Contract No.: LC91015001
MPR Reference No.: 8014

| MPACTS OF SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING
INITIATIVES

FINAL REPORT

June 1998

Authors:

Mark Dynarski
Philip Gleason
Anu Rangarajan
Robert Wood

A Research Report from the School Dropout
Demonstration Assistance Program Evaluation
|

Submitted to: Submitted by:
U.S. Department of Education Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
Planning and Evaluation Service P.O. Box 2393
600 Independence Avenue, S.W. Princeton, NJ 08543-2393
Room 4168, FOB-10 (609) 799-3535

Washington, DC 20202-4246

Project Officer: Project Director:
Audrey Pendleton Mark Dynarski



Chapter

Page
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ... e e e vii
INTRODUCTION . .. e e e e e 1
A. APPROACHES TO RESTRUCTURING IN FIVE SCHOOL
DISTRICT S . . e e 3
1. The Spruce Cluster Program in the Dallas Independent School
ISt . . .o 5
2. The Outcomes-Based Decision-Making Model in the Grand
Rapids Public Schools District. . . ........... ... ... ... ..... 6
3. The Gratz Connection in the Philadelphia School District. . .. ... .. 7
4. The School Dropout Initiative in the Phoenix Union High School
ISt . . .o 7
5. Santa Ana 2000 in the Santa Ana Unified School District. . .. ... .. 7
B. MEASURING THE EFFECTS OF RESTRUCTURING ON
OUTCOMES . . .. e e e e e e e 8
SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING AND STUDENT OUTCOMES........... 13
A. THE CONTEXT: CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS IN
RESTRUCTURING AND COMPARISON SCHOOLS. ............. 14
B. METHODS FOR ANALYZING RESTRUCTURING OUTCOMES
AND EFFECTS. . .. e 18
C. RESTRUCTURING AND STUDENT OUTCOMES. ............... 20
1. Results for the Dallas Restructuring Initiative. . ................ 20
2. Results for the Grand Rapids Restructuring Initiative . . . ........ 24
3. Results for the Philadelphia Restructuring Initiative. . ........... 27
4. Results for the Phoenix Restructuring Initiative . . .. ............ 30
5. Results for the Santa Ana Restructuring Initiative. . .. .......... 34

CONTENTS



CONTENTS (continued)

Chapter

Page
RESTRUCTURING AND TEACHER AND PARENT OUTCOMES. . .. .. 39
A. CHARACTERISTICS OF TEACHERS AND PARENTS. ........... 41
B. OUTCOMES FOR TEACHERS AND PARENTS . ................ 44
1. Results for the Dallas Restructuring Initiative. . ................ 47
2. Results for the Grand Rapids Restructuring Initiative . . .. ....... 50
3. Results for the Phoenix Restructuring Initiative . . . ............. 52
4. Results for the Santa Ana Restructuring Initiative. . . ........... 53
INTERPRETING THE FINDINGS. . . ... ... e 59
A. SUMMARY OF STUDENT AND TEACHER FINDINGS. ........... 59
B. OTHER STUDIES OF RESTRUCTURING . ..................... 61
C. LESSONS FOR POLICY ANDPRACTICE . . ... ..o 64
1. Identify Districts and Schools Ripe for Change . ............... 64
2. Focus on Changing Teachingand Learning. . ................. 65
REFERENCES. . . ... e 69
APPENDIX A: COLLECTING DATA ON STUDENTS, TEACHERS,
AND PARENTS. . ... 71

APPENDIX B: MEASURING THE EFFECTS OF RESTRUCTURING. . . 81

APPENDIX C: SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES FOR TEACHER
OUTCOMES . . .. e 89

