by the district alone; one was provided by
outside consultants alone, and 10 were provided by a combination of district
resources and outside consultants. There appeared to be no relationship
between the intensity and delivery system of the training.

Fourteen sample schools specified the use of a clinical supervision model.
Eight of the 17 schools reported some type of follow-up activity for the
training. Nine did not mention follow-up.

Fourteen of the schools indicated that the principals were supervising in the
manner in which they were trained; three were not.

Five senior high schools and five junior high schools indicated that their method
of teacher evaluation was not new since SB 813. Most of these schools stated
they had been satisfied with the quality of their teacher evaluations for some
time.

Seven schools indicated that the districts had done the training and that was all.
Three reported that the reform was a major impetus for launching an
administrative training program. Seven stated that reform had had no impact in
that they had a good evaluation system for some time.

Other Local Staff Development for Teachers and Administrators

The study also gathered information on other local staff development activities. Senate Bill
813 mandated that teachers hired after September 1985 receive 150 hours of staff
development every five years.
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Study Findings-Staff Development for Teachers

There is a widespread base of training in clinical teaching and clinical
supervision on which future staff development activities can build. Staff
development focused on improving instruction, and administrator supervision
of instruction has become standard procedure in many sample schools. This
base of staff development could be "exploited” as more content and grade-
specific staff development focuses on implementing the model curriculum
standards, the new state frameworks, and CAP tests.

Staff development generally took the form of formal inservice training.

The most common themes in sample schools for staff development were clinical
teaching, curriculum content, general pedagogy, and classroom management.
Participation in staff development activities that promoted district-wide
pedagogical and clinical teaching activities was most often mandatory.
Participation in additional staff development activities was often voluntary.
When they existed, mentors were frequently used as part of the district's staff
development program.

There was greater use of district or local trainers as compared with reliance on
outside consultants.

County offices appeared to be only infrequently utilized as a resource.
Follow-up coaching was limited.

The extent to which new instruction techniques explained in staff development
are actually used in the classroom is unclear.
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Study Findings—Staff Development for Administrators

Al principals and most administrators received some type of staff training.

» Of the 17 sample sites, five had mandatory training, eight had a combination of
mandatory and voluntary training provided. Seven sites used a combination of
district and outside consultants for training.

» Fourteen sites indicated that training was done by the district; at four sites this
was the only training provided. Seven sites used a combination of district and
outside consultants for training.

» Nine sample sites were using administrative training centers as part of their
training program. Three sites were using county resources.

+ At the junior highs, the method of training was equally provided through
meetings, conferences, and inservice training sessions. At the high schools, all
three methods were also used, but meetings, both formal and informal, were
relied upon more heavily.

» The intensity of administrative staff development was analyzed by researchers .
as follows: seven showed low intensity, five medium, and four high. The other
sites did not provide sufficient information to gauge the intensity of the training.

 Six sites indicated that follow-up coaching was provided to administrators.

 Sixteen of the 17 sample sites indicated that clinical supervision was at least
one, often the only, purpose of administrative training. This policy is linked
tightly to teacher evaluations. Ten provided training in curriculum and
instruction. Other popular topics were effective schools, district reform goals,
and leadership.

School Improvement Program

California's School Improvement Program provides approximately $85 per student to
schools in the program to develop and implement a school site-defined education
improvement program. A School Improvement Program Quality Review is conducted
every three years to evaluate each school's program. Until recently, the review was
conducted by State Department of Education monitors, and it emphasized program services
for special-needs students. In 1983-84, the program quality review guides were changed
and the program quality review function was decentralized to the local level. Now,
program quality review focuses on the quality of a school curriculum program and the
degree to which categorical services for special student populations reinforce the core,
curriculum program. These changes specify in more detail the substance of local School
Improvement programs and signal that School Improvement can be used as a program for
implementing curriculum change in response to education reform mandates. Further,
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consortia of local educators now conduct program quality reviews, thus removing the state
from the local review process.

Study Findings-School Improvement Program

e A majority of schools in this study did not receive School Improvement funds.

o Three sample high schools participating in the School Improvement program
indicated a high influence of the program on reform.

»  School participating in the School Improvement Program had a process for
engaging in efforts to improve the school and knew how to develop a long-term
plan, and SB 813 gave them a more focused direction.

» The two schools using Achievement Council assistance reported a high impact
on the school's reform efforts, in general ways similar to a school improvement
program.

« The focus of School Improvement at the high schools was generally on staff
development, computers, and raising the quality of education for minority
populations.

» The focus of School Improvement at the junior high schools was on staff
development and raising test scores.

Homework Policies

SB 813 required each district to develop a homework policy.

Study Findings—Homework Policy

* Seven districts had developed a homework policy. In addition, three high
schools and two junior highs also had individual site policies.

» There has been little or no effect in sample schools of the homework policy
related to school reform efforts.

It appears difficult for districts or sites to enforce homework policies.

» Homework practices seem to be a classroom teacher responsibility, difficult to
affect by district policy.

* There was a general sense that the amount of homework being assigned by
teachers had increased in the past four years, but more as a result of a new
national atmosphere of "academic orientation" and not because of new district
homework policies.
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Tenth Grade Counseling

SB 813 provided a program for districts to establish a comprehensive program of
counseling for pupils reaching the age of 16, or for pupils prior to the end of the 10th
grade, whichever occurs first. The counseling program must review a pupil's academic
progress and educational options and design an academic program that would lead to high
school graduation. Districts were eligible to receive $20 per 10th grade pupil for
counseling services provided in 1983-84 and in 1984-85 for services which supplemented,
but did not supplant, existing services.

Study Findings-Tenth Grade Counseling

e A 10th grade counseling program was implemented in all 12 sample high
schools.

» The focus of counseling is college preparation, dropout prevention, and high
school course planning to ensure graduation.

« Parents are involved in the counseling provided at most of the sample high
schools.

* Counselor-student ratios varied from 1:71 to 1:440.

* Four sample schools extended the program to the 9th grade, and one
received permission to implement the program in 8th grade.

* No pattern was found in the manner in which the counseling money was used.

» Students are generally counseled once a year; one school was providing
counseling twice a year.

 This policy was fully implemented in all sample schools; however, the quality
of the program is mixed.

Longer School Day and Longer School Year Incentives

In 1984-85, districts operating school for at least 180 days were entitled to an additional
$35 per unit of average daily attendance (ADA), exclusive of adult ADA and summer
school ADA. Thereafter, districts needed to maintain the 180 day instructional year in
order to retain the financial bonus.

Based upon the number of instructional minutes offered in 1982-83 and
instructional minutes offered in 1983-84, districts received a bonus of $20 per ADA in
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grades K-8 and $40 per ADA in grades 9-12 for each of three years if they increased the
number of instructional minutes one third of the distance per year toward, or met and
maintained, the following goals:

L d

36,000 annual minutes in Kindergarten

50,000 annual minutes in grades 1-3, inclusive
54,400 annual minutes in grades 4-8, inclusive
64,800 annual minutes in grades 9-12, inclusive

Schools had several options for increasing the school day or year. Some examples

include:

L
®
®
L ]

adding a homeroom where none previously existed
increasing the passing time between class periods
increasing the minutes of each period

increasing the number of school days in the year.

Study Findings-Longer School Day and Longer School Year

* Several sample schools had begun the process of lengthening the day prior to
SB 813.

e Where there were previous cutbacks in the day and year, the lengthening
resulted in major effects at the school level.

» The biggest change seems to be the addition of a 6th period and more days in
a year.

* Some sample schools increased the day beyond the minimum required.
the cases in which entire additional periods were added.

* The impact of the longer day and year on school reform was at best modest,
except for the cases in which entire additional class periods were added.

¢ Most schools stressed the advantage of the extra money they received by
complying with the minimum school day and year requirements.

Quality Indicators

The first phase of the state’s "quality indicators” accountability program was to identify the
measures against which educational progress will be judged and to establish goals for
statewide improvement. A comprehensive set of accountability measures was developed
which include the following state quality indicators:
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increased enrollment in mathematics, English, science, history and social studies,
foreign language, and fine arts

improved statewide CAP test scores

reduced dropout rates and increased student attendance rates

increased performance of the college-bound student on the SAT and AP exams
and College Board achievement tests

Statewide targets for improvement through 1990 were established for each quality

indicator. The accountability program also asked districts and schools to establish their own
local targets and improvement strategies to help meet the state goals. Such local qualiry
indicators could draw on a larger body of evidence and address:

strength of the school's curriculum, describing what is being taught and how well
students are learning what they are being taught

amount and quality of writing assignments completed by students

amount and quality of homework assignments completed by students

number and types of books read by students

support the school receives from the community and parents

awards and recognition received by the school, its teachers, and students

nature and quality of support the school provides students with special needs
participation by students in extracurricular activities

Study Findings—Quality Indicators

» Eight sample high schools and four junior highs had developed local quality
indicators. Of these schools, the influence of these indicators on reform varied:
high (4), medium (4), low (3), none (1).

» The impact of the state’s quality indicators on school reform varied: high (3),
medium (6), low (4), none (4). There was a substantive impact in all but one
high school and in all but one junior high school, including increased attention
to test scores, AP courses, and dropouts.

Implementation Phases

Districts in the study terided to initiate and implement educational reform in a series of
phases. The first phase was the immediate concern of the SB 813 legislation-more

rigorous high school graduation requirements and a longer school day and year. The v
second phase can be characterized as re-establishing an "academic orientation" in secondary
schools and included upgraded curriculum standards, new and better textbooks, new and
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more difficult tests, mentor teachers, more administrator supervision of instruction, and
expanded school accountability through the use of so-called “quality indicators.” The more
recent third phase focuses on revised curriculum and instruction that emphasizes thinking
and problem-solving skills, inquiry-oriented history and geography, more mathematics and
science, and integration of writing assignments across content areas. This third phase has
been incorporated into California's new 8th grade CAP test and several recent state
curriculum frameworks; it will be included in the state's revised 12th and 6th grade CAP
tests.

For the first two reform phases, the major SB 813 policies and programs were at an
advanced stage of implementation in nearly all schools studied. Sample districts increased
high school graduation requirements and upgraded curriculum standards. While schools in
the study were selected because they had increased student enrollments in academic
courses, the study confirmed that these courses were not "watered down" or relabeled
versions of old courses. Instead, they represented legitimate academic content-a
substantively more demanding curriculum. Districts also lengthened the school day and
year, purchased new and better textbooks, administered new and more difficult state tests,
created a cadre of mentor teachers, raised teacher salaries, and expanded accountability by .
developing Quality Indicators, all during the past four years. These actions constituted the
core of the education reform in California.

Improving the Curriculum and Enhancing Instruction

The state, through SB 813 model curriculum standards, state curriculum frameworks, and
CAP tests, helped sample districts clarify and coordinate curriculum elements such as
goals, texts and other instructional materials, instructional strategies, and tests of student
progress. This is often called “curriculum alignment,” and the elements constitute the
technical core of a school’s curriculum and instruction program.

Sample schools and districts did more than simply implement SB 813 curriculum
initiatives. They used them as a springboard to engage in comprehensive curriculum
upgrading. New district K-12 curriculum "scopes and sequences"” were created, new
academic courses were developed particularly in mathematics and science for the average
student, new cross-content emphases were begun such as reading and writing across the
curriculum and new interest emerged for thinking and problem solving skills.

One of the most powerful state influences on the technical core of sample schools
was the CAP testing program. State CAP tests were driving local curriculum change.
While the older versions of CAP produced a curriculum focused on basic skills, the new
CARP tests, especially at the 8th grade level, are promoting a curriculum with more subjects
and greater attention to problem solving and other higher level thinking skills. Moreover,
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there were many positive examples of how the CAP test was helping districts and sites
make curriculum improvements and stimulate reconsideration of local curriculum in light of
the focus of the state tests, especially the new 8th grade CAP.

The study found that the sample school systems were actively involved in a wide
array of staff development activities, some spawned by SB 813 and others locally initiated.
Workshops of short duration with limited or nonexistent follow-up coaching typified most
staff development. Moreover, staff development often had an inconsistent relationship to
the overall reform direction, although many districts had plans to strengthen this role for
staff development. The study also found considerable local awareness in sample districts
about generic (i.e., clinical teaching) versus content-specific teaching strategies, and the
districts' disposition now was to build upon the generic base and move into more content-
specific training in order to help implement the goals of the new state curriculum
frameworks.

While mentor teacher programs were formally operational in most sample districts,
many were only loosely linked to the overall school reform efforts and usually provided
services to volunteers, few of whom were experienced teachers. Many sample districts,
however, had plans to shift mentor roles towards greater integration with overall reform
implementation, and mentors appeared to welcome this change.

Critical Factors for Improving Schools: The Local
Implementation Process

Successful local education reform implementation had several important themes in sample
districts. First, district leaders transformed the state technical core of curriculum and
instructional elements into integrated, district visions of reform. District leaders used the
state curriculum and instructional elements because they believed that these represented
important and substantively sound content. They also assumed ownership of the reform
process because they had themselves initiated similar, though limited, actions before

SB 813. Further, district leaders tailored the state reform to local needs and priorities
without destroying its essence. The content of the resulting local vision was a more
integrated, substantively rigorous, technical core of curriculum and instruction than districts
had prior to 1983, and included a greater academic orientation than previously had been the
case. District leadership, in other words, was important. District leaders established the
reform vision for the sample districts.

The second theme is that the new district academically oriented and intellectually
demanding curriculum was balanced at the site by a complementary school vision that
often emphasized an intense concern for students' self-esteem, teacher collegiality, and
overall social responsibility. The school vision often matched the demographic
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characteristics of local school environments and made the more academically demanding
district program possible to implement. This finding fits with the strong role of school
climate displayed in other effective secondary school research.

The third theme is that the reform tended to be initiated in a top-down manner,
characterized by increased district centralization of curriculum development and textbook
selection yet coupled with extensive site-level teacher and administrator participation in
implementation. Districts and schools seemed to be "teaming" in reform development and
implementation. New and instructionally oriented superintendents and principals played
key roles in reform initiation in most districts and schools. Department chairs also played
key roles and were becoming more critical to implementation at the site level. Moreover, it
was important that the district leadership role not just be "upfront" in proposing the
directions for the reform, but continue throughout the entire implementation process in the
form of continuing coordination, leadership, pressure, and monitoring.

The final overall theme is that successful state reform implementation in sample
schools hinged on a closely aligned vision between the district and schools, and between
teachers and administrators in schools. Higher gain schools, according to ratings of the
case researchers, were in districts in which the district reform vision was clear and
consistent, where district leaders were both highly committed to educational reform
(especially to improving basic skills), strong in communicating this commitment to
schools, and where schools were moving in the same direction and with the same
substantive agenda as the district.

All sample schools, except one junior high school, conducted an effective local
implementation process. Every school in the study used some form of "cross-role
teaming". Cross-role teams typically were groups that included teachers, department
chairs, and site and central office administrators, and were charged with designing and
coordinating the implementation process. Cross-role teams blended top-down initiation of
the reform direction with bottom-up participation in developing and implementing specific
implementation activities and helped produce a closely aligned vision and agenda among
teachers, administrators, schools, and districts.

Administrators and teachers in sample schools received initial training to carry out
reforms and undertake curriculum development activities. When coupled with
administrator leadership, commitment, monitoring and pressure to implement, these initial
trainings and corresponding curriculum development activities were sufficient to
implement the early phase of revitalizing an academically oriented curriculum.

More substantial changes in curriculum and instruction, beyond the two above-
mentioned stages, took increased and continuous amounts of assistance. For site
administrators, this assistance often focused on clinical supervision, teacher evaluation, and
classroom management strategies. For teachers, this assistance often focused on clinical
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teaching, classroom management, and general pedagogy. For most sites, however, the
quality and extent of assistance was sufficient neither to change dramatically classroom
teaching skills nor to support the implementation of the even more demanding curriculum
reforms that include thinking, problem solving, communication skills, and cooperative
learning.

Student, Personnel, and School Outcomes

In addition to assessing the status of SB 813 policies in 17 secondary schools, study
findings include several outcomes for students, teachers, administrators, and schools as
organizations; analyses of key variables in effective local implementation processes; and the
linkage of special-needs student programs to reform implementation. A number of the
outcomes are based on ratings by case researchers, and represent their judgments about the
impact and effects of SB 813.

Schools in the sample made substantial gains between 1983-84 and 1986-87 in
student achievement, as measured by CAP score gains. Moreover, schools also made
gains in school climate, administrator practice, teacher practice, and nontest-score related
student variables according to researchers' ratings. Moreover, individual schools made
sizeable gains in all of these areas. CAP gains, for example, did not occur at the expense
of other outcomes. Further, test score gains were not caused by favorable student or
school demographic characteristics.

CAP scores for schools in the sample rose faster than scores statewide, especially
in reading. For the sample generally, student 8th and 12th grade CAP test scores increased
between 1983-84 and 1986-87. In these high schools, reading gains were double the
statewide average. In addition, test scores rose across the range of all students in these
schools. There was an increase in students scoring above quartiles 1, 2, and 3 over these
three years, which means that students at all levels improved their performance. It was not
only the highest performing students who improved their scores; students across the
spectrum improved their performance.

School “climate" in the schools studied improved substantially. Based on
researcher ratings, school climate improved across several dimensions, including shared
sense of a new school vision, level of collegiality in the schools, amount of teacher
discussion about curriculum and instruction, and a norm of continuous improvement.

SB 813 contributed positively to all these changes. Based on additional researcher ratings
designed to gauge either a positive or negative impact of SB 813, the reform bill's
contribution was most positive for the norm of continuous improvement.
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Administrative expertise and practice also improved as a result of these schools’
education improvement efforts according to researcher ratings. Administrators were better
able to design district and school goals, manage a new curriculum program, orchestrate its
implementation, and engage in clinical supervision of instruction. The most striking result
for teachers in the sample schools was their large increase in sense of professional efficacy.

Finally, while CAP scores increased, other student outcomes also improved, but at
a somewhat lesser rate. Student performance on both standardized tests and local
proficiency tests improved. On the other hand, dropout rates also increased, although
marginally.

Special Student Populations

A particularly important finding was that special-needs students were not overlooked in
reform implementation. Though not specifically addressed by SB 813, the needs of special
student populations are being addressed by schools and districts. Indeed, the trend seemed
to be an increase in both the degree of services and the types of approaches used to provide
these services. In addition, nearly all program goals were to move students into the
mainstream. Put differently, the goals were not to track and retain students in remedial or
special programs. While there was variation in accomplishing these goals, the goals were to
remedy academic deficiencies in order to equip students to function successfully in a
regular curriculum program. Students still may be at-risk, but they are receiving programs
and services and are not being ignored.

While the curriculum in most special-needs programs was aligned with the regular,
core curriculum of the school, and had increased substantively in academic rigor, it was
still somewhat less rigorous and demanding than the regular program. Special program
services also tended to focus on basic skills of reading and mathematics, and usually did
not include alternative pedagogical approaches to teaching higher level thinking skills. At
the same time, the movement towards English as a Second Language (ESL), structured
immersion, and sheltered English in the limited-English-proficient (LEP) student programs
fits with a general political trend to emphasize the teaching of English, although the
traditional bilingual education programs have had teaching English as a primary goal.
Regardless of the genuine concern that was evident for students who need additional help,
the services provided to them were rather traditional, providing little additional advantages
for these students.
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Relationship of Outcomes to Process Variables

This section briefly discusses why three categories of outcomes occurred: the above
average CAP score gains, increased organizational capacity to engage in substantive
education reform, and readiness to engage in an even more complex curriculum change
focused on better content, analytic thinking, and problem-solving skills. Appendix I
provides additional information on these issues.

The Story of CAP Score Improvements

California Assessment Program gains between December 1983 and December 1986 were
calculated for each high school. While the average gain for all schools exceeded the
statewide average, three patterns of CAP score gain were identified: (1) high-gain schools
with sizeable gains in both reading and mathematics, (2) low-gain schools with smaller
gains in both reading and mathematics (but still about the same as the statewide average),
and (3) mixed schools for which either reading or mathematics gains, but not both, were
sizeable (Table 3).

Patterns of high or low CAP gain were not related to district size or to the ethnic
composition of a student body. Similarly, CAP score gains were not related to whether a
school's 1983 CAP scores were high or low with respect to the overall statewide average.
High-gain schools showed gains dramatically greater than the statewide average gains even
though they were demographically typical of all schools in the state. Why then the pattern
of CAP score gain?

High CAP gain high schools had reform implementation patterns that were
considerably different from low CAP gain schools. High-gain schools were found in
districts where the district vision of reform was clear and consistent. Districts with high-
gain schools were highly committed to education reform, especially to improving basic
skills, and were strong in communicating this commitment to schools.

High-gain schools displayed the following in comparison with low-gain schools:

* more active implementation reform management

» more active use of cross-role teams and implementation plans

» stronger implementation coordination between schools and the district, and among
departments within schools

» greater use of initial training !

 greater ongoing assistance, from leaders at both the district and school

1 Where initial training was not extensive, administrator pressure and monitoring was especially active.
Initial training often took the form of orientation and socialization to a district or school point of view

about the program.
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Curriculum development at high-gain schools was often extensive but was
qualitatively not greatly different from the previous curriculum at the school. The pattern in
low-gain schools was similar—neither type of school had already developed curriculum that
was reflective of the new phases of reform. Both high and low gain schools, however, were
active in aligning curriculum with texts, model curriculum standards, and CAP tests.

Ongoing administrative commitment and leadership were uniformly strong in high-
gain schools. Conversely, low-gain schools had low commitment and leadership except in
the one special case of a one-school district in rural northern California. Administrative
pressure and monitoring was high in all but one of the high-gain schools. In that school,
administrative commitment and leadership were high even though pressure and monitoring
was not extensive. In low-gain schools, administrative pressure and monitoring were
uniformly low.

All high-gain schools were tightly aligned with their districts, and most change was
top-down initiated. Even so, the extent of program fidelity to the district design (low
latitude) varied across schools. Some high-gain schools exercised wide latitude in
implementing their programs while others did not. In low-gain schools, the school was
either tightly aligned to the district, and the change was bottom-up or nonexistent, or the
school was loosely aligned to the district ,but the change was top-down or mutual.
Program latitude was often extensive in low-gain schools. In every case, low-gain schools
had awkward pattems of school and district alignment, direction of change, and program
latitude during implementation.

Teacher effort, skill mastery, and commitment at high-gain schools was
dramatically different than at low-gain schools. Two of the four high-gain schools had
consistently high ratings for teacher effort, skill mastery, and commitment. The two other
schools had modest ratings in these areas but strong ratings for many other implementation
variables, especially for site leadership and commitment. In turn, low-gain schools had
consistently modest levels of teacher effort, skill mastery, and commitment.

Finally, three of the four high-gain schools placed a considerable emphasis on CAP
scores and offered CAP preparation programs for students. All high-gain schools offered
strong curricula and programs in mathematics and reading. Low-gain schools typically placed
low or modest emphasis on CAP and varied in their emphasis of mathematics and reading.

Schools with low CAP gains between 1984 and 1987, however, tended to have
1984 scores that were at the top of their comparison bands. Consequently, in comparison
with similar schools, these schools were doing quite well already in 1983. These schools
did improve during the 1983-1987 period, however, because their CAP score gains were
similar to the statewide average gain.
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Improved Organizational Capacity

Organizational capacity for continuing reform was defined as a combination of
improvements in school climate and administrative practice. All the schools studied
experienced an increased capacity to carry out quality improvements as a result of their
involvement with the reform effort. Gains in school climate and administrative practice
have already been reported.2

For the analysis reported here, high schools were ranked by gains in school climate
and administrative practices and were clustered into high-, moderate-, and low-gain
schools. Table 4 presents the ratings for each implementation variable for each school.
Table 5 presents the average ratings for high-, moderate-, and low-gain schools after
ratings for each implementation variable had been averaged across all sites in each cluster of
schools. In calculating the mean, a site rating of "high" was given a 3, a rating of
"moderate” was given a 2, and a rating of "low" was givena 1.3

Schools with high organizational gains managed reform implementation more
effectively. These schools were dramatically better at using cross-role teams and also had
better implementation plans. The use of initial training at high organizational gain schools
was not different from other schools. Teacher training in both content and pedagogy was
not different in high and low organizational CAP gain schools, but administrative training
was slightly higher in the high-gain schools. High-gain schools, however, received much
more ongoing assistance from both inside and outside the district.

Schools that greatly increased their organizational capacity were similar to other
schools in having a moderate amount of curriculum development, including only a minimal
amount of qualitatively different curriculum. Like other schools, high-gain schools
demonstrated considerable curriculum alignment. In terms of administrative leadership,
however, high organizational gain schools differed substantially from other schools. High-
gain schools showed considerable ongoing administrative commitment and leadership in
implementing reform. Administrative pressure and monitoring were somewhat greater at
high-gain schools but not intensive. High-gain schools also experienced more latitude in
implementing reforms, with strong school-district alignment and a consistent direction of
change.

2 These were obtained from researcher ratings. The methodology is explained in Chapter Three of this report.
3 Ratings were determined by individual researchers and thus are subject to individual variation.
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At the teacher level, it was hard to differentiate high, moderate, and low
organizational capacity gain schools. Teacher effort was about the same at high-gain
schools as at other schools. Skill mastery gains, however, favored low-gain schools,
largely because two of the four high-gain schools implemented reforms where skill mastery
was not a critical issue. In most of the high organizational capacity gain schools, teacher
commitment to reform was high, but this also was true of low-gain schools.4

Toward a More Complex Reform Agenda

Secondary schools in the study easily and quickly changed old course offerings and
implemented more traditional, academic courses. This seemed to be the nature of the initial
response to SB 813 and other reform stimuli. These changes required few new instructional
strategies for teachers, although they did require staff development which was provided to all
teachers and administrators and was linked directly to these first-phase reform goals.
Secondary school teachers preferred to teach more academic courses than “general track”
courses or even many of the electives. They had been trained to teach academic courses, and
they did not need additional training or help to begin teaching more of them. The study
found wide progress in sample schools on these types of improvements.

However, it was much more difficult for schools to change the nature of teaching
strategies or to change the general nature of the curriculum, such as proposed in
California's (and the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics and Science) new
mathematics and science curriculum frameworks. It was even more difficult to inject a
greater degree of emphasis into the curriculum in areas such as thinking, problem solving,
and communication skills, These new practices entail substantial change on the part of
teachers and require sophisticated training programs to develop such new pedagogical
expertise. The study found less progress on these dimensions of improvement.

Thus, the study found that SB 813 helped several schools and districts to restore
their curriculum to traditional notions of academic excellence. The study also found these
schools poised to implement a substantially strengthened curriculum program with an
emphasis on analytic thinking and problem solving skills, but the study also found few
articulated and consistent strategies for doing so.

Some districts had plans for expanding the curriculum and instruction focus to these
issues and had begun district-school conversations about an appropriate implementation
process. Other districts already had incorporated these new directions into detailed
curriculum guides and had begun new staff development efforts for teachers. None of the
districts had extensive or intensive staff training or new curriculum materials in place.

4 "Teacher effort” was determined from individual researcher ratings.
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Several districts, however, have been preparing department chairs and teachers to facilitate
implementation of these new directions.

Policy Implications and Suggestions

One implication pertains to the relationship between early state initiatives and
subsequent local efforts to improve secondary schools. The study found that state
improvement efforts in curriculum and instruction, such as included in SB 813, can interact
with local initiative to improve secondary schools. Local implementation processes are
critical to the success of such improvements, and a common local implementation process
is successful across schools that differ ethnically, geographically, and demographically.>
Thus, one clear policy implication is that the state should disseminate information about
effective local change processes and encourage, if not stimulate, other districts and schools
to develop such processes.

Key structural elements of such a local improvement process should include:

1. A district and school vision that focuses on rigorous curriculum content and effective
teaching strategies.

2. A district team, consisting of district staff, site administrators, and teachers, that plans
and coordinates the overall implementation activities.

3. A district implementation plan for coordinating and linking the elements (curriculum
objectives, texts and instructional materials, teaching strategies, and texts) of the technical
core of curriculum and instruction, and that includes an interrelated set of implementation
activities over a multiple year time frame.

4 . Stategically targeted staff development, linked to the curriculum content and pedagogical skills
teacher need to teach the curriculum, relying heavily on mentor teachers to implement, and that
provides significantly more on-going and follow-through assistance than simply initial training.

§ . District monitoring of student, teacher, and site administrator performance, of faithful
program implementation, and of the consistency of school emphases with district
substantive directions.

6 . A school team of site administrators, department chairs, and teachers that plans and
coordinates the specific school implementation activities. This team either should be the

5 The study found that implementation processes were different for schools in the largest, urban districts,
primarily because these districts had several factors, such as desegregation mandates, other than the state's
initiatives in SB 813 dictating the use of their time and resources. At the same time, initiatives in most of
the urban districts studied also targeted core curriculum and instruction for improvement.
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school's "curriculum council” or should be tightly connected to such a council or to the
principal’s cabinet.

7 . Assistance to teachers to put the curriculum and instructional strategies into skilled
classroom practice.

Another policy implication concerns the role of staff development in education
reform. The study found that teachers' instructional strategies had improved but not that
much. While districts have provided considerable initial staff development and training,
follow-through efforts and assistance in implementing the new curriculum and pedagogy in
classrooms have been provided only sporadically. Research shows that this follow-
through assistance is critical to substantial classroom impact.

Our impression was that many teachers needed additional subject matter and
pedagogical expertise to implement a new curriculum that both changes substantively the
content in mathematics, science, social studies, and language arts, and emphasizes numeric
reasoning, critical thinking, written communication, problem solving, cooperative learning,
and peer tutoring. If this view is correct, staff development-indeed, massive human resources
development—-would be needed to enhance the classroom impact of current and future reform
efforts. As the curriculum focus becomes more substantive, and indeed becomes more
intertwined with technology, this heavy emphasis on staff development and training should not
be a surprise. Moreover, staff development must be tied to other implementation strategies.

One possible staff development policy option is to expand and focus the Mentor
Teacher program. The scope of needed staff development could justify creation of either
greater numbers of mentors or more mentor time devoted to reform focused staff
development. Mentor activities, moreover, could be focused more directly on new district
and state efforts to implement a restructured curriculum designed to develop deeper content
knowledge and thinking and problem solving skills.

Finally, the study documented a genuine concem for students who need extra help in
mastering the regular curriculum program, and who likely will need even additional help to
master a curriculum that emphasizes thinking and problem solving skills. The study also
found that while services to these students had increased in sample schools, the services
themselves were rather traditional and of the type that had produced insufficient achievement
in the past. Thus, it follows that California will need to fund the development of new
instructional approaches for providing extra services to low-achieving, limited-English-
proficient, low-income, and at-risk-of dropping-out students that produce larger effects.
This new thrust could include funds for research to develop new programs, regulation
waiving for local schools to experiment with new approaches, or some combination of the
two. The fact is that education excellence, so far, has not left at-risk students unnoticed, but
the education system's strategies for dealing with at-risk students need strengthening. The
will is there, but new ways are needed to make these programs more effective.
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4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDE
1. Increased High School Graduation/CSU UC Entrance Requirements

Effective in the 1986-87 school year, new requirements for receipt of a high school
diploma are enforced. S.B. 813 mandates certain requirements for high school graduation;
the State Board has also developed its own recommendations. These requirements are
given below, along with the new CSU/UC requirements. Numbers refer to years.

S.B. 813 State Board CSU Required UC Required
Requirements Recommendations 1988 1988
English 3 4 4 4
Math 2 3 3 3
Algebra - (1
Geometry - (1)
Science 2 2 1 1
Physical (1) (1
Life M (1)
Social Studies 3 3 1 1
World Civ. (1) n (this year may be taken as one year of
U.S. Hist. (1) (1) of U.S. History or .5 year U.S. History
amd .5 year Civics or American Goverment)
Ethics - (.5)
Am. Gov. (1) -
Economics - (.5)
Foreign Lang. 1 2 2 2
(or Fine Arts) (in same language)
Fine Arts 1 1 1
(or Foreign Lang)
Computer - (.5)
Studies
Physical 2
Education
Electves 3 4

Note: Subsequent legislaton has mandated 0.5 year of economics for high school

graduation.
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. What are the high school graduation requirements in this district/school?

. Compare them to the S.B. 813 and State Board graduation requirements and the
CSU/UC entrance requirements.

. Find out more about the course changes - in which areas were courses added -

[ X

w

Increased High School Graduation
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4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDE
2. Model Curriculum Standards

To assist local school districts in upgrading course content, S.B. 813 required the
SEA to develop Model Curriculum Standards for the mandated graduated requirements.
School districts are required to compare their local curriculum to the Model Standards at
least once every three years. The Model Curriculum Standards are intended to serve as a
model, not a mandate. The Standards have been designed to allow Boards as much
flexibility as possible in making comparisons, and in implementating strategies and details.
The content that should be covered by the time students have completed, for example, three
years of English, is clear in general terms but can be accomplished in a variety of different
ways. Model Curriculum Standards have been developed for grades 9-12 in the following
subject matter areas:

*English/Language Arts
*Foreign Language
*History-Social Science
*Mathematcs

*Science

*Visual and Performing Arts
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1. What isothe district/school process for changing curriculum and/or for developing new
courses’

2. For which subject areas has the school changed its curriculum?
Describe the nature of the changes.

3. How is the school changing its curriculum program? Who is developing its
curriculum objectives, scopes, sequences and continuums?

4. What are the names of texts and tests are being used? How are they aligned with the
curriculum objectives?

5. Describe how the school is/is not using the state's model curriculum
standards? Detail for each subject area.

6. Who is teaching the new courses and the added sections? What are teachers who
used to teach courses that have been dropped doing now?

Model Curriculum Standards
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4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDE
3. Changes in Textbooks Adopted

California high schools, grades 9-12, adopt textbooks based on their own district
policies. Textbook selection for a given subject occurs every six years. This year, the
subjects for which texts were selected include science, social studies, ESL, English, and
economics.

Junior and middle schools must select texts from a state adopted list of texts when
spending state textbook funds. The state is requiring publishers to cover content in greater
substantve depth, to include higher level teaching skills as well as basic content and
knowledge skills, and to cover in a neutral but objectively sound way some traditionally
controversial topics.
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1. What is the district/school textbook adoption process?

2. What are the names of new texts the school has selected? Why were the textbooks
adopted?

3. How are they different from previous texts?

4. How did they address the alignment of text and curriculum objectives?
Do the new texts "fit" with the model curriculum guides and changes in California's
assessment testing program? '

5. How are the state's changes in textbook adoption criteria affecting the
texts used in the school?

Changes in Textbooks Adopted
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4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDE
4. New Tests - CAP and Others

California Assessment Program

Statewide testng of all California third, sixth, and twelth graders has been
conducted since 1973. It has used a matrix sampling technique and a criterion-referenced
text. This testing program uses questions specifically designed to match California’s
school curriculum. Beginning in May 1984, eighth-grade students also were tested in
reading and mathematics; the eight grade science test is being piloted this year; tenth-grade
exams will be added in the near future. Reading, math, and written language are assessed
currently; future tests will include writing samples, as well as science, history-social
science, and critical thinking across all content areas tested. The current 12th grade reading
. and math test has not yet been revised and therefore, is not aligned with the model
curriculum guides.
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1. Discuss how the new and proposed changeS in state testing have or have
not affected the curriculum program of the school.

2. Describe any new emphases on teaching analytic thinking, problem solving
skills in the curriculum; describe by subject area.

3. Describe new emphases on content changes in different academic areas?

4. Have local district/school/classroom tests changed recently? If so, what is the nature
of the change?

S. If appropnriate, ask teachers for last two unit exams given.

New Tests - CAP and Others
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4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDES
5. SI Program Quality Review Criteria

Until recently, the School Improvement (SI) Program Quality Review was
conducted by State Department monitors and emphasized program services for special
needs students. In 1983-84, the program quality review guides were changed and the
program quality review function was decentralized to the local level. Now, the program
quality review focuses on the quality of the school curriculum program and the degree to
which categorical services for special student populations reinforce the core, curriculum
program. These changes specify in more detail the substance of local SI programs and
signal that SI can be used as a program for implementing curriculum change in response to
education reform mandates. Further, consortia of Jocal educators now conduct program
quality reviews, thus removing the state from the local review process.
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1. Describe the impact on your school's SI programs of the changes in the program
quality review criteria.

2. To what degree has your SI program been used to help the school respond to the
changes required by S.B. 8137

3. Describe how the review itself is different, more/less effective, etc., now that it is
conducted by local educators and not state monitors.

4. Specifically describe how the revised SI program quality review criteria
have altered the way the school organizes and delivers additional
categorical program services under Chapter I, State EIA, bilingual
and special education.

SI Program Quality Review Criteria
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4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDES

6. Mentor Teacher Program

The California Mentor Teacher Program provides state-funded stipends for up to
5% of permanent classroom teachers in California.. In order to qualify for a stipend, a
candidate must be a credentaled, permanent classroom teacher, have substantial recent
teaching experience, and have demonstrated exemplary teaching ability.

A selection committee, composed of a majority of classroom teachers, nominates
candidates for mentor positions. Candidates are selected by the school board from those
nominated by the committee. Mentors receive a 34,000 stpend above their regular salary
for performing any of the following duties, as deiermined by the district:

o Provide assistance and guidance to new teachers (a mentor's primary function).

o Provide assistance and guidance to more experienced teachers.

o Provide curriculum development.

The only restrictions placed on mentors are that they must spend at least 60% of
their time "in direct instruction of students,” and they may not evaluate other teachers.

Districts are provided funding for other support costs associated with the program.
In the 1983-84 and 1984-85 school years districts received $2,000 per mentor to cover
those costs.

; Typical duties for mentor teachersaccording to a recent study are summarized
below:

Spring Summer Academic
1984 1984 Year
1984-85

Roles as yet undetermined 5% 4% 13%
Classroom or other assistance

to beginning teachers 7 5 41
Classroom or other assistance

to teacher trainees 2 1 12
Staff development or consultation

with individual teachers, on request 17 14 53
Conduct school or district

staff development 14 18 50
Assist experienced teachers in new

subject areas or grade levels 7 7 32
Curriculum development for

district needs 21 35 42
Assist teachers with curriculum materials 16 22 42
Other 2 6 5
(Total 490 mentors)
Source; Far West Labomatories
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1. Describe the processes the school/district uses to select Mentor Teachers.
2. Describe the categories of activities in which Mentor Teachers engage
(by elementary and secondary level) and give approximate percentage
breakdowns of activities by category.
3. Describe how the district/school uses Mentor Teachers as part of broader
staff development.
4. Describe how the district/school uses Mentor Teacher developed curriculum.
5. Describe how the district uses the $2000 administration support funds for each Mentor
Teachers.

Mentor Teacher Program
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4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDES
7. Other Local Staff Development

1. Describe the school/district's overall staff development strategies and
activities.

2. Daes the district/school benefit from staff development and other
assistance provided by the County TEC Center? If so, what are the
benefits and how does the school receive them?

Other Local Staff Development
75



4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDES
8. Certification of Teacher Evaluators/New Teacher Evaluation Systems

S.B. 813 provided for the certification of teacher evaluators. In order for school
districts to receive school apportionments from the State School Fund, on or before
12/1/84, they must have adopted regulations establishing the certification of personnel
assigned to evaluate teachers. These teacher evaluators must have demonstrated
competence in instructonal methodologies and evaluation for the teachers they are assigned
to evaluate. Personnel are to be competent in the following areas:

o Instructional leadership--the ability of an administrator to provide educaton as
well as managerial directon.

o Curriculum knowledge of the content, structure, scope, and sequence of what
students are being taught.

o Instruction--knowledge of how students are taught, including multiple teaching
methodologies to reflect multiple learning styles.

o Assessment--what students are learning, the ability to use data to set
performance standards and make program decisions.

o School climate--the ability to create and sustain supportive and appropriate
learning environments for students and school staffs.

o Staff development--knowledge of and commitment to assessing and providing
staffc'lglevelopment tied to district curriculum, instructonal priorities, and teacher
needs.

o Supervision--knowledge of and ability to supervise teachers through
observation conferencing, and staff development, as well as professional
responsibilides to evaluate teaching performance.

o Evaluaton and documentation--ability to use state laws, district policies, contract
provisions and appropriate supervision techniques to recognize superior
performance and to correct poor performance.

In addition, administrators need to know district procedures for diagnosing student
needs, how the curricular instructional program meets those needs, and how assessment
data are used to support revisions in instruction. An effective teacher evaluation system is
built upon local needs and services and the administrator should have a strong ability to
motivate staff and supervise instruction, as well as evaluate teaching performance.
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1. How did the district/school certify supervisors to be teacher evaluators?
If rraining was provided, be as specific about the substance of the
training as possible, including the degree to which supervisors received
follow-up coaching and assistance as they attempted to use the new
skills in teacher evaluation activities?

2. Describe the new teacher evaluation system implemented as part of S.B. 813.
What were the key changes? Who conducts teacher evaluadons?

3. How do teachers view these new directions in teacher evaluations?

Certification of Teacher Evaluators/New Teacher Evaluation Systems
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4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDES
9, Other Local Staff Development for Administrators
1. Describe the substance and process of other staff development for local

administrators? Who gets it? How do they get it? Who provides it? What
are its purposes?