APPENDIX D: DEFINITIONS OF VARIABLES. . . .................. 95



Table

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

Al

A.2

TABLES

Page
OUTCOMES FOR THE RESTRUCTURING ANALYSIS. . ................ Viil
CHARACTERISTICS OF SDDAP RESTRUCTURING PROJECTS.......... X
CHARACTERISTICS OF SDDAP RESTRUCTURING PROJECTS........ 4
OUTCOMES FOR THE RESTRUCTURING ANALYSIS . ............... 11
CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS IN RESTRUCTURING AND
COMPARISON SCHOOLS. . . .. e e 15
STUDENT OUTCOMES IN RESTRUCTURING AND COMPARISON
SCHOOLS: DALLAS . .. e e 21
STUDENT OUTCOMES IN RESTRUCTURING AND COMPARISON
SCHOOLS: GRAND RAPIDS. . .. e 25
STUDENT OUTCOMES IN RESTRUCTURING AND COMPARISON
SCHOOLS: PHILADELPHIA. . .. e 29
STUDENT OUTCOMES IN RESTRUCTURING AND COMPARISON
SCHOOLS: PHOENIX. .. . e e 33
STUDENT OUTCOMES IN RESTRUCTURING AND COMPARISON
SCHOOLS: SANTA ANA. . . . e e e 35
CHARACTERISTICS OF TEACHERS . . . ... .. 42
CHARACTERISTICS OF PARENTS. . . .. e 45
TEACHER AND PARENT OUTCOMES: DALLAS. ........ .. .. .. .. . ... 48
TEACHER AND PARENT OUTCOMES: GRAND RAPIDS. ............. 51
TEACHER AND PARENT OUTCOMES: PHOENIX. ................... 54
TEACHER AND PARENT OUTCOMES: SANTAANA. ................. 56

SAMPLE SIZES AND RESPONSE RATES FOR STUDENT SAMPLE . ... 75

SAMPLE SIZES AND RESPONSE RATES FOR TEACHER SAMPLE . ... 77

\'



TABLES (continued)

Table

A.3

B.1

B.2

C1l

C.2

C.3

c4

Page
SAMPLE SIZES AND RESPONSE RATES FOR PARENT SAMPLE. . . ... 79
VARIABLES IN SIMPLE-DIFFERENCE MODELS: STUDENTS......... 86
VARIABLES IN SIMPLE-DIFFERENCE MODELS: TEACHERS AND
PARENTS . o e 87
RESULTS FOR COMPONENTS OF SCHOOL CLIMATE AND SCHOOL
MANAGEMENT INDEXES: DALLAS . ...... ... i 91
RESULTS FOR COMPONENTS OF SCHOOL CLIMATE AND SCHOOL
MANAGEMENT INDEXES: GRAND RAPIDS. . ...... ... i 92
RESULTS FOR COMPONENTS OF SCHOOL CLIMATE AND SCHOOL
MANAGEMENT INDEXES: PHOENIX . ... ... . e 93

RESULTS FOR COMPONENTS OF SCHOOL CLIMATE AND SCHOOL
MANAGEMENT INDEXES: SANTA ANA

vi



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since the early 1980s, the increasingly global and competitive world economy has led to an increase
in the economic benefits of education. During the same period, however, America’s schools have made
little progress in increasing the rate at which youths complete higblsdm 1990, one year after the
national educational goal of a 90 percent high school completion rate by the year 2000 was set, 86 percent
of young adults (18 to 24 years old) had a high school credential. Five years later, petget had
a high school credential. The trend is clear: the dropout rate is not improving. Too many students--about
half amillion a year--are dropping out of school at a time when the economy needs and rewards high skills.

This report presents the findings of an evaluation of initiatives for restructuring schools to reduce the
dropoutrate. The initiatives operated from 1991 to 1995 in Dallas, Grand Rapids, Philadelphia, Phoenix,
and Santa Ana. The evaluation examines the initiatives’ effect in teghsdeint, teacher, and parent
outcomes.

Restructuring to Reduce the Dropout Rate

Traditional approaches to the dropout problem havwaged students with services designed to
mitigate problems that may Ibéndering their academic progress. For example, a program may link
students at risk of dropping out with tutors or mentors who work with students to improve their learning
or to help them deal with issues outside of school. In general, traditional approaches have not attempted
to change the fundamental nature of schools.

Beginning in the late 1980s and early 1990s, educators and policymakers began formulating
“restructuring” approaches to improving schools. The general intent of restructuring is to move beyond
traditional modes of school organization and try to make schools more interesting and responsive places
where students learn more and are able to meet higher stariRestsicturing strategies include (1)
developing curricular and instructional methods to promote higher-order thinking as well as more active and
team-orented learning, (2) having teachers play a more active role in managing schools, and (3)
encouraging schools to be more sensitive to the concerns of their “clients”--parents and students.