Other Local Staff De7vclopmcnt for Administrators
7



4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDES

10. School Improvement
The State envisions SI as a catalyst for strengthening the local capacity for on-going
school reform as well as a vehicle for a broader range array of locally-defined
improvements in schools. The SI program features state funding of about $100/pupil for a
local process of school improvement that includes:

o a planning process leading to a school-wide multi-year plan
for local reform effort

o a school site council consisting of students, parents, teachers and
administrators which governs the school reform effort

o staff development and other implementation support strategies conducted
at the local site

o continual monitoring of the program by the local school site council and
on-going revision of the goals and strategies of the local change effort
selected in the yearly resubmissions of the local plan to the state

o program reviews of the local effort by trained review teams consisting of
peers from nearby dismicts.

In general, the SI program focuses on a broad array of improvements of school
quality rather than on test score improvement alone.
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1. What are the major substantive foci of the school's education
improvement program?

2. How does the school address departmental as well as school-wide issues
in its plan?

3. To what degree is the SI program used to help implement the school's
response to educadon reform?

School Improvement
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4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDES
11. Homework Policies
S.B. 813 required each district to develop a homework policy.
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1. What is the district/school homework policy?
Be specific about policy by subject area, whether the policy requires coordination
across subject areas, differences by grade level.

2. When was it implemented?

3. Does the new policy require more homework than what had been assigned
previously? If so, is the homework collected, corrected, and returned?

Homcwo%c Policies



4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDES
12. Tenth Grade Counseling

Districts may establish a comprehensive program of counseling for pupils reaching
the age of 16, or for pupils prior to the end of the 10th grade, whichever occurs first. The
counseling program must review the pupil's acadernic progress and educational options,
and design an academic program that would lead to high school graduation. Dismicts are
eligible to receive $20 per 10th grade pupil for counseling services provided in 1983-84
and in 1984-85 for services which supplement, but do not supplant, existing services.
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1. Describe the school's program for counseling tenth grade students. How was more
counseling provided? By hiring new counselors? Or how?

2. How are the students’ academic progress recorded and reviewed?

3. What types of students benefit most from the program? Those in top quartile, those in
the two middle quartiles, at-risk students?

4. What follow-up services are provided to the students after development of an
appropriate academic plan?

5. What do you know about whether the program works, i.e., do students take
the course of studies the counselor suggests, and are they successful in it?

6. Any related, and broader responses in the school's counseling program?

Tenth Grade Counseling
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4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDES
13, Longer Day/Year Incendves

In 1984-85, districts operating school for at least 180 days were entitled to an
addidonal $35/ADA, exclusive of adult ADA and summer school ADA. Thereafter,
districts needed to maintain the 180 day instructional year in order to retain the 335/ADA
bonus.

Based upon the number of instructional minutes offered in 1982-83, instructional
minutes offered in 1983-84, districts received a bonus of $20/ADA in grades K-8 and
S40/ADA in grades 9-12 for each of three years if they increased the number of
instructional minutes 1/3 of the distance per year toward or met and maintained the
following goals:

*36,000 annual minutes in Kindergarten

*50,000 annual minutes in grades 1-3, inclusive
*54,400 annual minutes in grades 4-8, inclusive
*64,800 annual minutes in grades 9-12, inclusive

Schools had several options for increasing the school day or year. Some examples
include: .
*adding a homeroom where none previously existed
*increasing the passing time between class periods
*increasing the minutes of each period
*increasing the number of school days in the year.
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1. What is the length of the school's day and year? How many periods in a
day? How long is each period?

2. Changes in the past four years?

3. How has the school used any extra ime? Be as specific as possible.

4. If the school added inservice days as part of extending the school year,
ho“c’i haveothose inservice days been used. e.g., topics covered, processes
used, etc.?

5. Have longer school days or year contributed to increases in student performance?

Longer Day/Y g:ir Incentives



4. STATE POLICY INTERVIEW GUIDES
14. Quality Indicators

The first phase of the State's Quality Indicators accountability program was to
identify the measures against which educatonal progress will be judged and to establish
goals for statewide improvement. A comprehensive set of accountablhty measures was
dcveloped which include the following

o increased enrollment in Math, English, Science, History/Social Studies,
Foreign Language, and Fine Arts

o improved statewide test scores

o reduced dropout rates and increased attendance rates
increased performance of the college-bound on the SAT, AP exams,
and College Board achievement tests.

Statewide targets for improvement through 1990 were established for each quality
indicator.

The accountability program also asked districts and schools to establish their own
local targets and improvement strategies to help meet the state goals. Such local quality
indicators could draw on a larger body of evidence and address:

o the stength of the school's curriculum, describing what is being
taught, and how well students are learning what they are being taught

o the school’s vitality and harmony, providing evidence that students
are functioning within a positive learning environment

o the amount and quality of writing asszgnmcms completed by students

o the amount and quality of homework assignments completed by
students

o the number and types of books read by students

o the support the school receives from the community and parents

o the awards and recognition received by the school, its teachers,
and students

o the nature and quality of support the school provides students with
special needs

o the participation by students in extracurricular activites
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1. What effect has the State’s published quality indicators had on your school/district?

2. Has the school produced a local complement to the state distributed quality indicators?
Why, or why not? What does the local document include? How does it complement the
state document? (If there is a local document, ask for a copy).

Quality Indicators
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OPEN-ENDED SUMMARY QUESTIONS

1. What do you feel the overall impact of S.B. 8§13 has been?
Has it increased "academic press?”
Has it produced changes in the curriculum?

2. Has the overall impact been good or bad for kids?
For the college-bound?
For the middle-wack?
For those eligible for categorical programs?
For at-risk kids?
On the drop-out rate?
On enrollments in contnuation schools?

Open-Ended Summary Questions
R3



4. STATE POLICY DESCRIPTION SHEETS

Policy Data Collector
School Date
a. ipti icvasi ; (content, activities, degree of spread across

school, types/numbers of staff/pupils affected. Be sure to relate to the core components of
the policy and the key implementaton requirements. Be sensitive to possible differences at
the district and school levels).

State Policy Dcscn’pl:i%n4 Sheets - October 1986



b. View of policy/program at local school: (e.g., as program, as catalyst for continuing
improvement, as funding source, as mandate to be complied with, etc.)

i li wi e icies: (which policies, nature of
relationship, reasons for relationship)

State Policy Description Sheets - October 1986
85



t io ; (Tell the story of implementation using key
implementation factors as much as.possible. Be richly descriptive, outline the chronology
of events, and the role of the key actors. This is not an analytic nor interpretive task).

State Policy Description Sheets - October 1986
86



Case Study Outline

First Round of Data Collection

Overview: The focus of the Round One Case Study is on the overall school reform effort
as seen and carried out by district and school personnel rather than on individual S.B. 813
state policies. Provide a concise description of the school and its surrounding community.
Focus on demographic, political and economic/fiscal variables.

- ion/Iniiation of Ref

A. District. Describe the conception of reform at the diswrict level. Include: content of
reform, types of pupils to be served, importance relative to other priorities, relatonship to
S.B. 813, rationale, coherence, consensus, degree of integration/fragmentation, formality,
resource support, how conception was influenced by local mediating variables, etc.

B. District history. Describe the h:story of the reform conception at the district level.
Include: origins, similarity to previous reform efforts, time frame and critical events,
content over time, reasons for evolution, role of S.B. 813, etc.

C. District adoption of S.B, 813. Describe the process by which curriculum-instructional
improvement/educational reform was initiated/adopted by the district. Include: key
players, decision making processes, key issues considered, sequence of events, rationale
for action, extent that S.B. 813 was seen to fit at district level, etc.

D. School. Describe the conception of reform at the school level. Include: content of
reform, importance relative to other priorities, relationship to S.B. 813, relationship to
district conception, coherence, consensus, formality, how school conception was
influenced by local mediating variables, resource support, etc.

E. School history. Describe the history of the reform conception at the school level.
Include: origins, similarity to previous reform efforts, time frame and critical events,
content over time, reasons for evolution, role of S.B. 813.

F. School adoption of S.B. 813. Describe the process by which curmiculum-instruction
improvement/education reform was initiated/adopted by the school. Include: key players,

decision making process, key issues considered, sequence of events, ratonale for acdon,
extent that district and school conception of S.B. 813 was seen to fit at school, etc.

Inigial Tmol .

A. District. Describe the way the district structured initial implementation of its education
reform effort. Be sure to keep clear what the reform is during inigal implementadon.
Include: inidal mobilization and planning processes for implementation, key players, role
of teachers, teacher organizations, site administrators, district line and staff personnel,
strategies, critical implementation problems as perceived/resolved, sources of information
and assistance from inside and outside the district, sources of monitoring and pressure for
the implementation of the overall reform effort, relation to site level initial implementaton --
design and practce.

Case Study Outline - October 15, 1986
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Also include how the implementation of various parts of S.B. 813 were integrated/not
integrated with each other and with other district reform/maintenance efforts, commitees,
decision making structures, etc. Describe the role of S.B. 813 in early implementation.

B. School. Describe the way the school structured initial implementation of its education
reform effort. Be sure to keep clear what the reform is during initial implementaton.
Include: inital mobilization and planning processes for implementation, key players, role
of teachers, teacher organizations, site administrators, dismct line and staff personnel,
strategies, critical implementation problems as perceived/resolved, sources of information
and assistance from inside and outside the district, sources of monitoring and pressure for
the implementation of the overall reform effort, relation to district level inidal
implementation--design and practice, and patterns of teacher/administrator morale during
this phase of implementation.

Also include how the implementation of various parts of S.B. 813 were integrated/not

integrated with each other and with other school or district reforrn/maintenance efforts,
committees, decision making structures, etc.

Case Study Outline - October 15, 1986
88



Appendix B

Local Implementation
Research Instruments
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b. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

NEW DISTRICT G(gALS AND VISION
)

District vision is the articulation of the ideal view of the district stated in the form of
goals. They are broad themes, publicly stated and supported by activities of the school
board, central office staff, line administrators and superintendents. These themes may be
communicated in a variety of ways, either formally or informally.

KEY QUESTIO NS:

. What are the goals of the district?

. Who took the key roles(s) in artculating these goals?

. How well are these goals articulated and understood
outside the central district office?

. What activities are undertaken by the superintendent,
district staff and the school board to support their goals?

WN—
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(A) - New Déslh-iCt Goals and Vision



5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS
‘ INITIAL CENTRAL OFFICE COMMITMENT !
(B)

The school board, superintendent and line administrators provide initial
commitment by explicitly stating to the schools that the new program(s) is a priority.
Further commitment may be technical, symbolical, or public, but it is all explicily
manifested. Central office commitment reflects a belief that the program is good for the
district and will help it meet district goals. Central office commitment connotes a feeling
that the program is being adopted because it is important rather than because it is just an
opportunity to achieve something else, such as addidonal funding. Commitment often is
represented by a central office line or staff person who serves as an advocate for the new
program, fighting and pushing for its adoption, and for resources to support its
implementation.

KEY QUESTIONS:

1. How do the school board, superintendent and central office administrators
demonstrate their commitment to the new programs?

2. How well, authentic, is their commitment/advocacy viewed?

3. Why do you think they are committed to the program?

4. Is there a primary central office program advocate?

(B) - Inidal chritml Office Commiumnent



5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

PERCEPTION Og PROGRAM FIT
< -

Program fit falls into two categories: personal, or user, and organizational.
Personal fit may appear in three categories. Users connect perception of program fit to
congenial ways of relating to pupils. If the users see the program directly relating to
pupils, there may be a good perception of fit. Secondly, the meaning is related to the
familiarity of the innovation. A good fit occurs when the skills demanded to implement the
innovation are those already mastered or familiar to the users. Users feel that they are
capable of implementing the innovation with few demands placed upon them. Finalily,
there is a normative dimension to goodness of fit. A good perception of fit is developed
when users perceive the content of the innovation as something they believe in or that they
feel the students need, even if they will need to work hard to develop new skills to
implement the program.

The goodness of organizational fit is judged by district and site administrators.
It is the feeling that the innovation fits with the needs and priorites of the district (or
school) vision, not just now, but also in the future. The demandingness, or stress ratio, of
the innovation can be an indicator of program fit. Demandingness is the amount of
institutional change compared to likely rewards. If the ratio is low, meaning either low
demands or high rewards, administrators have a good perception of program fit. Similarly,
administrators perceive those programs with few potential problems and many potential
benefits as providing a good fit. Again, these benefits must be in line with the vision and
goals.

KEY QUESTIONS:
Organization Fit (District and Site)

1. How well does the program fit with your district (school) needs? Priorities?
Goals? Vision?

2. How demanding will the new program be on your organization? What is the
amount of institutional change required to implement the new program?

3. What do you see as the major benefits of the program? What will it do for

4

for the school district?

. Compare the problems of implementing the new program to the potential
benefits received from the program? Do the benefits or problems weight more
in your view?

User Fit

How well is the new program directly related to students?

How much do you believe in the new program?

How well do you believe the program addresses student needs?

How familiar are you with the skills needed to implement the new program?
What kinds of demands will it place on you? Have you already mastered the
skills necessary to implement the program?

ot ol o =

(C) - Perception of Program Fit
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5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

INTTTAL SITE ADMIN'IS(’II'%ATION COMMITMENT

The school site administrator provides commitment initially by explicitly stating to
the school staff and faculty that the new program(s) is a priority. Further commitment may
be technical, symbolic, or public, but it is all explicitly stated. The principal often serves as
an advocate for the program, fighting and pushing for its adoption, thus visibly
demonstrating commitment. Commitment is expressed in such a way as to demonstrate
that the program is being adopted because the principal thinks it is truly important rather
than because it's an opportunity to achieve something else, such as funding or publicity.

KEY QUESTIONS:

1. How does the school site administrator demonstrate his or
her commitment to the new program?

2. How well is the commitment/advocacy demonstrated, i.e., -
how do teachers perceive the commitment?

3. Why do you think he or she is committed to the program?

(D) - Initial Site Administraion Commitment
94



5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE SHEETS
SCHOOL VISION
(E)

School vision is the articulation of the ideal view of the school stated in the form of
goals. They are broad themes, publicly stated and supported by activities of the site
administrator. These themes may be communicated in a variety of ways, either formally or
informally. The school may view their vision as compatible with that of the district. Itis
possible that the vision is in conflict with the district vision. Many schools have their own
agenda and simply pick and choose among the elements of the district goals those that fit
with the school. Some schools view the district's vision as irrelevant or do not understand
it and therefore ignore it. This is especially true if the district vision is incompatible with
the school vision.

KEY QUESTIONS:

. What are the goals of the school?

Who took the key roles in articulating these goals?

How well are these goals articulated and understood by
teachers and administrators in the school?

What activites are undertaken by the site administrator to
support this statement of goals?

How does the school vision relate to the district vision?
Is it compatible? If not, why not?

nooR W

(E) - School Vision
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5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE .DESCRIPTORS ;

PROGRAIV(%)ADOPTION

Adoption takes place at both the district and school level. Program adoption is also
the nature of the program, initially conceived, that has been selected for implementation (as
opposed to how the program looks over time). The program may appear wholistic and
integrated into the entire school vision, or it may appear isolated and fragmented. If the
program is perceived as isolated, it is viewed as a special program, not as a part of the total
school reform. If it is perceived as integrated, it is perceived as a long-term program that
will eventually lose its special identity.

The locaton of key decision-makers affects the time needed for program adoption.
At the district level, if the decision-maker is in a key position, such as central office
administrator, the time to adopt a program generally can be short. When central staff
promote the project, a clear message is sent to principals to get into line, even if they have
some reservations. .

Adoption at the school level can be facilitated by department chairs who serve as
key decision makers. Teachers are generally absent from this process, and rarely
consulted. On the other hand, teachers may participate in informal meetings where the
concept of a new program is discussed. .

KEY QUESTIONS:
(See Case Study Outline for additional questions)

1. Who initiated program adoption at the district level. At the school level?
2. How long was the time from program initiation to adoption?
3. How is the reform program defined? Whatis in it? Be precise and
comprehensive.
4. How is the reform program integrated into the entire school
vision? If so, how?
5. How does the reform program handle services for special
| student populations - compensatory, bilingual and special
education - reinforce the core curriculum, or are they seen
as separate?

F) - Pro%ram Adoption
9



5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

IMPLEMENTATI(%I‘)I MANAGEMENT

Cross Role Teams are one component of implementation management. These
teams include principals, teachers, central office line staff and sometimes community
members and external consultants. There may be district as well as school teams; their
purpose is to deve;op the specifics for implementing the reform plan. Team members
represent a wide range of perspectives, yet are willing to work together towards school
improvement. Teacher members may not necessarily be the most effective teachers. They
may have been se.ected because their schedules more conveniently fit with other members
or because they represent a range of teacher perspectives. Some teachers may be new
while others may be more experienced.

Teams often are trained so that they understand the school improvement process
and the philosophy that guides it. All members, thus, might share a common
understanding of the reform program, have better honed process skills, hold a deeper belief
that all students can improve, and use a common language to discuss the program and its
implementation needs.

Major tasks in which the teams can engage include data collection to determine
problems, needs, and goals, data analysis, problem diagnosis, a search for potential
solutions, and the development of school improvement implementation plans. The teams
also can help assure school level orchestration of the improvement process by determining
training needs for each step of the process, monitoring the process to assure that it is
moving ahead, and identifying problems as they occur. As more and more staff become
involved in the process during later implementation states, team members coordinate
actvities to insure good communication. Finally, cross-role teams may have control over
discretionary dollars for teacher release time, materials, or other options. This
responsibility can lead to the team's belief that they are trusted to make good decisions.

KEY QUESTIONS - Answer for both the district and the school:

Is there a team that manages program implementation?

Who are the members and how were they selected?

How were team members trained?

What were the outcomes of the training?

How interested are team members in school improvement?

What are the responsibilities/tasks/functions of the team?

How do the teams carry-out their responsibilities/tasks/functions?

NoL AN

The Implementation Plan is a second component of implementation
management. The plan should outline key actvities, strategies, roles and functions. The
existence of an implementation plan at both the district and school level, including the roles
of all personnel involved, is essendal to implementation management. The strategies for
program implementaton should be well-defined and articulated to staff. Key roles for all
actors - principals, teachers, central office staff, consultants - should be outlined for each
implementation stage. Key activities should be scheduled clearly. A district, and perhaps
school coordinator, is often appointed to manage program implementation (o ensure
continuing support. The coordinator is responsible for problem-solving, coordinating each
step of implementation, ensuring allocation of resources, consciously using a research base
for dealing with people’s concerns over time, and providing ongoing support and
management. Some plans explicitly use insruments that measure SOCs and LOUs to
determine the types of activities for various stages of program implementaton.

G)- Implementatic;n Management
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KEY QUESTIONS:

9‘9‘ = W

Is there an overall implementation plan?

If so, please describe it in detail.

What are the strategies for program implementation? The
activites that support each strategy?

Who is the coordinator for the program (at both the dxsmct
and school level)?

What are the responsibilities of the coordinator?

How are people’s concerns dealt with at different stages of
implementation? That is, is an SOC and/or LOU instrument
administered and used?

(G) - Implementation Management
a8



5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

INITIAL CONTENT, SKIIIII:I,)AWARENESS TRAINING

Inidal awareness, content and skill training includes training in the substance of the
district/school reform program, and in the skills needed by teachers and principals to -
implement it. Awareness training could include the essential elements of effective teaching,
curricular change, and school effectiveness that are in the school/district/state program.
Initial training could address general pedagogy, curriculum content, program purposes and
goals, and program content. Skill training includes the processes and responsibilities of the
cross-role teams and the principal, including instructional leadership, clinical supervision,
needs assessment, and school improvement program developmental processes. For
teachers, skill raining would include curriculum content, general effective teaching,
content- specific pedagogy, and classroom management. Training cycles could be
scheduled sequentally, for example, with math training done one year, science training
done the next, and so forth.

KEY QUESTIONS:

1. What training is done to increase staff’'s awareness of the
reforms?

2. How are the cross-role teams trained?

3. What training is done to increase staff’s skills at
implementing the new programs? Differendate principals
from teachers, and teachers by content area.

4. Is the training for different subject areas cycled
s,.equgntially. or do all areas receive training at the same
time?

5. What messages on inital training are given for subsequent,
follow-up training and assistance?

(H) - Inidal Content, 9S$d11. Awareness Training



5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

CURRICULUM DEVELOPM%NT. CHANGE, ALIGNMENT
(

Program transformation is the curriculum program as actually implemented, or as in
the process of being implemented, in a school. We are interested in how the curriculum
has changed since 1983, both across various content areas and within content areas. We
are interested in the degree of alignment of curriculum objectives, texts and tests. We need
to know the degree to which the new curriculum is better both content wise and in analytic
skills, higher order thinking skills areas.

Schools may be phasing-in curriculum changes. We need to know the phase-in
sequence, and rationale for it.

KEY QUESTIONS:

Describe the new curriculum program as it looks now.

How are the services for special populadons aligned with the core curriculum?
How did the program get to where it is currently?

Was there a conscious decision to make the program evolve, or was it done
haphazardly?

What forms did the program take over time? In other words, describe the program
as it evolved.

ol

() - Curriculum Development, Change, Alignment
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5. IMPLEMENTATIOM-VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITMENT, PRESSURE, MONITORING
X)

ONGOING COMMITMENT, either technical or symbolic, by line
administrators and principals includes involvement in the program after adoption. Such
involvement can simply reflect knowledge of the new practices being implemented and can
include giving assistance to teachers who are working on mastering the practice.
Knowledgeable administrators and principals often are developed during initial training.
They are not experts in all areas, but the teachers see them as experts in curriculum
planning and school improvement. They show commitment beyond initial training by not
only sticking with the program, but insisting on its continuing implementation and are
willing to commit resources to it. Their actions, rather than words, indicate how
knowledgeable they are. One indicator of active commitment is whether administrators
artend workshop training sessions, and support other activities - including allocating
resources that are needed for complete implementation.

PRESSURE is exerted by line administrators. Because it takes energy and hard
work to learn new practices and change curriculum and procedures, ongoing administrative
pressure to “keep at it" is needed for full implementation. Pressure includes both a clear
message that the program must be fully implemented and that all core elements of the
program need to be implemental. To be effective, strong pressure to continue
implementation works only if complemented by lots of assistance and help.

MONITORING is done by line administrators to ensure continuation of proper
implementation. It may be to determine the concemns staff in the implementation process,
the extent of implementation, or fidelity of the program's implementation. At this point,
monitoring is conducted for the purpose of deciding what kind of assistance to provide, as
opposed to monitoring for evaluation.

KEY QUESTIONS:

How are line administrators supporting program facilitators?

Is administrative support technical or symbolic? Give examples.

What involvement do the administrators still have in program implementation?

How knowledgeable are the administrators about the program?

Do teachers perceive them as experts? If so, in what areas?

Do the administrators attend program workshops?

What types of monitoring do the administrators do to ensure program implementation?
How much do administrators insist on full program implementation?

Do teachers feel "pressure” to get the program in place fully?

VO B LN

(K) - Administrative Cornmlig{xen.t. Pressure, Monitoring



5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

LATITUDE/FIDELITY
L)

FIDELITY is how well the program as implemented reflects the program as
developed. High fidelity occurs when the program has a few adaptations, modifications or
transformations over time. LATITUDE is the degree to which administrators let others
modify programs to fit local realities. Adaptation always takes place, but if latitude is too
wide, effects are program blunting, or trivialization, and weak student impacts.

Program transformation is the way schools may alter innovations over time. Itisa
description of how the program actually looks midstream, rather than how it is supposed to
look. Itis also a description of the forms the program take over time, how much it
changes, how diversified it becomes, how it comes to be the way it is. A strong centralized
authority, along with strong influence on the part of the program's advocate, results in
restricting program transformation. Administradve latitude, resulting from low
commitment, pressure, and monitoring, allows for high program transformation.

KEY QUESTIONS:

. How much latdtude did the district/school provide for program implementation? -
. Was there a press for fidelity?

. What is the degree of adaptation to fit local needs?

. What do you perceive were the results of having high (or low) latitude/fidelity?

HWIND e

(L) - Ladtude/Fidelity
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5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS
ONGOING @SISTANCE

Assistance may be provided over time by both internal and external consultants, or
linking agents. The type and amount of assistance varies over time, as well as who
provides the assistance. Assistance is concrete, continuous, and gives clear direction from
credible people. Assistance may be user-oriented, helping the user with problem-solving,
or it may be in the form of the assister exerting pressure aimed at making the receiver do
something.

External linking agents provide assistance at the inirigtion stage by:

*helping with needs assessment
*writing proposals
*selecting programs
During the ijmplementation stage they are:
*stimulating community members to stay active
*providing logistical support to ensure that meetings are scheduled regularly
*training internal trainers
*demonstrating
*identfying resources
*keeping the attention focused on the implementation

Their main role may be at the front end, helping teachers adopt project methods and
materials to their own situations and solve their own problems. These agents often are
viewed by school personnel as valuable in identifying needs, selecting solutions, and
facilitating the implementation of a validated program. They often have continuous contact
with school personnel, offering directly useful technical assistance at the "how to" level. It
is critical that these agents are on-site and are used in combination with internal agents to
support acdvities. The external consultant not only has some technical expertise, but also
has knowledge about the process of organizational change, especially in relating to key
district administrators and school personnel.

During the full implementation and institutionalization stages, the role of the
external agent may decrease. The agent's main roles are to provide follow-up help as
implementation progresses and to develop plans for continuation and institutionalization,
for example, securing funds and developing new users at the school.

ExXternal agents are frequently program developers or people who have had
extensive experience implementing the program. Governments are the major sources of
external agents. Other sources include regional educational labs, research and development
centers, and regional units in which several school districts ban together to provide
services.

Internal linking agents include principals and central office staff.

Principals ensure that:

*all instructonal staff are aware that the new practice is a top priority

*materials are available

*teachers have ready access to other linking agents

*teachers are given time to actually use the practice through help with
classroom and schoolwide scheduling

*the school climate is conducive to continuous, systematic problem-
solving

*teachers understand that all components of the program are to be
implemented _

* teachers, parents, and central office staff are working in a realistic dme
frame and do not feel pressured by premature evaluations

(M) - Ongoing Assistance
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Central office agents often are: )
*coaching teachers and principals
*coordinating the use of the external linking agents
*becoming familiar with the needs of students in individual schools,
*familiar with the content, purpose, and benefits of the new program
*arranging funding and other support from the district or other sources
*assisting with evaluation
*planning program institutionalization L
*working with external agents to arrange and conduict training
*obtaining endorsements for the new practice from the superintendent,
school board, principals, and teachers

Aside from their individual functions, these three kinds of assisters need to fit
together. Internal assisters are not replacing external assisters; rather, their efforts are
complementing one another. Further, the types of assistance discussed above usually need
to be provided, but different people can provide it. The above describes general role
practices. Finally, assistance is continual throughout the implementation process, changing
focus and intensity as the need arises.

KEY QUESTIONS:

1. Describe the type of assistance provided over the course of reform implementation.
2. How has assistance changed over time?
3. Who provides it and who receives what types of assistance?

(M) - Ongoing Assistance
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5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

TEACHER EFFORT
S

Teacher effort is the willingness of teachers to engage in the reform, both physically
and psychologically. Itis the ime and energy expended to achieve practice mastery.
Practice mastery, usually, in turn, leads to teacher commitment. Indicators of teacher effort
include working on the program, practicing, learmning more about it, becoming better at the
skills rather than simply doing them, going to program meetings, and trying suggestions
that come out of those meetings.

KEY QUESTIONS:

1. How much effort are teachers putting forth to implement the new programs?
2. Describe the types of effort teachers are putting forth to learn the new programs, so they
can implement them with ease?

(N) - Teacher Effort
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5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

SKILLS MASTERY
(P)

Skills mastery is the antainment of satisfactory levels of expertise in the new
curriculum content or program practice. At this time, insecurities give way to securities,
confidence, and a sense of being in control. This sense of efficacy is developed when users
see themselves as effective on a daily basis, as successful in getting the results they were
after. At skills mastery, users spend most of their ime improving, debugging, refining,
and integrating the program. They may also become more concemed about whether
promised results will be achieved, lack of support from outside staff, or the priority of the
project.

KEY QUESTIONS:

1. Have the users yet developed skills mastery?

2. If so, how long did it take them?

3. How do you know that mastery has been achieved?

4. Are users doing anything else now that skills mastery has been achieved?

(P) - Skills Mastery
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5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

COMMITMENT
Q

Commitment is a psychological feeling of support for the program. It is something
that is generally achieved through time, rather than existing before program
implementation. Itis the willingness of staff to support the program, to continue the
program, to refine it and/or expand it to improve it even further.

KEY QUESTIONS:

1. How much commitment does the district/school staff have to the continuation of the
programr

2. Describe the actions of feelings of the staff that demonstrate their level of commitment.

3. Why are staff committed/not committed to the program?

(Q)- Commitment
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5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

EXTENT OF M(I;“L).EMENTATION

Extent of implementation is the percentage of use by an individual teacher, as well
as by all the teachers in the school and all the schools within the district at any given point
in ime. It is also the extent of the curriculum reform, including the improvement of
Teaching and improvement of instructional supervision.

KEY QUESTIONS:

What is the percentage of use of the program at this school?

What is the average percentage of use of any given teacher?

What is the percentage of use of the program throughout the district? .
How extensively are programs for special populations integrated with the core
curriculum?

How extensively is the curriculum reform being implemented? What does it include
other than the courses?

o S

(R) - Extent of Implementadon
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5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

MANDAng WIDE USE
(

Mandating wide use is a district-wide, an in-building phenomenon.. Mandating
wide use should result in all the potential users actually implementing the innovation. For
example, substantial or full use occurs when all or many teachers in the school and district
who are eligible to use the innovation actually do so. There may be wide in-building use,
but limited district use, or wide use in one but not all content areas. Many teachers within a
school may be using the innovation, yet few schools throughout the district may be actually
participating. Wide use may be ensured by maintaing some administrative pressure for
implementation, providing assistance sufficient to enable user practice mastery and student
impact, and supporting the development of user commitment.

KEY QUESTIONS:

1. Has the district/school mandated wide use of the reform?
2. What has facilitated/limited wide use of the programs?

(S) - Mandating Wide Use
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5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

STUDENT IMPACT
(T)

Student impact is the achievement of affective and behavorial changes in the
students as a result of exposure to the reform programs. It is the outcomes the program
have for the student. One type of outcome is direct.. For example, improved reading skills
or better problem solving skills are a direct outcome of a directly contemplated objective. A
second type of outcome is meralevel. It is an outcome congruent with the program'’s
purposes, but affecting more general aspects of students' functioning. An example of a
metalevel outcome of a reading program would be more self-direction on the part of
students. Finally, side effects are a third outcome. Although they are not easily separable
from metalevel effects, they usually have a more unintended flavor. This illustrates the fact
that both positive and negative student impacts may be achieved.

Indicators of student impact include trends in:

Test scores

Drop-out rates

National Merit Finalists

Percentage of students qualifying for UC system
Atendance )

Attitudes

Participation in school activities.

KEY QUESTIONS:
1. In general, what student impacts have you seen resulting from the reform?

2. What are the direct impacts? Indirect? Side effects? Discuss both positive and negative.
3. Have the services for special populations alienated or integrated these students?

(T) - Student Impact
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5. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

ORGANIZA'I'I(S)I\IAL IMPACT

Organizational impact is the occurance of organizational changes beyond the
innovation itself. Impact is visible at three levels: structure, which includes
rearrangements of persons, roles and resources; procedures, methods of all sorts for
carrying out the work of the schools, and climare, the attitudes, feelings and relationships
among persons.

KEY QUESTIONS:

1. How has the organizaton changed as a result of the program?

2. What difficulties or problems has the program posed for the organization?

3. How is the school climate/structure/procedures changed since before the program
implementation?

(U) - Organizational Impact
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S. IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS
ASSESSMEN}'VE;VALUATION

Data gathering is done to assess the effects of the reform for state and local
purposes. The data may take several forms, from parent interviews to local program
quality review processes and their documents. Assessment may be done to evaluate
program outcomes, as well as to drive program implementation.

KEY QUESTIONS:

1. How much data gathering has/is being done to assess the reform?

2. Who is doing it?

3. Describe the types of data gathering taking place.

4. How much does the data gathering drive program implementation? Explain.

(V) - Assessment Evaluation
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5. TMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE DESCRIPTORS

INSTITUTIONALIZATION
W)

Institutdonalization is the degree to which the program is incorporated into the
ordinary structures and procedures of the school and its surrounding district. This does not
mean sheer "continuadon," but the presence of indicators that the reform program has
become organizatonally routine. Itis the degree to which standard operating procedures
have been changed to incorporate new things. It is the presence of organizational
conditons that signal routinization of the reform to where it loses its special identity.

KEY QUESTIONS:

1. Do you feel the reform programs have become institutionalized in your school?
District?

2. If so, what organizational changes have occurred to indicate such institutionalization?

w)- Irxsqtgtignahzauon



ROUND TWO CASE STUDY OUTLINE

Overview. The purpose of the second round is to examine
implementation using the "dead bug" chart causal factors as an
explicic guide. Your causal factors issue sheets will describe
your site in terms of what each individual factors looks like in
detail. The Round Two case study will describe how the factors
fit together, and why these factors seem to fit together this
way. This analysis of the bundle of factors at each site needs
to include:

1. The story of how the factors fit together.

2. A rationale for the "dead bug" chart you have drawn for
each site.

Case Study Outline. Please describe the relationship of the
factors in terms of:

1. The relationship of the vision to the implementation
strategy.

How did the nature of the vision at the district and
school influence the approach taken to implementation?

2. The nature of the complete implementation stage.

What are key aspects of plans/planning/
strategies/activities in the implementation stage?

What are the roles of teachers, site administrators,
central office staff and outside consultants in the
complete implementation stage?

How and why do implementation strategies change over
time?

In what sense is implementation "top-down" "bottom-up"”
or both? What is the time sequence of this pattern?
3. The relationship of pressure, latitude, and assistance.

What is the relationship of pressure, latitude and
assistance during implementation?

How do pressure, latitude, and assistance relate to
organizational levels: school, district, and stace?

4. The program as envisioned and as reality at the school
and in the classroom.

What is the degree of fidelity or mutual adaption of
all or parts of the reform as related to the state

I'14



vision and the district vision?

Was the reform downsized or blunted as implemented at
the school or in the classroom?

5. How the causal factors fit together (2 page limit)

In summary, how do the various causal factors from the
dead bug chart fit together?

wWhy do you think they fit togecher this way?

What local mediating variables have influenced the way
the factors fit together?

Dead Bug Chart Rationale. Please add any comments needed to
clarify what your dead bug chart means beyond what is said in

your causal factor summary (number 5 above).
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Appendix C

Outcomes Research
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OUTCOMES COVER SHEET

SCHOOL:

DATA COLLECTOR(S):

Directions: Outcomes need to be rated by comparing the
situation in the school in 1982 with the situation at the school
at the present time. For each of the administrator, school
climate, teacher and student items on the following pages, you as
the expert data collector for the school are being asked to make
3 ratings: :

1. Where the school is now.

2. Where the school was in 1982, ie, just before SB813 was
passed.

3. What the contribution of SB 813 was to any change
between 1982 and the present.

The ratings are to be your assessment of each item. You may
want or need to collect more data to make them, but the emphasis
is not so much on more data collection as on your summary
judgment about the item with supporting comments.

Notice that the primary emphasis is a comparison by the same
rater(s) of the same school at two different points in time. The
critical issue is the difference between 1982 and the present for
that item and at that school.

All 3 ratings are being treated as continuous variables, so
please make a mark anywhere along the continuum. Please mark
your judgment as to where the school stands relative to all
public schools you know~-- 100 represents the very best school you
know, 0 the very worst-- for each item. If you can't rate an
item for any reason, indicate the reason on the page.

The contribution of SB 813 per se should be rated only if
there is a difference between 1982 and the present.

In the supporting comments section, provide comments about
the difference between 1982 and the present that led you to make
the rating you did. For all the ratings, please provide examples
or comments that support the rating you have given. We need hard
evidence cited in the supporting comments section, especially for
student outcomes.

119



OUTCOMES CCONCERINING ONGOING SCHOOL CLIMATE

1. The ability of the school to establish a shared school
vision, set, of norms and/cr set of goals.

RATING:
rlow | & L P P Y - (] 3 " 3
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l A L | I I }

CONTRIBUTION OF
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Influence Influence

Supporting Comments:
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2. The extent of collegiality and mutual trust between

administrators and ceachers, and between teachers and teachers.

RATING:
NOW L - 2 ) Y - —l 2 s 1 ‘
0 10 . 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
1982 e a 2 | 5 Y 9 g ' :
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
CONTRIBUTION OF . : ' . : J
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Influence ) Influence

Supporting Comments:
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3. The extent that the school staff talk about teaching and
learning, observe each other teach, and work together on
curriculum, teaching or school change.

RATING:
r:ow 4 ] » " 2 2 . ) N = & ‘
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 1G60
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Supporting Comments:
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OUTCOMES FOR ONGOING ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICE

1. The ability of district administrators to carry out school
planning and vision setting.

RATING:

’Iow 4 I} _— 1 | Il ) » 2 N 4
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Supporting Comments:
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2. The ability of site administratocrs to carry out school
planning and vision sectting.
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3. The ability of site administrators to initiate and =manage a
change process

RATING:
NOW 1 : . ) 2 P : : : .

4
0 10 20 390 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
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Supporting Comments:
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4. The extent to which the school reflects a norm of
continuously working on school improvement.

RATING:
r,ow b 2 2 . '} £ [} 2 2 2 4
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
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Supporting Comments:
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4. The ability of site administrators to manage ongoing
curriculum and instructional activities at the school.

RATING:
P‘ow | r} i " ] L ] 3 A - ‘
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5. The ability of site administrators to provide clinical

supervision to teachers.

RATING:
Now b 2 o 5 1 [] 3 4 0 4-
0 10 20 30 40 60 70 80 90 100
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Supporting Comments:
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6. The interest of the site administrators in initiating and

sustaining new waves of raform at the school.

RATING:
NOW L L " . Y ‘2 ; 5 ) ' 4
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
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MPACT ON TEACHERS

SB 813 PER SE

1. The extent of teachars' content knowledge.
RATING:
r]ow 1 2 M P Y 4 ] " " " ‘
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2. The extent of teachers'’
skills including classroom managexent.

tradictional classroon

pedagogical

RATING:
MNOW L L s N - P I . N : —a
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3. The extent of te

achers'

instructional skills in higher order

thinking, cooperative learning and other innovative instructional
skills.
RATING:
NOW L 2 M 3 [ W | 1 L " P 4
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
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Supporting Comments:
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4. Teachers' sense of afficacy (the fezling that they can

successfully help students to learn more)

and teachers'

sense of

professionalism (identify how teachers define this sense), and
commitment to teaching and the profession including willingness

to work hard.

RATING:
r‘ow 4 9 4 9 i | 9 P 1 4.
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Supporting Comments:
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STUDENT OUTCOMES

1. The way the school is treating its students as indicated by
the level of safety afforded them, the amount of respect they are
given, ant the extent of services and activities provided them.

RATING:

Now [ 1 A ' 2 . 'l (] 2 " 2 ‘_
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Supporting Comments:
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2. The extent of student achievement as measured by standardized
. tests such as CTBS and CaP, and student recognition for academic

accomplishments.

RATING:
NOW i 1 : : 2 'l L . s . 4
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3. The extent of student drop-outs.

1982 ¢t +

SB 813 PER SE

RATING:
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4. The extent of student accomplishment on local proficiency

exams and other indicators of basic skill.

RATING:
r:ow 4 i L I 1 L 1 3 " i 4‘.
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5. The extent of students obtaining low grades on academic
subjects such as math and English.

RATING:
NOW 'l L 1 i 1 Fl ! 1 " f 4.
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SPECIAL STUDENT POPULATIONS AND EDUCATION REFORM
Round 2 Data Collection

We need a separate report on how special student populations are affected by or gffect the
reform program at each school. This is a critical issue for at least two reasons. First, many
people feel that education reform will function to the disadvantage of special needs
students. Others argue that education reform, by strengthening a core curriculum that all
students are expected to master, will in fact upgrade services provided to special needs
students.

For our study, special populations include the following four groups:
1. students in Chapter I or state (ELA/SCE) compensatory education programs
2. limited-English proficient and/or students in bilingual education programs
3. students needing remedial help and/or in a school's "remedial” track
4. potential drop-outs, or "at-risk" students, however defined by the school.
We are not concerned with special education students.

Your special populations report should include responses to the following 7 general -
questions. First, briefly describe the different tracks (if present) in your schocl, such as
college bound, general, remedial, bilingual. If some classes have tracks(such as reading
and mathematics) and some do not (such as social studies), please specify.

1. Please describe the schools's conception of services for the four groups of students. For
limited-English proficient students, please discuss rationale for,nature and degree of
instruction in native language. Also, if appropriate, describe how the existence of such
students affected how the school defined its conception of education reform.

2. Please describe (1 page, single spaced) for each category of student the school's
program for that group of students. Give the number of students in the program and how
selected. State whether teacher aides or professional education staff provide services, or
what the mix is. Specifically describe how the extra services are provided, i.c., who gives
them, where/when they are given, etc. Describe a typical day or week schedule for a
compensatory or limited-English proficient student.

3. Please describe the curriculum program for each program for special needs students. We
want to know specifically whether the curriculum program for special needs students is the
same as or different from that for regular students. If the same, we need to know how
services/curriculum are aligned with the regular programs.

4, Please describe how the program has changed during the past four years, or since the
implementation of the school's reform program.

5. Please describe how special needs students are performing today versus 1983 or the
onset of the school's reform efforts. Are they doing, better, worse, the same? Get as much
specific data as possible.

6. What is the school's drop-out rate and level of enrollment in continuation schools?
Changes in these numbers since 1983 or the onset of the school's reform efforts?

7. Please give your overall assessment of how special students have been treated by or
affected the definition of education reform in your school.
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TABLE Et - CAP RESULTS

| 1 3 2 3 4 3 7 | 8 ] 11 12 14 15 16 17
1_|CAP RESIALTS |
2 0IG CITY LARGE DISTRICTS MEDUM DISTRICTS RURAL DISTRICT.
3 {ADA: 646,500 - 44,014} (ADA: 36395 - 308 (ADA: 15132 - 14.091) [{ADA: 18341 - 182)
r ol Caiy HSJLA Chy HS __ [ SoCal NS |Dozent HS |East Bay HS {Orange Co. HS]Poninsula HS | JLA Metro HS [Tri-County HS||Buflalo Butte HS|Cantial Valiey HS|Norcal HS
S |HEADNG
PCACENT CORRECT
7 1583 84 67.3 §1.3 65.4 58.1 64.7 57.7 47.4 §8.2 84.1 65.4 82.4 62.4
8 1584 85 67.8 51. 68.3 60.2 66.4 $7.7 46.9 62.9 64.4 83.1 63.6 64.2
] 1985 86 66.8 49. (X 61.8 69.1 62.8 $1.1 81.3 65.8 57.8 63.3 88
10 198687 67.7 53 66.3 61. 66.7 64.7 52.4 84.3 65.3 65.5 62.8 62.4
1 1| __PERCENT AROVE O3
12  1933.84 33 12 28 19 28 21 11 18 27 25 24 22
13 133485 34 14 33 23 30 21 14 28 27 25 28 27
14 198586 32 13 26 28 35 28 13 22 29 19 27 28
15 1886-87 34 18 30 24 3e 28 18 29 29 31 28 27
16| PERCENT ABOVE Q2
17 188384 59 32 57 44 $3 45 27 43 45 52 49 50
18 1984 85 61 3 2 a7 58 43 29 52 54 51 53 53
19 1985.65 59 28 3 50 83 51 21 48 56 42 53 S8
20 1086-87 61 3¢ 8 49 63 sS 34 55 56 57 53 82
21 PERCENT ABOVE Q1
22 108384 82 59 B0 71 79 71 51 70 78 84 76 50
23 1084.85 84 60 88 72 04 69 56 80 B0 77 80 53
2 4 198588 82 56 78 78 87 75 54 76 82 69 79 56
2 1986-87 8% 64 84 72 [T 81 63 83 83 82 79 §2
2 ¢
2 7 | MATHEMATICS
2 8 | _PERCENTCORRECT
29 1883.84 73.1 57.9 69.7 61.3 70.8 66.2 $4.3 68.6 66.4 71.8 63.2 65.5
3¢ 138485 74.3 53.9 74.2 62.8 75.7 86.8 55.8 70.4 66.6 67.2 85.1 B1.
31 1985-80 75 55.8 1.7 68 75.6 70 56.7 70.8 68.9 86.1 68.3 68.
32 188687 74.8 60.4 74.4 84.7 74.2 72.5 54.7 72.3 69.9 €8.3 70.2 65.3
3 | _PERCENT ABOVE O3
s 1983 B4 37 14 28 19 20 22 9 28 24 33 18 20
5 1934.85 40 12 a7 2 a1 24 13 20 25 24 25 12
] 1985 66 41 13 32 2 41 28 13 31 28 28 28 34
7 108667 40 19 38 23 30 34 13 33 20 30 30 21
] PERCENT ABOVE 02
30 1683.64 58 28 52 35 S1 43 23 48 46 62 37 43
X 1084-85 61 23 s9 a7 63 43 28 50 44 44 41 10
[ 1885 88 62 25 53 42 63 sg 28 51 48 48 47 S0
[F 198687 62 33 60 39 60 55 23 54 49 49 50 39
43 PERCENT ADOVE Q1
4 4 1983-84 83 59 80 €5 83 73 §1 78 74 83 67 71
4 193485 86 51 B9 68 20 75 52 84 75 78 73 68
4 1885 85 [ 55 BS 75 88 82 S8 84 78 76 78 77
4 1586.87____ 89 65 X 75 89 89 54 89 84 82 84 77
4
4 9 |DIFFERENCE 1903 . 1387
5| __TOTAL READING 0.4 1.7 0.9 3.3 4 7 5 8.1 1.2 0.1 0.4 [
1 % ABOVE Q3 1 [ 2 [ 8 7 7 1 2 [] 4
2 % ABOVE 02 2 4 1 5 10 10 7 [F 1 3 4 2
3 % ABOVE Q1 ] 5 4 [ [ 10 12 13 7 -2 3 ]
54] TOTAL MATHEMATICS 1.7 2.5 a.7 3.4 3.6 6.3 0.4 3.7 2.5 -2.8 7 .0.2
5 % ABOVE Q3 3 3 12 4 10 12 4 7 5 .3 12 i
s « ABOVE 02 4 3 [] 4 9 12 0 8 3 -3 13 2
¥3 % ABOVE Q1 6 6 11 10 6 [ 16 11 10 1 17 8
3
5
€0
[
62
63
64
65




TABLE E2 - SCHOOL CLIMATE SUMMARY

971

1 j_ 1 2 3 [] s _ 6 7 8 D
SCHOOL CLMATE OUTCOME S COMPARISONS AVERAGE __ |AVERAGE __|AVERAGE | AVERAGE
AVERAGE __ |AVERAGE _ |AVERAGE __ |AVERAGE __ [LANGE LANGE MEDLIM RURAL
|T0TAL TOTAL @G Y. lmcmr Imtmcl [DSTACT __ |DSTACT __ |XSTRICT
[insaoa{Hs/us 18CGHSOOQL |JHS/MS (14 SCHIXL |JHS/MS |08 SCHOOL| 18G4 SO 100L
SC1NOL CLMATE OUTCOMES
1. Shared Sunse of Vision
NOW 75 68 85 88 77 85 70 78
1082 a4 52 66 66 23 80 5% a7
DIFENENCE 30 18 19 19 54 28 15 28
$0.613 Contribution 3.64 3.80 4. 17 417 a.13 3.50 3.7 3.82
2. Colloglatiy 8 Mutual Tsust
NOW 76 81 75 75 68 80 70 03
1802 48 a7 59 59 23 60 s8 50
DFFERENCE 30 14 17 17 Y 20 13 a3
SR 813 C 1l 3.19 3 68 4.10 4.10 3,13 3.00 3.78 3.35
3. Tehr Tahing Toaching/l swning
NOW 72 72 75 78 66 88 73 83
1802 40 1) 62 62 23 58 53 40
DIFFERENCE 32 13 13 13 43 13 20 43
S0 813 Conliution 300 3 72 4.20 4.20 3.65 3.00 3.50 4.23
4. Sch w/School Improvemond
NOW y 7 Y] 84 84 [X] 70 75 75
1982 5 $0 [Y] 68 37 50 58 47
DIFFERENCE 27 18 18 18 44 20 18 28
S8 813 Contribution 4.27 4.20 4.33 4.33 4.30 4.00 4.00 4.60
SCHOOL OUTCOMES SUMMARY
{1-3 ONLY - HIGH SCHOOLS)
NOW 74 78 70 71 64
1002 a4 62 23 55 46
D4 FERENCE 3 18 47 18 38
SA-813 Conttution 3.67 2.6 3.63 367 3.60
3 S | 31008 OLITCOME S SUMMARY
128 ONLY - .DISIMg
NOW es 81 - 78
1962 49 64 57
DFFLNENCE 18 186 22
SU 813 Conirtution 3.92 4.20 3.60
SCHI00L OUTCOMES SUMMARY
{1-9)
NOW 76 66 80 80 73 78 72 [X
1082 45 52 63 63 26 50 56 46
DI FENENCE 30 18 17 17 47 19 16 36
Si 813 CONTRIBUTION 3.82 3.87 4.20 4.20 3.80 3.38 3.78 4.00
[
[
2
5 €
50
[X]
[
82
63
64
6s




* TARLE E2 - ADMINISTRATIVE OUTCOME 8 SUMMANY

iyl

. .3 | 2 3 4 ) 8 7 0 ®
1| ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICES COMPARISONS
2 ] AVERAGE __ |AVERAGE _|AETAGE | AVERNGE
3 AVERRGE __ |AVIRAGE __ |AVERAGE __JAVERAGE __ |INGE LARGE MEDUW RURAL
4 T0TAL TOTAL pocay  |aGcny DISTRCT __ |OISTRCT __ [DISTAICT  |DISTRICT
] HOISG 00 ] JHS/MS 180G 1 SOH00L [JHS/IMS GHSCHOOL | JHS/MS HIGH SCHOOL | HIGH SCHOCL
[ r D .
? 1. ADM PRACTICE
[ 1. DitAdm wiSch Vislon
[ NOW 76 88 81 82 76 00 80 78
10 1902 43 61 58 2 27 60 45 43
11 DI FENENCE . 32 24 23 20 49 30 15 35
12 $8-813 Contribution 4.30 4.44 4.33 4.67 4.50 3.50 4.23
13] 2 Sie Adm wiSch Vision
14 NOwW 73 69 70 60 77 70 75 71
15 1882 T 54 54 46 33 1] 83 46
16] OFFERENCE 25 18 16 22 43 [ 13 25
] §8.813 Conlibution 4.08 3.74 4.00 3.90 4.57 3.50 3.75 3.90
3 |_3. Site Adm Manage Chanpe g
[ NOW 73 62 71 60 73 8s 70 79
_1982 44 50 59 40 24 8S 60 ag
DIFFERENCE 29 12 11 20 48 0 10 40
88 813 Conlribullon 4.26 3.70 3.90 3.50 4.83 4.00 3.00 4.90
4 Stte Adm Manage Cuniingt.
NOW 64 63 55 ] 63 .- 70 50 78
1962 44 S1 46 36 41 73 55 37
OFFENENCE 21 12 ) 22 22 -3 4 41
_50.813 Conirdbution 4.10 3.30 4.17 3.50 4.13 3.00 3.25 4.57
S. Sie Adm w/Clinical 2
NOW j 68 54 60 47 65 13 70 78
1882 - 45 49 37 32 54 75 85 31
DIFFERENCE 23 3 23 18 11 .10 15 48
SR 613 Contebution 4.20 2.74 4.60 3.98 3.83 3.60 3.45 5.17
6. Ste Adm w/Relorm Waves
NOW 78 Y] ['¥] a7 83 80 75 78
1982 48 89 [¥] 61 26 $S 80 8
DIFFERENCE 30 5 14 ] 87 s 15 20
S8.813 Contsbution 4.47 4.14 4.7 4.23 4.75 4.00 4.50 4.37
ADMIN PRACTICES SUMMARY
NOW 72 [T 67 64 73 70 68 77
1082 45 [X] 51 T 34 86 56 43
DFFERENCE 27 12 16 14 329 5 12 34
S0 813 CONTRIBUTION 4.25 3.68 4.19 3.08 4.49 3.7 3.58 4.52
s
[
ST
58 -
X
60
[
62 _
8 3
X
X
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TABLE E4- OUTCOMES FOR TEACHERS SUMMARY

] 2 3 4 -] 8 7 [] 8 10 11 12 13 14 15
CUTCOMES FORN TEACH ERS AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE

2 AVERAGE AVERAGE [AVE| AVE JLARGE Iums MEDIM RURAL
b TOTAL TOTAL BIGCit BIG CITY DISTRCY DISTRCT DISTRCT DISTRICY

4 18GH SCHONL{ JHS/MS HIGHSOHOOL | JHS/MS HIGH SCHOOL | JHS/MS HIGH SCHIOCR | HIGH SCHOOL
[
8 |OUTCOMESFOR TEACI ERS

7 1. Exton of Content Knowlodge
[] NOW 87 69 72 81 52 70 75 72
9 1882 53 60 37 aon FE] 60 a9 48
10 DFFERENCE 14 8 8 16 19 10 [} 23
1 $8-813 Contribution 3.85 3.68 3.47 4.13 3.9% 3.00 3.78 4.17
12] 2 Tchr Trad Podagogical Skilis
1 3 NOW 81 49 78 78 40 80 8s 80
14 1582 45 34 84 84 28 40 60 $2
15 DFFERENCE 18 18 14 14 13 $0 26 8
18 $8-813 Conlribution 3.91 2.00 3.03 3.83 3.70 3.00 3.25 4.67
17] 3. Teiw inst Swills/Higher Ovder
18 NOWN 13 (1] 82 82 83 30 50 58
10 1882 419 40 83 [F] 43 10 45 40
20 DIFFERENCE 14 16 K] 10 10 20 ] 18
2 S8.813 Conirbution 3.7¢8 3.20 4.33 4.33 3.2% 3.00 4.00 4.57
22| 4. Tchr Sense of Efficacy
23 NOW 77 78 81 83 78 65 80 80
24 1582 84 53 72 72 48 50 58 43
25 OFFERENCE 24 23 11 11 28 40 23 8
26 S0-813 Contubutlon 3.08 4.02 4.03 4.03 4.20 4.00 3.78 4.22
27
2 8 |OUTCOMES FOR TEACS ERS SUMMA
29| _ (1-3ONLY - HIGH SCHOOL S)
30] NOW [X] 77 49 70 63
] 18892 48 [Y] 35 58 47

2| OSFERENCE 16 13 14 12 1?
33 _SB.813 Conlrbwilon 3.85% .88 3.63 .87 4,47
34

S |OUTCOMES FOR TEACHERS SUM

[ {1,2,4 ONLY - JHS/MS)

3 NOW 64 84 75
28 1882 49 72 50
J ¢ DFFERENCE 15 14 33
4¢ S$8-813 Coniribution 3.63 4.00 3.33
41
4 2 [OUTCOMES FOR TEACHERS SUAMMARY,
43 {1-5)
44] NOW 85 82 79 83 1] a4 73 [ 1]
[ 1882 48 47 [X] 70 38 40 58 48
46| DIFERCNCE 17 18 12 18 17 30 16 22
47 SO 813 CONTRIBUTIONS 3.88 3.4% 3.82 4.08 3.78 3.25 3.69 4.40
4 ¢
49
50
S 1
52 a
[¥]
S 4 _ I

[

[]

7

8
590
60
[ ]
62
83
64
65
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TADLE €S - STUDENT OUTCOME S SUMMARY

— 1 2 3 [ 5 [ 7 0 ® 10 11 12 13 14 18
1 _STLEN NTCUICOM S COMIPARRI NS S (- AVLIAGE  JAVITWGE  JAVEIAE [AWIWE
[ 2 AVITAGE  |AVIIWGE  |AVIIWGE  [AVERAGE LK JIAXE e maw
3 101AL ___ [TOIA DWACHY __|BQCHY _ |DISTRICT __|DSIACT __ [DISIRICT _ |oiSTRCT
. M Ao { nisMS  fisGisona |JiisiMs HIGH SO OOL | JHSIMS R isnOa g nn
s
6 |STUnENT QUITCOMI S
1. Tioatmom ol Studonts
[ NOW X 82 8s 88 79 20 83 75
[ 1982 53 44 76 7¢ 24 70 s3 48
10] OUFERENCE 20 7 0 ° 4s 20 30 27
1 S0 813 Conusibwilon 3.84 3.78 3.07 3.97 3.65 3.50 4.50 4.27
2] 2. Acht on Sid Tesls
3 NOW X 75 92 92 64 50 70 73
(14 1882 84 74 86 [Y] 40 $S 60 45
15 DUFERCNCE 14 2 6 [ 24 -5 10 20
] SB 813 Contsbution 4.40 3.8 4.08 4.08 4.77 3.50 3.50 §.00
17 |3 Siudont Dropouis
1 NOW 48 88 15 19 82
1 1882 35 86 10 18 X3
2 ¢ DFFERENCE 10 2 5 1 27
2 1 [S8.-813 Contebullon 3.71 4.60 2.50 4.50 4.00
22| _4._Loeal Proficloncy Tesis
2 3 NOW 79 80 [X] X} 6S 59 80 84
2 4 1882 X 78 [X] 99 40 58 70 Y]
25| DIFFERENCE 10 2 2 2 25 2 10 28
26 SB.813 Conlrbutien 4.14 3.78 3.9 3.0 4.28 3.50 4.00 4.28
27] 5 low Acad. Grados-MathvEnglish N
20 NOW 50 40 30 54
29 1982 .51 4 48 48
30] ODIFFERENCE -1 1 -18 3 —
3 1 SB.813 Conlribytion 2.13 3.75 3.25 317
32
3 3 | STUDENT OUTCOMES - HS
34 {1:30NLY)
35| _NOW B 1) 52 57 78 —
D) 1082 47 83 28 44 49
37| DEFEIENCE 18 [ 26 14 27
30| SO 813 CONTRIBUTION 3.00 4.21 3.04 4.17 4.42
30
4 0 |[STUDENT QUTCOMES - JHSMS
X} (12,4 ONLY)
42| NOW 69 90 66
43 1982 65 84 81
44] OFFERENCE 4 8 (]
45| 58813 CONTRIBUTION 3.79 3.98 3.5
46
4 7 | STUDENT OUTCOME S SUMMARY
[ {1-5)
49| NOW 65 41 80 54 14 40 68 73
0 1982 30 39 78 51 25 37 50 51
1] DFFERENCE 14 2 4 3 20 3 7 22
2] S8 813 CONTRIBUTION 3.804 2.27 4.08 2.3¢ 3.03 2.10 3.08 4.14
3
54
58S
56
57
58
50
60 -
61
62
63
6 4
65
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TADLE Ft - STATE POLCY: HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS IN YEARS

NG ary

MEOUM DISTRCTS

RURAL DISTRICTS]

{ADA

646,500 - 4

014)

LARGE DISTIVCTS
I

{ADA: 356393 - 30 850)

Caphol

LA Cag HS

SoCalHS

Dessnn 115 |

Eas Bay HS jOrangs Co HS

Peninsula S

J{ADA: 18 341 -

182)

ADA- 15,132 - 14,091)
IM Malro HS

Vel County HS] |

Buitato Butie HS

Ceniza! Valloy HS

Norcal HS

813 REQLHRCMENTS:

MATH

o n]a

SCIENCE:

olwla

PHYSICAL

No _require!

UFE

Mo tequirsment

4
s
s
7
.
[ {encusii
0
1
2
3
L

SOCIAL STUDIES-

O B C1 L (V] (%]

3.5

Py P P

WOIRLD CIVILIZATION

us HSTONY

1 7 | FOREIGN LANGIAGE OR FINE ARTS

=lo|v|m|=]|=IN|ulv

1 8 |PHYSICAL ENUCATION

2

N
-
Lal

AMERICAN GOVERNMENT

(7] L] ol RN P

(N | b

TOTAL UNITS.

o= [0 | =

2 | STATE UOARD RECOMMENDATIONS _

2 3 JENGIISH

-~

2 4 |MATH

2 8 | SCIENCE

I

N [N |W

N A

26 | PHYSICAL

v ufE

8 |SOCIAL STUDIES

0

® | WORLD CIVILIZATION

30] US wSTONY

e || e | e s |00 | &

3 1 |FOREIGN L ANGLUAGE -2 YRS

o {ua fuo |00

L S M Y EY Y1 X1 1S

3 2 |[FINE ARRTS-1 YR

3 3 |COMPUTENS-1 SEMESTER

3 4 JECONONCS -1 SELESTER

[

[ ]

38 |ETISCS-1 SEMESICA

225

24

36 |TOTAL wITS

3 8 | DATE OF CHANGE

1983

PRE 1983

1963

= Elihee 1 year Focoign Lang of 1 yeas Fine Ay




TABLE F2A - STATE POLICY: MODEL CURRICULUM STANDARDS - HIGH SCHOOLS

73 )

1 3 (] 7 11 1
: F [ 18
2
3 &G Ccny LARGE DSTRCTS MEDLM DXSTRCTS RURAL DISTRICT:
0 (ADA: 646,500 - 4 {ADA; 38393 . 30 (ADA: 15,12 . 14091 ADA: 18,341 - 1
s HSJtA Cay HS WS |Eant Bay HS P LA e HS WS Cararal Valiey HS[Noveal HS
B
7_|COMPARLO DXSTRICT CURRICULUM TO LCS ¥ES VES| :I SOE ¥ES 0 YES ¥ES
)
)| MODEL STANDANDS W DISTRICT GUINES
10| MATI ¥S ¥ES YES 3| VS NA ¥ES ¥s
SCENCE %S ES w§| 0 ¥ES NA ¥ES WS
FORLIGN LANGUAGE ¥s| ¥es| VES| YES ¥ES NA| ¥ES YeS
[ Is]] WS vgl @l ¥eS ¥ES NA ¥ES ¥ES
FINE ARTS ¥S YES 1) | NA [Te)
SOCIAL STUDES ¥ES vgg{ VeS| YES S NA ¥ES s
MPACT OF CHANGE INCI UDED: {
“EMPHASIS ON HIt (ER THNKING SKRLS s ¥ES| YES| YES ¥ES NA ¥
“EMPIIASIS ON WRITING ACIOSS CURRICULUM ¥S wsl YES YES|_ NA VS %
EMPHASIS ON READING ACROSS CURRICUL UM ¥ES YES YES ¥ES NA| YeS| ¥
S4PACT Oti COUNSE CONTENT INCI ASSRODM
MATH 1OW N 10W LOW NE NA ]| o
SCENCE_ oW LOW| oW O | NA MEDAIU NNE
FORE IGN LANGUAGE LON HOH| LOW 108 | NA MEDRM|  WEDIAM
ENGLISH ___ow MEORAS Low MEDa| MEDIUM NA MEDUM MEDLM
FINE ARTS o] NOE [T NOE NA NA
SOCWAL STUDIES oW oW LOW MEDLA NA MEDUM|  MEDAM
BLANK = INCOMPLETE DATA

NA = NOT APPLICALR E

l




TABLE F28 - STATE POLICY: MODEL CURRICLA UM STANDARDS - JUNIORMIDOLE SCHOOLS

331

1 2 3 [ 8 7 8 [ ] 10
aacay MEDLM DSSTRICTS
[ADA: 648,500 - 44.014) _J{ADA: 38,393.15,132)
Caphol Chy MSJLA Chy JHS [SoCal 31S | |East Bay MS JLA Usiro MS,
COMPARED DISTRICT CURRICULUM TOMCS | 90ME SONE SO SOME
MOOEL STANDARDS N DISTAICT GLANE S
AT — vis N
SCENCE s ¥ES WS
FOREIGNTANGLIAGE — Vs )
ENGLISH Y& s 1YE8
FRIE ARTS ¥is 5]
SOCUL SRIDES s s VES
MPACY OF GHANGE INCLUDED
EMPHASIS ON HiGJ €R ONRDER THRKING = S ¥ES
MPHASIS ON WUTING ACROSS CURRIGUL UM YES VS s VES
EMPHASIS ON READING ACROSS CURRCULUY YES S Vs
BPACT ON COURSE CONTENT IN GLASSROOM
MATH WMEOLBS
SCIENCE MEDRAS MEDUL
FORE IGN LANGUAGE UEDLAM
ENGLISH Te] UEDLAL MEDLM
FINE ARTS NOE
SOCIAL STUDIES NONE MEDUM
BLANK = INCOMPLE TE DATA
2
3
0
5
5 6
7
[
| ]
80
[X]
62
83 *
64
8S




TABLE FI A - STATE POLICY: TEXT SELECTION - HIGH SCHOOLS

g 1 2 3 [] B e 7 [] 8 n 11 12 14 18 18
: S — —
3 18iG CNY DiISTACTS ’ums DISTRICTS UEDLM DISTRCTS RURAL DISTRICT.
[] ADA:_846,500-46,014) {ADA: 36,293 30,850) {ADA: 18 132-14,091 ADA: 18,341-182)
5 Caphol Ciiy HS{LA Chy HS | SoCaltiS Desent HS | Eaat Bay HS | Grange Co. HS|Penineia H5 'ﬂumus Yol-County HS| |Bufaio Bults HS5]Cantsal Valey HS|Norcal HS
[-]
7
8| SOLECTION PROCESS: ;
9} WRITE CURRICUL UM, TVEN SELECT TEXTS ¥ES YES| YES ¥ES ¥ES| YES] ¥ES = ¥ES
10 ] SELECT TEXTS, THENWRITE CURRICLA UM S 0] ¥ES| —
11| EITHER WAY BY DEPARTMENT S ml
1z}
1 3 |SELECTEDBY: 1
t 4 | CURRICULUM COMMCROSS ROLE TEAM YES| YES YES ¥ES ¥ES YES) Y¥eS YES YES)
1 3 | DEPT. CHAIRS SELECT FROM DISTRICT LIST YES| ¥ES| N VES| — ¥ES VeS|
t 8 |_TEACHERS SELECT FROM DISTRICT LIST VES YES| ¥ES
1 7| TEACHERS SELECT AND SUBMIT 1O DSTRICT ¥es| YES| ¥ES|
18] DISTRICTSEIECTS ALL YES 0] D
10
2 0 | ALIGNMENT OF TEXTS WITH:
2 1 | CURRCU LM am oo, aon aom GO Teey) axo a0 ax, o) [io0s)
22 | MONCL CURAICUL UM STANDARDS am aom), axn [f3e)) aon) | axD ao| axD axD aom
23] TESTS ROOR axn axm| D —aooD aml [(5s)) aom an
24
2'5 | ARE TEXTS BETTER OUE TO MODEL STANDARDS ¥ES ¥ES J_ssi Vs
28
2 7 | ARE TEACHE RS USING THE NEW TEXTS YES ¥ES ¥ESs| ¥ES!
20
ot
un
o
34
1 S
38
37 S
38
30
40
41 7
a2
43
44 °
é —
4
[
2 0 |BLANK = INCOMPLETE DATA
4
[-]
‘ —
2
3
sS4
55
58
57 :
58
50
60
61
62
83
[ K]
63




TABLE FIB- STATE POLICY: TEXT SELECTION - JUNIORAIDOLE SCHOOLS

1 2 3 [] 8- 7 [] []

1
2
3 AG O1Y DSIRCIS HEDLM DSTCTS
4

H —__JIADA: 646,500.44,014)] |{ADA:_36,393.15,132) __
Caphol Ctty MS]1A Criy 11S [SoCa) 215 [ | East Ray MS |{A Matio MS

[

[

i A (——

& |AICION TS _
0| WIUIF CUINICIRIBg, TIE NS 16T IEXTS Wis Vs vis) Ws)

3

5 | SLECT 1LXIS DENWINIE Gific A L

HOWSHLECIER § s

{1

13 l"llllllCUl UM COMR CANRS l'lfl E TEAM s ¥ES

s
2

$14] DCPY. CIIAIIBSLI ECT f ROM DSTAICT st YE ¥is s

13 | TEACHIHS LG [ FROM DISTRIGT LIST N

16| TEACIENS SELEC] 1 AND SUIMIT TODSTRCY s YE

17 OISIIICI SEILCISAIL ¥is

1 8 [ALIGNUENT OF TEXTS WiThi

20 | CURRCAR LM

B

2 1 | MODEL CURRICUL UM STANDARDS

R

22| TESIS

2 4 JTEXTS ARE HiE TTER DUE TO MODEL STANDARDS

|l GBS

2 8 | TEACHERS ARE LISING NEW TEXTS YES

LST

(]
LAl LI

ol
[0

s
&

wlnjnnlalalalale
Olelo|vioin

Ll Y

Lt

[]
5 1 | BLANX = (NCOMPLETE DATA

CAL ]
PYYS ™ MY
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TABLE F4 A - STATE POLICY:CAP TESTS - HIGH SCHOOLS

E

7

11 12

14

BIG CiTY DISTACTS

[ADA: 045,600-4!.0“]
Capiiol Chy HS|LA Cty HS ]

SaCal HS

[LARGE GSTRCTS

MEDILA DISTRCTS

{ADA: 36,393-30,850)

DISTACT.

ADA:_15,132.14,081

Desent HS

East Bay HS

sninaula HS

a0k

18,241-182)

LA Metro HS | Tsl. ly HS

Bultalo Bunie HS{Central V.

HS|Noscal HS

DCGREE TOWHICH SITE IS AWARE OF NEW CAP

LA R LA E A Y] O

HOH

ME

HIGH

MEDRSA|

101
|

-

CAP INFLUENCE ON SCHOOL VISION

HO

[Te]

HIGH

UEDRA

=)

CAP DROVE CHANGE W FOLLOWING AREAS:

PRESIUNE 10 MPROVE SOORES

¥S

YES

INCRCASED FOCUS ON RASICS

s

YES

YES
YES

INCREASED EMPIIASES ONWRITING

INCREASE D EMPHASIS ON HIG!HER THINKING

@

®S

NCREASED EMPHASES ON SCENCE

INCREASED EMPHASIS ON SOCL STUDES

S TESTING REVIEW PROVIDED?

YES

¥S

INFLUENCE OF CAS 1 FON CAPS

CAP SCORES UP 1983 19287

¥ES

READING:

¥S

MATHEMATICS:

B

¥eS

Y&s

¥es|

Biaial B lsl slzidlslsl | 18] B

YES

¥ES|

Alal (8 [

BEiE B 18

%S

DLANK = INCOMPLE TE DATA
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TABLE F¢ B - STATE POLICY: CAP TESTS - JUNIORMIDOLE SCHOOLS

(ADA:_e48,600)
Caphiol Ciy u%u Chy 1S

{ADA: 36,393 15,132))

— 1 3 3 a s v 3 . [ (K] 12 13 14 1s
1
o - s

3 0x; CITY OSTRICTS MEDLIM DISTRICTS

4

SoCal IS

|_JEax May M9 !I A Matro M81

NEGREE TOWHTT ] SITE AWARE OF NCW CAP

1
<1}

DEGHEE TOW ICH CAP NFLLE NCED NEFOIBY

lnlll MEDa A4

1 1]
MEDRBA

R

CAP DIOVE GHANGE. B FOI LOWING ATEAS:

PRESSUNE 1O 841N VE SCORE'S

1 4| INCHEASEDFOCAS ON DASICS

wsF_

15 | NCHEASED EMPHASIS ON WIITING

:

YES

INCREASED EMPHASIS ON HIGHER THINKING

MNCREASED EMPHASIS ON SCENCE

38 | HICREASED EMPHASIS ON SOCIAL STUDES

AR

IS TESTING REVEEW PROVIDED?

YES

RFLUENCE OF CASHFORCAPS

CAP SCONES UP 19831988

READING:

YES|

MATHEMATICS:

aid

YES

g8

Bl5
Bi

46
47]

BLANK « INCOMPLETE DATA

48
49

X

5 1

wlwn|njnin
CIC L (Y]

C 1Y
N=O|®

2.

l

o
&

|

L]
w
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TARRE FS A - STATE POLICY: MENTOR TEACHE R PROGRAM - HIGI SCHOOLS

1 2 3 4 s 7 D ® (X] 12 14 16 18
F
3 BiG CITY DISTRICTS LARGE DSTRCTS MEDIM DISTRCTS RURAL DISTRICTS]
r ADA: 848,500-44.014) [ADA: 36,393-30,859)) ADA:_15,132-14,001 ADA: 18,341-18
s o € LA Cty HS _|SoCaIHS Desan HS |East Ray HS Co HS|Pentneits HS | |LA Metso HS|Tr Buitalo Bulle HS| Central Valiey HS|Norca) HS
)
7| DISTACT HAS MENTOR TEAGHER PROGRAM _¥es| ¥ES ¥ES YES Y¥ES| ¥ES YES 0 j{ YES YES ES
[ R
®_|SC1I001L HAS MENTOR TEACHER PROGRAM YES N ¥ES o) YES 0
14
11 | SEIECTION PROCESS CRITERIA:
12 |_APPLICATION YES YES VES YES NA YES VES YES YES
13| NIERVEW YIS YES vis| VES| ¥is — VES
14} QI IWATION YES ¥eS| YES ¥es YES YES
15 | PHOVINLITECTVENCSS NDEALING WOTIE N [ YES|
16 ] NOMNATION [Ye) 0
17| PROECT PROPOSAL YES ‘Eﬂ D ¥ES ¥ES YES|
16 | ONAL EXAM YES 0 7]
10
2 0 | YEARS MENTORS SERVE 2 [30PT F) 2 NA 1 3 1 1
21
2 2 | ASSISTANCE/TRAINNG GIVEN TO MENTORS: ¥ES NA YES ¥ES
23| ADULT L EAMNING THECRY S N0 0]
2 4| PEER OBSEAVATIONCOACHING | e VES] ¥ES|
2 5 | CLINCAL TEACHING VeS| ¥ES _ ves| YES!
26
2 7 | USE OF MENTORS: NA |
2 8 | INSERVICE TRANNG — _ YES| 19| ¥ES ES YES YES
2 | CUARICLA UM DEVELOPMENT YES \tsl YES| ¥ES YES| ¥ES YES 0| ¥ES
3 0 | ASSISTANCE FOR TEACHERS [Ta) __¥ES ¥ES ves| YES ¥ES YES VES YES YES
3 1] NCWTEACIERSONLY o) YES | [Ta)
3 2 | NEWANDEXPRENCED TEACHERS VES) VES vES| YES
33 —
3 4 |ASSISTANCE TO TEACHERS' VOLUNTARY| VOLUNTARY| | VOLUNTARY| VOLUNTARY| VOLUNTARY NA MANDATORY VOLUNTARY
3
) 6 | BAPACT OF MENTORS ON SCHOOL REFORM MEDAM LOW LOWN LON MEDRM Jﬂ‘ MEDLSA NA T MEDILRI usounl T
] —
EXTENT TOWIICH USED: 7o oW MEDRM MEDOAI| LOWN MEDLM MEDR NA oW __MEDAAY nsouul Low
30
40 JHOW ADUDNISTRATIVE MONEY IS USED NA ]
41| RELEASE TME YES YES YES| YES YES| YES ¥ES| ¥ES
4 2 | CONFERTNCESMORXS I0PS ¥ES| YES ﬁ\:s_l ¥ES \gl ¥ES _¥es| E
43| MATERIALS/SUPPLIES ¥ES ¥ES ¥ES YES ¥ES| YES
4 4 | ADUNISTRATIVE SUPPORT YES [
45
4
4 7 | ANK = INCOMPLE TE DATA
48 |NA - NOT APPLICATN E
484.
50
51
52
3
§
S
56
]
58
(1]
€0
X
62 —
63
64
[X]
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TABLEF5 B- POLICY DESCAPTION: MENTOR TEACHER PROGRAM - JUNIORMIDOLE SCHOOLS

(ADA: 648,500-44,014

{ADA: _36,293-15,13.

1 3 4 [] 7 8 [] 10 11 12 13 14 15
3
3 81G CITY DISTAICTS MEDLM DISTRICTS
4

Capltol Ciy MS|LA Cay JHS |SoCal S

Eau Bay MS

LA Metio MS!

IXSTAICY HAS MENTOR YEACHER PROGRAM

N

%S 1) YES s
]

SCHOOI HASMENTOR TEAC ER PROGRAM

¥eS ¥es ¥ES [Ts)

D

SELECTION PROCE SS CRIMERIA:

APPLICATION

NIERVEW

YES

OBSERVATION

¥es|
YES VeS| YES

Pmnm:cmmzsmmnmmnﬁ

NOMINATION

PROECT PROPOSAL

s ¥es

ORAL EXAM

YEARS MENTORS SERVE

ASSISTANCE/TRAINNG GIVEN MENTOAS

ADWU T LEARNING THEORY

PEER OBSERVATIONCOACHING

ClINICAL TEACHITG

5l8|8

USE OF MENTORS:

INSERVICE TRANIG

CURACULUM DEVELOPMENT

it

ASSISTANCE FOR TEACHERS:

NEW TEACIERSONLY

VES

NOWAND EXPERENCED TEACHERS

éaﬁam

ASSISTANCE TO TEACHERS

VOLUNTARY

BIPACT OF MENTORS ON SCHOQL REFORM

B
8
B

EXTENT TOW G USED _

HOW ADMINISTRATIVE MONEY USED

R
]

RELEASE TIME
CONERINCESWOIKS IS

MATE AIAL SUPPLIES

bt

ADUNISTRATVE SUPPORT

BiElR

[OLANK « INCOMPLETE DATA

NA = NOT APPLICADLE
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TABLE F6 A - STATE POLICY: STAFF DEVELOPMENT FOR TEACKERS - HIGH SCHOOLS

; ] 2 3 [] [] 7 [] ) (K] t2__h 14 15 16
2
3 - 81G CITY QISTRICIS LARGE DISTRCTS MEDRAL DESTRCTS RURAL DSTRIC!
r [ADA:_648,500-44,014) {ADA; 36,393-39,850 {ADA: _15,132-14.001) ADA: 18,341.18
3 ol Ctiy HS|LA Cay HS | SaCaiHS Dosant HS | Eas! Bay HS Co. HS[Penkauts HS | [LA Metro HS8]TiF-County HS| [Bufialo Buta HS|Centsal Valiey HS|Norcal HS
[ 0
7_|MANDATORY OR VOL UNTARY VOLUNTARY| MANDATOAY] VOLUNTARY| | MANDATORY TH| _VOLUNTARY| MARDATORY| . UANDATORY RO, VOLUNTARY] VORUNTARY] VOLUNTARY
8 | .
1’9 |RUNPOSES:
10 | CLASSROOM MANAGE LENT ¥ES YES| YES YES
1 1 | ASSERTNE DISCPIOE "'I vEs| YES ) :ss
12 | CUNICAL TEACHING ¥ES ¥es| ¥ES| ves| YES YES YES ES
1 3 | BIGRNNG JEACIERS ws‘ | | YES O S
1 4 | CUNRICULLIM COMTENT ¥ES VES ¥ES YES| ¥ES YES 3
1 S | GENERAL PEDAGOGY ¥ES YES ¥ES| YES| YES| YES ¥ES YES VES
16] EQ NO YES YES ¥eS ] N
1 7 | COMPUTERS [Te] ¥ES| | LIMITED] ¥S
18| EFFECTAESOOOIS )| ¥ES) ¥ES 0| ¥S
® | COOPERATVE LEATNING )| i ¥ES [
2 0 | 10G EROANER THINKING SK2LS YES ¥es| 0| YES
2 1 |FOLLOW-UP/COACI ING IS PROVIDED D, ) [ 7] )] 0} (3] YES s} YES LBITED
22 4__| I 4—1
2 3 | INTENSITY OF TRANNG LON MEDUM|  MEDAM MEDIUM MEDUM LOW| ME HOH MEDIUM MEDAM MEDIUM
24
2 S | TRAINED BY:
2 6 | QUISIE CONSLILTANTS YES ¥ES ¥ES YES VES ¥ES )
2 7 | DISTRICT ¥ES ¥ES YES| ¥ES VES YES ¥ES VeS| N S
20 | TECCENTERS [1e) ¥es| [s) ¥ES
2 9 | COUNTY | ND, ¥ES ¥ES ¥ES| YES ¥S YES,
3 0 | MCNIOR TEACHERS ¥ES _¥es| YeS __Yes| YES YES YES ¥ES
31
3 2 JMETOD:
33 | MEETNGS: YES ¥ES YES YES
34| FORMAL ¥ES YIS YES ¥ES __Yes| YES \f:‘S ¥ES
35| (NFORMAL ¥es| \B_‘ | YES ¥ES ¥ES
36 | COFERENCES | YES' ¥ES| YES YES| VES ¥ES|
37| PSERVICE YES| ¥ES| ¥ES »gl ¥Es| ¥%s YES vES YES YES YES ]
38
3 ® | NEW SKILS BEING USED INCLASSROOM ¥ES| VES LIMTED VARED,
40
41
42
4 3 | AND < INCOUPLETE DATA
44
a5
48
a7
40 —
49
X
X
52
53
54
5
3
7
58
58
66
[ R} -
82
63
(X
[ ¥
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TABLE F6 B - STATE POLICY: STAFF DEVELOPMENT FOR TEACHERS - JUNIDRMIDOLE SCHOOLS

7

12

15

BIG CITY DISTRICTS

SUBURBAN DISTACTS

O.NIDUQHNC

|{ADA: 646,500.44,014)
Captiol Chy MS|LA Cay SHS [SoCal 318 | |

{ADA: 36,392-15,132)

East Bay US [LA Metro WS

B

BOTH

MANDATORY

MANDATORY OR VOULINTARY

VOLUNTARY | MANDATORY

PURPOSES:

CL ASSIOOM MANAGE MENT

“ASSERTIVE DISCIPL INE

I3l

¥s

CLINICAL TEACIIING

¥eS

YES

“BLGINUNG TEAGHERS

QURRCAR UM CONTENT

"GINERAL FLDAGOGY

vEs|

£SL

COMPUTE IS

i ]

EFFECIAVE SGIXXXS

0]

COOPENAIVE | EARNING

10|

HIGHER ORDER THINKING SKILS

o]

¥ES

FOLLOW.UP/COACHING IS PROVIDED

o

YES|

INTENSITY OF TRAINING

8l I3
:

B
S

MEDa

TRAINED BY:

OUTSOE CONSULTANTS

YES

DiISTRCT

¥ES!

YeS

COMBO

TECCENIERS
COUNTY

aaQﬁﬁa

MENTOR TEACHERS

3

ME THOD:

MEETWGS:

FORMAL

YES

INFORMAL

OONFERENCES

WSERVICE __

B[

¥ES|

INEW SKE LS BEING USED N CLASSROOM

BIANK = INCOMPLETE DATA
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TABLEFTA - STATE POLICY; CERTIFICATION OF TEACHER EVALUATORS - HIGH SCHOOLS

B 0

7

12 H

B1G CITY DISTRCTS

!