Restructuring’s potential as a dropout-prevention strategy was recognized through grant awards to
schoolwide programs under the School Dropout Demonstration Assistance Program (SDDAP) in 1991.
First, the U.SDepartment of Education (ED) used a large share of SDDAP grant funds to support
restructuring, inadditionto supporting programs serving at-risk youths using traditional approaches. Grants
to support restructuring in eight districts averaged about $1 million a year each for the first four years of the
SDDAP.
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Evaluating the Restructuring Initiatives

In 1991, ED contracted with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) and its subcontractors, Policy
Studies Associates and RMC Research Corporation, to evaluate projectesupp&DDAP funds.
Evaluation staff and ED identified seven restructuring projects they considered suitable for an analysis of
program implementation, along with five of the seven thought suitable for an analysis of project impacts

Evaluating effects on students, teachers, and parents

The evaluation team was interested in the effects of restructuring initiatives on important outcomes for
students, staff, and parents (see Table 1). Some outcomes, such as dropsenseeisin rates, are
important as overall measures of restructuring viewed as a dropout-prevention strategy. Other outcomes,
such as test scores, provide a means of assessing whether restructuring affected learning in ways that could
be measured by existing tests. Outcomes like teacher and parent views of school climate provide insight
into the ways restructuring may have changed schools.

The evaluation used a consistent desigmieasuring outcomes, with the same instruments and
outcomes in all sites. The analysis looked closely at the dropout rdteyasdicator of the ultimate
success of the initiatives in keeping students in school. Becausdi#itiwés had different emphases,
however, the analysis focused on different outcomes in the various sites.

Selecting comparison schools

A key feature of the evaluation design was the use of comparison schootsy thar1991-1992
school year, the evaluation team identified comparison middle schools and high schools, using district data
indicating that the comparison schools served students who were similar to tessadturing schools.
Generally, one comparison school was identified for each restructuring school. In Santa Ana, two
comparison middle schools were selected for the three restructuring middle schools.

TABLE 1

OUTCOMES FOR THERESTRUCTURINGANALYSIS

Student Outcomes Teacher Outcomes Parent Outcomes
Dropout rate School climate School climate
Absenteeism rate Involvement with school management Quiality of education
Math test score Contact with parents School involvement

Reading test score
School climate
Self-esteem

Locus of control
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Collecting longitudinal data

Another key feature of the design was longitudinal daitaction. The evaluation was based on
samples of students in two cohorts, as well asaseline and follow-up data. The two cohorts were
selected in the fall of the 1992-1993 school year and in the fall of the 1993-1994 school year. The
evaluation selected 7th graders in digdschools and 10th graders in high schools (9th graders were
selected in Phoenix and Philadelphia to accommodate features of the programs in these districts).
Altogether, the evaluation followed 3,830 students in the first cohort and 3,625 in the second, collecting
baseline data for nearly all students in the sample and follow-up dataréthan 80 percent of students.
Students in the first cohort completed two follow-up questionnaires; those in the second completed one
follow-up questionnaire.

Questionnaires also were administered in 1993, 1994, and 1995 to all teachers in iregptaunctur
comparison schools (with more than 80 percent of teachers responding) and to parents of students who
completed baseline questionnaires (with more than 40 percent of parents responding).

The Restructuring Initiatives

The number of schools involved in tingiatives varied from 17 in Philadelphia to 4 in Phoenix.
Elementary, middle, and high schools were part of the initiatives. Baseline data from middle schools and
highschools show that the schools had many students who, according to conventional criteria, were at risk
of dropping out.

Improving instruction and providing services

The initiatives all had elements that focused on changing classroom instruction and providing services
for at-risk students. All of them devoted attention to staff development as the engine for change. Efforts
stressing instruction devoted the most attention to staff development. Instructional innovations included
block scheduling, thematic curricula, team teaching, extending the length of the school day, family groups,
and schools within schools. Services were provided by counselors, mentors, health clinics, and staff teams
set up to identify at-risk students and plan service packages to assist them.