RICTS

fADA: 646,500-44.014)
Caphiol City HS{LA Cay 1S

{ADA: 3

38,393-30,850

| SoCal HS

JMEDLM DXISTRICTS

RURAL DSTRICTS|

Eaxt Bay HS

Orangs Co. HS

Poninsula HS

|

5,132-14,091)

(ADA: 18,341-182)

ADA: 1
LA Matro HS

Tst-County HS|

Bullalo o H:

Cantial V.

cal

ADUNISTRATOAS HAVE BEEN TRANED

AlL

ALl

ALL

ALL

ALL

MOST

ALt

UE THOD OF SUPERVISION TRANED IN:

“|=lejm|vjo|n|av|u{e

CLINICAL SUPERVISION--HUNTER

s

1@

(d

{ﬁé

StutL

FOLLOW UPCOACHING 1S PROVIDED

YES

_baﬁ EE

INTENSITY OF TRANNG

ME|

E

s

Bl 13

Bl [s] | B

TRAINED BY:

OUTSIDE CONSULTANTS

DISTRICY

¥ES| ¥S

ADMINISTRATORS ARE EVALUATING IN

5

(| |83

Bl (@

oI

Bl @& [ s

YES!

YES

MANNER TRANED

EVAIUATIONS CONDUCTED BY:

PRINCIPAL SASS'T. PRINCIPALS

¥s

&

DEPARTMENT CHAIRS
DISTAICT PEASONNEL

N,

5 IS EVALUATION NEW?

=
YES
MEDAM
%;I
YES|
YES
viS

| [alz®

sl | | I8 ﬁF_Iﬁ Bl B 3E |

LIMIT - YES

1083

10084

SO, WAE N MPL EMENTED?

VEW OF POLICY:

1.0ID TRAINING AND THATS ALL

2 STIMUR US FOR L AUNCHING ADMIN PROG

YES

Blzlz

SOUE TIME

JAHAVE BEEN DONG A QUALTY EVAL FOR

LANK = INCOMPLETE DATA




TABLE F7 B - STATE POLICY: CERTIFICATION OF TEACHER EVALUATORS - JUNMIORAMIDOLE SCHOR S

1 2 3 4 [ 7
- . 3 N 0 X (K] 12 13 14 18
2
) 8G CITY OSTRCTS MEDLM OSTRCTS
KN l [ADA: 646,500-44,014)| _[{ADA; 38,393.15,132)
Captiol City MS|1A Chy Jii3 [SoCal 315 | |East Bay MS L A Metio US
;| AT ISTRATONS HAVE N EN TRAINLD AL All Al ALL ALL
[
9 _|METHOD OF SIPEAVISION TRANEO IN.
10 | CLINICAL SUPERVISION. MIUNTER ¥is| YES ¥ES
11] STulL YES|
12
1 3 | FOLI OW UP/COACI ING IS PROVIED ) 0 ¥ES ¥ES
14
15 [INTERSITY OF TRATNING WUEMMAI|  WEDARM] WGEORM MEDLA el
16
1 7 |[TRAWNED BY:
8 | CUTSOE CONSIA TANTS ¥ES YES ¥ES YES
8 | DISIRCT ¥ES vssl YES ¥ES YES
2¢
2 1 [ACMINISTRATORS ARE EVALUATING N N YES| YES| ¥ES YES|
22 | MANNER TRAINED
23
2 4 |EVALUATIONS CONDUCTED BY:
25 | PRINCIPALS/ASST. PRINCIPALS YES YES Yvis ¥ES ES|
2 & | DEPARTMENT CHAINS 0
27
20 |iS THIS EVAI UATION NEW? [7e) 0 ) D D
2 0 | IF SO, WAIEN B4PM EMENTED?
30
(31 [VEWOF PALICY:
22| 101D TRAINING AND THATS Al L ¥es| ¥ES| 3| (o)} N
33| 2STMILEUS FOIRLAUNG (ING ADMN. PROG. 2] 1) 5] m_F 0
3 4| JHAVE BEEN DONG GUALTY EVAL. FOR 0 [%9) VES ¥ES ¥ES
35| SOME TME
38
37
38
D
40
4
42
413
44 |OLANK - INCOUPL ETE DATA
a3
ae _
X
Y]
e
50
5
3
53
s4
58 —
se
57
5§
0
[ X]
[
8 2
[®
64
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TAILE FBA - STATE POLICY: STAS F DEVILOPMENT FOR ADMINISTRATORS - HIGH OC1000LS

__ 1 3 3 a . 7 ) 0 (K] 12 14 15 16
T =
| wacny_ _[{ARGE DISTNETS UrORM MSTACTS RUNAL BSTRICTS)|
4 [ADA: 648,500 - 44,014} N {ADA: 38,393 . 30,8 (ADA: 18132 . 14.091) {ADA: 18,341 - 182
of C VACoy HS _ |SoCailiS | |Desed 1S |East flay S |O c&lsiL-nhualg LA Yetso HS [Tt County HS|_ [Bultaio Ceniral Valiey HS]Noreal 11S

| ANDATORY OR VOL UNTARY WMANDATORY| MANDATORY BON! aon| eoni| ____eom| JunmAToRY o] RO

s

%_|WADGETS TRANCD?

10| PRINCIPAIS vEs| ¥ES ¥ES ) ¥ES ves| VES ¥Es| ¥Es %S Vs
1 1| ADMINISTRATORS ves| VS ¥is ¥ES ¥ES w_s“ YES| Vis eS| —
12| MCNTOR TEAIIERS vis| : ¥es| ¥eS|

13 ] EACIENS SOME Ves vis s

14 X
13 |/ IOWMANY RECENE TRAINNG? ALL ALL AL ALl ALL| ATLPRINC, ALl ALl ALL ALL

16

17 |PUIROSES:

18| ONCAL SIPERVISION ws| %S YES YES ¥ES ¥ES ¥S YES v:s_l ¥ES VeS|
10 | STRESS MANAGEMENT YES I ¥ES

2 0| CURRICULUM 8 INSTRUCTION S ¥Es| YES sesl ¥ES ¥es] o YES|

2 1| DISTRUCT REFORM GOALS ¥ES| ¥ES Yes| _¥ES ¥ES| ¥ES “¥ES
22 | EFFECTVE SCHOQLS ¥Es| ¥ES YES) VES YES N ¥ES
2 3 | LEADERSHP eS| Yes| ¥ES X YES,
24| TESTNG ¥ES [
25 | \EGA SSUES ¥ES ¥ES 0
2e

2 7 |FOLLOW UPCOACHNG IS PROVDED 9] YES ¥S YES 0 LWED

23 —

2 0 | INTENSTTY OF TRANNG LOWN MEDLIM HGH HOI| MDA [Ter] HGH LON oW MEOUM LOW|
30

) 1 [TRAINED BY: _

2 | OUTSIDE CONSULTANTS ¥ES ¥ES Y¥ES ¥ES ¥ES] YES o)

DISTRICT ¥ES ¥ES ¥ES Yes ¥ES|  vs YES YES ¥ES

) 4 | TECCENTERS N 1) ¥ES!

3 5 | COUNTY YES ) YES| ¥ES
) & | ADNISTRATIVE TRAINNG CENTERS ¥ES ¥ES 0 ¥ES ¥ES S ) YES|

3 7 | ON-THE-JO8 TRAINING ¥ES YES YES ¥ES

38 ) PEERS YES 73] VES

3

4 0 [MENIOD.

4 1] MEETINGS: VS YES ¥S ___¥ES)
42| DFONUAL YES ¥ES YES YES _ ¥ES YES
W3] FONMAL s S| ¥es| eS| \s_§| e ¥es| ¥ES YES ¥ES
4 4 | WSERVICE ¥ES 1 ¥ES ¥ES YES eS| ¥es| VES %S

43 | COFERINES \tsﬂ YES vtsl VES y:s! YS! ¥es ¥ES
Y

4 7 | ADMINISTRATORS PARTICIPATE IN 0] ¥Es vis ¥S

48| TEACIER TRANNGS

40

50

'S § | GLANK = INCOMPLE TE DATA

52

53

54

B

5 6

5 7

58

50

6o

81

62
83

64

65
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TAGLE FBB - STATE POLICY: STAFF DEVELOPMENT FOR ADMINISTRATORS - JUNIOR/MIDOLE SCHOOLS

) 2 3 [] [ 7 [] [ 10 11 12 13 14 135
2
3 BIGCITY MEDLI DISTACTS
4 {ADA: 646,500 - 44,014) (ADA: _38393_15,132)
[ Caphio! Ctiy MSJLA Cay 1S [SoCal 4S | |Eam Bay MS JLA Mauo MS
¢
MANDATORY OR VOLUNTARY MANDATORY| MANDATONY [Ca] DOTH
[
0_|WHO RECENVES TRANNG
10 | PRICNIPALS ¥ES, eS| YES YES|
11| ADMINISTRATORS YES YES Vs YES
12 | MENTOR TEACHERS )|
13 | TEACIERS SOUE YES
14
1 5 |110W MANY RECEIVE TRANING ALL ALL ALL ALL MOST
16
1 7 | PURPOSES:
18 | Q NICA) SUPERVISION S S ¥S YES YES
1 8 | STRESS MANAGEMENT N
2 0 | CURRICIA UM 8 INSTRUCTION ¥S 0] YES _Y¥ES
2 1 | DISTINCT NEFOAM GOALS ¥ES S
22| EFFECTHVE SOIDQLS YES VES
2 3 | LEADERSHIP 0
24| TESING ¥ES N YES
25 | LEGAL ISSUES ) _
28
? 7 |TOLLOW UP/COACHING IS PROVIDED ) ¥ES [%s) YES
¢
® | NTENSITY OF TRAWNG [0 10OW| _ MEDAR UEDLM HGH)
) 0
3 1 | IFAINING PROVIDED BY:
3 2 | OUTSIDE CONSULTANTS ¥ES YES| ¥eS|
3 | o1sTRCT YES| Y¥ES| ¥ES YES| YES|
4 | TECCENTERS D
COUNTY D
ADMINISTRATIVE TRAINING CENTERS ¥ES YES YES —
) 7 | ON THE JO8 ¥ES YES
30 | PEERS ¥S o]
30
4 0 |METHOD OF TRAINING: _
41| MEETINGS:
42| INTORMAL ¥ES ¥ES ¥es|
43] FORMAL ¥€S ¥ES YES|_ YES
4 4 | NSERVICE ¥ES ¥eS| YES| Yes|
4 8 | CONERINCES VES YeS YES|
a6
3 7 | ADMNISTRATORS MUST PARTICIPATE
@8] W TEACHER TRAININGS : N
a0
0
BUANK = INCOMPLETE DATA — _
[
s
[ _
7
]
]
80
X
62
63
64
8s




TABLE FO - STATE POLICY: 10TH GRADE COUNSEL ING PROGRAM

1 2 3 4 [ 7 [] 0 11 12 F 14 15 18
1
2
F) g ey LARGE DISTACTS MEDIUM DISTRCTS RURAL DISTAICT
7 (ADA: 646,500 - 44,014) {ADA: 363353 - 30,850, - {ADA: 15,132 - 14,091 {ADA: 18,341 . 182}
[ HS]LA HS  |SoCalHS Dosen HS  |East Bay HS [Or Co. HS|Peninsula HS | |LA Metrn HS | Tsi- HS| |Buflaio Butte HS{Centsal V. HS|Norcal HS
Wi 0 CONDUC IS COUNSEL ING:
) | _ONLYCOUNSELONS YES YES YES YES YES
ONLY TEACHERS ND| YES| N
COMBO: MOSTLY COUNSELORS vs| ND s
COMMUNITY WORKERS s NO [s)

) | IOWOFTEN ARE STUDENTS COUNSEL ED?

ONCE A YEAR YES ¥ES YES

IWICE A YEAR

B

FOCUS OF OOUNSEL NG:

CARCER DEVELOPMENT ¥ES ¥ES

OO EGE PIEP YEs ¥ES| YES 10TH]

DNOP QAT PIEVENTION ¥ S| ¥ES

g5
g
@@F
g
g

115 COURSE ANNING E_SF YES athi]

-
o
(]
i
-
=]

GRADE | EVEL COUNSEL ING IS PROVIDED 10 10 (] 9812 9480 10 0 10

PARENTS ARE NVOLVED YES ¥ES YES

Y]

VOW MONEY WAS USED:

IRE COUNSELONS ¥S

DOMPUTERS

PAY TEACH RS FOR COUNSEL NG

w|wle el

PAY COMMUNITY WOIKERS

BlE
5l 15335

PAY COUNSELONS F ONOVER TME

N T
afw|n

BTHGRADE COUNSEL NG ¥ES|

B
B
Bl<
sl
i
£ slz(lsi/0s g : BiEslE | B
&

=3
.
3
=3
=]
-
.
-~
-

COUNSELOR: STUDENT RATIO 1:221] 1378 10TH ___1:360 1:416) 1:440 1:170

1350 81N

{1 ANK < INCOMPLE TE DATA
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TABLE 10A : STATE POLICY: SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM - HIGH SCHOOLS

VI

7

i

81G CITY DSTRICTS

LARGE DISTRCTS

{ADA:

646,500 - 44,014)

ADA:

Wiale|w|e

Caphol Chy HSJ1 A City HS

SoCaHS

Dessnt HS

Eagt Bay HS

MEDLM DIST

RICTS

TURAL DISTRICTH

36,383 - 30,850)

{ADA:

15,132 - 14,091)

{ADA:

18,341 - 182

O

Co.HS

Peninsula HS

LA Mslro HS

Tsi-County HSl

Buftalo Butte HS

Central Val

HS| Nosca) HS

[Ts)

YES

N

—of

s

[Ye]

N

1S THERE SCHOOL MPROVEMENT?

JiS THERE ACHEVEMENT COUNCL?

ND|

1]

N

N

¥ES

N

I3

INFLLIENCE ON SCHOCL REFORM

NA

SURSTANTIVE FOCL:

STAFF DEVELOPMENT

COMPUTER SOF TWARE

INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

INSTAUCTIONAL AIDES/TUTORS

ATIENDANCE VERIFIER

SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST

PUNCHASE COMPUTERS

RAISE QUALITY OF ED. FOR;

RACIAL AND ETHNIC MINORITIES

BASIKC SKILLS FOCUS

INFLUE NCE OF QUALITY REVIEW

é sl 13 | 8 sl | B sl s

ON REFONM

NA

NA

VEW OF TIE QUALTY REVEW

NA

NA

OUAL

3

QUALITY!

NA

NA

NA|

DI ANK = NCOMPLETE DATA

NA = NOT AI'PLICABL E




TABLE F 10B - STATE POLICY: SCHOOL IMPRAOVEMENT PROGRAM - JUNIDRAIIDOLE SCHOOLS

ol City MSILA JHS

SoCal 318 ||

Eaal Bay MS |LA Melto MS

1 2 3 a O 7 s 0 10 (X1 12 13 14 18
2

3 BIGCITY MEDLM DISTRICTS

4 {ADA: 648,500 - 44,041) {ADA: 38,393 . 15,132)

L

1S THERE SCHOOL BPROVEMENT PROGIAM

[[e)

YES

VeS|

IFLLENCE ON RCFOMM:

]

MEOLBA

NA

NA

SUBSTANTNVE FOCH:

NAISE CAP SCORES - MATH

YES)

RAISE CAP SCORES - READING

STAFF DEVELOPMENT

VES|

[B[B[5

MATH LAB COORDINATOR

YES|

COMPUTERS

AV_ES_I

INFLUENCE OF REVEWON REFOMM

LON

§

VEWOF QUALITY REVEW_

COMPLANCE

BLANK = INCOMPLETE DATA

NA = NOT APPLICABIE _

|
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TABLE F 11 A - STATE POL ICY: HOMEWORX POLICY - HIGH SCHOOL 8

L [] 2 3 [] [] 7 [] [ [ 12 14 15 18
1
2
s GG CITY 1 ANGE DSTACTS |MEDRAL DXSTACTS [AURAL DSTRICT
0 ADA: 845,500 - 44,014} (ADA: 38,393 - 30,850} I{ADA: 26,393 - 14 04y) [(ADA: 18,341 - 182)
s ol Ciy 1SI1A HS __ISoCalt Desst HS  |Eas! Bay HS |Orange Co HS|Pentisuta HS | {LA Meiro HS { Tsl-County HS| (Buflaio Bune uacommv HS|Noreal HS
[ 4""—}—-——
] i 1
8_|THINE GADSTACT POLCY ¥es' s ¥S| ns s O vES N) ws) "N
®_{DATE MR EMENIED 1983 1984 1070 1979 NA 1983
10 il Wonk 6 ( SULCTED 8 (4 TUIRNE O N) s ws NA ¥sl. 3
yelheCYSIedn_ o _._ - hy s 0 NA
9.7 |16 0 THD N INCITATE D) KOMI WON B AT [Ty) )
13
[0 4 | IHENE 5 A ST POLICY N S| [e) ¥ES NOE 0 ) 10, ¥ i
15 |DATE MM EMENTLD NA NA 1085
[ 1.8 | bW IS COIVE CTED 8 RENUNAED NA NA ws
17 [PACYISIEFD NA HA
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SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE G:
IMPLEMENTATION MANAGEMENT

1. All schools used cross role teaming (CRT) to varying degrees (limited -moderate- high) to assist
with the planning and/or implementation of the reforms.

a. Three schools used CRT to a high degree: LA Metro HS, LA Metro MS, and
Central Valley HS.

b. Four schools used CRT to a limited degree: Socal HS, Socal MS, Buffalo Butte HS,
and Norcal HS.

2. No school used the label "cross role teaming" or "cross role team" to describe the collaborative

approach to implementation management, but all schools did use some form of teacher-department head,
teacher-administrator, or teacher-central office teaming,

a. Only a two schools (LA City HS and JHS) used the "textbook" model for CRT that
included teachers, site level administrators, district office support staff, and
an external change agent.

b. Several schools (Socal HS, Desert HS, Orange County HS, Tri-County HS, Buffalo
Butte HS, and LA City JHS) used the School Improvement Program's School Site
Council as a CRT.

3. While many schools created new structures by which to implement SB 813 reform related tasks or
responsibilities, most used existing structures and procedures, e.g., departments and department
meetings, principal advisory committees, district curriculum/textbook committees, superintendent
cabinets, etc.

a. CRT were used most frequently for curriculum alignment (14/17 schools) and
textbook selection (13/17 schools), curriculum development (9/17 schools),
and planning (8/17 schools)

b. CRT were least used for managing implementation strategies related to
graduation requirements (3/17 school), and counseling (5/17 schools)

4. Implementation management was generally centralized (12/17 schools) with a few (3/17) using more
decentralized approach Two schools (Buffalo Butte and Norcal) had no evidence of an implementation
plan.

5. Overall ratings for Implementation Management:

COMPONENTS HIGH MODERATE LOWMOD LOW
a. Cross Role Teaming 7 2 1 7
b. Implementation Plans 3. 5 1 8
¢. Overall Implementation Mgt... 4 7 1 5
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SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE H:
INITIAL CONTENT, SKILL, AWARENESS TRAINING

1. All schools provided reform related training.for their administrators

a. Most frequently mentioned training sessions included:
1. Clinical Supervision (15/17)
2. Instructional Leadership (11/17)
b. Least mentioned areas for administrative training:
1. Needs Assessment (3/17)
2. School Improvement Process (4/17)
c. Training was condicted using a cyclical process in 12/17 schools.
d. Follow-up and coaching was used in 6/17 schools.

2. All schools provided reform related training for their teachers.

a. Most frequently mentioned training sessions included:

1. Content specific pedagogy (15/17)

2. Cross role teaming training (14/17)

3. Mentor training (13/17)

4. Curriculum or subject area content (13/17)

5. Effective teaching (12/17)
b. Least mentioned areas for teacher training

_ 1. Classroom management (6/17)

c. Training was condicted using a cyclical process in 10/17 schools.
d. Follow-up and coaching was used in 7/17 schools.

3. Overall ratings for Initial Content, Skill, and Awareness Training:

COMPONENT HIGH MODERATE LOW
a. Administrator Initial Training 3, 8 6
b. Teacher Initial Training 4 7 6
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SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE J:
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT, CHANGE, AND ALIGNMENT

llf ;\h]l ls:chools except Buffalo Butte showed evidence of curriculum development in math, science, and
nglish.

2. More than half of the schools (9/17) had developed materials that reflected a qualitative change in the
curriculum i.e., greater content depth, enriched content, higher order thinking, or critical thinking skill.
However, this attention was minimal and does not reflect a major effort on the part of these schools.

3. Most schools (13/17) gave evidence of developing instructional materials that supported reading
and/or writing across the curriculum.

4. Most schools (14/17) gave evidence of developing curriculum materials that would assist students in
improving test scores e.g., CAP preparation materials

5. Many schools (12/17) gave evidence of developing units or courses for English as a Second
Language (ESL) students

6. More than half of the schools (9/17) had developed materials that reflected a qualitative change in the
curriculum i.e., greater content depth, enriched content, higher order thinking, or critical thinking skill.
However, this attention was minimal and does not reflect a major effort on the part of these schools.

6. All schools provided evidence of increased curriculum alignment activity that was directly related to
the reform effort.

a. Activities centered most frequently on alignment of courses of study with
Model Curriculum Standards (16/17), textbooks (13/17) , and tests (12/17).

b. Some schools (4/17) gave attention to curriculum alignment related to Special
Population needs.

7. Most schools (12/17) used a curriculum change process that was district driven and “top-down."
Others, like Desert and Socal High, used a mixed "top-down and bottom-out" process. Central Valley
used a "middle-out" process. And Tri-County used a "bottom-up" process.

8. All schools made use of a some kind of plan for guiding or directing the curriculum change process.
Most school curruculum change efforts (13/17) were district initiated and driven.

9. District-wide centralization of the curriculum was increased in 11/17 schools; decreased in one_
school(Socal High); and not changed in 5/17 schools.

a. Three of the no change schools (LA Metro High, LA Metro Junior High, and
Socal Junior High) were already highly centralized

b. Another no change school, Norcal, is a single school, school district.

c. Buffalo Butte was the fifth no change school.

10. Uniformity in the curriculum was increased in 11/17 schools, decreased in 3/17 schools, and no
change in 3/17 schools.

11. Articulation was increased in 13/17 schools and not change in 7/17 schools.

12. Staff development training was combined with curriculum development in 14/17 schools and
included up-front training for 14/17 schools and ongoing training for 8/17 schools.
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13. The rationale for curriculum development activities was most frequently given as a2 combination of
SB 813 policies and ongoing district or school policies that pre-dated SB 813. Three of the schools (LA
Metro High, LA Metro Junior High, and Buffalo Butte) specifically reported curriculum reform efforts
that were primarily driven by SB 813. Four schools (Socal High, Socal Junior High, Desert High, and
East Bay Middle School) reported efforts that were driven by pre-SB 813 local policies.

14, Overall ratings for Curriculum Development, change, and alignment:

COMPONENT HIGH MODERATE LOW-MOD LOW
1. Curriculum Development 9 6. 2
2. Quality Change 0 6 1 10
3. Curriculum Alignment 11 5 1
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SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE K1:
ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITMENT AND LEADERSHIP

1. All administrators demonstrated evidence of symbolic commitment to reform related policies and
practices. Administrators exhibited the following behaviors demonstrative of symbolic support:

a. Being knowledgeable of the program (13/17 schools)
b. Appearing at training sessions (9/17)

c. Allocating necessary resources (9/17)

d. Insisting on program continuation (12/17)

2. Administrators in all schools except LA City High demonstrated technical commitment to the reform
effort. Technical commitment was demonstrated by the following behaviors:

a. Giving direct assistance to teachers (12/17 schools)
b. Participating in intial (6/17) and ongoing (9/17) training sessions
c. Budgeting and expending funds for program continuation (11/17)

3. All administrators demonstrated evidence of leadership related to guiding and directing reform
policies and practices. Administrators exhibited the following leadership behaviors or characteristics:

a. Being perceived as a curriculum and instruction specialist (10/17)
b. Being perceived as a change expert (13/17)

c. Showing leadership through supportive actions (17/17)

d. Actively supporting the facilitators of the reform effort (10/17)

e. Guiding the reform effort to full implementation (13/17)

f. Making program supportive decisions (12/17)

4. Overall ratings for Administrative Commitment and Leadership:

COMPONENT HIGH MOD-HIGH MODERATE LOW
a. Adm Commitment 8. 6. 3
b. Adm Leadership 0 1 7 3
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IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE K2:
ADMINISTRATIVE PRESSURE AND MONITORING

1. Evidence of administrative pressure for implementation of the reform effort was present to some
degree at 15/17 schools and not present at 2/17 schools (Capitol City High and Middle School).

2. Administrative pressure for full implementation was in evidence during implementation stages at
most sites (15/17).

a. Pressure during early implementation stages was present in 15/17 schools and
not present in 2/17 schools (Capitol HS & MS).

b. Pressure during later implementation stages 13/16 schools and not present in
3/16 schools (Capitol HS & MS and Buffalo Butte). Peninsula was not rated for
this component because it was still in the early implementation stage.

3. Administrative pressure for continued assistance was in evidence at more than half of the schools
(10/16). Peninsula was not rated.

4. Evidence of administrative monitoring the program was present in most of the schools (15/16) and
not present in one school (Capitol High). Peninsula was not rated for any of the administrative
monitoring components.

5. Monitoring for program process was conducted in 13/16 schools; not conducted in 3/16 schools
(Capitol City, LA City, and Tri-County).

6. Monitoring for program fidelity was conducted in 9/16 schools; not conducted in 7/16 schools.

7. Monitoring for staff concerns was conducted in 14/16 schools; not conducted in 2/16 schools
(Buffalo Butte and Capitol City MS).

8. Monitoring program for evaluation purposes prior to full implementation was conducted by 6/16
schools; not conducted by 9/16 schools.

9. Overall ratings for Administrative Pressure and Monitoring:

COMPONENT HIGH MOD LOW NONE NA
a. Adm Pressure 3 3 9 1 1
b. Adm Monitoring. 4 4 7 1 1
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SUMMARY OF CAUSAL FACTOR L:
LATITUDE AND FIDELITY

1. Evidence for both high and low latitude was found in 11/16 schools; high latitude only in 3/16 (LA
Merro High, LA Middle School, and East Bay Middle School) ; low latitude only in 2/16 (Bufallo Butte
and LA City Junior High); and one school (Peninsula) was not rated on this causal factor.

2. Generally, the degree of latitude was evenly split across the sixteen schools rated: high in 5/16
schools; moderate in 5/16; and low in 6/16.

3. The degree of pressure for maintaining low latitude varied from "none at all" to "high pressure" with
most schools using high or moderate pressure.

a. 7/16 schools used high pressure.

b. 5/16 schools used moderate pressure.
¢. 3/16 schools used low pressure.

d. 1/16 schools used no pressure.

4. Blunting or trivilization was found to exist in more than half of the schools (9/16).

5. Adaptations were most frequently found to occure in the earlier stages of implementation However,
adaptions continued to occure into later implementation stages Only two schools (LA Metro High and
Middle School) allowed no adaptations

a. 6/16 schools had evidence of early only adaptions.

b. 5/16 schools experienced adaptations over time.

c. 2/16 schools experience both initial and over time adaptations.
d. 2/16 schools did not allow adaptions.

6. Most schools (10/16) provided evidence that a mix of high and low fidelity took place. Two schools
(LA Metro High and Middle School) experienced only high fidelity; while, four of the schools (Desert,
Buffalo Butte, LA City JH, and East Bay MS) experienced only low fidelity.

7. The authority for changes being made in the program tended to reside with in a variety of locations:

a. 3/16 schools had district only authorized changes

b. 6/16 schools had district and school authorized changes.

c. 4/16 schools had school only authorized changes.

d. 1/16 schools had teacher authorized changes.

e. 2/16 schools did not allow changes (Some exceptions were made and these had
to be approved by the district office.)

8. Generally, the source for pressure for high fidelity came from the district office (8/16 schools) or a
combination of district and school administration (3/16). In two cases, the school (Tri-County and
Norcal) was the sole source for pressure. In one case (LA City JH), the department was the main source
for pressure. In two cases (Desert and Buffalo Butte) there was no pressure.

9. In 12/16 schools, there was a close match between the planned program and the program as
implemented in practice.

10. Overall ratings for Latitude and Fidelity:

COMPONENTS HIGH MODERATE LOW NA
1. Latitude 5 5 6 1
2. Fidelity 5 6 5 1
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IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE M1:
EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL LINKING AGENTS FOR ONGOING ASSISTANCE

1. External Linking Agents (ELA) were used in half of the school 8/16. Peninsula was not assessed for
this causal factor because it was still in the early implementation stages.

2. In the eight schools that used ELA's, four had evidence of providing high quality service that
included:

a. Being accepted as a credible person (4/8 schools)
b. Conducting user oriented assistance (3/8 schools)
c. Providing concrete and continuous assistance (2/8 schools)

3. Most of the schools used ELA's during the initial implementation stages (4/8 schools) and they
provided training for internal trainers (4/8 schools).

4. Very few of the ELA's provided other types of assistance found to be effective for ongoing training:

a. Providing logistical support (2/8 schools)

b. Conducting demonstrations (1/8 schools)

c. Providing on-site follow-up and coaching (1/8 schools)
d. Identifying resources (1/8 schools)

e. Aiding in program continuation (2/8 schools)

f. Varying assistance over time (2/8 schools)

5. More than half of the schools (5/8) that used ELA reported a close fit between the ELA and the
school Internal Linking Agents (ILA).

a. Only one (Desert) reported evidence that the ELA actively coordinated ELA and
ILA assistance

b. Only one (Desert) reported evidence that the ELA actively developed the
bridging skills that would enable transfer of responsiblity of ongoing
assistance and full implementation from ELA to the ILA and the classroom
teacher.

6. All of the schools utilized central office personnel as Internal Linking Agents (ILA) to some degree in
the provision of both symbolic (16/16 schools) and technical support (16/16 schools) for the reform effort.

7 The prinicipal was an active participant in the change process in all but two schools (Socal High and
Socal Junior High). In the Socal schools, the prinicpals saw themselves as supporting change but not as
the change or curriculum experts directing the change process.

a. In most schools, the principal and/or other members of the school
administrative team (Asst Principal of Instruction, Coordinators, etc), were
very active in providing substancial, direct on-going assistance to teachers
involved in the change process.

b. In some schools (Socal High, Socal JH, Capitol High, and LA Metro MS), the
principals were not a substantial force in the change process. For example, in
the Socal schools, the principals did not see themselves as curriculum
specialists or change experts, and saw their role as "hiring the best teachers
and maintaining a climate that gave them freedom to teach.” While they
provided teachers with indirect assistance, they did not provide substantial,
direct ongoing assistance. The ongoing assistance in the Socal schools was
provided primarily by the district office and classroom teachers working in
departments or in informal collaborative units. The teacher collaborative
efforts were felt to be the most effective driving force for reform.
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8. In addition to the principal and other memebers of the school administrative team (Asst Prinicipals,
etc.), several schools used other ILA's that included Mentors (6/16 schools), Department Chairs (6/16
schools), and teacher committees or collaborative teams (7/16 schools).

9. Overall ratings for External and Internal Linking Agents for Ongoing Assistance:

COMPONENTS HIGH MOD LOW-MOD LOW NOTUSED NA
a. External Linking Agents 1 3 0 4 8 1
b. Intemal Linking Agents, 4 5 1 6 0 1
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SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE M2:
CONTENT, TIME, INTENSITY, AND TYPE OF ONGOING ASSISTANCE

1. All of the schools except Norcal provided administrators and teachers with some type of ongoing
content assistance related to SB 813 reforms. Peninsula was not assessed for this causal factor because
it was still in the initial stages of the implementation process.

a. Norcal is a single administrator school-school district, which provided its
teachers and its administrator with ongoing assistance. .

b. 11/16 schools provided ongoing assistance to administrators in clinical
supervision, teacher evaluation, and classroom management. )

c. 10/16 schools provided ongoing assistance to teachers in clinical teaching,
classroom management, and general pedagogy _

d. Teachers also received ongoing assistance in math (3/16), science (2/ 16),
English (5/16), social studies (2/16), and CAP preparation or testing (2/16).

e. Three schools (Capitol City High, Capitol City MS, and Buffalo Butte) were found
to have limited ongoing assistance and no coherent program for ongoing
assitance. The initiation of ongoing assistance at Buffalo Butte was attributed
to SB 813. The Capitol City schools have recently identified staff development
as a high priority with planned changes leading toward greater ongoing
assistance.

2. Time of assistance varied among the schools (9/16) that provided evidence of training periods:

a. Administrators received ongoing training lasting longer than 1 day in
2/9 schools, longer than 2 days in 7/9 schools, and longer than 4 days in
3/9 schools.

b. Teachers recreived ongoing training lasting longer than 1 day in 1/ schools,
lortxlger 1;han 2 days in none of the schools, and longer than 4 days in 3 of the
schools.

3. Seven schools gave evidence of administrative ongoing assistance that was "structured and
thorough." Five schools gave evidence of the “structured and thorough" pattern for teacher ongoing
training. Other patterns for ongoing assistance were mixed.

4. The intensity of ongoing assistance was reported as high for administrators in only 2/9 reporting
scgoolls (LA Metro High and LA Metro MS); moderate in 4/9 reporting schools, low in 3/9 reporting
schools.

5. The intensity of ongoing assistance was reported as high for teachers in only

2/10 reporting schools (LA Metro High and MS), moderate in 4/10 schools, and low in 4/10 schools.
Norcal was the 10th school which reported low intensive ongoing assitance for teachers but no ongoing
assistance for its single administrator.

6. Thirteen schools provided evidence of the type of ongoing assistance for administrators.

a. Administrators receive ongoing assistance that was actual training (11/13),
structured (11/13), and/or scheduled (11/13). One school (Buffalo Butte)
reported ongoing assistance that was haphazard and one school (Norcal)
reported no training for its administrator.

b. Administrators also recieved ongoing assistance that was problem solving
(4/13) in nature and informal (4/13).
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7. Thirteen schools provided evidence of the type of ongoing assistance for teacher.

a. Teachers receive ongoing assistance that was actual training (12/13),
structured (9/13), and/or scheduled (11/13). Two schools (Buffalo Butte and
Central Valley) also reported evidence of haphazard ongoing assistance.

b. Teachers also recieved ongoing assistance that was problem solving (3/13) in
and informal (5/13).

8. All schools provided evidence of ongoing training of some degree related to staff development or
administrative training that included aspects of SB 813 reforms:

a. Most frequently mentioned ongoing assistance for administrators was related
to new teacher evaluation requirements, administrative certification, and
clinical teaching (11/13 schools)

b. The most frequently mentioned areas for teachers was clinical teaching and
classroom management or assertive discipline (10/13). Other areas included
Model Curriculum Standards (8/13), textbooks (6/13), CAP testing (2/13), new
?valuation system (1/13) and the School Improvement Quality Review process

1/13).

9. Overall ratings for Content, Time, Entenisty, and Type of Ongoing Assistance:

COMPONENTS HIGH MODERATE LOW NA
1. Overall Assessment 2 4 10 1
2. Adm Ongoing Assistance 2 4 10 1
3. Teacher Ongoing Assistance 2 4 10 1
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SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE N:
TEACHER EFFORT

1. 9/11 high schools and 5/5 junior high/middle schools show active teacher effort in the reform
process. There is substantial evidence of both physical and psychological engagement in reform related
activities.

a. HIGH SCHOOLS: Capitol City, LA City, Socai, Desert, East Bay, Orange, LA Metro,
Tri-County, Central Valley
b. JH/M SCHOOLS: Capitol City, LA City, Socal, East Bay, LA Metro

2. 2/11 high schools (Buffalo Butte and Norcal) reported a low degree of teacher involvement in the
reéorms. This was indicative of schools that have less than half of the essential components for teacher
effort in place.

3. 4/11 high schools (EBast Bay, LA Metro, Tri-County, and Central Valley) and 1/5 junior high school
(LA City JH) showed evidence that all essential components for teacher effort were in place. This was
ﬂdicalt:wée of a high degree of teacher effort in achieving practice mastery of reform skills and

owledge.

4. Of the 14 schools demonstrating a moderate to high degree of physical engagement in the reform:

a. 10/14 schools presented evidence of active teacher effort to achieve mastery
b. 14/14 schools presented evidence of teacher effort to apply mastery in
practice.

5. Of the 14 schools demonstrating a moderate to high degree of psychological effort:
a. 14/14 schools presented evidence of teacher interest in leamning new skills
b. 13/14 schools presented evidence of teacher interest in applying new skills
c. 10/14 schools presented evidence of teacher interest in refining skills

6. Overall rating for Teacher Effort:

COMPONENT HIGH MODERATE LOW NA
a. Teacher Effort. 5 9 2 1
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SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE P:
TEACHER SKILL MASTERY

1. Evidence of teacher skill mastery was present in 10/16 schools; not present in 4/16 schools (LA City
High, Desert, Buffalo Butte, and East Bay MS); not assessed in 2/16 schools (Capitol City High and
Capitol City MS). Peninsula was not assessed for this factor. In LA City High, there was evidence of
skill mastery demonstrated by lead teachers; however, most of the regular classroom teachers were still
operating at a developemental level as opposed to a mastery level.

2. Staff efficacy was present in 12/16 schools and not present in 4/16 schools (LA City High, Desert,
Buffalo Butte, and East Bay MS).

3. Teachers were working on program refinements in 10/16 schools; not working on program
refinements in 4/16 schools (LA City High, Desert, Buffalo Butte, and East Bay MS); and not assessed
in 2/16 schools (Capitol City High and Tri-County).

4. The four schools not evidencing skill mastery were the same schools that did not evidence teacher
efficacy or program refinements and integration.

5. In all cases where the three variables were assessed for skill mastery, teacher efficacy, and program
refinements and integration, there was a positive and direct correspondance. For exampel, if they had
demonstrated evidence of presence in one, it was also present in the other two.

6./T6he staff was found to be getting the expected results in more than a third of the assessed schools
(7/16).

7. The staff was found to be spending more time on program refinements and integration in 7/12
schools. With two exceptions (Desert and Capitol City MS), these tended to be the same schools that
were getting the expected results.
8. In half of the schools (8/16), teachers were concerned about student outcomes.
9. In less than a third of the schools (5/16), teachers were concerned about getting additional training.
10. Overall rating for Teacher Skill Mastery:
COMPONENTS HIGH MOD LOW-MOD LOW DK NA
a. Teacher Skill Mastery ) 3 2 4 2 1

(DK = Data gather could not assess and therefore, “didn't know.")
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SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE Q:
TEACHER COMMITMENT

1. Personal or psychological commitment was present in all of the assessed schools. Peninsula was not
assessed for this causal factor.

2. Personal or psychological commitment was evidenced in 16/16 schools through teacher actions that
demonstrated a desire for program continuation..

a Programs most frequently mentioned for continuation included:
1) Model Curriculum Standards and curriculum alignment
2) Clinical supervision and instructional Improvement
3.) CAP test
b. Other programs mentioned included:
1) Textbook selection
2) High school graduation requirements
3) Course development
4) Staff Development

3. Teacher actions demonstrating a desire for program expansion was present in
9/16 schools.

4. Institutional commitment was found to be present in more than 75% of the
schools (13/16).

a. District support for institutionalization of the program was found to be present
in 13/16 schools. One school (Capitol City High) had "mixed" evidence of
district support. One school (Socal High) could not be assessed. Only one school
(Socal JH), was found not to exhibit sufficient district support. for
institutionalization of the SB 813 reforms

b. School support for institutionalization of the program was found to be present
in all schools (16/16).

S. Most frequently mentioned programs receiving school support included:

a. General overall support of SB 813 programs

b. Increased academic rigor and graduation requiremen
c. Higher order thinking emphasis

d. Integrated reading and writing emphasis

e. Quality indicators

f. Tenth grade counseling program

g. Model Curriculum Standards

6. Most frequently mentioned programs not receiving school support included:
a. Mentor Teachers Program
b. Model Curriculum Standards (Specifically Mathematics)
¢. Quality Indicators

7. Overall rating for Teacher Commitment:

COMPONENTS HIGH MOD-HIGH MOD LOW NA
a. Institutional Commitment 6 0 7 3 1
b. Teacher Commitment 7 1 4 4 1
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SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION VARIABLE R:
EXTENT OF IMPLEMENTATION

1. All fourteen schools assessed for this factor demonstrated evidence of implementation of the
curriculum reform effort. Three schools (Peninsula, Socal High, and Socal JH) were not assessed One
school (Capital City High) could not be rated by the data gatherer.

2. Of the schools rated, evidence supported course content changes in14/14 schools; course quality
changes in 10/14 schools; and special population integration in 7/14 schools.

3. Instructional improvement was present in 13/14 schools.

a. Higher order thinking was in evidence in 8/14 schools.
b. Ongoing staff developement had been established in 5/14 schools.

4. Instructional supervision improvement was present in 9/14 schools with ongoing administrative
implementation in 7/14 schools

5. SB 813 policies were implemented to varying degrees by different schools. The following table
presents the policy and the number of schools that implemented the policy to the specified degree:

SB 813 POLICY HIGH MOD-HI MOD MOD-LOW LOW NA
a. Graduation Requirements 15 0 0 0 0 "2
b. Model Curr Standards 15 0 0 0 0 2
¢. Textbook Selection 14 0 2 0 1 0
d. New CAP Testing 3 1 3 1 7 2
e. Mentor Teacher Program 8 1 5 0 1 2
f. Staff Development 11 3 3 0 0 0
g. SI Prog Quality Review 4 0 0 0 2 11
h. Tchr Eval/Adm Certification 9 1 4 0 1 2
i. Adm Staff Development 5 0 6 0 6 0
j. School Improvement Program 6 0 0 0 0 11
k. Homework 10 1 1 0 3 2
L. Tenth Grade Counseling 14 0 0 0 0 3
m. Longer Day/Year 16 0 0 0 0 1
n. Quality Indicators 8 2 S 0 1 1
6. Overall rating for Extent of Implementation:
COMPONENTS HIGH HIGH-MOD MOD LOW NA
a. District Implementation 3 2 7 2 3
b. School Implementation 3 2 8 1 3

193



TABLE Q1A SUMMARY CHART OF EARLY AND FULL MPLEMENTATION STAGE CAUSAL FACTORS

YA NS

1 3 | 4 | [] 7 [ ® 10 15 18 17
1 |eic ciry | LARGE DISTRCTS [RURALOGSTRICTS] |
2 ] ADA: 640,500 - 44,014) ADA: 36,353 - 30,650) : 091 (16,341 - 182)
3 _|%4PLEMENTATION STRATEGES Caphol Chy NS[LA Ciiy HS__ [SeCalHS Desert S [Esnt Bay HS |Otange Co. HS|Pennmia HS ¥ us' [Butisio Butte u#cmm Valey us'um HS
[
S _|G: MPLEMENTATION MANAGEMENT MOTE RATE Low oW MODERATE | MODERATE | MODERATE | LOWMOD HOH MODERATE LON HGH MODERATE
0 CROSS ROLE TEAMNG 10w MODE RATE [lo7] . HOH LOW [+ LOW 0D HOH MODERATE LON HGH oW
7 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN LOWIK D 10N oW MODERATE | MODERATE | MODERATE [Te] HOH MODCRATE oW HIGH LOW
8 — .
9 |H: INITIAL TRAINING (CONTENT, SXaL..) 1oN MODFRATE | MODERATE LON LOW [RATE_| MONCRATE HOH HGH _LON 1 MODERATE
10| ADMINISTRATOR TRAINING [T MODERATE wow MODERATE LON ERATE | MODERATE HGH 4ODE RATE LON MODE RATE MODERATE
TEACHER TRAINNG [Te7] MODERATE | MODERATE LON WON MODERATE | MODERATE HIOH HGH oW MODERATE MODERATE
£ CURNICULUM DEVELOPKENT HIOH MONCRATE | MOCERATE LON HOH UODERATE | MOCERATE HOH MODERATE LoN HGH HGH
OUALITATIVE CHANGE [1s7] oy _ow LON MODERATE LOW [TeX] UOCERATE LON oW LOWNUOD AODERATE |
CURRICULUM Al IGIMENT HOH HGH MOOERATE HGH HGH MODERATE | MODERATE HOH MODERATE Low HGH HOH
K: ADMINISTRATIVE COUUITMENT ONE RATE ow UOCERATE HGH HGH 2 HGH MOCE RATE HGH LOW HGH HGH
LEADERSHIP MOTE RATE 104 MONERATE <1} HOH HIGH MO0 - HIGH || MOCERATE HGH oW 19GH HGH
PRESSUAC % 0¥ 10N LOW MO0 ON MODERATE HIGH MODE RATE HON Lo LoV MODERATE Lo
MONITORING [Te1] 1w LOW 1400 o MODERATE | MODCRATE NA HO LON _ oW MODERATE LOW
L: PROGRAM LATITUDE W HH MOCE RATE W LOW NONERATE NA oN LOW(S)-HIfD) HGH MODERATE LOW
DEGRLE OF FDELTTY MOTERATE | MODERATE | MODERATE o HGH MODE RATE NA HOH__|HYS)- LOW(D) LOW MODE RATE HGH
M: DISTRICT ONGOING ASSISTANCE 10N MOOE RATE o] O HGH MODERATE NA HOH oW MOCEMATE _UQDERATE | MODERATE
SCI 1001, ONGO#IG ASSISTANCE N UONERATE wow MODERATE | MONERATE | MODERATE NA HIGH Low LOW MODERATE | MODERATE |
EXTERNAL L INKING AGENT 10N MODE RATE _ LON HOH NOTUSED | MODERATE NA MOCERATE | NOTUSED o NOTUSED | NOTUSED |
241ERNAL LEIKING AGENT 1ON LON oW MODERATE | MODERA MODERATE NA HIGH MODERATE LON HIGH MODERATE
N: TEACHEREFFORT MOED MOGED _ MDED MDED HOH MODERATE NA [T HIGH LoV HGH LOW
P: TEACHER SKILL MASTERY NA LOW-MOD AMOD LON HGH 7] NA HGH MODERATE LON HGH LOW MCD
Q: TEAQER COMMITMENT UOCE RATE LON o] HGH HGH LoV NA MI00E RATE HGH LOW HGH LOW
INSTITUTIONAL COMUITMENY MODERATE | MODERATE oN HGH HOH MODERATE NA MODERATE HOH LOW HGH MODERATE
R: EXTENT OF IMPLEMENTATION MONCRATE | MODERATE NA teH MODERATE | MONERATE NA MO0 - HIGH HGH oW HGH MODERATE
DISTRICT IMPLEMENTATION MODERATE | MODCRATE NA HoH MODEPATE | MODERATE NA 400 . HIGH HGH v 1eGH UQDERATE
SCHOOL _BPLEMENTATION MODERATE | MODERATE NA HGH MODERATE | LODERATE NA HOD - HIGH HGH LON HGH MODERATE
OTHEN COMPARATIVE FELDS 1
SIP PROGAAM 0 o) ¥e3 ¥ES 10 ¥ES RCHMT COUNCE N (<] ) N
OUNIER PROG'S {551-65-803 | EP) EIMLEP SCE-LEP-CHI| AB 551 | SCE.LEP-CH1 PACKARD GRNT N 'SCE-LEP-CH1 | | SCE-LEP-INDED| SCE-LEP-551-65] SCE LEPCH1
COURIAOL UNTARY INTEGAATION NEMER _| COUNT ORER [COURTONDER | VALLNTARY | AEMER NEMER | COURTORDER || NEMER NEMHER NEMMER NEMER NEMHER
OP-DOWN OR BOTTOM UP CIANGE MUTUAL 1O DOWN MDED MOED | TOPDOAN | TOPOOVWN | TOPOOWN || TOPDOWN | BOTTOM-UP BOTTOM-UP MOOLE-OUT NA
TIGHIAQOSE DIST-SCHL COUPLING | [ 100FE LO0SE MDED UODERATE TIGHT TIGHT TIGHT TGHT \O06E LOOSE WOOSE TIGHT
DCGREE OF CAP TEST EMPYASIS LOW WODERATE LON HOH LOW HOH HOH e LON HGH HGH
INCREASED CENTRALIZATION YiS ¥ES NO CHANGE YES ¥ES ES YES CHANGE YES LOW BT INCRSN( YES NOGHANGE |
ON ERCBRIENTS Dist has a 7yi {Dept Chalis _|SIP had) 1813 reforms|Each schiin [Prin, piln sec|The schoots |IDiat hed § yr|Dist lalsse faire [SB 813 fecitiatiAvallablizy of |Single adm
cyclobut no | played hey tive In- | | were 8 small dist required 2 VPs, & Achlevint for WI% ed e fn compotiiive achi w/ many
wifiien lmple{ misinthe | fuenceon | |plececia | tn dev counsolor lol{ sa SIP_ || dovepand | shiting to be | | lacking in adm | facilhaied schi | singis tchr |
mentation plan refo:m .ﬂonl teform efion | larger plan | kmprv plan | Sp 1688 inat. ov.| mose direciive | lsadorsh talorm effost | depars
|
DATA SOURCE: CAUSAL FACTON S1EETS, INOUND 182 CASE STUDIES AND OUTCOME REPORIS




195

WNOU S1331S BALOV TYonvo -30UN0S YIWI
4
mﬁm Toq v| _owdloen « won o |
Tiochaep Ind 1 "IURORAR |UCwe ou Ihq g
5 6 7o) SEu ldﬂlv&ﬂ!ﬂm [} Mw X
0 @ b g1 eqwn w 08y SUNITICO LD O] €
3
SWAOON | G [ SoW00N | &k L NOUVITIVHINID GFovationi | 1
O o]l o] E]) 1000 SIEVIkOY3 1S JVI JOAROIT_ | 0 9
=T Gn || oom | oo TOO1__| ONI k3100 #1315 JS00 VU Gil _Jev
W00 804 W | NVOGJOL | Tvnuim FONWID G OLI0G HONMUT dOL | 0 ¥
unN HSUGN | [UE0H0 IN00| UARO 100 | HIHUN zo. VD3N AUV INT IO .ool v
N 155 GV__| KOu-155 801 31vod3 [1] 31 000 $9° .duaﬁ w. D0
5] ] N OOHE J5 o VD0 [
m ﬂgg :.O [(A]
»
VRGO w IR Tvesoon || ROUVININT W 003 | eV
HONOON | WO ™ Vi VA300n NOLLVINING Wil IDALLSI0 | BV
O W VAL VU300 NOLLVINS1I W11 4O INILX3 G| 0P
HON [7]] “2IWXION VB0 BILTOI0D WNOWSLLSHI | 9
TOH HOH “3IVHI00N | WORIOON | 31VHIGN INTUVON0) UFHOVAL O
)
— VOon oo B ] N AUILSVA TS UFOVIL d| 9 € |
VG300 | | Sivesion (Tese]] %—. ]
WO Y [Sivazaon | ol | diwg [V FYETE ) 3G
TOH wal o] NOT LNV ONDICTL TVRUILN
_Siwooon | Gen WOl | @ion OV IN3DV ONDINTI TYNBIIX3 | 0
HOM 2 VHE00N HOH | MUl FONVISISSY DNODNG 10OHDS | 8
FOH AAVHICON WO ~2AVGOON | WO FONVISISSY DMIODHO 10150 1| §
_ ] — I
HOH N || woV ] WOl 3AMBEN A0 0330030 |9
w01 VUK | | 3avH300N TON MO 3aUvinveayg ) §
[
YO MO oonmol | o1 o] ONIEOLINOY
C=1] wa) | | ocoremoi MOl #0) 3unssIug 3
TOH VOO Vi 3007 VXN [5i) P EGZ])
FOM | SAveEcon | | Siwdaoon 88 VO INIFUITOV00 JAUVHIGINGY N
>
+OM R EoE e ] Q1 (L] ANIEEH TV PR THIORANTD
TOH VU300 WO Vo WY w1 , FONVHD 3ALYL MO
YO FOH =] T8 IV | IR0 13A 30 731 VIO D
YOH MO ¥O1 | _aivixon WO ORIV USHOVIL
Ton (o] MO | 3IVE00N 2] — DNINTYHL GOLVULSTNINGY
— N ~O w01 ) w300 w01 T Tibis AN1LNOJ} ONGOVUL TR H
VOO NOI 1O [ NV id NOUVIN ZVI 1B
¥ [0 MO |_3ivda300n VG DNIYYAL 30U S5O0
] MO NOI HOH FTTe Vs (] ANFNFOVNVINOLLVININT WA O
B Oy V) | o7 Ava G WD 1o G3IDIAIVULS NOUVIN VT kel
- ¢ § 1090 -
L .— -
[{ © -

SYOLIV S TYSNVD 30VEY NONVININI W TWNS ™V ATHY JO hﬂSﬁ»é 1o3wvl




961

TABLE Q2 A CAUSAL FAC: ... G IMPLEMENTATION MANAGEMENT

] 7 | [] 9 10 12 1 [¥] 18 18 17
LARGE DISTRICTS MEDRUM DISTRICTS RURAL DISTRICTS
7 | — ADA: 36330 . 30 ADA._ 15132 . 14091 ADA_ 10,341 - 182
3 MAION AND SUB-COMPONENT PARTS H8 | EaxtBeyHE | Orange Co ME | Peammuia B LA Metro S [ Tni HS ||Buttato Bulie HS|Ceniral Vaile Norca) HE |
"4 | CIGSS ROLE TEAMNG 33 0 ¥ES VES YESAIGH YESAMOOERATE || VES mum YES ANATED) |
[ ¢ | TEAMMEWBERSHP ‘ 1.2.3-4-5-6- 1 J1.2.3.5-0.7 [2.3.5.7-8 1.2.3-5 1.2.5 1.2.8-9 1.2.3-¢-5-8_[1-2-5
] 1 CENTRAL OFFICE 6 COUNSELONS 7-8-9 (p M Bov CRTe tunc [She_ Acbwest Cncl|CRTS tormed |CAT wed o |ICRISvasdia  |CATSs used [Semi a2 of st |
] 2 PRINOR V PRIN__7 CONSULTANTS CATE Lacin_|inliswes el tmplin dev sUst ©5 | funded each lime cun 2 cut ||cieate oisl aﬂhlio migates agnat |
[ 3 DEPT CHAIRS __8_COMMUNITY dov sttal ©© [ocatied In InOv]atia gis of all-| tiom oocun | changes & other|d & stis on cur| sertave inpu) |CATe
[ 4 MENTORS ®_STUDENTS piace wrintle Jall aspets of | loross emab- |{enn g of _ [ech) pert phs Jachv coun Dist ash lorces | | to work gutap| 813 reloms {zom schd 10
[ S TEACHERS 10 OTHERS ongolng eMort|cur/SB 013 r{ Bshed & dil-achv_coun ) ourTed Merdrs o 7-10) tatomm chnge
LEVEL OF OPERATIONS 1 1.2.3 1 1.2.3 1 ]3.2-3 3 Achvrd Cacd | |1 1 2-3 1.2-3 2 (SAME) |
F DISTRICT TEAM 1.0%8 plan (ot | [Ots! evel CAT' A of CAT
3 DISIRICT-SITE TEAM No hmi tmg e tchs b alded slo lovel are Used & disl
s SOE TEAM |provided 2.3 ot yet tmplem'd | tmplemantafa | andschibbvel } |
TYPE OF TRANING 1. Adm Y Admimisl_|2 No forrd tmg _[inst_apcist brsn{1-Ach Cadl 2 2 No timl tmg |2 No frml ung |
1. FOMUMAL UPFIONT 8 ONGOING 2. ) dpt Ade There Is no dpt hda & ichna |[CRY ting oot eur. provided wibn disuict
2_INFORMAL-ON TUE JOBCRYY | 2 Meniors mutihized tmg ™
b | CONTENT OF TRAINING 2. Adm 1-2 adments |2 12 Agmi & {Ach Cncf) ? 2 [[Mo et treg 1-2-3-4 No trd
[ 813 GENERAL 2 Omars i hoe how/counsaloss |{provided shho distict |
[ 2 813 TASK SPECIFIC F .8.C-D-E_[A.B.FQ 8 A.8.C.D-F-O A.B-C.D-F-Q A.8.C-0 “es l AB.CE-F-GH
A ALIGNMENT € GRAD REQ 10 Do _[Mat cut Gev b | Teht ¢ No mom of Ingv_cadcid to CRT _majo? tocus A sdm & tcht
3 B TEXIBNS F_COUNSELING] [ s dist CAjbn_coaied, 1o sssiet with | |ol CRTaguid dov_awias of has been on et | 2 CAT & Depi C
3 C COURSE DEVIP G OUALWNOICT] efion wibidimpet /st Wl o covelp Bd Ssvel tols 8 impl oif Covep & cp- ! SAC-ChY
. D TESNING H PLANNING [[ st to vilos boen polisly Moals A posed 10 on | 4. A8 551
§] 3 MONTORING OR EVALUATION 310 Baves andEn we of CRTY retusad oval 1 © alle supposd to wik foing prog | AB €5
8] 4 OTHER _ —_{|'concems wnest -_didn\ mansgemant | AB 800
7 |_YASXS OR AREAS OF RESPONISIBLITY | |1 D CRT __[1.2.3 2 1.2 4 {Ach Cnch 2 .4 1.2 1-2.3-4 1.2
T 913 GENERAL CATa wid © 72 A 3 i 4= SIP progrenl|A R ABCDED
2 813 SPECTIC A.8.C.0 dev suet |8 A-8C.0FQ A-.8.C.D-FQ JA-B-C 8.C-{Mantor| A-B-CE-F-G-H _[CATs
A ALIGNMENT _ E GRAD REQ TN N 689 mgr evgs ' bihed CRTs Prin_consolts 3 GAC-Calprodin dev knpl
1 8 TEXTEXS F_COUNSEUNG 1958 piim w [Miost cur devel [ fiche oriemt to wihd oa crpnty wih sl ave 8| 4_AD S51 stistegies |
2 C CURRDEVELP G OUAL INDIC dopt Reads in done by an | [reterme chal o ataft sn_informe! coapied by CO|| AB 85
3 D TESTING H_PLANIING ofios et spec | fapt han - CRT on ad ro- | ee conaistent || A8 803
al 3 TORING OR EVALUATION wiou Lhi of torm Maues 8 |w/ schi goats ||
4 OTHER CAY ssstsiance - o |
COMMENTS RE CROSS ROLE CRY sast w/ [Etabotate varyTchm do not CRTE prioriied No CRT{CRTe wrkd ¢ |Dtst & achl are | [CAT's worked |Dts2 gives CAT [ICRTSE wry imtd [CRTs hawve work|Smi sch a2 mhs
‘30 scoeptanciol Cranrie tmm | feed 8 pent of ma%«ﬁgiaﬁ‘m XIE] sfloctively (0 | retease time |8 nw oncpt 10 | od w0 centieire [CATS stmsl ua-
of relorm he dec makin oatesrefs In Cenu2 Impl pid_telomm efiort [t tchs duy-tn (hia district snd leQ¥'z relor{necessary
) 9 [IMPLELENTATION PLAN CENTRALZED | DCCENTRALRD [CENTRALTED || 2rcenuratizes cniwd of rec | YEB CENTRALIZED _ | NECENTRALDTO] [NO PLAN 1 NO PLAN
0 OF AN rr 1 |2 Dhsipen b 2conting mlumm- 1 (Inkisd Plan) | |2 Lesson Designi2: Gen clet plan|[Press eststs st [Dist puan estab- {Sm 82 resircis |
4 . DIGTRICY AND SITE RANS Pisn gl was |Impl &1 ofie testrictive u_]rlgg_gm atard shie tmpd Bho adds 10 |1: Writien s2e |jekner co or s2e] Bshes Eimeline &ineed lor pin
4 2 BINGLE DiSTRICT-WIDE PLAN Ny centralj sssgnd 1o dp had HS's Biss JHY | 1813 related ﬁm‘q dat n (B1P) vead mtmum tequit
3 3 SITE PLAN ONLY tred 813 "ot & prog”| fofiort & _scivire | to msnage chng ments
48] RATURE OF PLAN t Okiplan |1 Det win pinit DRt it pin Is wnd 1O pin not 2 Plan & ot In | |1: Oina 1 (StP No (ormal tefon]
[] 1 WIETTEN COMPREMENSIVE PLAN | | conlsins de- wiliten e Coveopment-| structuted 8 | Dist pisn ouilne ; jow somin |5Re plan speclies
a A ACTMUIES D ROLES latied imple- Relorm seen aa | [Ebe pin ls ot |2 Saepin is o) siage _closely monk we muua-mq
47 B STRATEGIES E FUNCTIONS || mentaiion 8 or. [lawiiiten wrtien IS8PP The district plaa]| tored by @it | for ach choosimentor, MCS, | when and how
a8 C ROLES F EVAL DESIGN | monRoring 138 prim wind] penl of wil be vy || snd o mer]loxtboohs She plan b 551
D 2 WIUTTEN GENERAL QUIDELINES ssleg the o'y and relorm_efion based and sup-
] ) TASK STRATEGES OM Y No sl plan 913 “nct @ pr monltored by Chi
PROGAAM MANAGER 1. COAams |1 Coadmins |2 Pib & Cosdma_ |Cosam 1. Co sdms 182 V8 2(Ete P_|2 Prn, AP, 3][1 Cosdms 1-2_ Designsied |12 supt
1_DISTRICY 2 BVTE 2 Pin AP B |2 hos | chre mng the . Prine 2 oko.piln._ |2 Prino Ste managemeny | and cist Chrs__||2 Piin ale disd end sie 1r2_piine
— __DwpiChn telorm efiant | |3 Vchuiapt bide 3 s Ach Ceci 8 P || ploy aig rom Overses plan
COMBENTS RE DMPLEME NTATION PLAN| | Dist sRe Inkag!DisVelia Inkgs | Oist-sXe Bnks 1 it achi |Disa_inRistes [ 0] |Disi.one EnkagdDist-slie P oot devel | Dist-stie_linkage [Crts are not
[ ts loose ioosely coupld |has ae teectn | [irmage - wris = ) = [ Is loosely cpid _jeignicat ‘
5 8
7
6 ¢ [OVERALL CROSS ROLE TEAVONG i MOCERATE 10w 18GH stie-LOW HIOH LOW-MOD Jrean MOOERATE oW HGH o
8 9 | OVERALL DPLEMENTATION PLAN (OW MO0 LON LOW UOOERATE  [MODERATE [ MODERATE ON JHo MOOERATE [T 1GH LON
@ 0 |OVERALL ALE MENTATION MARAGEMINT | | MOCERATE | LOW O MOOERATE  [MODFRATE | MOOERATE LOW 00 HOH MOGERATE 10W v MODERATE
| 8 2 | CAUSAL FACTON O 5Pt EMENTATION MANAGE LENT JDATA BOURCE - CAUSAL FACTOR EHEETE AND ROUND 2 CASE STUDIES
(¥
64 —
X




L61

TABLE Q28 CAUSAL FACTOR G IMPLEMENTATION MANAGE MENT

] 3 a | ] 7 [] [ 10 K] 12
— | ltmuusmtl:’ﬁ 13 ie 3 e 17
— {ADA: 648500 . 44,00 393 - 15,132)
MAJOR AND SUB-COMPONENT PARTS Ml LA a4S | SoCal HE Esx Bay M3 Metro MS
4_|onosS ROLE TEAWG YES ws YESAUMITED |/vEB YESASQH
TE AM MEMBEASHIP [1.2-3-8 .2.3.4-5.6.7]3.2-5 1.2.3.6-8.101-2-3.8
Y CENTIAL OFFICE § COUNSELORS || Two CATS 8.10 lu-cm vaad b Gits CRT CRT's formed
2 PRINORV PRIN 7 CONSULTANTS | Dist CAT for | Mny CRTs eabif teath selectn a0 | esch tme eun
[ 3 DEPTCHAIRS 8 COMMUNTTY || 813 relomm & {& dev bnpd ping[Ad too tash | |6IP couns Incidll change oocures
[ 4 UWNIORS STUDENTS sie fevel CNT 8 foroes_sslad. ehts to wok
[10|__ 5 TEACHERS 10 OTrERS || tor 331 temhe | tshed summer
LEVEL OF OPERATIONS 182 1 3t
DISTRICY TEAM Two sepatale Schl has SAC Dist lovel CRT
DISTIUCT-SITE TEAM leams bt & which de. shied olts iove
r 3 SITE TFAM oo 81 jementaln
18 TYPE OF TRAINNG 1. Adm $ Aom_ws_ Rod2 No mp
] 1_FORMAL-UPF RONT 8§ ONGOING 2. Oihens 2 Meniore There & 0o rovided .
y 2 INFONIAL-"ON THE JOICRT)” | outinlzed im
CONTENT OF TRANING 1.2_Adm 1.2 Adm o, |2 2
1 813 GENERAL 2_Othen ot hos
[ 2 813 TASK SPECIFIC ABCDE_JABODFGH [B A-8-.C.D
A ALGNMENT E GRADREQ Appsars to be {Dpt bas & by 18] Teiw sts Mejor focus
B TEXTDXS F COUNS(LING] | sirong @izt CR{In orten 0 sesist with [ has been ¢a cu
€ COURSE DEVIP G OUAL INDIC || etiort wiiktie] membare ot ha devel a8 0p-
4 D TESING 1 PLANNING || sfin t onging beea posed © oa-
3 MOHITORING ON EVALUATION | 810 lssuse ang hased goimg prog
[ 4 OTHER
7 | TASXS OR AREAS OF RESPONISIBLITY | 1. Dist CRT __ {1.2-3 2 1-2 2
] 1 013 GENEMAL 2 Bhe CAT __ |CATs wtd Io Dist 8 888 bov
) 2 813 SPECIFIC A-B8.C.0 dev shay |8 comm wik 81 [A-B.C
3 0 A AUGNMENT D GMADREQ |4 CRT sst up [elte o n o8
31 8 TEXIBKS € COUNSELING| [ 1o s1e1 wiih [prim w/dp hoe [Most cwr develffretorm
332 C CURROEVELP F OUALINDIC || changing trom n_done
33 D TESTING G PLANNING s 0 offos cur
) & 3 MONITOMING OR EVALUATION midise echool wion) ekt or
3 8 4 OTHER CAY sseistance
] COMMENTS NE CROGS ROLE TEALS [CAT osat w__|Edoial_vasiety |[Tcies & sha [ICRTs caln CRT's wosed
) sne ol CRIS adm 0o ot fecl[prioelly ere effectiv to
) o ietorm 7 of dec dsuict | Qot totw buy-tf
38 |LPLEMENTATION PLAN CENTTW.UED [CECINTRZED [CENTRALZED {|CENTRALDED |CENIRALIZED
40| 6COPE OF PLAN 2 1 |2. Dtst AGP plar] CENTRALZED |21 08000 q
N 1_DISTRICT AND SITE PLANS Plan wes_|urpl = site ssng There s no sxd]She assrd|1 5% edds to
43 2 SINGLE OIS TIUCT.-WIDE PLAN highly cenunl | dp hawnd 88 [ @l plan spec
43 3 SITE AN ONLY i2ed in 13 *nol & chl oft 2 BEa | ob] 8 sctivirs
44 | NATURE OF PIAN 1 Ot plan |9 Disd wein pinft: Dl wete 15PP (1: Diet bighly
[ 1 WRITTEN COMPREUENSIVE PLAN | [The ae 351 |not aprdaiis |1 Dist AGP . sreciored &
4 A ACtviieES D ROLES [ plsn was task [impipin 7 81 | o an ciosely moni-
4 B STRATEGIES E FUNCTIONS ctfic 8 not 1ol no! eslad [ ] o3- tored by dist
[ C ROLES F_EVALDESIGN | s gon guude tor|hes enc 61P pia | ] ["snd principat
[ 2 WIMTTEN GENERAL OUIDELINES 813 relerms e n
3 TASK STRATEGIES ONLY
PROGIAAM MANAGE R 1 CO adm V Cosdmina |2 Prin 8 18 2(5ns P,
2 1 _DiSTRICT 2 SNE 2 Pin_BRe 12 has chra e snd roe tch
3 CRY 551 saloim effort play sig role)
s | COMUENTS RE WPLEMENTATION PLAN | [Dist-stte Unag{Olvents trkgs [Distalle EnhapdOmt intisten [Dist-etis
13 s bossly sty coupled has min ehe phh wrin_| s Ughtly cpid
(OVERALL CROSS ROLE TEALDNG WODERATE | HOH LON oW HOH
OVERALL AR ELENTATION PLAN MODERATE AMODERATE wow ] HOH
OVERALL BAPLE MENTATION MANAGEMENT | |1.OW MDD oA oW LW [+ ]]
TECISION JULES |
OVERALL HIGH Sirong evidence of p of ertiicat 18 &f bota dhirict snd slis lovel
OVERALL MO0 E ol p of crakal ponsnts o1 8lhes district of ske leve! and not bowh.
3 Evidence of mote than half of the critcal elemaats bit a0l a8 o) them &1 eRhes the dlsirict of alls
3 [OVERALL LOW _Evidence of pressnce of less than hall of e criicsl componants et district or 33 lovel
6 [YES Dais supporisd presence of component or Sem
6 6 |NG_Dela cid not suppon pressnce of the ol o Rem -
@ |— Dsta not avalisbie o the degise necessary 10 233gn value 1o companeat or fem
1IASTED Dais suppors minymal level of presence
8 I
3 ® | DATA SOUNCE . CAUSAL FACTOR S ET AND ROUND 2 CASE STUDE S




TABLEQ3A CAUSAL FACTOR H: e« AL CONTENT, SKILL, AWARENESS TRANING

861

1 F 3 ] a | s j@'l | ] ® 10 12 13 3 18 (X
{8 ity 1 DSTRICIS MEDIM DISTRCIS RURAL DXSTRACTS
(ADA: 848,500 - 44014 ADA; 30) - 30,050) Al 15,132 . 14,091 ADA; 18,341 - 1
MAIDR AND SUB COMPONENT PARTS Ciy HS| LA Chy 1S SoCal HS Desest HS | Eest Bay HS Ce. HS| Peninsuta HS | LA Metro HS § T HS || Butlalo Butts HSICantral V HS! Norcal HS
AWARENESS 1 SX{ L TRANING ES IYES YESYES IVESNES DATA s YE YE [YES/VES SVES
F ADMINISTRATOR TRAINING YES/YES YES/YES YESVES S/VES YES/ YES/VES YES/VES YES/YES YES/VES YES/VES
0 CROSS ROLE TEAMING YESI... SIVES Y NOMNO NOND wgtmo S ES/YES YESAMITED _ |NONO
Y INSTRUCTIONAL | EADERSHIP YESNO YESNES ceefee- YESNES NOND YESNVES YES/YES ] YES/YES secfens YES/YES
[ CLINICAL SUPERVISION lv_cmg YESNVES YESAES s YESNES S/YE YES/VES s [YES/YES ES/VES
[ NEEDS ASSESSMENT NOYNO NOMNO Oy X0 NONO NONO YES!-- YESNO WASC/SP NONO 2eofoee NONO
10 SO0 BPROVEMENT PROCESS | INONO NONO | [NONO NONO YES/YES Yi S {SiP) || NONO ceedees
11 SB 013 (SPECIFY) Adm Overview |Prin Recd |Pilne focus{ Sl trng hs no| Some ske adm|W hid CAP Adm tral 141 AR adm ting Tcht _evalcent |Prnc al wiksl
12 s Awipess ug | s i Unk m‘ﬁ | ess0n Design veln o1 tralng an ) enty o k)
13 tng lor Ychr Jliom cent ofl, ] renment and |1SB 813 swns|al county off [hds, tchws on Cindl Supervn| sy of dist by VP alladm 8 siste unlv
14 ovalcesn studerd of CRTg ¥ tn Suong dist Has not Info pracy |
18 P. use of ichr Tehre di tod ather taacher pressuie 10 | had m ATC vsed by adm{ Served on WASC
16 oval eflectsd tegpon!eblilly Implemt_disl | pact on adm Prlos o 813 )
17 ichrs_pos of cunt & tratr] cur & mode! | piactices no standad ting
10 OTHEN (SPECIFY) .. r::ﬁ_li thel, spec oo
19 on wicnty off o
20 TEACHER AWARNESSSKOLT YESES S YES/YES NONO YESYES gl mv el dev YESVES
21 CNOSS NOLE TEAMING LIMITED/---  [YESAMMITED |YES/VES YESNO NOND YESQLIMITED) YESAMMITED YESAMITED
22 MENIONNG ||nono YESAGMVED f...f-.. HONO IYESVES (NO MTP) YES/YES NONO
23 CURRICUL UM CONTENT L IMITEDNO YESABHTED |Tenbk Publishe | NONO YESVES YES/YES YES/VES YESAIMITED YES/YES
24 EFFECTIVE TEACIGNG NONO YESABAITED {Clnical Vi [ YESVES NONO YESNVES YES/YES YES/YES
28 CONTENT SPECFIC PEDAGOGY ||t IMITEDY NO__ | YES/VES Wp Across Cul|NONO [ YES/VES NONO YESNO ceedec. YESAIMITED __ |YES/VES
26 C1 ASSROOM MANAGEMENT Y NONO e ofone NONO S/YES ceadeee |{nano Y NONO
2 §8 813 (SPECFY) Rely on PJdept{AN tehis secd |SB 813 did nat]} Teiwe rec awrnge/skll {Mis traind & CAP_tmprovm{CS course comiMCS MCS-10x1bk-1081 |51 dev held a3
|28 | chs for curr & reqult [1 [} ! hrs_eupsad w alignment & ste.  KMr £OUILD ] (0 o1
20 texidk tralning |Bu Kt 1 shdls for ichraentke ! ABSS/tndng [no. DaY wish 813 cwr chng sl dev & implomontarn {shes. Not ¢l
30 OTHER (SPECIFY) Dist Ual [} wmis |Dlsy 918 to Sciig 1 traf mentos ichre]Dis: staft d o1 _schoot
3t Heredona  [rec'd it tngsrvics te: on discipiine {intograted skila program based
32 voltun Now 8 now 813 | in the ctasarm annual neods as-.
33 Teivs do not I cur changes |Ting re: Hunted sessment
34 suppon MTP. ceniral ofiice 1o 2 AR §51, 803, 65
38 |[TRANNGCYCLES Yes ¥s YES j L] b > ] YES [l YESYES YES NO#O
36 SEQUENCILYSOIEDULED YES ¥ES |YES (S plan) {|YES [Te) | o) YES "g's_ngs YES {AB 551) Immo
37 ADMINISTRATOR TRAINING 1-5d session |YES N YES D -y jons |- - - YESNO S D3 whioliowup {NONO
38 TEACHER TRAINNG ¥es JYES (S plan) |IND 73] Subatantial |2 insarvice dgﬂ!ﬁggg rarve; | lnsrv[NONO
39 ] PLANS FON COACHNGFOLLOW-UP | IND N | [T<) N N YES YES/VES se- NONO ¥es NONO
40 ADMINISRATOR TRAINING [¥e) N | [Te) ] [re) YES VES — S NONO
4 TEACHER TRAINING N N N N D YES ¥ES 1-1.8hesmth_ {| NONO Vatles; Some NONO
42 Mami tig e [Collhar azat [Pein pricpts tn
[ 43 JCOMMENTS: Pror 10 SB 814 Trg It princ | Teng Inctudad: |[Mo ting ts en [Mal trng done [Provision md Substantia) _ |Stall develpmi|fadmiichr sitf |The schoo! slates fch =t o
44 thets was Mndin awae, Dept] CAl, wih fac ln awines |8 dpt level. Nglt_follow.up Uaing re: Includes: dov, psh comoa | that siaff deve snd con
45 stall develpm |hdwmis have | basic shils. ilkys ttng avl iqoig siruct 1o fechiimg.  Teh CAP Ellecty Schis H{ym emts 8 now | drives teloem |Dist too emil o
Y] Tchis poatilve jrecd trg, AR |S aea  |latl factetl. N 1) would go afir [} n_| Mast |_process. sponsor
47 about dist img |tchug OSB U contanl U U Ten ahiis ting schoo! for_sdmaciul TESA Stalf devap s
I Tchrs azh but ovided as gen_ruls Fuiute focus: | SIP _Sssisted by spec
490 lot more Ichrs need add texibh pubiishs HOTS, Wr aty grants: 551, 65
50 § s 8 problem [awingy/skill |Dist ofters & | a SCWIiP { )
St No new imp st} HOTS current] and others. dist am
52 up; Uss eatsrg has low | TECC used lor Mentors
53 fmechaniems | I &1 Ung ralning 10 tchre
5 ¢ JOVERAL L ASSE SSMENT ADM TRAINING| [LOW MODERA HGH MODERATE MODE RATE MODERATE
S § |OVERALL ASSESSMENT TCHR TRAINNG | HOW LON MODERATE  [MODERATE | |H&0H HIGH LON MODE RATE MODERATE
58
S 7 |DECISION RRES:
50
59
80
X
€ 2 |CAUSAL FACTOR H: INITIAL CONTENT, SKILL, AND AWARENESS TRAINING : CAUSAL FACTOR SHEETS AND 8
[X]
64
65 1t




661

TABLE GIB CAUSAL FACTOR H: INITIAL CONTENT, SKILL, AND AWARENESS TRAINING

1 ] | ] [ T i [] [] 10 [N 12
0 | esciy ]l = UEDLM DISTACTS e L 13 16
2 {ADA: 648,500 - 44014 ADA: 36,393 . 15,132}
3| MA IO AND SUJB COMPONENT PARTS Caphot Chy Ilg LA Chy JHS SoCal 23 Ll asl MS | LA Mstio MS
4_|AWARENESS/ SKR L TRAINING SHYES [YESYES YESYES [YESIVES
3 ADMINISTRATOR TRAINING YES/YES |YES/YES YES/YES YESNE YES/VES
[ CROSS ROLE TEAMING YESI... YESYES NONO NONO NOQNO
1 INSTRUCTIONAL L EADERSIH IP YESNO YES/YES ceofeas NOMNO YES/YES
[ CLINICAL. SUPERVISION YES/YES [YES/YES [YESVES __ |IYESYES hi: £
NEEDS ASST SSMENT NONO YES/YES mesfees NONO YESNO
(10 SCHL MPROVEMENT PROCESS | |NONO YESNVES coslons YESNO
11 SB 813 (SFECIFY) Adm_Ovesview |Ares igue puine |Clnical Awsnss cme |CAP
12 S dy Cind 8 | ss @ fiic, In [Lseson Design
13 ting lor Tehr fe for ulremant & jach dst |Cind
14 evaleen il nol as rmang )| & iSt d
13 Tchs oval ting lorongolng _ [1dist, nst | pressue fo
16 no ellact Instrugiional _mplant_dist
17 on aat improvement cut & model
18 OTHER (SPECIFY) ees woa
19
0| TEACHER AWARNE SS/SKil L TRAING | YES/VES ES ES/VES YE S
21 CROSS ROLE TEAMING YES/... YES/YES KO (tmitsd 1na)| YES/YES YESA.WMITED
22 MENTONING YES/. .- YESVES cosdoos S NOMTP)
23 CURRICUL L34 CONTENT LIMITEDNO _ JYESYES Testbh Publishs | YESVES YES/YES
24 EFFECTIVE TEACHING NOND YE S Cliniea) T YE S YES/VES
285 CONIENT SPECT IC PEDAGOGY [ ILIMITEIVNO | YES/YES R/WAcross Cut| YESVES YES/VES
28 CLASSROOM MANAGE MENT YES/VES YES/VES coofaee YES/YES [VES/YES
27 S8 813 (SPECIFY) MCS 8 CAP Cut would h Stil dev i CAP I
28 Distsict _ofles; fockad vallable fos |l esson
29 tchus wikshps wiaut SB B13]]thoss who 813 cw 1
30 OTMER (SPECIFY) AB 551 Dist Waing s 10 priic|Assertive Disc
31 Clum Wi oflesed on 2 ting (Cantor
32 h Climed voluniary ba |Werm_climsde
33 [} {ine t@: cur guides 8_cofieglailty|
34 [1e]F]
3 S |TRANNGCYCLES YES YES | {le] ND YES
30| SEOUENCALLYSCIEDUED ¥Es YES_ D 0 YeS
37 ADMINISTRATOR TRAINING 1-5d ssssion |VES N ND day sssslo
38 TEACHER TRAINING 2-1 asslon{ VLS o] ND | tantlal®
33] PLANS FOR COACHINGFOLLOW-UP | | ND YES o] N> YES/YES
40 ADMINISRATOR TRAINING ND ND NO [Te] VES
X TEACHER TRAINING 0 LIMITED s) () YES
42
4 3 JOOMMENTS: Prior 1o S8 81]Sel dov admn |Dist oflers no ||Evept 11 clas |Subsiantial
4.4 theie_was [Midia sting wihn toulinized A '] [(H
48 aiafl deve! the dist tchra | for_stall traing|end chooss CAP
48 Tehis 1 { soeh asxt. tim |Subject srea wh wish &
47 sbout disl Unglouiside oins conisnt traing [ilo ke o1 sdmitchs
48 Jchia _asking b Fulure focus:
49 for_more toxtbk i HOTS, W
$0 § is a problem 3
5 1 JOVERAIL ASSESSMENT ADM TRANING] | LOW MODERATE LOW oN HIOH
S 2 JOVERALL NT TCHR TRANNG {LOW LOW
3
4 CISION RIAES;