Approaches differed across school levels and schools

Some initiatives emphasized instruction and others emphasized services. Middle schools were more
likely than high schools to emphasize instruction. For example, the tastrgdigh school in Dallas
focused on providing services, whereas the restructuring middle school in Dallas focuspgbeimgm
instruction using the “accelerated schools” model. As the example suggests, the activities of the initiatives
differed across school levels and schools even within a district (Table 2).



TABLE 2

CHARACTERISTICS OF SDDAP RESTRUCTURING PROJECTS

Location/Grantee/Enrollment

Cluster Schools

Project Description

Dallas, Texas

Dallas Independent School District
Total enrollment: 135,000

Southwest Texas State University;

’

Spruce High School
Comstock Middle School
Florence Middle School

11 elementary schools

Comer model or other school-based decision-
model in all schools (early in the initiative)
Accelerated schools model in five schools (later in
nitiative); small groupings of teachers and student]
others
School-within-a-school in the high school
A school-based health clinic in the high school and
middle schools; child care for teenage mothers
Automated attendance monitoring equipment

naking

the
5 in

WO

Grand Rapids, Michigan
Grand Rapids Public Schools
Total enrollment: 35,000

Ottawa Hills High School
Iroquois Middle School
8 elementary schools

Outcomes-basedkcision making (OBDM) as curriculu
reform in elementary and middle schools
Full-time staff development specialist; consult
OBDM
Four specialists to deal with individual and gro
problems
Eight student advocates
“Family groups” featuring block scheduling and cro
disciplinary themes for half the ninth graders
Mentoring for high schoolers

nt for

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
School District of Philadelphia
Total enrollment: 195,000

Gratz High School

Gillespie Middle School

Rhodes Middle School
FitzSimons Middle School
13 elementary schools

School councils in each school

Training for core teams of teachers in each schoo

Parents as attendance monitors and participants in
education classes

hdult

Phoenix, Arizona
Phoenix Union High School District
Total enrollment: 22,250

Central High School
Phoenix Peparatory Academy
(middle school)
2 elementary schools

A ninth-grade enclave in Central High School
“Family groups” for academy students

Three transitional counselors for the academy
diditional services provided by three community-ba

organizations

bed

Santa Ana, California
Santa Ana Unified School District
Total enrollment: 46,500

Century High School
Lathrop Intermediate Scho
Willard Intermediate Schoo
Carr Intermediate School
1 elementary school

A program specialist at each school
Early intervention for language development ang
class sizes for language arts in the elementary
Teaning and interdisciplinary instruction in intermedig
schools
School-within-a-school in the high school
Support services provided by project nurse and outrg
specialist
Project outreach consultant and half-time psychologid
work with families

D

smaller
school
te

ach

t to

aThis project is a partnershiptween the Center for Initiatives in Education at Southwest Texas State University and the Dallas Independent

School District.



Main Findings

Analysis ofstudent, teacher, and parent outcomes led to four main findings: (1) no effect on dropout
rates, (2) improvement of somlagsroom outcomes, (3) no effect on teacher involvement in school
management, and (4) no effect on parents’ views of school climate.

* Restructuring had no effect on dropout rates

None of the five initiatives resulted in lower dropout rates. In fact, in some cases, dropout rates
were higher in restruating schools. The restructuring initiatives, however, faced difficult
implementation challenges and the evaluation followed students from restructuring schools for only
a few years. In this context, it would have been surprising to see lower dropout rates.

* Restructuring improved classroom outcomes in some schools
Afocus on improving classroom instruction distinguished the three initiatives that had improved

teacher and student outcomes. Restructuring schools that focused on providing services for at
risk students yielded little evidence of improved outcomes.

Students in restructing middle schools in Dallas and Santa Ana had improved test scores
relative to comparison-school students, although in both sites, improved scores were evident for
only one of the two cohorts. Teachers in these schools reported improved school climate and
stronger support from the principal and administrators relative to teachers in comparison schools.
Teachers at the restructuring high school in Phoenix also reported improved school climate and
stronger support from the principal and administrators.