SKILL, AND AWARENESS TRAINNG

CALISAL FACTOR H: NITIAL CONTENT,

DATA SOURCE: CAUSAL FACTOR SHEETS AND ROUND 2 CASE STUDES
1




UJe

TABRLE G4A CAUSALFACTORJ CURR. .UM DEVELOPMENT, CHANGE, AND ALIGNMENT

(] 3 | 4 I [] 7 1 [] [ 18 16 17
B0 i LARGE DISTRICTS AURAL BISTIUCTS
{ADA__ §46,500 . 44014) DA: 38,393 - 30850} (ADA 18,341 . 142)
[ 3 MAION AND SUB COMPONENT PARTS | [CapiaiCly M8 | tACry 15 SoCai 8 Osesnt 46 Fast oy K3 | Orange Co M6 Bue HY Central Vasey N5 | Norcal HS
4_|EVIDENE OF QL% DEVEL OPVENT ¥ES YEGgriming |WES Y8 ¥ES YES<cut bag ot | YES [ VES_ YES
Dist reform s Isch yt, MCS aw [Foovs st HS B8 cus alng w/MCSIMCS cur |w/MCS/taibhs No evid of stie |MCE uted s guide |Rgr of cur
cuts oeatered ltats, Pils inat [ M7, ! seh i e incred o el lov: o atign cwr 8 Insd fentnt mch eteg
SUBECT AREA CONTENT f1-2-3-4-8 1.2.3.4.5.6 [1.2-3.4.8 2 1.2.3 $.2.3 1-2-3-4 9.2-3.4.5-8 1.2-3.4-8
] 1 MATH $ TESTS No sigaficant _ |MCS 18 have more laf M grd a1 one oules th b Course oftesh € Incressed CP & AP |incned riger
C 2 SCIENCE & ESL [ cherge in pre- ®ude than olem b]fin pie bl 013 Jrowna slong  JESL apng 8 gied req o3| |Sciance incionsed cur rigorlsers cont
1 3 ENGLISII 7 OTHER post 013 | 8{¥d gt Scihe _[emh 013 wisslsc)_core osad elsts sisnd’ increaned tos! 0
[ 45&9__;“_-_*"@[__ toca) cun][aot | [Voc 89 8 elect ats _accesa ¥ oo eun
1 NATUNE OF THE DEVE| OPME NT CUANTYCING [OUANS CUAL  [OUANSOUALITY ||OUAL (LMUTED)] |OUAL 8 OUAN [OUAN & OUAL OUANTITY OUAL OQUALITY
L) increase in 8 Unlloitn oote cul 813 Incraased B3 M well with AD 551 8 staft
§ 4 o od Dy hr off & creea cuirenl 1P prog Govelp drove chng
16 ACROSS CONTENT AREAS IBNMIMITED 13- 1NIMTED 4 1.4 3 4(integintied Shlls)it $1-2-3 NO SPECIFICS
(18] 1 AWRITING ACROSSCURR AW beg trpl B am ofieeAP clo sdi v |cvse pd rMhts  jeshshie cadcled CAPwasnola [fefin 10 Cevind CAP was sdm focwn)
(1 7] 2 E51 UNTCOUNSE DL VELOPMT asel o LEPRECE [)Eng/Acv For _|efi to o/l ihink Jon Lmprvng CAP| diwing torce %o1| Jacrose cunr | leas of 8 tehe
8 CAP PREPARATION CAP b» schi 8 _ [CAP deg topl students va the_ecre oyl |ecores cute Oe 1] inlegrative cour
] 4 OTHER 2ot Ol focue wwth scrose cur 4 conl tad — were
| 2 © JEVIDENCE OF QAL [TATAE CHANGE YESAUMITED |YES ABSTED) (YEGARUVED YESVERY UM |YESAIMITED |YES AONTED) |YESAIMTED |IYESAIMITED |YESAIMITED ] YESUIMITED
2 NATUNE OF CHANGE 2LIMTED 1.2-34 Peim 1-2.3-4 1.2.-3-4 1.2-3-4-8 1-2-3 185 ] 1-2-3 -2-3-4-% 1-2
? 1 _CONTENT DE PTH AND COMPLEX(TY | [ D12 fecently |to StP wéu toribks |fSme tnetd |Vrys ocon in AP ¢b Disi OF of Teatg|AR tsachs Fall inservice Contant/Books {S-labahands on  {curr percd as
3 2 ANALYTICAL 8 CRITICAL THINNI buyed 1S cunt |lad |80 tes ta Soc StudFos jum ctwm 10 |speclicelly congucting ¥, raded dedicaied 1o inle HOTS wosshops [mois
&) 3 HIGHER ORDER MHNWING SKILLS coordinalss 83 main reason ||Lama laem 1o assl kcbrs In grating kil thal belkd los tchm intro-HOTS
[] 4 PIOOLEM SOLVING inadeguate $ 29 nol makl sidnia 2 inchsded thinkin Math & ecl counes
[ S OTNER is miin msve more ch for CAP test shills iche a2 g1ts:
| 2 7 [EVIDENCE OF CUAIR Al IGNUENT YESSTROMO  |¥ES 73 ¥ES YES YES YES ¥Eb VES [ YES YES/STRONG 1]
0] "TYPE AND EXTENT 1.2-3-4-8 1.2-3-4 $-2.3-4.10 1.-2-3 1-2.3.4 1.2-3 1-2-3-4-5 $.2-3-4-9 3-2.3-4-0thet HR 1.2 -2:-3-4-9% 1.2
29 1 MCS 4 TESTS 8=Grad Req [JCE 8 vrs quide [Slats (1armeworkd|MCS, cree Atgremeal going |MCS/CRY of Schi 8 ol in Disl cw develp Eme off mde to|Olsl mplamentied |MCS & cn
3¢ 2 CNS OF S5I0Y 5 SPECIAL POPE | wers albo 8 CAP s joa fot_years Ia aligred/ 1si ys of 8 long [} Red wih aign MCS/CRE | Syr plan for cuir jouTines &
3 3 TEXTBOOKS 8 OTHER Dist curt guides teste tosm C&1¢ stsis's Tyt ten-| jovitine Gevelopment thatl
8% algned but oficAd boch selectn ¢ vsed CRTR
33 [NATURE OF QNN CHANGE FMOCESS MXED fP- YP/ON_BTMAIP | TP DOWAS TOP DOWN OIST TOP-DWN || TOP DOWN M0t E-OUT BOTTOM UP MDOLE-OUT TOP OOWH
EVIDE NCE OF PLANNE D CHANGE YES (Dis Plan) YES YEG {aist YES (disl pin) |YES %8 h:3] YEB (LIMITED) ] YVES YES
[ INGIEASED CENTRALIZATION LESS TOP DOWN || vE. €S ¥ES YES VES YES (LAETED) 1) YES N
3 INCRI ABED LN ORWITY LESS MANDATED |} ¥E 33 ¥ES YE8 VES ¥E [+] YES D
37 INCNEASED AITRICIRATION NO OHANGE ¥ s ¥®s VES YES YES YES (LISTED) | VES _ YES
3 EVIDENCE OF RELATED STAFF DEV YESAIMITED Yes YES YES YES ¥ES YES(SIP emphmn] [0 YES (AB 551 s
38 UP FRONT TRAINING _+ YESAUIMITED ¥ES vE8 YES YES VES YEE [l YCS ¥ES
49 ONGOING TRAIMNG 8 FOULOWUP (] D YES [F2] YES YES YES P YESUMTED 0
4 IDENTIFY KEY ACTORS 1N CI ANGE Formal: dist Veidist leve! {Dis! /elle e 1line siafl, AC,_ 1iDist, princ Pt AP Car, {]Cun Assl § Assl P {PrinciSupt
] Actusl. teh ste_sdmAchs lmie teams |_Mentors CO slafl, CRT Coorde, Dept Chre]
4 3 |RATIONAL £ FOR CURR CHANGE 2 PRIMARILY 3fealet-013 fajil3 3- 813 was roledi |1 3 (813 Major Dibvai3
X 1 SBBIJREIATED 3 COMBINATION JRecent mrd-'?n 813 cun chal Dml has had 8w 3 3 3 |Packard grani nto 8 district tof sl In Schi & ast ysed  feunm
48] 2 PRE 81) ONGOING 4 OTHER lrefn o'l |incorp b 813 ongolng cuf chng cunr_tef bgn bis[prd rag tncs in | used e BIP lakisted efiort | JerSest phae of | 813 8a wehicle 10 {wiair ol aw
(4 8 Pre 813 cusr _ Jafford slfon lor 10y 813iec_impetu| &2 0 15 asel w/ 10 wpgrade 8 ua- atation 4 guide (1] 1030
a7 dev was eu- Cote cut nol l_th [] of 6B 813 #y confenibhe cut & trstruction s trm S8
(48 | sa0tn. L d 813 cur tocus Supt sow echis &3 improvement a3
a0 corprated 813 |08t lmsves curr [{Whi cist has brpdMr o s st |Tp dem igned wih diat] the 813 ta
§ & [COMENTS Dist bas lon Dist adptd pre | guides to be veed]ian al__ o 81 dov evidie [indersd becss |E Supt w/ Assl Bup] |No curr Marshpi Disf Coord and Re- [Smi s2e resulls
[ 8 1) | histery of un- §813 eurv chng ichrs with Sisl lave) ele [to tchre In fm oo Basd oslsblshed eariyl litm distshie | source tchie were|in e ooup of of
82 stuciwred 8 1 813 emndie | mied teeutts || have lof orgolng sast |10 tsachars cormprehensive nce Vsed to seal w ySU! dev prov
[ & d__| sdapted Dist only Bmn 813 pwn-Schis | [pedvact Gdovel by send admy
b & vt coursesfinnthhs [lwey had [ -] Mentors were not lichs o otht
X3 masing recent into 813 raforew usad for ourt
L1 WE’.!M. T HE adl 1|
§ 7 | OVERALL ASSESSWENT OF VR DEV W MOGERATE 10 MOOERATE MODERATE LOW G =]
6 6 {OVERAIL ASSESSMUNT OF OUAL CHANCE | [(OW Low MOCETATE lm ] ] LOW LOW-MOD MUGERATE
5  |OVERALL ASSESSMLNT OF AUGNMENT | [1acat 10GH HGH JMDOERATE MODERATE LOW HoH HGH
X _ _ _ —
€ 3 [CAUSAL FACTOM CURRICUL UM OF VELOPMENT, CHANGE, AND ALIGNMENT DATA SOURCE: CAUSAL FACTOR GHEETS AND CAGE GTUDIES
s
3
(X}
(X3




TABLE G4 8 CAUSAL FACTOR J: CURRICUL UM LEVELOPMENT, CHANGE, AND ALIGNMENT

[] 2 1 3 | 4 [] 1 7 [} ° 10
jsGcuy | MEDLA DISTRICIS
(ADA: 38,993 - 14,001)

[R¥ 1V

1
2 | ADA : 648,500 - 44,014)
3 [MAJOI AN SURCOMPONENT PARIS Caphol Chy MS |1 A Chiy JHS | SoCal JHS Eost Bay MS [LA Mstro MS
_4_|€VIDENCE OF CUNNINEVE1 GNUENT s s ¥€s ¥s YES
] Dist te! Ia jnw dist g1d |Cnt ordes B |lnw crs oting
[ 6 | — curt_centsred |al |AGP pgm
7 SI_Q-(CIN‘EA(I’"IN‘ 1.2-3-4 1-2-3-8 1-2-3-4-5-611-2-3-4-8 [1-2-3-4-8
8 |1 MATH 4 TESIS Schpetvre _ lincind 11 [6-Felang |lows cting  jw. civ.
® |2 SCIENCE S ESL_ chnge eacpt [{adv cie In _|Added: nis, |jwrtn bet MCH
10 2. ENGLISH 6. OTHER mih n - mh jall aseas) Sel Econ, Oglimv tig tha
11 100 easy Pewb 8 Siat ||MCS/ec dat
3 2 |NATURE OF TV E DEVELGWEIT QUAN CHANO QUAN 8 QUAL to MAT JOUAN 8 QUAL
3 Scl 8 SocSdl Tabk Inflacs ||Det cusr dld
14 — tepicd 1 Rang cntnl qual_ chre, sce
1 5 |ACROSS CONTENT AREAS 183 LIMITED J1-3 1823 ) 1-3
18 1. RMRITING ACROSS CURA CAP us ochi 8 |AW acre cun :
17] 2 ESL UNITZCOURSE DEVELPUNT not disl focus | hs bn Inte- 2 R
18 3. CAP PREPARATION IP. me! wieach Iiuld irte g
19] 4 ONER Ichs 10 CAP cvntculum | CAP
20
2 1 [EVIDENCE OF QUALITATIVE CHANGE YESLUIMITED _ |YES YESLMTED|] VES YEs
22| NATUNE OF CHANGE . 1.2-LIMITED  §1-2-3.4 1-2-3-4 1-8 1-
23] 1. CONVENYDEPTHAND COMPLEXITY |P. encrgs ichre {incied eniim($, tsthhs, & {imve rade actoss
24| 2. ANUYTICAL 8 CRITICAL THINKING [to sfind diad In ¢mnd tme gvn as {{contimie _ lthe boas
28] 3 HGHER ORDER THINKING SKLLS HOTS 1 classes mn_esason fo) on acad
26| 4 PROM EM SOLVING tnadoquste § n mos
27] 5. OVHER ls matn laue changes
2 8 |EVDENCE OF CURRICLA LM AL IGNBAENT YES STRONG [o ] S S YES
20 TYPE AND EXTENT 1-2-3-4.8 2 1-2-3-4 1.2-4-5 1-2-3-4-8
38 1. MCS 4. JESIS F & [sch uses oxd Tchra ]
31 2. CRSOF STDY 5. SPECIAL POPS |Tchis supartve |ref sgainst [nw libks 8 |lserved well
32| 3 TEXIBOOKS _ 6 _OTHER Ml locus on _|MCS use gde to
33 irmwork 8 CAP vrylng degs
3 & |NATURE OF CLIRRICUL LA C3 tANGE PROCESS | D:ST-TOP DOWN| TOP DOWN | DiST TOP DN || TOPDOWN | TOP DOWN
35| EVIDENCE OF PLANNED CHANGE YES |ﬂn E h1>] YES
38 INCREASED CENTRALZATION YES YEs YES
37 NCREASED UNIFORMITY = s YES
30 SICREASED AATICULATION YES S) | YES ¥s
39| EVIOENCE OF RELATED STAFF DEVLPMNTIND ¥es 1S =]
40 UP FRONT TAANING St dev 81 e YESA BUTED] | ES 3]
41 ONGOING TRANING 8 FOLLOWLUP __ |encin 2] N ¥ES Dsi piincp
42 DENIFYKEYACTOHS N CHANGE Chs, tchy  [YES LIMITE() Det cur speciicun dir dpt aha. res.
43 8 CRT dpt_hdwpriinino feachers {|hde leachers
4 4 |RATIONAL E FOR CUTINICLL UM CI ANGE 11-2 k] 2-ptimanily (12
48] .1. SB 824 RELATED 3. COMBINATION ! Disths o curs chng
48] 2 PREBI1IONGOING 4. OIHER cur chng oft |fpuim acad
47 for 10 yrs  |jeeing oot on
40 Incied tigor ||HOIS
40 ciptied 813 ongng lor §
S0
31
S 2 COMMENTS Supt |@ crrptid |
53 1yt cure dov_ |
$4 pin_Invivng tchy
5S & leach aaalel
50 RAcrt chng ©im_[Iramework
$7) - JH to MS -
X ﬁ_ curtleulum
S 9 |OVERALL ASSE SSMENT OF CURN DEV MODERATE HOH HGH [{ ¢ 1] HGH
6 0 JOVERALL ASSESSMENT OF QUAL CHANGE _ | LOW MODERATE _|LON COCEMATE  [HGH
€ 9 JOVERALL ASSESSMENT OF ALIGNMENT tIH HIGH MODERATE  {IHEH HGH
s2]
& 3 JDECEION A ES:
[ X]

B 5 | DATA SOURCE: CAUISAL FACTOR SHEETS - ROUND 18 2 CASE STUDES AND OUTCOME REPORTS




wVUe

TABLE Q3 A CAUSAL FACTOR K1: ADMINIS ¢ HATIVE COMMITMENT AND LEADE RSHIP

1 3 ) ) ] 16 | 7 19
B1G CITY URBAN LARGE DISTRICTS RURAL |
2 ADA: 646,500 - 44,014 ADA; {ADA; 18,341 . 182)
| 3 | _MAJOR AND SUB-COMPONENT PARTS |[Captio! City 1S] LA Chy HS SoCal HS Desert HS | Eas Bay HS Central Val Noreal HS
4| EVIDENCE OF ADM COMMITMENT ¥ES YES ¥ES s ¥ES
S Dist holds Eh !Dld. commit |Sept member || Siing adm__ |Subs Invivmy CAT _ |supiipting
3 te fofevn acte of le d Iai disiiglie |VvE |_panicipalon 8 jeame/sitn
1 _tmplsmestarn | comp Task Force  J|VES Dist 8 she 8 Lezn Degn) 8 studnt needs) Gecisions comemil
CAYa dev tef
] mplm_alr
3 6 |_SYuUDOLIC COMMITMENT YES YES ¥ES YES YES ] YES
K] Piin Is the pst-|Definkaly at Piln_symb Digt. etaff ]| Support of P. ensrls
12 digt- [supprtd it th schools am d
13 I sliorts olien
1 4| X101 KNOW EOGE OF PROG YES ¥es ¥s ¥ES
18| APPEAR AT TRAINING SESSIONS .- ¥ES ¥ES
16] AILOCAIE MECESSARY RESOURCES |[ND ¥ES ¥ES ¥eS VES
[k Lack of ade B4, [ Large hv.lgﬁ P. sitng res. Used a number of |P. spprts
18 qusie st de soit w/OHDS tunding for shiled 1830UICHS | -Jcon! atnd &
19 | velopment wall deve agent sure adsquate § [shing idess
20| NSISTONPROGAAL CONTINUATION || -.- YeS S YES YES ¥S ¥ES
2 1 | TECHNICAL COMMITUENT |JLiaited ¥ES YES YES ¥eS YES ¥ES
22 Using iche eva Eval of tchrs Piln_svalua- [Precance of a ||P. elins ¢oflct [Padicipaiod in 8[P. stengly
23] sltecivety CRT panikcp \lon panilally climale sup- ||dist comma | conducied traing|commbed 1o
24 Mormber of CRT bessdan ad | pariive of Piovided prof & jchange
23 1e: cuiticutur foadershp | change personal
26 ] GIVE DINFCY ASST 10 TEACHERS N ¥ES iw—s ¥ES S ¥ES
27(_PARIICIPATE IN INITIAL TRAINING |- - - N ¥ES YES L) ¥ES
28| PARTICIPATE W ONGONG TRAINNG |[ND [7) YES uman VES e ¥ES__ ¥ES ¥ES
20 Dix dignY Te in to asst _ {Ongolng teaining | Smi sch aze
30 vide saaistance sffecty lng wap Gmitod and Jeupp shating
3 1o puth 1o 81 & ciinclal tended 1o be ad
¥ Implemaniarn sl hoc In nature
3 3
X FUNDRG f OR CONTINUATION | [ND N ¥ES ¥ES YES \ES ¥ES
38 Lack of [Supp wip 4|P.uculnu fund for cont
36 NCE OF ADM <1 (1] L] ¥ES ¥ES s ¥&S ¥ES ¥S
3 7 | ADM PERCEIVED AS C81EXPERTS N YES €S cow YES YES YES
38 { Gave N AP of indl recog |P
30 logson demo Mngt siyle idi/| nlzed by schi 8 |wAu m
40 no cur stmgth | dist as an experfidishp
4 1 | ADMPERCENED AS CHANGE EXPERTS | YES jNO ¥ES LMITED [YES ¥eS ¥ES ¥eS
42 ] SOWIEADERS P THIOUGH ACTIONS rﬁs {LDLTED IYES YES LMMED YEs 9 ¥ES ¥ES
43 Tchrs_acknowl Tchrs acknw Uonihty etaft [IP. has mimgth [Gransmanship & |Fac knwe
44 _edge prin‘e Tchs tr mastings held || as ch [ ] fnstictional aup-|sl
4z f wound 10 dov Ineirn|] port was_visible{of P.
46 | SUPPORT OF PROG FACLITATOR | ¥ES &S YES YES YES
47| GUDE PROG TO AR L MPLEMENTATN|- - - | ¥ES YES |les YEs "uwrzo YES ¥ES
48 | _MAKE PROG SUPPONTIVE DECISIONS |- - - | YES ¥ES YES YES YES
40 |OOMUENTS Info te soformdDept hds em_| I c P. peicvd dist Prin Is_visible |[Chnge very eiw] The prin and AP_|in wmi schi
50 communlestod {10 carry mad | eul poor tel dept hd by elte ot_rof, In _classroom cwy | worked as 8 ]
[X) piimaslly by |of relosm a1 |Equity lssus ls|linteg Insiiucfadm schi vislon Prin uses co- ible tsam (o |cat! for
52 8 Jech no) majo sllor stive lead guide achi they |change
53 tocus lot echl ashlp syl imptemoniation
S 4 | OVERALL ASSESSUENT OF COMMITMENT [UONERATE __|LOW DDERATE 1o Ha0H HIH MODERATE | HIGH OH Te]]
5 5 |OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF LEADEASHP |{UONERATE  {LOW MODERATE HOH HIGH [Te1] MOD - HIGH || MODERATE __|HIGH J LONV HGH HOH
56
5 7 |DECISION MU ES qF
58
se "
60
[1) |
82 JCAUSAL FACTOR K1; ADUINISTRATIVE COMMITMENT ANDI EADERS (7L DATA SOURCE; ACTORS AND) ROUND 2 CASE STUDES
[¥)
64 I
(X ] 1




£0¢

TARRE G5B CAUSAL FACION K: ADMINISTNATIVE: COMMITMI NT LEADCASIIP

-_ [] 3 4 i 3 N | [] [ [X] [K] 12 193 14 8 [X)
KN . e e ——— e s webeny L AT
2. g 3 ; e e e |IADA; 646,500 : 44,014) i .. 18,132}
3| aan i Aoy costrons vt At flcapool cuy ] 1A Coy 218 | SoCal 269 | Comt Gay U8 JUA Wro ]
[]
3_fvernc oo am G " " liws T g ns vs s ___
8.]. - {25t hoids prin |P_ desirey rec| fupt membe: [P, diacuss 1o | Sung disglt
’ — —— —_— Bea) .._:- !%!‘.!. ach. LEtIRY =)
o ingloingntaty -
(8~ Y | ) I ==
(K] L ||Fuimary patpre R
1.8 S of suppod
0 (O, . -
W3] TOaigur ke AT CE PG ) vs
ta| AVEARAT HANDIN SESSONS ). -
18| _AOCAIC NLCESSANY I SouicLs |- se-
16 P, tog exinav
17 ting.
10
1.0 | _NGIST ONPAOGRAM CONTSUATON || - - - vES
(20 | TECHINCAl COMMITMENT {MITED ¥ES
21 Meets witchre|Cont focus o!
22 18 CAP teuts lagends & dlsc
23 Membes of CRIjon reform ordered tehis
24 _ 19:;_curiculum] to use them | 1om
25| GNVE DINECT ASST 10O TEACHERS 0] NO |tsaitED Yes ¥es
26 | PARICIPATE IN INITIAL TRAINING ||ND - e S VES
27 )] PARICIPATE N ONGOING TRANING }{ND see vES ¥ES ¥es
28 Dist _didnt pro-|P. manliors  [Clin : & ||Adm team padP. prede
29 vide ssststancqich per |_lega) tequire]| licipated In |monk of prge
30 o ad ment moiive || KT 8 schi
31 J 'n not fo1 C81 lrp
32 menti] L.
3 | BUDGET FUNDING FOR CONTINUATION]| - - - YES ND - ¥ES
34 HNot
5 [EVIDENCE OF ADMLEADERSHP LIMITED YES YES MOED ¥S
3 6 | AD:MPERCEIVEDAS CBIEXPERTS [1e] ¥ts Lle] [e] ¥ES
37 P. picloved [Piin admits |[Sevesal tchra|adm
38 aa mnml | she Is not an Pas is
38 curr_shills ospen fow & strol
4 0 | ADM PERCENVED AS CHANGE EXPERTS]]- - - YES ¥ES ¥s
4 1 | SHOW LEADERS (P THROUGH ACTIOHS] | LIMITED YES ¥ES MOED ¥ES
42 Moots_monthly | Tchis_awre [P hites best[|P doss adm have
43 widspla P. wnis posh | tchie & givas| wriollowthiujstand
44 tesulls them lissdom| on her
45| SUPrONTOF PROG FACLITATOR Yts ¥ES
4 6| GUIDE PIOG TOFULL DA EMENTATN| . - - Yis 2 S YEs
4 7 | MAXE PROG SUPPORTIVE DECISIONS |- - - YES LMITED ¥ES
4 8 |JCOMMENTS Info_re_yelormal Sace se0s 1ol |Prin_concern- nc lev of
40 communicated R_eiing | as crea od piimarlly {commit not
$0 piimarlly by |p. suppe tel afieciive wi personal |beynd dist
X} dopt chairs  jellorie (3 oa- ||Head counalr | guidance
52 visonmont I8 alo fe
S 3 |OVERAIL ASSE SSMENT OF COMMITMENT| LOW HGH MODERATE MOCEMATE __ [HIGH
S 4 JOVERAIL ENT OF LEADERSHI |1 10OW MOUERATE RA [HOH
DECEXONRULES
58
50
60 i
[ 8 1 |CAUSAL FACTOAKT: ADMNISTRATIVE COMMITMENT ANDLEADERSHIP]  DATA SOURCE: CAUSAL FACTORS AND ROUND 2 CASE STUDIES
82 e —
[X)
64
[3)




%02

TAIMEGOA CAUSAL FACIOR K2: AmiNISTRATIVE IPHESSUNE AND MONITORNG

. [ 2 | 3 |_ o 8 7 [] ) ) (K] 12 13 14

1 maciy_| uCHNIM ISTAICTS
2 ___{ADA- 648,500 - 44041) _ | [(ADA: 38,393 - 15,132)

3 IMAJOIVSLIB COMPONENTS Capital Chy MS{LA Chty JHS [SoCal JHS | |Eaat MS [LA Metio MS
4

| EVIVENCE OF ADMISTRATIVE PRE SSURE 0 ¥ES ¥ES = YES

Disurict has not |Pein Cunilculum |Hi presa f@ dagn
yeot dov! In oa iimited press| cor cus, CAP &

] accouniablilly {i and to implem__ |lesn LD).

] ; W's_sUd Hdiscusaion of teforma al [Hew 8 exp ichrs
10 w; E wiulona slle 1evwd & montid
1t 1o pgrm lmpl
12 |PNESSFONFUIL MPLEM. [Le YES ¥ES YES
13 | EARLY STAGE EXAMPLES 0 Grad teq Tutbooks __| YES
14] LATERSTAGE EXAMPLES N usl ind. con_tehe ¥ES
15| OTHEREXAMPLES Support_malniyluse of laxts eval Press & moniin,
18 symbollc te {No Is intenss
3 7 |PRESS FON CONT ASSISTANCE CAP resukts _ |LIMITED ] JUODERATE | YES

8 EARLY STAGE EXAMPLES N Sisll_dovel s devel [YES

0 LATEN STAGE EXAMPLES 2] [le] ND YES
20] OTHEREXAMPLES N Le] N Linle ptese/

21 Ch (=L monii'd lor HOTS
22 _ telorm ditectn| .

2 3 |EVDENCE OF AUN MONITORNG ¥ES &S EVAL YES ¥eS

2 4| _ MONMTORNG OF PROCESS ¥ES ¥ES VES YES

25 ] MONITOANG OF FDELITY [{*) [Te] YES ¥ES

28 | MONITORING OF STAFF CONC N YES YES YES

27 (| MONITORING OF EVALUATION (0] YES YES ¥es

28 Quasterly te- |Prin gen sms evalimdep JLOptinpicS ym
20 ports required lawia of mwug#gm_sm
30 Md-mum! ,lnduhag 4 inksd w/CAP
31 math ress

32 L MITED

3 3 |OENTFY TYPES OF MONITORNG Some retuct Admin Eval Admn monliajLot of ‘mngl by
34 to due to carelully {waling around®
35 teht negoTs &

38 |t fooigs _

3 7 | DENTFYDEGREE OF PRESS APP LIMITED LOW oW LOW HIGH:-Intnce admn
a8 — pros I8 coe

30 cut-CAP, LD

4 0 [DENTFYEXTENT OF ADM Disi s loosaly JUCDERATE UCODERATE _ | HIGH

4 1 |SUPP 8 ATT AT TRAINING SESSION betweed MODERATE MODERATE _|HIGH

42 diat echool.

43 Disi dossn

4 4 0E8U10 O

43 monnor schis

4 6 JOOMMENTS P. lacks aciive, |Pdn doss Nw prin does | Supt put CAP

47 dliect lsed Inkiste _pee: aol_en) In

a ¢ and monfor ol 0ymapo 8

: e e o o to Balmes Be a7
30 oinl lotca ol dimrdet
[X]

52

53 |OVERMLASSESMENTOF PRESSURE ___ |LOW LOW Low.uoo| Jiow HGH

S 4 | OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF MONTORNG LoV LOW JLOW - MOD| |LOW HGH

$S

56

$7

(Y]

50

80

81

62

¢ 3 | CAUSAL FACTOR K2 ADMINISTRATAVE PRESSURE AND MONITORNG DATA SOURCE: CAUSAL FAC TOR SHEETS AND ROUND TWO CASE STUDIES
64 |

es A |




s0¢

TABLE G8 8 CAUSAL FACTOR K2 ADMMNSTRATON PRE SSUNRE AND MON TORING

1 ] a T 3 7 0 $ 10 12 1 13 18 18 [ 10
B8 CITY I LARGE DISTRICTS MEOIUAM DXSTRICTS RURAL DISTRICT.
| {ADA__ 848 500 . 4401 -_36393 . 308! AGA " 15,132 . 14,001) 18,341 . 182)_
MAJOA AND SUB-COMPONE NT PARTS IGIMCI'HS LA Cay HS BoCal s Deosent H8 451 Boy B3 |Oange Co HS| Peninnda HS || LA Metro HE [TriCounty HS Bults Butte HS|Central Vatley H5]  Norcal HS
4 DATA NS
EVIDENCE OF ADM PTE SSURE 0 YES MOGED YEB | VES Yes YES (YES YES ¥ES VES
Dtstrict has not [Vrys acrs empon|Dusfe AGP [+ =] on of mt belPria ezt H1 prove to dis|"We (dat) do_}iia] cutr rels_|Press vsed b en.| Sl och sett
1 arjof re) off moall | cur sad Gehls |[ee princ. Rileigaruied tea! 088 €N o oot® cus, CAP| act bave 10 n vy el su1e schl - [he 0
3 sbiy lrevesls tocss | Glecpine prog|ipress on ichry on_ {to mv twrd and Lemson Dol wes pressure’ o mentatian of proPrine consiat
[0 | ‘prog, s sk infoopta received re. ment shons of Prassute gram thal mests [exens press
sary rp! sisge P ousl t8ia and New 3 osper- | prosen? mors minimum_reguise-
Cur guides ste Inple lenced tchrn | from P level ments of disiney
3a pared 81 810 rPviewed | re schi vialon slandars
sord to_schie snd ams P1e3s b both by
4] v8e 80 quiie Mo fe_program vd C8) | and schi & (o
‘ P [ Irplementatn 29 chutos tehy
18] PRESS FORFULL IMPLEMENTATION |[MD s MXED 1) YEB ns s YE5 it n)|[Yes s YES
7 EANLY STAGE TXAMM ES 10 ucs s 0 MCS vis &S YES (LIMNED) [|MCSrixte s VES (LIANTED)
[) LATER STAGE EXAMMES "0 sslore LASTED 0 Crod slend YES YEB YES ({BAUTED) || Malre-20 monk | YES MCS
0 OTHER EXAMPI €S Ouatty Indictord Core cut in plcd 1O Weniors Dynsm Loshp Prass & mool [Pisss b achl —__ [Oepichns a0 am 10
0 lherofote B ol pisv piac toting ks in- _ |basad and msin lcs! aupt on tehrd ND
1 Ccutrent pross ez8s18Y press tense by B chuy, tn & tak
2] PRESSFOR CONTINUED ASSISTANCE || HO 0 LXED Ref oot i tull A8 comp bmiy VES YES YES (LIMTED) || ES ¥E5 ¥ES
3 EANLY STAGE EXAMPLES [1e] L WS meatation] i UC grd |VES ¥ES 8 L TED) || STFF ¥ES St Dev gred
a4 LATER STAGE EXAMMLES 0 0 LIATED clarm inst sift § VES YES YES (UMITED) || 00 YEs 1eq CAP isiing
OTHER EXAMPLES Tehrs sopent .10 Ol ofiers dov 10th gr [Orade consul These s Btle |Dist ) S ® givan [Contines 1o
s agm pressural 10 untary img te couns _DistAchitnd 1o prov | esumontir{ avatabie, schi [Press frm ghv) thru s1afl devel Jexert press
Diat 1seddh Loosaly coupied | cur guides oft tghily 838] 08 cun for HOTS 233 pien for oafprine M‘M’
L] being develoned coaspled el op oV
¥ | EVIDENCE OF ADM MONTOIGSa 10 UAITED WXED LAATED YE5 YES s
0] MONITOMIIG RE. PAOCESS [*] 0 JUMTED L] > s YES
MONTORNG RE FIDEUSTY L+] o ___ UMTED 0 B YES YES
3 2 MOETORING RE STAFF CONCERNS || YES LNSTED LASTED L] LTED Yes YEE
33 MONITORING RE_EVALUATION {) 10 o L] (2] Y8 Piin_ malnt hgh Yi5
[ See atove, he [LEtle monRk tsls, [Littie raf bloal confnd IJAS Jetad gt sxte 1)
Ay eval MCS, _meniors | com cunm, terijeve! process modersl (3
has act ye! been books, of ¥ng o high moalt Assl
mmentsd | |]_tinked
B IOENTIFY TYPE'S OF MOrTORING NONE District love) NONE Distriet fovel |DissStie lmn19m [ Thate
Depf's monRkor in _clerme/on of
4 sshves wah
LL— DENTFY DEGIEE OF PRESSURE APPLEDY | NONE oW Lo LOW MODERATE HOH HOH
¥ Some Prin_ezens P. 8 Dist mote than |t barh dist 8 [P Intsase sdmive
43 19 press due to &ggo_uﬁ_‘ money, snd she oo mveis ngp
a4 lchy negollat [ (] cur-CAP, LD
4 ond oo I lsefgs :
[ 4 6§ [DENTLFY EXTENT OF ADM SUPPORT 8 |{UMITED UMITED |MODERATE NONE MODEFATE | HGH HGH
4 ATTENDANCE AT TRAINING SESSIONS |- - - 2ee 2] HGH
4
49 |OOMENTS Disl ls bbosely |Dis2 s boos Tehrs food Dist_se! o Dt cont |Disl o Incred I t put CAP
coupied betwesn sswe | ' (] 8 00 phatls it
(6 1) Qs school tnpetve from [} ° sie Is preocc [Refeoap ers [as s o8e placet
Dl does nol ap- |sle sdm prans | courses wiolht _pifilesiin and ¢hn; 8 famaing the
_ply pressute of jvery low Oenl on new & ocowing | an
4 . i schiy toxock JF of the district
8 JOVERALL ASSESSMINT OF PRE SSURE Low wow LOWODE RATE [LOW MODERATE |ucn MODERATE HGH
OVERALL ASSE SSMENT OF MONITORING | |LOW oW LOW MODE RATE |LOW MODERATE MODERATE _ {NA HGH
DEQSION RURES PROPOSED FON CAUSAL FACTOR OIS
€1 VES ODeta suppons s presence 1GH_AU ciiica) companesis are (n place
2| NO Oata does sot support presence MODE RATE - More than hall ere ta place
3] UMITED ftem b T ] LOW 1 oss than hat ere in place ||
a| .- No dats avalable OATA_NA: Dsta ect submined [
6 |CAUSAL FACIOR K2 ADMINS TRATOR PIEGSURE AND MONITORNING JDATA BOURCE: CAUSAL FACTOR BMEETS AND ROWUND 2 CASE 6TUDES




90¢

TABLE GTA CAUSAL FACIUAL LATITUDE AND FIDEUITY

] F 3 1 [] N [] 7 1 [] | | [] 12 13 17
__Isaciy | |
I— | (ADA 648,500 - 64,014} . 308%0) o)
MAIOR AND SUB COLPONENT PARTS || Capiiat Coy lB_I LA Cay b3 | | Orange Co H5 §___Noccal H8
|FATURE OF LATITUDE piGI1L0W) 10N o MO(ESTE o
8 | I Minbnum c-__|Vre acrs empat ipnty edopid/ st
3 ctotion gven |08 st bve monll & piss aco (o Intsal
’ I Schoch ence Latude 818 Act hgh
piogram wes L8700 oo
adopled tortks, tngd
10§ EVIDFNCE OF LOW | ATITUDE ¢S s YES VES 8 ¥ES YES
(] SOUNCE OF PRE SSUNE (0§ DEPT)|| ST & PEER DS [:7] 2] D-8 18
(12 DECIC E OF PAESSURE MOITETATE 10GH | MODLRATE oW )igh Bch g9 saq | MOOFRATE MOCENATE
[ 13 ] MATISE OF PREESIME 13us prese be- | Grd req basic oved coursas|MVe 1Gh gid 10eh ord couns | grad mq longer
|14 .yend commarnt | of am___|CAP ecores cnaing schood yr
(16 to eviltssths Dyoction ghving
L6} EVIINCE OF HOUATIRDE s s us i YES o] s
[V 7] ST SC1 USER ADAPTATION  ||WVEAR 010 SR (11T 5 s D
(10| BIiNiinG o6 TAVALZATION IS wS 0 o lowRAnE __|wS ) Jws ) (9 DOTAL
(19 INITIAL OR OVENTIME ADAPTATN OVLHIME INITIAL hw OVERTVME NONE AILOWED _ |INITIAL char of vin a9 [INITIAL 8 OVERTM 31 dev Out of chst
130 Ade made | ind, MCS [0 scha gL MCE, Some spproved  |AGm ichs eval Sci! given degioe {bec of dal wie
(3 || irplem fof Ind counes 4 slowal bag not used el any ‘Eﬁ!
2 [NATUSLE OF FIDELITY QUGH LOW) MOUERATE MUOUERATE (L «i] MU MATE e LOwW (ot scti)] LW MXY TATE 134
3 tinimalno DisVsch goats |sch noM oo vie_scn oomps Carelu) dnvschi|HIGH foch tetu)| jearty stage of litgh fdetty 1o DIs |
4 681 _monfior ate pam bul |w sma 8ead nat _prog monfioring impd lot_most roved have eftected ol
(36 SIP progiam sibls beg of This 1 8 cealia) | hao e planned oo
do1_moanor| wsh 813 200010 tred Onptrict £ree o fmstxiy
ochy rem — 4 min
) | EVIDENCE OF LOWFIDELITY VES Y¥ES §13-] YES (] YEB YES YES VES
|29 Schis vhion bs _ ||MCS K Mentor laachers |he pol Some concern £ [Memors used atfel Courses of s Tamh 1
(30 ot 88 beused o |Indicaton olam fof | facently than & toatbhks wer» |MCS-emly npl |
o 212200 ssguader &sl hisaded ochi ehotce (]
AUTHORITY F OR CHANGE (D §. SO (STHCY.5CHOOL |D ] 0-8 OSTRCT SoHooL 0IS DISTRICT-SCHOOL | D/S
REASONS FOR CHANGE To betier mest || Dist pin silows |No ) No monh of Geme deviation le|Dare 10]Abs ot dis or  |Misl has sm) sch consiznta |
3 [ ocsl st end || alte moaft/eupv _ Juse of sliowsd trom | mini tnliud{shte_pressure | Uisdlion of locay
38 1am aseds CAP rsveiw flowed dfisrences ach) control
38| EVIDONCE OF Y FDEUITY ¥s NO. ool G | VEB YEB ¥ES YES L] ¥ES S
ER4 Ceote cuil ol odm b Cost of kciv mni keht, sdm Requirements gen]Tchr use of 8p. | Gt Reg enin & QU9 1eq, ment
L!! laatths In plece ovals ung vaed & accepled | proved curt fas & tewrde
(39 SOUNCE OF PIESSURE (D 5§ DEPT) MSTRCT aone |0 10 OISTRCT | S0 O0L NONE DISIRICT-SCH-DP [OVS same
|40 Schi gets atrd cent [Dist &r the Tchy 8 adm oval)Tetrs ot Schils and tcive (1] 20T )
Xl fot o projects & 10h grd co uaiions 878 based roved cut &8s boughy 2o fesviied ta
42 - courses of el on r3f | _temoved 8 peess fot
43| — WAICHBETWN PROG 8 PRACTICE YES _ YES (toted) JVES YES ¥ES YES D ¥ES i\_gs
[44]) __FEWVARWTIONS ACROSS C 0 Li] ® tot 2.3 X D YES (SCHOOL) | Imany varatons|ND ND
45 |COMMNTS [Echts must oftet [[Letude 8 19 Joompa - to_lavnidpres The Lenson st od Bad O3 Jurd sis of sch
4 co1e cut 0l prssured 81 [a) others che & st | for tohr use of | |t 8 10 | fesent degrees of [ragres some
[] Non-cote coursed |sli/discretion Jlaih and low fid curt b n plece | the approved cuddate Nidetty scioss thq adapiaiinn
48 €88 be oftsced  jlalowd In Growing concaea | 1o viewnd by _ | [uaimpiessive clsesrooms
4 =gl oval s b be tehrs a8 belng On &4
[ Like courses | 8 postive wey sfe in place
musl U3e ame tchee e lack ] In_practice couises
terDock aiiiude for » ol the ! sludy sie not
Linisd_credd- program to | school balng trplement
4 kmentstion | tor Cen- Detisr meel the [The cist does not ungormily In some
(78 ® a ooeely| tral Office curt needs of seccn- | beleve in & dapls (notbly In
[ dintrict saft & dary siudents. | down sdm [ So¢ Studies
7 JOVERALL ASSESSMENT OF LANTUDE _ J[10W HGH MODERATE HOOH LUOW MOCERATE o] LO (6) - 18 (D) | [HGH MOCERATE LOW
R JOVERALL ASSESSMENT OF NDELTY MODCRATE MOCERATE MODERATE ] HGH MODERATE HGH i (8) - LO LOW MODERATE HGH
* DECISION RULES FOf CAUSAL FACTOR L: LATITUDE AND FIDELITY| 1
) |WO._Dats does nos support lem's presence HIGH: AN effical componsats afe In place 1
8 1 [YES Dats doss support Remr's pr. MODERATE: Moca (han ha¥ of the criics) companens? are I place.
2] LIMITED liom b mn LOW _Less ten hall of (e criical components &76 & place.
§ 3 |- ltam not comidersd or RO dals STRONG Deta cde daal of pressure
[ |
(1] | | N S
§ 8 JCAUSAL FACTOR L LATITUDE AND FIDEUTY DATA SOUACE CAUSAL FACTOR 51 ¢EETE AND ROUND 2 CASE STUDIES




=L

TABIE G778 CAUSAL FACTOR L: LATITUDE AND FIDELITY

[ 3 | ] | s ? ] [] 10 11 12 13 14 15

[ L aGciy | MEDILL DISTRICTS

2 {ADA; 646,500 - 44,014) {ADA: 36,393 - 30,850

3 Caphol Clty MS] LA Chy JUS | SoCal JHS Eaxl Bay MS LA Metro MS
4__|MAJON AND SUR COMPONENT PARTS —

S INATURE OF LATITUDE QIIGH MDXLOW) [ItOW MODERATE MIED JMODERATE [Te )

[3 Uinlmum dls- Pein kpe agndsf Dist Nw did ¢ ssenila 17

7 cialon given [focus 8 dacss| used by ichis|wrk twid fot_deviarn Iim

[] sl on _tel. otlent | as bench masiull tvp) dist mod se; curt

[ Tcher ownsaly|irwd ) Icsedon CAP 8 LD

10] EVDINGE OF | OWIANTIDG s 0 s ¥ES

1.1 __SOURCE OF PRI SSURE D SOEPT) [{orsT 8 PEER_ |8 o DiSTRICT
12]_DIGITE Of FIESAE ||sieng Ligle presa In T STRONG

13 NATUILE OF PRESSURE Adm reffe ay sfea all empais Det_oval of tchre

14 In ) 8 admin bsd

13 | _EVIDUNCE OF I0GH LATIUDE ¥es ¥S N

18 DIST-SCHL USEN ADAPTATION | SCHASER USER [elee NONE ALLOWED

17 01 UNTING OR TIUVIALIZATION YES N ¥ES N

18 INITIAL OR OVERTIME ADAPTAT'N OVERTME [OVERTME __ | Jint) hgh 8! Hi ALLOWED-amne vd dev alwd
1 0 INATURE OF FIDELITY HIGH-MOCLOW)_ || H! {GENERALLY) LOW oW HGH
20 Deponent on |no to8) curr change Criul dat/ech monh.
21 type of relomn is 8 cenirallzed district
22| EVIDENCE OF LOWFOELITY ¥ES VES YES - MCS, qual ingd ND
23 Schi-wide dis. {no oMt monk no sliong Wrshp |Sme cncen 1s alem desgn
24 pline progtamiat ene for secondary students
25 AUTHOMITY FOR CHANGE (DS T) ||SOOOL 0S8 NOE DISTRICY
28 REASONS FOR CHANGE Lack of adnilck of disfel P, prvd suf] die at me TN Iim
27 rmonfioring 8 {lolw thru alte CAP roview program
280 ptessuts
2 9 | EVIDENCE OF HIGH FIDELITY | YES NO - OSB8I i N VES
30 Cus 8 teutbks |ic ongng asst Regs pen used & accepied
FK) SOURCE OF PRESSURE (O-S DEPT) horsrmcr S/DEPT D-8 DISTRICT
32 Stiong dist n- Vel & adm evaluations
33 Ll 1 X-" are based on prog imp/iah
J4 and Inair

38 MATCH BETWN PROG & PRACTICE || YES ¥ES [Te] YES

36 FEW VARIATIONS ACROSS CLSRMS! | YES ¥Ss ¥ES D

a7 dist provd The | sason n

3 8 |COMMENTS Dist uses CRTs{atiuct s i Ne prine hag pot yat |4 dist cwre s bn place
39 w! achl rep'a |but kck ongng assrid hmall as cunt Grwnp concern expresasd
40 asgd B alte ,wgﬂ IE—-@‘U‘”"
41 moni do nol fack of latkude (or

42 ] adapling prigm o bettes
43 meel neods of sec etudenis
44

45 foiced to ahid

48 mentation,

4?2

4 0 |OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF LAUTUDE__|[tOWN <] MODEAATE | [ MODERATE LOW

4 9 |OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF FDELITY MODERATE wow Low LoN HOGH

[ X"

5 1 |DECISION AULES: _
82

$3

54

53

Sé

s 7 JCAUSAL FACTOR L: LATITUDE AND FIDELITY DATA SOURCE: CAUSAL FACTORS AND ROUOND 2 CASE STUDY

50 o 2
59

860

- R)

¢ 2

83

64




802

TADE GBA CAUSAL FACTOR M1 EXTERNAL AML INTERNAL LINKING AGE NT FOR ONOGOING ABSISTANCE - HS

[ 2 3 | I | [] r 1__ 8 [ 19 13 13 16 [ 17 0
__legcury 1 [LARGE DISTRICTS MEOUM DISTRICTS AURAL DISTRUCT!
2 — _ (ADA 645300 - 44014}  J(ADA: 38391 . 30850 15132 - 314091 Em uutug
| 3 _|MASDR AND SUB COMPONENT PARTS HS|tA Coy 18 soCalts | Desert East Boy HS [Orange Co HS|P. HS LA Metro HS | Tn-Ceunty HS|]1Buflalo Bunte Cenirs) Vakey HS]Norcal HS
4 |EXTERNAL | INKING AGENT (ELA} YES (Vchr oval] YES-UCLA surf YEB {Tohe omi\es NOT USED NOTASED DATA N3 YES. oal | WO YES NOTY UGED NOTY USED
§_| EVIDENCE OF HIGH OUALITY ASSISTANCE YES tnst lor @l e ¥ tatnin ELA have bosn siafl dov
[] ELA WAS CREDIX E PERSON N s oo ¥ES ovided used bul et _|IVES-KI Mssh prg has been & msjos
7 2 ASST WAS USER OTUENTED N ¥Es .o Yeg o1 YES -es o] ptictay for the
[ ) ASST WAS CONCRETE 8 CONTINUOUS _ |ND N see Yes draliict 10 | emss Yos-3 deq schoal and the
§ | EVIDENCE YHAT ASST VARIED OVER NME N VES elemants of [Ex 8 *io 1 ich tra] the loreel
] 1 INITIATION STAGE ASSY YES ve8 isaching and] Nea Duan fot the
L) NEEDS ASSE SSMENT coe ¥ES clinical sup-1 & ocass
¥ PROGHAM ADAPTION/ADOR TION YES ¥es erviaion Courly Office sl ls
¥ ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE D L33 ¥es County siafi tlon YES e | provided in &
14 2 DAPY EMENTATION STAGE ASST N ¥ES
18 PHOVIDE O LOGICAL SUPPOITT L Yi5 see YES
] TRAINE D INTERANAL TRAINE RS YES (LASTE S ]
3 ZONOUC TEO DEMONSTRATIONS aee tes D
[ ] PROVIDE D FOLL OWUP/ICOACHNG N} (] 0
9 DENTIFIED RESOURCE S e Cee ¥E8
[] AIDED PROG CONTINUATION 2] YES
2 1 [INTERNAL UNKING AGENT [ILA) s e
CENTRAL OFFICE ACTEDAS A YESAIMTED YESAUMITED
Stafing act o Specuaicie o1
22 Jonuam 10 gude Svalisbs o1 89
3 C 8 t sigpont nescadbmas § L _
1_CO PROVIDED SYMBOUC SUPPORT YESUMITED |VES YESUMNED JYEG rein! | YES-olt YES-sung
| e Support 8P it ech curt_coot _ |commitment
1 forcee deve program | o
] 2 CO PROVIDED TECHNICAL SUPPORT YESAIMMTED |YES YESAUMITED JVES-mitme |VES-mg YES.-ow Dits
[ No new efiont |Tsiing Ass) |Piovide eacel Bior pgrm dev |cle cree
1 Disl wrhahps leny inservice ichis/apec |outing devel
2 OX; act h sssl
3| PRINCIPAL AS ILA YESAUIMITED ) s
4| 1 PUN DE MONSTRATED COAMITMENT Stong gunuolvss Nol invoived | YEGgQ® ech _ |YES.strng | YES-strong YES
[ | "We Cate” Pgi} tn cun devel Jclim, ciiglattty |commitment |commilment Demo/model
[ 2 PRN MONITORINGA RE SSURE bul poot ﬂm!ﬂ No prog lbocus | YES maia hh { YE B maderat] YES-moderate] YES
MENTONS AS A 0 YES ) YES curt dev YESav b coch )
|Cu1 dov ety Not _formaly — 30 88 culY O¥ o MTP i oif
3 9 | _DEPY CHAIRS AS LA 1) ¥ES | ) YES cuit_dev |VES [ D
40 | Pownilsl use Nol fosmally
4 1] OTHERS AS LA [Ie] YES %S YEB-resourcq YES-inst spec ¥ES
43 | Tehrs want SIP commimse teachors Cur Toarrs | Tetus must AP ol Imtruction
41 | more shass lime imponant ILA hepp yv o share con! slrong cur lesde
4 & JEXTERNAL INTERNAL UNKING AGENT FIT YES LBATED) NOELA | YES NOCLA NOELA YES NOELA NOELA ND ELA NOELA
X 1_EVIDENCE OF COORDINATION ND NA YESpehrd gn [NA NA yas NA NA NA N
x3 comp 18 prog Schi and dist Closs dntschool
4 malnigin on cocrdnsion in
a8 _poing contac] 8 _numbes of s1eas
4 2 EVIDENCE OF TEACHER BUY-IN N NA YE och  INA NA NA NA Strong tchr b_vlhlm
60 climseliglatl) &— i Gsants lor stall
COMMENTS No comprohen. [ M1 sist et [Tchre must  Jalh conl of, |aset pro by |sump cent off ELA a3t |20 tr brp of ELA deve! Inche
2 sive ¢1afl dev [tim cort off | sesh ox ®e nklaied Jwd mg cist Imy o ref more al pan|ean? low. been a hey 1o co-iprov vie 8 hgh
3 plan yot dovel |dp! 871 eum Mo folowwp of | saat ous [res Prim tohf by ot samin tant role du] of reform of | ordnation and_|e: !
a L 80 assl wth &u Jphd gl prov  jeunt imp dsgdes prov mn | ter SIP prog & 8 [[deviprim provision of on- |OTH Bk not
3 is_new prioriifto shmg at sis] workah thd 20 o devjwikehps, tuf [st dev for cisd co: Wave 3 | _are crtitcal. [Ifrom curr dir |going ass dewloped
Adm lng prgm SIPAWASC ]
ongElA wey tm reanded nd i
nol_efieciive s e ot lnsty
3 e _tchag etral
) 4 methodobgies —_—
¢ 1 JOVENALL ASSE SSMENT OF Ei A IMPACT LW wow 1ow 185GH NOT USED NOT USED NA NOT USED _|NOTUSED
X MMLAS?!SSUINIO‘ 0A IMPACT nw UODERATE ov MOOERATE MOCERA LIOOFRATE _ |NA HGM | MODERATE
83
@ 4 JCAUSAL FACTOR M1 tﬁtmwmm&muuﬂroammm DATA SOURCE : CAUSAL FACTOR BHEETS
[X | | I




91333 U019v] WSvD_IouN0s VIV g—uﬂ«azdozoco:iuu«ﬂa!_é;ggem INUOLIVI Wshvol 29
VERi[  WOI|[_ 1OVam V10 INRYsSISSY INuAO0[ 9 9
Qa0 LON @@ 10N 13V V13 J0 INITSSISSY TMIAO] §
A
fmond_nsm |
T =az !G; )
oy Bun Gbwo, ]
L] oo
L] [
W @em V13 )
Sujyim ]
fun_woy )
€ savm w yruos — faopd mei & ]
(L. WA e 19n Buote0 28
-np &Sl W 0 dMOg0) ON Asp A wend | £ 9 )
e K] 0 oot ASD B0 A8 3
"W Vi3 LT TEeye )AM00 ON SIN PYD
FONVIIG b ISWINMO 0 FONITAZ & ]
v
1
= SR = NTANBUIIOVIL JO IONWWI L |90 |
S3A ™ N T NOUVNYRIO0O S0 IONIGAT 1 | 9V ]
SH ViGN VIION | Suo.._ Tousuy uwr_ 11 INIDV ONDONT| TWAJILNT VRI3LX| 9§
pan o § swon ) reue oW v
— ~RAIOETD (904 SURIALCD SIS wes eiyd) y
S [] S| DruSAEIN (] VESVSUIHIO [ 4 ¥
ON 90 FTNR04 y
N ol oV A N VU &V _SHIVHD 1430
TP W AN ON 109 1ON| Ko wep in)
o o (] S (] VT SV SUOININ_| 4
S | ] S finwes 2004 1 I RINSSMSONUOINONKDI Z_ | 8
Ppowweq k) _ X
FEY S| peoan toN Sk |[niuniod Buons | | INIUNWYOD O31vaISNONIa N & | v
o Q3LNIVS3IA VI SV WdloNHd | €
1958 ap oAb qBnous 10U '%0 [
RAWIIG —edqeva mof|
¥ i W g Voue Aed oN ]
§3A GIINIVS3IA || IH0INTS WoRHOIL GIGACEL 0D T 3
§ A wabord SAMD 98010)
o gom K ¢ e S
=7y QIUTIVSIA|[ LHOGNTS DNOBAS G3TA0HS 09 |
VI poion® p voddW 19 9 [
LT RS O WErbe »
e ) I8 SrvPedy 7e_po Bewnis T
) 3 |[ 03LMIVSIA 9| OJMIEIA VI SVOILOV 301330 WUINID | &2
S S SR VI ANIOV ONDINI IWUAINI| 3 2
[ TED [ ) Q. NCILYNINILNGD DOtJ ORIV (X4
SN v ¥ wu karbe - SINNOSTHHUATLINIR ot
L O] 1% pWON00 o ONT (V00 W0 110§ 0XTAGHd ]
$0199_Jundun &id & 1wng T SNOHVULSNON 30 0 T1 KD Ty
B 1| | Soeaw on| Toniewd a .» T SudNviIL VRVUIINI 0 NVIL i
oyadne i 9 |01 pon [} 11,813 TVODU | 03RO 4]
W31 jO Bvwee ey eeones| [odiin .b 135V PIVISNOIUVINIOI W Z_ [0
« wp Bum T 1e% ns TINND VO VZINVIVO XN
Tq aoid Tnd N L] | ar RO JOAVAOTIdVIY nmotid J 20|
Ton_wndn | 5% votesy U INMSSISSVSUIN. |11
“Faatin_ ™o a: IS5V 3UViS NOIVIM 1 100
o § v e Liw (T Y e A L LY R
DERIAS 1 A | Bt 9 I HrNo ) Svm iSSV - [ T8 ]
% 9 o) suver |pbie ual ew [ onNmIoHi i sYm ISV & |71
B H " |#s0rie Baiia wll T _mraidd ismiandSvavin s |9
1\ _wanamen|— —ou]] TAWISTSvAUIMnIeni o A enAd |
B LR || T annion] T araiion iu IViD in pavesnnea) menxa) v
SN o V) 0 ¥e) S o v [0 K Sedeof| TSitevii sn o s anvienwy | €
TXisi d BiAo - aR'9rd_ vav) T
SHow eI T anoa ] B
91 [} vl [ [ [ 04 8 [] 2 [ | v | 3 []

FONVIBISSY ONIOTNO U0 J AN TDV ONDEG ] TV ILNIONY TYNEILX I 1M BOLDYS VSOV 86D FMve

209



TAINE GSA CAUBAI FACTOINM2 CONTINT, TIME, INTENSHY, AND IYPE OF ONGUOING ASEISTANCE

012

1 [ 3 T O | 0 H v 1 [ 0 10 12 I 13 16 | [0 (K3
[N — _ jmaaty | LATE DS TRICTS MEDIUM DISTRICTS JRUNAL DISTRICTS
3 [ADA _ 848,500 - 44.014) {ADA" 36,393 - 300850) - (ADA__ 15,132 - 14,061 (ADA__ 18,341 . 182)
3 SAAION AND SUH COMMUNENT PARIS CaphoiCoy eS| 1A COHP NS Solal N8 Desen 113 EostBoy HS | Ovarge Co H3 | Penhaula HS LA Meto 118 m HS ||Bufisio Butte Ceriel Voloy HS Norcal 1S
| & _| AcAdmfTeTett [AcAdmiToTeRr _A__.Adnll-!ch A=AdmiTaTchy] AcAdm/TaTeA{DATA  NA A=AdmiTaTchi|AcAdm/TaTeb! |[AcAdniToTchdA-Adm/TaTeR! AeAdmiTalehs
§_ ]IV NCE OF CONTENT ASSIETANCE ASfTers Ev) A 478 A® A0 AS A8 Schd has act A48 A S AS AS IA None/T 4-7.8
[ 8|« mal $ SOCIAL STUDIFS||T ¢ 8 7 1.4 7. 8 |1 34 Te T 1348 |7 33 Ta.7-8 ¥ e 170 T_1.2.348 Adm gose one
? 2 SCIENCE 8 ESL S-Claem Mgt 8. 0S8 1 173 W [ 1 18 mn 8o Tty oval &8 brple-  [[A4-Cin ¥ AS-SIP Qual Rev AGm e intzom A Chiaical 8 wh pr g b
[ ] 3 NG ISH ? TEST PREP Etudent Diac |8 Cla Swov | Cut (Bay Ares och of B _dev mihos EcvSS | menistion 8 Cin Superven n tehs eval 14_Ensctive T oo Piln
[] 4 GENPEDAGOGY 8 OUIER No coheren prog Prd 8 ichre the 10 wil acr culi] sisge ABa Aefiv Disc | 18-Cin Vea Tch Pv ten all asal to
for 8 Loea! Usl crse In o T4-Cin Tch 8 |These Is fimiad |llsas dagn pram asalstance lichis
T4 Cia Tchg 8 enansg emen Lan Design evidence ef on- ftor tchrs I8
| TESA 18 = Astty Disc| going ssat snd ad Hhoo In nature
3 | TIME OF ASSISTANCE A he/Te. T3S, Fot Lang | fo1 Cinet T A& hafl - A T watiss
4 LENG IH OF ONGORNG ASSISTANCE A:2000077:3yiqA--/T-- A230re/V - AT ytT 7 yt JA:-odT:-- A--1T-. A4 50/T 4.50 JA:--iT 1 She/mifA 1985 10 pres|A S0e/Y.Sdys AT crhacwa
WHEN XD IT BEGINEND A -0V 85-80fA--IT.. AT 08S.-- [JA:1081.Press JA: 2T.112 |A..IT.. Annual Tralnln T7.18284 10 pres jAnnual Tralnin A'--fT__ongo
1_UPFRONT 2 ONGOING Al 2 A 1M 12 AL 2T T: 1881-Press A AT AT AT, 1.2 A 1131
Vamin dysys lJA° 2T: 2 T 2insery_dyelys —_—
INTERSITY OF ASSISTANCE A Mod'T: Mod |SIP-551-803 basalA” Low/T: Mod |Clcl SupuTehg A None/T Low
DEGHE E OF INTENSITY A ModV Lw {Cind Bups/Tehg A LW/T: LW _JA: VT: 8 Alow/T Lew A.2-3 A 4T 3 laning s 283 (AT 8
1 INFQ A VT 3 A3/T: 2 A MT: 3 A: 247124 A 3T 1 723 A 8T Al otber on, A 4T 2.4
(33 2 IO Ia-m 2 A271T2 AT - A--IT.. AT M Humas sssiis 18200 4
2 | TYPE OF ASSISTANCE A 1-2.38 A 1.3-8 A (.35 Chnical Model A 2-4-5-8 — A -
3 ACTUAL TRANG 4 PNOB SOLVO A 1.2-3-4 A: ool ieee . 1.23$ 7. 138 7. _1.3.8 A 1-2-3 T:_1.35% Cict Supe/Tehg 8 IT 2-4
[ 2 STRUCTURED S INFORMAL T 184.23 v: 1.2 Asat based on 7:8.2.3 1-2-3
3 _SCHEDULED annus] needs Most of e assl Al othes Is 4-5-8
asssaamaent [ onl
NELATED TO DIST/SCHOOL 813 VISIONS AW 237 JA 8 -WT: 7 lJA 88T: B AT 2.3-7JA:0IT 2 A:S.8-9 A AT 7 JA_89 A None/T: 7
1 GRADREQ 8 TEACHER EVAL Asst re 813 ImiDm A Tetrs Ongng sest 7:2-5.7 Cholsamb V77 AS assi
2 MCS 9 ADM TRAINNG wad ho ongaing o edmdpt has | cus 8 1A lik & cin fa. Jichse wash to Tchre 8 80ma Mejova! tzhm fesp | Other smaisiance L]
3 TEXTBOOKS 10 51 PROGRAM siaf] saaltance {mis fec min selection rol 0 Ot g [serv ABSS/ |aoa-sisial Bne asw oval t0 stisl madid tends © be 1o ocre 8
4 CAP 11 HOMEWORAX to irplement  e901 Disl oftars asa! tncs secrd Adm et be system: Gisisd || Tchre sif dev hajlisntors 8 Chjcury insd
S SIOUAL REVW 12 10THGACNUNSIG || 813 retorme In vaing guides 0 py f conel joect 10 aval ich] hat 813 gave rs o tch st 1o |siral Int acre owd
$ MENTOR TP 1) LONGER DYWVR Dist siates prod Tehrs have 8 telod ime _ Jeval old 0 feR Ased Nihat] tchre on an *ss
[ GTAFF DEV 14 OUAL INDICATONS|| t» ack of § tattiude to MCS tosth & made R |irekd 1o di vis| necded or 1
— mace al od” basls
RELATED TO OTNER DISTSCHOOL VSIONS || QNOD ERENCE |Cuti Coher AW ACRES CUR|Tcty oval cka | Tehr evel WAYS YO REACH INTEGRATG
CLSRMMGYT __ |Besc B Dev_|EQUITY baskcsmid [MCS | LOW ACHEEVE
] Tetw ovel OOPUTERS dey land Stral NEWOURRGLIUES |
STUDENT DISC TCHR EVALLATN Il
| & 0 {COMENTS Mat ongag seal [Tehre 8 90m  }|Ongng 833 svdid Wd vatiety o sael Theto s a The S1P program |INo sttt dev The AB 581 Smi schl seting
4] grodpitd | oot wehed v [l o8 tchre tn ssstic |U et sbemt SH Ilmmum prios 1o "84
413 who 87 in i3 | course Celermy|brm of & 8ard & todw | dow asant | e Losson De- | for most of the |{Wie ks has
43 ine of curr re! | laation of de- m»_ndicilfinigrate 58813 boyno en- | sign approach wpirontiong tag [locerd bs reeu
X Mis &8 edmin ve CO |{rel to SB 013 jcomp Fec wal|gaing | o instruetion nservice traingliol kmpetus trm |Stafl dewvelbpment 18 ongng 838t
4 150 recv ssal | curr @ [ o b mhe mai [Extensive adm |Thers s airo [S8_81ve & seen a3 the mesr| hunct sssmd by
4 Maj of tehts | ofl curv de vse of BL dev. [|_8 tchs waining hn ofitie ongng asst] tor echl imp tatpel
ay tocoive none  |Dist cfters Ao opporiunlly | I provided as | dists tnlet this point _|Othes grant
X routinized prog ongoln clices | ate also used
4 [ s ®© _Instructions! |SisA devep be- || Chi, SCE, 603, 6!
[ Thate ] improvement | coming &# wa and CTIPP
C e no [[Mintma) tetningl tor schi improvmi Mot s
|| &3 teason tor [ | being provided Addnional clamem comes from Depl
1eduted stafl for 813 ¢ | for HOTS assd lo nesded Chuee and Informal
devel slenlion Implemenisiion | | ichi networks
8 6 |OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF C-T.1- T ASST MODERATE LOW » MOD MODERATE MODERA TE [NA | ] LOW - MOD MODERATE MODERATE
3 DISTRICY ONGOING C-T-4.7 ASSISTA W MODERATE LOW oW H3{ MODETWTE NA | oW MODERATE MODERATE MODERATE
B SCHOOL ONGOING C-T-+T ASSISTANCE | |LOW MODERATE LON MODERATE MODERATE | MODERATE MA | LOW LOW MODERATE MODERATE
(1 ——— — |
9 |CAUSAL FACTOR M2 CONTENT, INEME'&,L'_N_.M ONGOING ASSISTANCE DATA SOURCE CAUSAL FACTORS, ROUND 182 CASE STUDIE S AND POLICY DISCRIPTIONS
-] |
1 g
L
[




112

TASIE G9B CAUSAL FACTOR M2: CONTENT, TiME. NTENSITY, AND TYPE OF ONGOING ASSISTANCE

1 — R 3 | a s H 7 | [] ® .10 X 13 3 ) T3
L I_ecciy | ME DXUM DISTRKBAN JHS AND MS
2 ADA: 646,500 - 44 ADA: 393 - 15,132)
3 MAJSORA AND SUB COMPONENT PARTS Captol @—‘ u§ LA ﬁ JHS EastBay US | LA Metro NS
[ AcAdm/T=Teh{A-Adm!T=Tcht AcAdmiT=Tehi|A-AdnVT-Teh
EVINENCE OF CONTENT ASSISTANCE A: 8 {Tehy Evi)A: 4.7.8 A: 8 A4,238.7
L MATH 5. SOCAL STUDIES]|T; 4.8 T: 1.4 20 T 1-3.4-8 T:4-7-8
2. SCIENCE 8. ESL 8«Claasm {8. QS8 m 8-Adm teq O hri AdeCh Tchng
8 . ENGLISH 7. TEST PREP ‘ Studont Diac| BUDIV of &, dov pr ytland Clln Suprv
[ 4.GEN PEDAGOGY 8. OTMER Schi Clirmate Tehrs the cise |AB-Asstv Disc
10 No cohsrent tn_clum mngt | T4-Cia Tchp 8
11 for tehe : Len Dusign
12 ongoing assl _TESA | 18-Asatv_Diec
1 3 | VIME OF ASSISTANCE A: --T: 3 yta A: 8 hiaf:.. _
14 LENGTH OF ONGOING ASSISTANCE A:20h18/T:3yslA: -4T; — A:23heet Yo Az Y5 A:4.5d/7:4.6d
$8 ] WIHENDIDIT BCGINEND Ai---17:85-86A: ¥/T: 1 A-T: 88---1JA: 2 T: 1, 2 |1983-ongoing
18 1. UPFRONT 2. ONGOING Al 172 [ H] A2 1 V2
7 ¥: AB 881 T:4min dyefye 5 ym ongoing
8 | INTENSITY OF ASSISTANCE I A: Mod/T; Mod A: Mod/T; Mod |high i
L DEGREE OF NTENSITY A ¥T: 3 T: nall devep J]A: ¥T: 3 Al 23
20 1 INFORMAL 3 STRUCTURED _||A; VT; 3 A 2T: 2 A; 24 T: 241T: 2.3
21 2. THORCUGH 4. SLIGHT A: WUV 2
22
2 3 } TYPE OF ASSISTANCE
2 4 1. ACTUAL TRAING 4. PROB SOLVG Adm: 9-2-3 A: 1-2-3-4 A:1-2-3
28 2. STRUCTURED 5. INFORMAL [ Tche: 3-2-3-4]7: 1-2.3 T:1-2-3
2 3. SCHEDULED 8. HAPHAZARD
27
2 8 |RELATED TO DIST/SCHOOL 813 VISIONS: _ [[A:0/7:7 A: & T; 237 JA: 8 0 T: 7 HA: ; 2:3.7 |A:4-8-9
20| 1.GRADREQ 8 JEACHEREVAL _||Genesally thesc]Asst re SB 813 [Dist deve Ongng eset min |1:2.3-4-7
30 2.MCS 8. ADM TRAINING was no ws prov to all | cur 8 te! ly od
31 3. TEXTBOOKS 10. S| PROGRAM siall asstance [ichrs once saleciion tchrs, dis! comm
32| 4. CAP 11. HOMEWORK nt_|mo on shrind dy|D! arg ass ric. fi
33 S SIOQUAL REVW 12 10TH GR COUNSLG || _ 813 refarms n ovide
34 8 MENTOR TP _ 13. LONGER DY/YR Dist states Tchis have grt
38 7. STAFF DEV___ 14. QUAL INDICATORS]|| Is lock of § lattuds 1o
36 ad des ||
3 7 |RELATED TO OTHER DiST/SCHOOL VISIONS |{ OURODS € Insts. stral RM ACRSS CUR Curr_refrm CAP IMPROVMT
38 STUDENT DISC [elgrm 3 tuthi [LESSONDESIGN
30 1 SCHL CLIMATE COMPUTERS _ |IClerm_Inxt SCHL CLIMATE
40 Q1L SAM MAT STUDENT
4 § JCOMMENTS Theio Is & his- [Ext. stff dev in |Tctvs 8 adm  ||Wd vas of stit |There ks & strons
42 Ic lack of AW acra curr/| not lnvolved in]jdov. avallabls | commimend to
43 siall dove| actve sme tchrs the Losson De-
44 In the_districd |prov by Engl ination o1 de-
48 Thee Is & lack {hd. Mth coor , CO o _tnsirvction
48 of enirl office |prov asst in do senshve sdm
a7 stall to guide |tsaching HOTS | all cuir deved|iSiafl develop | 8 ichs Uainin
48 Dial offars no Is provided as
49 Menlore have routinized p1o
30 _boen used for sm for siaf fo_Inatsuctional
1 cutt_devipm development ovemont
2 — |[Prop 13 given [Publishers of I u traln
3 23 (04800 fo toxibks pre-
4 educed sialf [ P for HOTS
LX) davel atantlon|
S 6 |OVERALL ASSESSENT OF C- 1T ASST: |[1ow RA LON I% 1
[ DISINICT ONGOING C-T-1- T ASSISTANCE| L LON MODERATE LON MODERATE HGH
§8| SCHOOL ONGOING C-T-1T ASSIST o llgg oy AXNERATE }:g_)a
S9
G 0 | CALISAL FACTOR M2: CONTENT, TIME INTENSITY AND TYPE OF ONGONG ASSISTANCE DATA SOURCE: CAUSAL FACTOR SHEETS, ROUND 18 2CASE S AND POLICY STATEMENTS
[ RJ
62
[ X ]
84
6S




TASLE Q10 A CAUSAL rACTOR N: TEACHER EFFORT

[AY4

L 2 3 1 4 1 [] 2 1 ] ® 10 12 | 13 13 l 16 ' 17
181G City | LARGE DSTRCTS MEDRM SUBURBAN RURAL DISTRICT.

ADA: 848500 - 44,014) Mf_g&f ADA: 15,132 - 16,001} ADA; 18 . 18

UAJIOR COMP ‘MMMM Dosed HB | East Bay WS | Ovange Co. WS | Perireua HS || LA Mato HS | T County HS| [Buflab Bute HS|Central Vasiey HS|  Noroai 1S |
EVIDENCE OF P IYSCAL ENGAGEMENT N REFORM | YES YES YES YES YES vES DATA NS YES YES YES YES ]
EFFORT TOADY MAS MOED S MOED YES YES *M_MD YES o]

Some LT Alsoorm 1o [AN tctwa work{Vasles by dpts. {Tchis making s [Oed soe st pot

work hard ng hard grami destol  |as drving feur

stton,

EFFORT TO APPLY MASTERY | YES VES YES ) YES )

State need 0 |Tehis willing tdl | Teht awrness |Ctunged coursss {Imitd hawidge
be_actively use newly de- | Istil very 1o match MCS  |awiness Emied
teaching dur- | welopad cws Jliimild __ [Academic depts
ring tnst Ume | guides. are lmplementg
and doing cusr) the teforms

EVIDENCE OF PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFONT N REFONM| YES ¥ES YES VES YES YES )
INTEREST IN | EARNING SKLLS | VES YES YES MVES YES N YES [

Supportive of |Ld. tchrs enly.{Need for biain|Tclve wrk on | Tchwe apply ford Supp. In-ssev Tchi_effon is {Poslive aitliude]int. Is presently | Tchs attending {Lmid tche
inservice (1] |m E gmis, becoma {10 prov mwine in terms | towas . en CTIP siaie liamework ags ol vef
related o studemt as the g lud-ni malt, dov. sch |8 kmp strals of E nsw end "i MTchis & MCS o N ramilicat)
joct aren. oblem, st acilv. in lesson de pesisnced tchr fnatienal soe

ume euppost 8 wing R conl, TECC , stc.
INTEREST IN APPLYING SKI _Ives VES YES YES YES YES D ()
Hep cther dlet]id tehrs only [Tchrs Vols. o fAind cord, *  JEng Tchm wsp Etho.“ldihhﬁhh Lch of ewiness [Tchrs ate imple- [Tchre ant wik.
Reg tchre see corg Pertod tutes, in el. |0 misnse tme od In district lovely g prvnts appl | meming the re- |shps, (ael noed |
HOTS § commse poslilvety rn: collabosative foime in One w!imm inpu
lorbook that ol devel and | mssisiance e district {imaline.
using shils shill
0 ¥ES MDED YES YES YES YES
No | Tches eocving to be |Techrs rece Yehm nol of Tchrs ase smisndTchm fes! nd
ap lrom dpt, ‘a sinance I nement level | Ing and present: lol aue whiahpy
jchs, _Ansnd of commhmsn] adm, div hds, a3 conlet-
lare to prolession-] & (nservice onces.
al ovemY| training. '
OF TEACHER EFFORT ACTIVITES g g tchry d R hd aninded Cosditle Ind Tchis owid In
> g UCI wn Teachess m.ﬂm now cuit] lin MCS Weking for and (wrhep efiend.
Mol tcht supp that courses | matelals and | s ske by | teciaweing spec:
siraiegios te: now shills advan- | {all ichrs il grante .
w0 what they| b

wart § ves. | cpportuniiss.

Tchre tntratd  |Tchrs vey int. 1€, opp. for Teachers sre S8 tchns ot {High numbers of Wiy Imisd by |
bl not rec. and actively |insv, but no learning 10 U3 e been ashd to kn | tchus e sltend-|in chnge of
staf! davelop  [geekng nw trg) [orryovr to more acedam- new works 8ltelosm
unlifes |clstm leally demand; devslop'g cutt.
S _ masilsrials.
OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF TEACHER EFFORT: MDED HIOH MODERATE NA HICH HOH oW JIGH LOW

[] € 0, elior

4 ars |

3¢ widespread

31

57 | DECSONRULES:

33| Yes: Evidence supports comp p

38] No:Evidence doss nol suppor prasence.

L Blerk: Dais noi sufliclent fos classltication.

3 ; Most nis am in 2

[ Moderate: Al least hal of the components ase (n place.

) J.o-:lm_mminiwwm-;

39

0 1 )

8 1 |CALSAL FACTORN: TEACI ER EFFORT DATA SOURCE: CAUSAL FACTOR SHEETS

[}

]

84 —

63




TARE Q10D CAUSAL FACTORAN: TEACHER EFFORY

L] 2 3 | 4 | [] )| ? | s [ 10 [X] 12 $3 14 15 16

1 | eGcuy | MEDIUM DISTRICTS

2 {ADA: 848,560 . 44014 [ADA: 38283 . 15132)

3 [MAJOR COMHA _SUB COMPONENT PART =c!w Chy MS{ LAChy 23S | SoCal 1S | | Eaet Bay LS | LA Meto MS

4

§ |EVIDENCE OF M IVSICAL ENGAGEMENT W REFOR| YES YESAHIGH ¥ES ¥es YES

] EFFONT 10 ACIUEVE MASIERY b1 %] YESAUGH ¥s YES YES

y Sot Sidy ichre { Tchss & d | Tchrs atsts | [inservice TengliVchs eflon s

¢ _contetned rw | SPehile | disuicils |} Clsssrm U In tame —an

0 quanity of  |Workshops In | bavrder to Sublect Area] of

10 _conient, Rwitiing | cup dev, arenses § about lesson
119 . ACI0ES Cutt skild wain’g | design.

12 LEFONT TOASPLY MASTERY YESANGH YESAUGH ¥Ss YESAHICH YESMHIGH

13 Sudents given |Conducied Tehis are mod-JTchs effor s |Tchre accep!
14 CAP practice | smsesament | flying shille | | widespiead | ethos 1e

18 lesls. with SIP for | asopposed | | te cuniculum) hat
16 ichrs winpw | 10 yests. | to feam _developmont | work, and gset-
1?7 lan! have 8- |in-cl now 0Nt Tchis waking | Gng through
10 d Inat a sxample:| | grants to qup| gumiculom, |
10 tionfo class. | for Wil')g] Prob sovg| | pont Imple- |Vchrs spend fot
20 Schiwide diy- | across curr | probability | | mentation 8 | of Uime In .
21 chine changedBagin' etien | & a3 net wigll devel- | puting eason
22 badalonal 1o use tasl viswed 23 8 SS1 tnda

23 _ichs approach] scores actice.

2 4 |EVDCNCE OF PSYOI O OGICAL EFFOITT RE REF YESHIGH ¥ES YES ¥ES

28 SITENE ST NLEARSIG SKILLS ¥eg YESHIGH | YESAOW YES YES

2 Great danl of |Anention ‘MTﬂ wani AB 85t gra state

27 time 16 CAP | 1o HDTS dovi] mote Ume wikien (or | that hard work
2 Atisnded discl-{2 wchrs for o compuiar, | paidofiin |
20 pline math | dovelopment] | math 8 scl | studert resuita
10 INTERESTIN YING SK YESHIGH ¥ES Yes ¥es

31 Propaiing elud |GATE tsacherslichrs elate | |Tehes in Malh teachers _ _
32 onta foe CAP | commhed 10 | asw cousses] | In dishict scheduled ahter
33 Tetus winew | syplying HOTY do not e commiiess | school

34 taxig sio m!ﬂ ahiis quire now fos curr dev | to asalst stud
38 osched sbowl |Oual indicat shihs; just | ISP am eonts w/content
38 _cuniutum | beingutad | modiications | in place

37 INTEREST N REFINING SXILS ¥Es ¥ES ¥ES o) ves |
38 Want 10 main-_[Mah b not [ Tchre have 1 |Ychrs state thal
39 taih high CAP | closaly Inia-| been tradl | | In echool & the
40 epeciations od w! ionally com- |} {hile efiont

at Moe! wAlS ichi room tctus. | mited 1o afiention has| have not re-
42 [} s siandaids baen given to] _quied a grew —
43 for students] | sefinemend. | doal of eflon.
4 4 |DENTFY EXAMM ESOF TEACHEREFFORT: |High activlly n|Tchm tn'g JTchie not act- |Attand con!  |implemantsd
45 CAP prep. _to use lest tng the they]| |Work on dist | leston design
46 95% involve. | ecores for ae Iumlzl comminess | program

a7 ment in discl | curnt ovel _hew ramn |Meniois tchis

40 _pine program| ment. Weke gtants

40

S 0 |OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF TEACHEREFFONT; | MODERATE HGH MODERATE AA HOH

St

$ 2 [DECSONRULLS:

83 J1IGI1:_Most of the criilcal componants are in 3

S4]  MODERATE; Al loast hetl of the cikical components aie in place.

$S LOW: Fewsr than hall o the aliical componsnis are In place.