Because of the design used to measure effects, the evaluation cannot say that the effects observed
were due unambiguously to restructuring. In sorheds, other factors contributed to the
observed effects. Other factors, however, do not explain all the improved outcomes.

* Restructuring did not affect teacher involvement in school management

Teacher involvement in school managemeotv&d no change across sites and schools. In
principle, greater involvement in school management is a key aspect of restructuring. However,
the initiatives were supported largely by grant funding and involved only a few schools within their
districts. These aspects may have affected the ability or willingness of districts to modify
governance and change procedures to promote greater involvement of teachers in school
management.
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* Restructuring did not affect parents’ views of school climate and quality

Parents’ views of school climate and quality did not show any improvement across sites and schools.
However, parents had strongly positive views of schools and it would have been difficult for
restructuring to improve on these positive views. These strongly positive views suggest that support
for improving low-performing schools is not likely to come from parents.

Lessons

The evaluationresults are consistent with those of other evaluations of restructuring efforts that focused
on improving schools with many at-risk students. Synthesizing these results and findings from the
implementation analysis of the SDDAP restructuring initiatives suggests two lesssetsofokreform
efforts.

* Restructuring will not, in the short term, reduce the dropout rate

As adropout-prevention strategy, restructuring is ineffective within the three- to four-year period
of most demonstration programs. Reasons include the difficudtyasfging schools and the
limited role of schools in addressing factors leading to dropping out.

Effortsto restructure frequently fall short of theirimplementation goals. They run up againstinitial
resistance to change, skepticism about the value of restructuring, and differing views among staff
about the best ways to restructure. The barriers weh&eaability of restructuring to affect
dropoutrates. Some of these barriers were evident in the SDDAP sites. For example, teachers
at the Grand Rapids high school that was part of the restructuring initiative opposed and did not
implementhe major restructuring activity--outcomes-based education. Teachers at the Phoenix
highschool felt that the restructuring initiative was a way for the principal to impose his own views
of education on the staff. Teachers in many SDDAP schools felt that restructuring was only the
latest fashion and likely to fade soon. Staff who led the restructuring initiatives devoted much of
their effort to getting past these barriers.

The dropout problem itself has systemic and cumulative origins. Students drop out for myriad
reasons related to personal, family, school, and community factors. The nature of schools is only
one part of the equation, and it may not be the largest part. Efforts to restructure schools may
cause some students not to drop out, but the number of students affected might be small. In
addition, students may need to be in restructuring schools for a long time--perhaps from
elementary school on--for the benefits of restructuring to affect their dropout decision.
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Focus on teaching and learning

Facing resistance to change, and with grant funding in hand to help at-risk students, it is tempting
for districts and schools to use grant funds to provide servicasficgk students. Doing so
sidesteps difficult issues of change while doing something for students in need.

Evidence from the SDDAP suggests that this temptation should be resisted. Schools were more
likely toimprove student and teacher outcomes when the schools focused on improving teaching
and learning. Althagh dropout rates were not reduced in schools that restructured, other
outcomes improved; ultimately, these improved outcomes may affect the dropout rate.

Evidence from the SDDAP corroborates the views of researchers who have found that

restructuring is most effective when it is consistent with and supports a school’s or district's desire
to change. On the basis of the evidence, supporting restructuring is a useful goal for policy if that
support can be channeled to schools that want to change.
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|. INTRODUCTION

Sincethe earlyl980s, the increasingly global and competitive world economy has led to an
increase irthe economic benefits of education. However, America’'s schools have not been able to
increase the rate athich youths complete high school. In 1990, 86 percent of young adults (18 to
24 years oldhad a high school credential. In 1995, 85 percent had a high school credential
(National Education Goals Report 1996). Disparities in completion rates between white and
minority young aults also did not narrow. Too many students are dropping out of school in an
economy that needs and rewards high skills.

To address the dropout problem, educators and policyntaiditionally have directed services
toward students who fall behind in school or who appear to be at risk of not completing school.
More recently, strategies to reduce dropping out by improving schools have become prominent.
Underlying these strategiestige rationale that schools themselves need to restructure what they do
and how they operate. In various degrees, restructuring strategies pfbnmtge active and team-
oriented learning, iplace of rote drill and traditional lecture methods of teaching; (2) school-based
management in place of centralized control; and (3) responsiveness to parent and student needs in
place of a passive, nonresponsive bureaucracy.