56 YES: E S COTPONnTS Prosence.

57 NO. Emolm doos not support component's

58

s 0 JCAUSAL FACTON N: TEACHER EFFORIS DATA SOURNCE: CAUSAL FACTOR SHEETS

60 :

61

62
8]
m

6




71e

TABLE 11 A CAUSAL rACTOA P: SKILLS MASTERY

] 2 3 [ ) 1 s 7 [] [] 10 fy 12 13 [0 18 17 18
(v Iecary | TISTRICTE A DM DISTRICTS _'—_lruw. u-smcf_lil
3 {ADA ~ 648500 - 44.014)) ADA: 38390 - 30,650) ADA: 15,132 . 14,091 [ADA 18,341 - 182)
3 |dsjr Comp | Sub Component Pant [Captot Cay HS[IA Cay HE [soCeitS Eex Bay HS o_ngcomwmm _lummwméwmuwgml Norcal HS
o W [ 0 S 0 ¥E8 vis DATA WA =3 ¥ES 0 vES v
K L 7 tum conton x 0 ves 0 Yis VARED | DATA s ¥es VES NA S YES
| Masierod m 38 ws [°) VEB [ yes YES YES YEB
@ _[61a8 Efcacy s 0 ¥EB 0 Y5 | v vis VES ) vES YES
IC S1alt_coatroling hnwdba ns (YATY N ECY)] S ) YA YESLRUTED EB NA YES YEB
10| [ S1af) _routine tmpl w3 yanymen| ws 4] VB YES LOMITED (3] V6 VEG ) ¥YEB
___|L san .nm_ﬂd nuu RA NA viB Yes 73 Y&
| 12 |Program l\onnmm and Integiation (PR&T) MA ] vis ] s s oS (1] Yes Ye8
K] 811l apending more time Ia PRBI| _ MA 0 e ) vEs 0 viS A ViS
[ Slafl Evoived in_prog inisgration [ 0 s ) YES LMITED VIS NA ¥ES
v Stafl concarned weh i
1 Actlevemen) of Outcomes XA ] ] = ¥e8 s ¥ES Y&
Addlional ¥alning 8 suppord NA 0 2] YESHOIS 33 ¥ES YES
Loaa of Program Priarity NA 0 YES
2 0 [Component Variatons.
2 Time tor shll masiery ) [ S YEARS NIA NIA VARES
2 b ol shDl mastery NA NA lave) Toache:s siste Reverw 0! jTeschess work- |[Teacher non. | Veachern see |Statl sess
F) in projects | they do pot_| beaon oa cun in] eshus as pant cioss 13 be
[] Classroom | heve ongolng} m:_eﬂmlj g&- _sis7) devebp- | ongoingehange | twsea 813
observalion) ealelanos intarviews {Eng Depl wolun- | e progrem | procwes shils gnd
[ and arvg  sulliclenl w/ tchrs 8] teered to Daig [Adminiatration |Teachers bave
Lol el she acm | test CAP diect] tach of shified inws
Tehrs aists & E tasd i tor E!gun to studend Stafnt_states
4 Adm sisisments | brplements impact saves commime:
[ change I8 b school
Post-maslery activilles A MA Artsation %o Epand to sm
I ovel & deo- HOTS and not
| gree of use o 56 813
3 4 |Ovesall Assessment of Degrae of SiKl Mast . —
3 School NA HH LON NA HOH MOOERA LOwW HOH LOWM00
) [Comments Mast ] chatre Tred crues, [Teachen Bl compadt- | School and Disd Math tchr
] scro hoy rold |pedagogy ewrt sans belng in. fos te- 20y
tacul i bel mastered | WCS, 8 frame| tsted between| formis n od_Wntboch
X 4 |Gen @il mastery ot lhn-nci *ohs T_| courees and :
4 1 |Docision Rulss. ol et con- [Mentors & es. HOT18 Toachers taect] | MCS _has been axicudf
43 HuGi¢_Dats tradicand 30 wave Sans tort & tarnal consuld Mowed core curny ram - 90 kg Now Eng toh
43 MODENATE Dela indiexted 20d wave mel wi slaf Contect on hew eland not aoted [An inviroamend  [s
a4 LOW QDatz ihndicsted 181 wawe sistus Afisntion Is B leacheradmy fos shilled tche
' NA Not d by deta gatheiet shiting to | New Adm fesls ad-§ | cecualons 223 been esisd- |New Eng tehs
48| O Das geines. -moau!_-g- am of{ who b Aol ationat isaln. Gahed tas ol yel
a7 YES_ Dala gethersr provided evidence fectiversas| considered aTvel otll needed t There s hesvy [dewstoped
a8 [T mmmm Hah pumber |_an expert loarming | aselsd tchn ancher Invoive fakts maste
xa have e Studs_sisle [T wimssteny ment In reloims
O mas ol |ichrs use lect i
81 tew cuif method
(52 s |Tamd et
3 ctorm mngt _[bve ¢ bed
[ of modeds of
fchng
1 Tehrs do aot
[ )
mode of
tnatruetion
[
CAUSAL FACIOR P_SXILLS MASTERY DATA SOURCE CAUSAL FACTOR SHEETS
3
L
[




TAIME Q11 B CAUSA rACTOR P: SKil L MASIERY

[ 2 3 | ] | ) ? 1 8 D 18 (K] [

1 — 1 sGeuy | MEDLM DISIRCTS 2 L g LE =

2 ADA: 646,500 - 44,014) ADA: 38,393 - 151

| 3 JMsjor Comp Sub Comp Pan Caphiol cé uq LA Eu HS| SoCal WS || Eamt MS] LA Metro MS

[]

[ 8 |ShE) Maciery (see comments) YES ¥ES N ¥Es

[ Mastiored _curricutum contsnt 2.1 s ¥ES — 10 ¥ES

[ 7] Masisred progiam procesa o ___¥%S ws N YES

(8| Staft_EMicacy wsS ¥s v D __ %S

[ & | Siafl_coniroling innovailon %S S “s 1] ¥eS

10 Stail dalng toutine kmplementailost ws | ns ¥ES N x%s

1t .| Stalt gening erpecind resutis ¥eS YES s __

12 |Program fsllnemany and litogration (PN&TH

13 Staft gponding more time in PRSI ¥S s N ¥es

14 Stall involved In prog Integtalion YES s L[s] ¥s

13 Siafl_concornod wih:

16 Achlovermuni of Outcomes YES N ¥es

17 Addhional tralning 8 support | ¥eS S [[e] YES . HOTS
10 Lasa of Progtam Prosity N

10
2 0 |Componont Vaslatons;

21 Time for shil mastery NA 10y SiP
(22 Measurament of skil mastery  |Type of ssalsi-|Esperionce % ature Observallons
23 mmﬁ S®P school gl lnin’g & intsrviews
24 isachess haa |SIP process Cisssicom | Clagaroom
23 boen minimal} has been observalion|obsarvallons
28 {Dtstrict hea noy  Intern individus) | Individual

27 yot inhiated |Siaf! dove Interviews |interviews
28 evaluailon ol | ment for

29 telorm efionl | read/mit’

30 Observ & intery across

3t |Posi-mastery activliles Tchrs ook ©

32 unly_tesou s

33 fo1 ehill devel

Ovetall Assessmony of

ree ol Skl Mastsry

38 School 2. MODERATE | HIGH
38
3 7 |Comments: Level of skil |Sihas been |Teachers not
s demaiized] required to
30 not be s380¢81{Gr req were | leasn now
40 od. roulinely 1
a1 Tchrs_sspress | brplemeniad due 1o 813
42 _confidence In_|Few te. Teachers
43 sbility 10 trary need math | tequited to
44 slate reforms] 8 scionce uss dier-
498 indo peactice. nt ot peda-
a8 Tches uaing HOYRead/wrliln due 10
a7 _and problem ! _scioss cui S8 813.
ac solving shills | shilis deve! Tchis
Y in classsoom | 8 used od 1o
$o Tchrs do nol  JHOT shilis be| learn new
51 fock lo st | de Subject mat- Tchrs In now
S 2 adm lor help. | some ichrs. content contal
3 Yosi-cure  INon aubject ae dev
4 ol lon| area majors conlent shkils
s _sesad. of minors Most teac
|56 QualInd used] ate excpiin _boginnig to
¥ use previou:
se HOT Laining
Se
(1]
[X] :
8 2 [CAUSAL FACIOR P; SXELS MASTERY DATA SOUNCE: CAUSAL FACTOR SHEETS
63
04




JLe

TAINE Q12 A CAISAL FACTOIN Q: COMMITMENT

] 3 I a 1 5° 2 1 [] ® | ) 12 3 15 [0 17

i 1 waciv | LARGE DiSIRCTS _____ [MIDWMDISTICTS | |RUNAL BSTRCTS AL

L siese = - {ADA: _ 848,500 - 44,014) M‘iﬂ.ﬁm wjﬁ__mn. fADA; 18,343 - 187 |

=
:_ MARNIAND SLAVCOMIPONENTS Cayiol Coy 15 [LACuy tia [SoCalhiS Desert HS _ |East Bay 1S [Orange Ca. eS| Peninsuia HS | |LA Metro 1S [Tr County HS| [Rutialo Bune |Cential Valley 10gN MorCal tigh |
“— FSY0 K OGIGAL COMMIIML NT s WS s s ¥ES DATA_NS ws s YES LIMITED | ws ws

[}

77 PIXGIAM CONTRIUATION s ws__||__+ns s VARES | VS |_vEsumneD YES ¥ES

[] Inptrygtional | Testbooks 1813 Iy pot | [MCS Many taacher Inst_Improvt |Atignmen) of | |MCS and Cun

[ ovemsnt {1 DIS seen 88 now | {HS Grad sisle & reluc. Stall Dev MCS 8 cun ment

[X CAP pieper: [progiam In tance o 1 Cooudination

[ ation vislon change. Courso Nev w! othet HS

13 Cliniead Supe Dept Chav s Stafi Dav

13 ®

14 PROGRAM EXPANSION ¥es __¥s3 X ¥ES YES YES
(15| 10th Counse CAP_Integrain| Seen a3 means N DisVech! concemn

16 tor change -

3 7 | INSUITUTIONAL COMMITMENT ¥es ¥Es ¥s ¥es cuts tn stale § ¥ES
18 2.4 Cammiment
19 o °S8 813°
20 DISTRICT SUPPORT MXED YES h:>] —_¥ES | YeES Yes XS ¥eS

2 Not Exteinal con- GUARDED _

22 Stafi_ekaptical sultants usad

23 of dist commit w Engsh

24 meni to ataft wothshop

28 | dovelopement |______ i

28 SCHOOL SUPPORT YES- Generaly] YES HOTS —_YES S | ARES YES. Geners) YES ¥ES YES ¥S

2 NO Mentos TP |NO Qual ind Lack of ongolng YES-Rigor Enthuslasilc

21 NOMCS assigiance NO-Mento o

29 Workshops AP &

30 conduciad Piin & st

3 gve guarded

32 support

) 3 | REASONS FOR COMMITMENT Parent Suppon |Prol Commit{ Prof success| | Prin's Iocus | Supt priotily |Dept chalrs Rssutts of  |Siaft seos Concorned abou Tche Invaivemen) |Commitment I8
34 meni Adm support on relosm | Dist miaslon | ase lsaders ovemis communtly | Schl ownesship 1o studenis
) Teacher ownj |Ptln‘- leades| Schl mission |Staff suppord 8 Ing d ]St sees _publicky o raform eilort | ¢athar than o
3 ernhp shp Gosl 1o In (eloass tme CAP scores.] changosin | {Asst Prin s |Schi sees studert | a stale progs
3 |Sutt sess cessa od fo7 Uaining Programs ciimate and | | interesied benali

38 studan ben aly saze adture. INTERE

30 olks fiom |Natlonal & student re- |incresss in Asst Prin has

40 program siale ksue nsbility.] studen) fmh

[X] Funding dance. - shllls.

42

4 3 | DEMONSTRATION OF COMUITMENT Enthusiaam of |Sme (chss il Siaft worke ] | § year plan | Estadlished |New admint Adnvs enthus]increased staf] [Prin exhbhs |Adm eval isaining |Counselor pits
44 administy ovitm { as Slstach! goal] etiation s lanm fos conducied m on
45 commil_tchraldont & Team effost | wosking to Discusion ¢! | and curricuitum am CAP commitice tn | CP students
46 uan dist cure Stajl talk bulld trust stialeglos place. Par

47 snid a1 jictus fesl whth siafl foe CAP tes{ other HS. CTUP used fot CP srphasta
4 worksh: seprt _fr pieperation, solorms

4 9 | OVERALL ASSESMENT OF COMMITMENT oc poard

50 DISTRICT LEVEL MONERATE | MODERATE oW HEH HGH MODEMATE [NA HIGH HOH oW _ HOH BODERATE
$1 SCHOOL LEVEL MODERATE LoN oN HR HOH [(e ] NA HIOH HGH LOW HGH HGH
$2

53

sS4

S 5 {CAUSAL FACTOR O: COMMITMENT |OATA SOURCE: CAUSAL FACTOR SHEETS

Se

(R

58

s

[ 1]

81

62

63

64

[ -




Llie

TABLE 13A CAUBAL FACTOR R EXTENT OF IMPLEMENTATION

1 2 F] T ] T 3 7 8 [ 10 12 13 16 18 1 17 te
jacary LARGE DISTRICTS MFDIUM DISTRICTS DISTRICTS|
3 {ADA 648500 - 44 014) %3 - 08 (ADA 15132 - 14,091) 18341 - 187
3 ACHy WS [secaiis Dosen Eam Boy HX Co ¥ | Pechacta 1S | |LA Metro HS [TrCouaiy WS mnm_ﬁlm Noveal 1S
5 | _MNorcal HS
3 tmutas?mwumnm X 5080 % (Dots W) | | (Dats w5) | €070% (OATA W/S)| [100% [Vasies P, T3 VERY G | DATA WA
] -
| 7| GETERAL DESCRETION OF REFONS AN toschars |Eotsdished 8 Panicipating | Cosnseling DL""‘_-'ﬂrmM Beginaing 10 yse | 100% ta abgnmer{Prveve
: a3 2 yeas plan 1sachers ar ;mm use of core | Longer diyr MCS for course| wf cuie plan thgst yr. grd
new curr | School allen- (] L 1§ and tasth cur & leseon] b Tehe P ImmApu 1sq CAP
10 u.-umg desce prog 1 00% of time| tutionakzed Gesign Cath for CAP [Only Eng teats_|Eng dept 100% ‘ﬁm,.
L] procedures | pisce and has P Mentors are mmm‘&i’ selecied veing |Sclence has tabs [eont - hd
14 woning potent belp not well owt develop 8 soc siudie{ Inc Grad Req | | CS Soc Studws has [focus-Ment
| 13 | 10 Gs Counsel-|Achlevement lntegrated | em courses ben| Teaches Eval | [Most teschors | hes_ocon 8 geog|me] eurr en
14 g Prog _gains are Cut_tefosms |Adm treining lemented]  wioul Lising | gone h__|Spec Pop's sre  lfor 7 years
s In place madessle rph d] i piog AP coutses | Termook Set] | sisfl dev tiain! consdered
L) inhaaced ank |isstryciion hay [111] Strengthening b d) ection ing program ented | Spec Pope
! viston with | st besa ep — curnt & CAP tnlial o --Ig-gg inchcations of | Inct Grad Rag tato
foodns ochia | Improved are pricrlies HOT's fanison pro- | “Incisesed Sup- | Tests Selection | ecote curr
ManvSel ewt Inktisl luhlnﬂ MathsSct &’— n by cistrict] Modet Cutt StandHOTS stientin
chargee exlablished 8 CaP 93] CAP losling Toacher evalue.] CAP Tesing Stall develop
1 Deat cutt guid ong b low Full unple- | ptogram 1on system be | Quatly Indicalory Sting counsing
2 mote _impod- Dstaict_oftice] meniston nuoduced | Counseting Piog
3 ant hisn MCS] hes hvested Discipine inereasad K Menio? Vehe
4 Curifonting snomy ot Koy tmpiove nq
» teforms ments &te I place
edng done &0 12 imple- Coumne contsa)
mnSed dagres changes benp
° O are panial- O made
20 iy brpleard HOT's mired tor P
3 0 | aRROLMREFORM YES ¥i5 vis [vis YES ¥ES YESLOW VES vES
)1 COLIRSE CONTENT CHANGE YES viS YE8 |vis YES =3 YESLOV VES =3
¥ COUNSE QUALITY CHANGE IN PROCESS YES YES YES YES — YES YESADMVED
3 SPECIAL POP'S INTEGRATION ) =3 &_un_ggi__ YES UMTED) = YES YES
4 |INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVE MENT YES YES YES [YES YES-UMITED YES YESLOW YES | YES
|HG €RORNER THEAANG ¥ES INPROCESS | Beghning | YEGLLUATED |VESARITED
IOSDNJSHIF DEVELOPMENT YES-UMITED ¥ES YESUMTED YESLTED | YESAMITED
INSTRUCTIONAL S PERWVISION IMPROVEMENT YES o o YES ¥ES W >] YES ¥ES YES
[ ADM ILPL EMENTATION YES YES Yes YES ¥ES VES
[
4 0 |OVERALL LEVEL OF EXTENT OF SJPLEMENTATION
4 DISTRICT MODERATE MODETATE HOH LIODERATE | MODERATE MOD HGH HOH wow HOH MODERATE
43 SO0 SOOERATE | MODERATE HOH MODERATE | MODERATE UOD-HGH HGHY LW HO MODERATE
43
[
X
44
47 —
4 8 |CAUSAL FACTOA R _EXTENT OF IMPLEMENTATION, DATA SOURCE: m:rgm
a9
J
2
¥ _
[ X]
[X]
(1]
7
8
[]
5 —
8 )
82
3
84
[0

V CSA, F IMPLEMENTATION CHART (CFR}). MGM 7 8 07




TABLE 138 CAUSAL FACTOR R: EXTENT OF IMPLEMENTATION

1 2 3 1 4 | [ 1 [ [ 10
[eGgcuy__|
{ADA: 648,500 - 44,014 ADA; 38,393 - 15.132)
Caphiol Ciiy MSJLA Chy #13 [SoCal 84S [[€as: Bay MS JLA Metro MS

81¢

4
S |EXTENT OF SB 813 IMPLEMENTATION Vatlss 30-60 % IDMA NS "Gﬂ % 100%
(] [
7 _|GENERAL DESCRPTION OF REFOMMS New curr being | More demend- P, ting 1DIststet-wid
] tnplemented; | ing cur ba use of core 3
[ Math on U 0% Jcurdhk
Sclence ulzements d
Soctal Siugies | Is In place. | P Now sclance
[ Reading ﬂndlmlglng]l 8 s0c studioy
Wiking across cutr intagrated | courses being
Prog designed | implemanied] ol w/
0 improve | 80% taivr cuntcutum. jinttial
tng! aupervia'n{HOT's trple- HOT
has had no manded by [y | Matvsd
ofiect, | 30% tchra  CAP changes]
Celilcal thinhingdMash Lab ful 4
fs_piiosity, ly In place.
Inliial tealning:} Teatbook se!f
_ HOTs loction re: CAP 8 SAT
Claseroom Mgd MCS Gmited. are included| Collegial
24 Q) use well [3
2 _program being | developed. —
2 brplemanted. fanis are
2 ] fudl Imple-
2 meniation
2e] — siage.
'3 0 | CURRIAR UM REFORM ¥S ) ¥ES
3 COURSE CONTENT CHANGE ¥ES ¥eS YES s
33 OOURSE QLIALITYCHANGE | VES YES ‘! [YES LIMITED
3 SPECIAL POP'S INTEGRATION YESLIMITED | YES
3 4 |INSTRUCTIONAL MPROVE MENT ¥Es =)
3 HIGERCRDERHNKING | ¥ES YES YES LIMITED
3 ONGORG STAFF DEVE| DPMEN| _ ¥ES
3 7 | INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISION BAPROVEMEN] YES-LIMITED " YES
ADAR B4P1 EMENTATION YES
OVERAIL LEVEL OF EXTENT OF B4P EMENTATION
DSIRCT MOOERATE MODEMATE  [NA LON Ilm}l!!l
[oYesl MODERATE __[MONERATE_|NA MODHIGH
) |CAUSAL FACTOR R: EXTENT OF IMPLE MENTATION DATA SOURCE: CAUSAL FACTON SHEETS




Appendix H

Special-Needs Students
Program Characteristics

219



TABLE H1-A: REMEDIALAOW ACHEVING STUDENTS - HIGH SCHOOLS
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TABLE 44 A- DROP-OUT AND AT-RISK STUCENTS - 1GH SCHOOLS
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' TABLE M4 B: POTENTIAL DROP-QUT/AT-RISK STUDENTS - JUNOR HIGH AND MIDOLE SCHOOLS
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THE STORY OF CAP SCORE IMPROVEMENTS

The following is a comparison of schools with high reading and math CAP score gains (H-CAP) with those
that had low reading and math CAP score gains (L-CAP) over the four year comparison period, 1983- 1987.

H-CAP schools include: Orange County HS, LA Metro HS, East Bay HS, and Desert HS. L-CAP schools
include: LA City HS, Capitol City HS, Buffalo Butte, and Norcal. Other schools not included in this review
are schools with mixed CAP score gains (reading or math being high and the other being low). These mixed
CAP score gain schools (Central Valley HS, Peninsula HS, Tri-County HS, and Socal HS) will be
examined in another summary report.

The review will be presented in two parts. Part 1 will look at the degree of development and implementation
of each causal factor within the two sets of schools. Part 2 will examine causal factor patterns that exist
across sites and within single sites. Causal factors are identified as "high", "moderate”, or "low" depending
on the degree to which the major and subcomponent parts have been developed and mplemenwd These
rating were taken from the individual causal factor sheets which were developed from a comprehensive
analysis of the reports submitted by each data gatherer (State Policy Descriptions, Round One Case Studies,
Round Two Case Studies, Causal Factor Sheets, and the Round Three Outcomes).

PART 1: CROSS SITE CAUSAL FACTOR PATTERNS FOR H-CAP AND L-CAP SCHOOLS
1. CAUSAL FACTOR G: IMPLEMENTATION MANAGEMENT

COMPONENT HIGH CAP GAIN SCHOOLS LOW CAP GAIN SCHOOLS
PARTS ORANGE LA MET E. BAY DESERT LA CITY CAPITOL B.BUTTE.NORCAL
-IMP MGT MOD.........HIGH.......MOD.....MOD LOW.......... MOD......... LOW, vsnsan MOD
-CRTING HIGH HIGH LOW.....HIGH MOD.......... LOW...oue LOW............ LOW
-IMP PLAN MOD HIGH MOD.....MOD LOW.cusis LW-MD......LOW............. LOW

A. High CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ High frequency of high and moderate ratings for implementation management
(IMP MGT) cross role teaming (CRT'ING), and implementation plan (IMP PLAN)

+ Ratings: 5/12 high; 6/12 moderate; 1/12 low

+ All but one (East Bay) had a hxgh rating for a least one component

+ LA Metro had all three ratings in the high range.

B. Low CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ No high ratings and a high frequency of low ratings for overall implementation,
cross role teaming, and implementation plan

+ Ratings: 0/12 high; 4/12 moderate or low-moderate; 8/12 low

+ No L-CAP school had a high rating.

+ Buffalo Butte had all three ratings in the low range.
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2. CAUSAL FACTOR H: INITIAL TRAINING

COMPONENT HIGH CAP GAIN SCHOOLS LOW CAP GAIN SCHOOLS
PARTS ORANGE LA MET E. BAY DESERT LA CITY CAPITOL B.BUTTE.NORCAL
-iNT TRNG HIGH HIGH LOW....LOW MOD......... N o - LOW...........MOD
-ADM TRNG HIGH HIGH LOW....MOD MOD.......... LOW......... LOW........... MOD
-TCHR TRNG HIGH HIGH .LOW.....MOD MOD LOW LOW MOD

A. High CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ High frequency of high ratings and some moderate and low ratings for overall
initial training, training for administrators, and training for teachers.

+ Ratings: 6/12 high; 2/12 moderate; 4/12 low

+ Orange and LA Metro had all three ratings in the high range.

+ East Bay had all three ratings in the low range.

B. Low CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ No high ratings and a high frequency of low and moderate ratings for overall
intitial training, training for administrators, and training for teachers

+ Ratings: 0/12 high; 6/12 moderate; 6/12 low

+ No L-CAP school had a high rating.

+ Capitol City and Buffalo Butte had all three ratings in the low range.

3. CAUSAL FACTOR J: CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT

COMPONENT HIGH CAP GAIN SCHOOLS LOW CAP GAIN SCHOOLS
PARTS ORANGE LA MET E.BAY DESERT LA CITY CAPITOL B. BUTTE.NORCAL

-CURR DEVELP MOD HIGH HIGH....LOW MOD ~HIGH LOW HIGH
-QUAL CHNG LOW MOD MOD.....LOW LOwW LOW LOW MOD
-CURR ALNMT MOD HIGH HIGH....HIGH HIGH..conesss HIGH.......LOW.......... HIGH

A. High CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ High frequency of high ratings and some moderate and low ratings for
curriculum development, qualitative curricular change, and curriculum
alignment.

+ Ratings: 5/12 high; 4/12 moderate; 3/12 low

B. Low CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ High frequency of ratings in both the high and the low range for curriculum
development, qualittative curricular change, and curriculum alignment.

+ Ratings: 5/12 high; 2/12 moderate; 5/12 low

+ L-CAP schools had most of their high rating.(5/10) on this causal factor.

+ Buffalo Butte had all three ratings in the low range.

+ LA City and Capitol City received all of their high ratings (1/26 and 2/26
respectively) on this causal factor.
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+ The incidence of a few high ratings for any one or a few causal factor does not
appear to be sufficient for increasing CAP scores.

4. CAUSAL FACTOR K: ADMINISTRATIVE INTERVENTIONS

COMPONENT HIGH CAP GAIN SCHOOLS LOW CAP GAIN SCHOOLS

PARTS ORANGE LA MET E. BAY DESERT LA CITY CAPITOL B. BUTTE.NORCAL

-COMMITMT HIGH MOD HIGH..... HIGH LOwW

MOD LOW. HIGH
-LEADERSHP HIGH MOD HIGH.....HIGH LOW MOD LOW HIGH
-PRESSURE HIGH HIGH MOD.....LOW LOW.......LOW......... LOW........... LOW
-MONITOR'G HIGH HIGH MOD.....LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW

A. High CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ High frequency of high ratings for administrative interventions involving
commitment, leadership, pressure, and monitoring,

+ Ratings: 10/16 high; 4/16 moderate; 2/16 low

+ All H-CAP schools had at least half of their ratings in the high range.

+ Orange had all four ratings in the high range.

B. Low CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ High frequency of low ratings for administrative interventions involving
commitment, leadership, pressure, and monitoring.

+ Ratings: 2/16 high; 2/16 moderate; 12/16 low

+ All L-CAP schools had low ratings for administrative pressure and monitoring.

+ LA City and Buffalo Butte had all four ratings in the low range.

+ Norcal had two of its four ratings in the high range and the other two ratings
were in the low range. This pattern matched the pattern for one of the H-CAP
schools (Desert); however, the H-CAP school had high ratings in twice as many
other areas (7/10 causal factors and 11/26 causal factor components) as the

. matching L-CAP school (3/10 causal factors and 5/26 causal factor components).

5. CAUSAL FACTOR L: PROGRAM LATITUDE AND FIDELI'I'Y

COMPONENT HIGH CAP GAIN SCHOOLS

LOW CAP GAIN SCHOOLS
PARTS ORANGE LA MET E. BAY DESERT

.LACITY CAPITOL B.BUTTE..NORCAL

-LATITUDE MOD.......... LOW......... LOW......HIGH HIGH

........ LOW........HIGH.........LOW
-FIDELITY MOD HIGH HIGH....LOW MOD MOD LOW........... HIGH
-DIR OF CHNG TP DN......... TP DN......TP DN...MIXED TP DN......MUTAL...BTM UP...NA
-COUPLING TIGHT.......TIGHT....TIGHT...TIGHT LOOSE......LOOSE......TIGHT.......TIGHT

A. High CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ H-CAP schools had three different patterns for latitude and fidelity that were
combined with a general overall utilization of top down (TP DN) change process
and tight coupling.

+ All H-CAP schools were tightly coupled between district and schools

+ 3/4 H-CAP schools had top-down change management. The one exception was

Desert and it had a mix of top-down and bottom-up change management.
+ LA Mewo and East Bay had matching ratings: low latitude, high fidelity, top
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down change management, and tight coupling.

B. Low CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ L-CAP schools had different patterns for latitude, fidelity, direction of change,

and coupling. o _
+ No L-CAP school had top down change with tight coupling.

6. CAUSAL FACTOR M: ONGOING ASSISTANCE

COMPONENT HIGH CAP GAIN SCHOOLS LOW CAP GAIN SCHOOLS
PARTS ORANGE LA MET E. BAY DESERT LA CITY CAPITOL B. BUTTE.NORCAL

-DIST ASST MOD HIGH HIGH......MOD MOD LOW MOD MOD
MOD LOW LOW MOD

-SCHL ASST MOD HIGH MOD......MOD
HIGH MOD LOW LOW. NA

-EXT AGENT MOD. MOD NA
-INT AGENT MOD HIGH MOD......LOW LOW LOW. LOW MOD

A. High CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ High frequency of moderate ratings for ongoing assistance with a third of the
ratings in the high range. East Bay could not be assessed on degree of effective

use of External Linking Agent (EXT AGENT) because none was used.
+ Ratings: 5/16 high; 9/16 moderate; 1/16 low; 1/16 not applicable
+ LA Metro received 3/4 ratings in the high range.

B. Low CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ No high ratings and high\frequency of ratings in the low range with some ratings

in the moderate range.
+ Ratings: 0/16 high; 7/16 moderate; 8/16 low; 1/16 not applicable
+ Norcal did not receive a rating because Extenal Linking Agents were not used.
+ Capitol City received a low rating in all four areas of ongoing

assistance.
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7. CAUSAL FACTOR N: TEACHER EFFORT

COMPONENT HIGH CAP GAIN SCHOOLS LOW CAP GAIN SCHOOLS
PARTS ORANGE LA MET E. BAY DESERT LACITY CAPITOL B. BUTTE.NORCAL

-TCHR EFFORT MOD......... HIGH......HIGH....MIXED  MIXED......MIXED........ LOw......... LOW

A. High CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ Half of the ratings in the high range and some in the moderate or mixed range.

+ Ratings: 2/4 high; 1/4 moderate; 0/4 low; 1/4 mixed

+ Desert was assigned a mixed rating because significant numbers of teachers were
split in their effort to implement the reform, some showing high effort with
others showing low and moderate effort.

B. Low CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ No ratings in the high or moderate range and half of the ratings in the low range
and some ratings in the mixed range

+ Ratings: 0/4 high; 0/4 moderate; 2/4 low; 2/4 mixed

+ Buffalo Butte and Norcal. had ratings in the low range

+ LA City and Capital City had a mix of teacher effort

8. CAUSAL FACTOR P: TEACHER SKILL MASTERY

COMPONENT HIGH CAP GAIN SCHOOLS LOW CAP GAIN SCHOOLS
PARTS ORANGE LA MET E.BAY DESERT LA CITY CAPITOL B. BUTTE.NORCAL

-SKILL MASTRY LOW........ HIGH......HIGH.....LOW LW-MOD NA MOD......LW-MOD
A. High CAP gain schools are characterized by: ’

+ Half of the ratings in the high range and half in the low range.
+ Ratings: 2/4 high; 0/4 moderate; 2/4 low
+ Schools with high skill mastery(LA Metro and East Bay) also had high teacher

effort.
+ Orange had one of its few low ratings for this causal factor. Orange had three of

a total possible 26 ratings in the low range. The other two low ratings were for
administrative pressure and low teacher commitment.

+ Desert also received one of its low ratings on this component. Desert had 8/26
of its ratings in the low range. While Desert had more low ratings than any of the
other H-CAP schools, it had more high ratings than the combined total received

by all L-CAP schools. .
B. Low CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ No ratings in the high range, half of the ratings in either the low or the mixed
range

+ Ratings: 0/4 high; 0/4 moderate; 2/4 mixed; 2/4 low

+ LA City and Norcal were schools that had a combination of causal factor
characteristics that exemplified low configurations and moderate configurations.

+ Capitol City had not been assessed to date by the data gatherer for this causal
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factor.

9. CAUSAL FACTOR Q: TEACHER COMMITMENT

COMPONENT HIGH CAP GAIN SCHOOLS 'LOW CAP GAIN SCHOOLS
PARTS ORANGE LA MET E. BAY DESERT LA CITY CAPITOL B.BUTTE..NORCAL

-TCHR COMMIT LOW MOD HIGH.....HIGH LOW MOD LOW LOW
-INST COMMIT MOD MOD HIGH.....HIGH MOD. .MOD LOW MOD

A. High CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ High frequency of the ratings in the high range, and some in the moderate or low
range for teacher commitment (TCHR COMMIT) and institutional commitment
(INST COMMIT)

+ Ratings: 4/8 high; 3/8 moderate; 1/8 low

+ East Bay and Desert had all of their ratings in the high range.

+ Orange received one of its three low scores for this causal factor.

B. Low CAP gain schools are characterized by:
"+ No high ratings and the other ratings split between moderate and low ratings.
+ Ratings: 0/8 high; 4/8 moderate; 4/8 low
+ Buffalor Butte had all of its ratings in the low range.

10. CAUSAL FACTOR R: EXTENT OF IMPLEMENTATION

COMPONENT HIGH CAP GAIN SCHOOLS LOW CAP GAIN SCHOOLS
PARTS ORANGE LA MET E. BAY DESERT LA CITY CAPITOL B. BUTTE.NORCAL

-OVERALL IMP .MOD......MD-HI MOD....HIGH MOD MOD LOw MOD
-DIST IMP MOD........ MD-HL...... MOD..... HIGH MOD MOD LOW MOD
-SCHL IMP MOD......... MD-HL......MOD.....HIGH MOD MOD LOW MOD

A. High CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ High frequency of high, moderate-high, or moderate ratings for overall extent of
implementation, district implementation, and school implementation of the
reform effort.

+ Ratings: 3/12 high; 3/12 moderate-high; 3/12 moderate

+ Desert achieved ratings in the high range for all three components.

+ LA Meuo's moderate-high ratings reflect component characteristics in both the
high and moderate range.

B. Low CAP gain schools are characterized by:

+ No ratings in the high range and high frequency of ratings in the moderate and
low range.

+ Ratings: 0/12 high; 9/12 moderate; 3/12 low
+ Buffalo Butte had ratings in the low range for all components.
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THE STORY OF IMPROVED ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY GAINS

The following report summarizes major findings of all twelve PACE-ACE senior high schools after schools
had been ranked and assigned to groups based on gains in organizational capacity since 1983. Schools were
assigned to one of three groups described as high gain, medium gain, or low gain, relative to differences in
administrative practices and school climate.

Schools with high gains in organizational capacity were Desert, Orange County, Peninsula, and Central
Valley High Schools. These schools received ratings indicating the greatest differences between 1983 and
1987 in administrative behavior and school climate outcomes. Schools with moderate gains in organizational
capacity were LA Metro, Capitol City, Buffalo Butte, and Norcal High Schools. Low gain schools were
East Bay, LA City, Tri County, and SoCal High Schools.

In order to identify specific patterns among the implementation factors, ratings were quantified. High ratings
in implementation strategies were assigned a value of 3; moderate, 2; and low, 1. Combinations of low-
moderate and moderate-high were assigned values of 1.5 and 2.5 respectively.

Factor G: Implementation Management
High Gain Medium Gain Low Gain
Schoojs Schools Schools
Implementation Mngt 2.13 Moderate 2.0 Moderate 1.5 Low-Moderate
Cross-Role Teaming 2.63 High L3 Low-Mod L5 Low-Moderate
Implementation Plan 2.0 Moderate 163 Low-Mod 1.5 Low Moderate

In all aspects of implementation management, those schools identified as high gain indicated the greatest
differences between 1983 and 1987. High gain schools were particularly strong in employing cross-role
teams to develop implementation strategies. High gain schools also developed implementation strategies as
well as had stronger implementation plans. Overall implementation management was strongest in high gain
schools, but the difference between high gain and middle gain schools was least significant in comparing this
specific strategy. Low gain schools were most consistent across all implementation management strategies

" receiving an averaged low-moderate ranking in all strategies.

Factor H: Initial Training

High Gain Medium Gain Low Gain
Schools Schools Schools
Initial Training
i 2.0 Moderate 175 Low-Mod 2.0 Moderate
|ministrarive Traini 2.0 Mod 1.75 Low-Mod 18 Lis-Sed

In examining the ratngs for initial training there was lirntle distinction between high gain and low gain
schools. High gain schools did have stronger administrator training than either medium gain or low gain
schools, but teacher training in high gain schools was lower than in low gain schools. As for as overall
inidal training, both high gain and low gain schools received a moderate rating. The most consistent ratings
were assigned to medium gain schools which received low-moderate ratings in both administrator and
teacher training and in overall inital training.
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Factor J: Curriculum Development

High Gain Medium Gain Low Gain
Schools Schools Schools
Curriculum Develgpment 2.0 Moderate &3 High 2.25 Moderate

In regard to curriculum development, the main conclusion is not so much that high gain, medium gain, and
low gain schools are particularly different, but rather that there is consistency in all areas across all three
groups. Interestingly, schools in the middle group received the highest ratings for qualitative change and
overall curriculum development. All three groups were rated equally high as far as curriculum alignment is
concerned. In terms of qualitative change, however, ratings are low to low-moderate. Finally, ratings for
overall curriculum development range from moderate to high with high gain schools receiving the lowest
rating of the three groups.

Factor K: Administraive Commitment
High Gain Medium Gain | Low Gain
Schools Schools Schools
Admin. Commitment 4.0 High 2.0 Moderate 2.23 Moderate
Leadership 2.88 High 2.0 Moderate 2.25 Moderate
Pressure 2.0 Moderate L35 Low-Mod 138 Low

High gain schools received the highest ratings across all aspects of administrative commitment while ratings
for medium gain and low gain schools are mixed. Administrative leadership ratings range from moderate to
high with high gain schools receiving a very high rating. Administrative pressure ranges from low to
moderate with high gain schools again receiving the highest rating and low gain schools the lowest rating.
Administrative monitoring received the lowest rating across all three groups of schools and the narrowest
range: 1.38 to 1.67. Ratings for overall administrative commitment ranged from moderate to high, and high
gain schools received the highest possible average rating. Since schools were grouped on the basis of
organizational capacity, high gain schools' high ratings perhaps are expected; the minimal distinctions
between medium gain and low gain schools are perhaps more difficult to understand.
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Factor L: Program Latitude and Fidelity

High Gain Medium Gain Low Gain

Schools Schools , Schools
Program Latitude 2.33 Moderate 13 Low-Mod 2.25 Moderate
Degree of Fidelity 167 Low-Mod 2.25 Moderate 2.0 Moderaie

In analyzing program latitude and degree of fidelity, high gain schools received the highest rating for latitude
and the lowest for degree of fidelity. Medium gain schools by contrast had the lowest rating for latitude and
the highest for degree of fidelity. Low gain schools were rated as moderate in both areas.

Factor M: On-going Assistance

High Gain Medium Gain Low Gain
Schools Schools Schools
Dist, Ongoing Asst, 125 Low 125 Low-Mod 175 Low-Mod
School Ongoing Asst, 2.0 Moderaie 2.0 Moderate L35 Low-Mod

In analyzing the importance of on-going assistance, certain differences between high gain, medium gain and
low gain schools become readily apparent. This causal factor, however, was marked by the greatest number
of low and low moderate ratings, 8 of a possible 12. With regard to District on-going assistance, high gain
schools had the lowest rating, but the range of ratings for all three groups was narrow varying from low to
low-moderate. School on-going assistance received somewhat stronger ratings with high gain and medium
gain schools receiving a moderate rating. Ratings on the use of External Linking Agents indicate high gain
schools had a high rating; low gain schools have a low-moderate rating; moderate gain schools have a low
rating. As to the use of Internal Linking Agents, high gain schools receive a strong moderate rating while
both medium gain and low gain schools receive low moderate ratings. Low gain schools are most consistent
with low-moderate ratings across all components of on-going assistance. Medium gain schools have mixed
ratings, primarily low to moderate. High gain schools also have mixed ratings but these are higher than
those for medium gain schools.

Factor N: Teacher Effort
High Gain Mediuvim Gain Low Gain
Schools Schools Schools
Teacher Effort 2.33 Moderate 1.75 Low-Mod 2.5 High

In analyzing the ratings for teacher effort, low gain schools received the highest average rating, followed by
high gain schools with a strong moderate rating. Mediuim gain schools receive a low-moderate radng. In
schools which ranked low relative to organizational capacity, it appears that implementation strategies may be
significantly more teacher-driven. :
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Factor P: Teacher Skill Mastery

High Gain Medium Gain Low Gain
Schools Schools Sc
Teacher Skill Mastery 1.67 Low Mod 1.83 Low-Mod 2.83 High

In analyzing ratings relative to teacher skill mastery, low gain schools were significantly higher than either
high gain or medium gain schools which both received a low-moderate rating. Again, as with teacher eft:on.
skill mastery may be rrelated to the fact that in low gain schools teachers must assume greaier responsibility
for implementation strategies.

Factor Q: Commitment
High Gain Medium Gain Low Gain
Schools Schools Schools
Teacher Commitment 233 Moderate L5 Low-Mod 2.0 Moderate

In examining teacher commitment, high gain schools received a rating of srong moderate; low gain schools,
a moderate; medium gain schools, a low-moderate. In terms of institutional commitment high gain schools
received a high rating; low gain schools a moderate ratng; mediuim gain schools a2 low-moderate rating. Itis
significant that across all three groups approximately the same difference exists between institutional
commimment and teacher commitment, and in each case institutional commitiment was rated more strongly
than teacher commitment. This remains consistent across all three groups of schools.

Factor R: Extent of Implementation
High Gain Medium Gain Low Gain
Schools Schools Schools

In analyzing the extent of implementation, the most important singular finding is the consistency which
occurs among all groups across all components. High gain schools receive a consistently strong high rating
across all components and low gain schools received a strong modeérate rating across all components.
Medium gain schools receive a low-moderate rating, significantly lower than the rating received by the other
two groups.

Degree of CAP Test Emphasis
High Gain Medium Gain Low Gain
Schools Schools Schools
Deg. of CAP Test Emph. 3.0 High 2.0 Moderate 1.25 Low

In comparing the degree of CAP test emphasis, it is readily apparent that ratings correspond almost exactly
with the organizational capacity of each group. The consistency of high, moderate, and low ratings with
high gain, medium gain, and low gain schools reriects accurately the degree of emphasis placed on CAP
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testing.

Other comparative arcas which did not lend themselves to quantification are also of interest. Across all three
groups some schools had SIP programs; others did not. A mixed response characterized all three groups.
Most schools in the study had other programs - 551, 63, 803, etc., in place. All high gain schools did; .5 of
medium gain schools did; .75 of low gain schools did. In examining questions of court ordered voluntary
integration, the specific type of change (top-down, bottom-up, etc.) and the degree of organizational
coupling, responses were mixed across all areas. Finally, in response to the question about increased
centralization in all high gain schools this had occured; in 2 medium gain schools increased centralization had
occured while for 2 others no change was indicated; in 3 low gain schools increased centralization had
occured while in one no change was observed. No schools reported to have experienced decreased
centralization.
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