The federalrole in promoting restructuring to reduce dropping out began in 1991, when
Congess reauthorized the School Dropout Demonstration Assistance Program (SDDAP). The
SDDAP had been created in 1988 as a way to support and test innovative approaches to reduce
dropping out, but initially it had focused little on school restructuring. When the SDDAP was re-
authorized il 991, the U.S. Department of Education (ED) set aside a large portion of SDDAP

funds to support school restructuring. Grants to eitd districts or district consortia to support



school restructring averaged about $1 million a year each for the first four years of the SDDAP (a
fifth year was added later). Federal funds were matched by local funds, with the match rate rising
during the four-year period.

The focus on restructuringat was part of the 1991 SDDAP created an important opportunity
to learn about restruging’s implementation and its effectiveness as a way to reduce dropping out.
In 1991, ED contracted with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) aubisntractors, Policy
Studies Associates and RMC Basch Corporation, to evaluate the SDDAP. As part of this effort,
evaluation staff and ERlentified seven restructuring programs for an implementation analysis, and
five of the seven for an impact analysis. This report presents the findings of the impact analysis.
Findings from the implementation analysis are presented in a separate report, as are findings from
an impact analysis of other programs that provided targeted services for at-risk students.

The evaluation was a large-scaféort involving many schools, students, teachers, and parents.
Longitudinal data were collected from more than 7,000 students in 21 schools in the five school
districts participating in the evaluation. Students were followed for as long as three years. To
provide a benchmark for assessing changesvhiiation compared outcomes of students in schools
undergoingestructuring with outcomes of students in similar schools not included in the SDDAP-
funded restructuringffort. Data were also collected from teachers and parents in the restructuring
and comparison schools.

The major findings from the impact analysis highlight the significant challenges in changing
schools to improve student performance. most restructuring schools, student outcomes, such as

dropout rates, absenteeism, and tesescalid not change. In some schools and districts, however,

'Otherreports describe the evaluation design (Dynarski et al. 1992), project characteristics
(Adelman and Rubenstein 1995), project implementation (Hershey et al. 1995), characteristics of
students irthe research samples in targeted and restructuring project sites (Gleason and Dynarski
1994 and 1995), and impacts of targeted projects (Dynarski et al. 1998).

2



modest improvements in studenitcomes were coupled with significant improvements in teachers’
perceptions of both school climate and support from principals and administrators. Because
restructuring is likely to affect teacher outcomes before it affects student outcomes, the results
suggest thatestructuring holds promise for improving schools. In general, the schools in which
results were most positive were those that were changing curricula and instruction rather than
providing dropout-prevention services--which has implicatfonslirections that future restructuring

or reform efforts might take. Chapter IV provides a fuller synthesis of the results and places them

into the context of other restructuring and reform efforts.

A. APPROACHES TO RESTRUCTURING IN FIVE SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Schoolrestructuring means different things to different people. In funding the restructuring
efforts, ED required school districts to include specific elements in their efforts, but approaches to
restrucuring varied greatly across the five districts that are part of the impact analysis. Some
programs emphasized changing the decision-making process in schools, others stressed improving
the academic content of classroom instruction, and still others provided services to support at-risk
students. To set the stage for the analysis to follow, we highlight here the main features of the five
efforts and summarize them in Table I.1.

An important element of restructuring across the five districts in the impact evaluation is that
the effortsfocused on only a few schools within each district, generally one high school and its
feeder mildle schools and elementary schools. The limited number of schools was part of ED’s
design of the SDDAP, which called fdistricts to identify a “cluster” for restructuring. The limited
range of the restructuring effort benefited the evaluation because we could identify similar schools
that were not restructuring, something not possifile estrictwide restructuring efforts. However,

the cost was that some restructuring effatse not rooted in broad policies of district reform; thus



TABLE I.1

CHARACTERISTICS OF SDDAP RESTRUCTURING PROJECTS

Location/Grantee/Enrollment

Cluster Schools

Project Description

Dallas, Texas

Dallas Independent School District
Total enrollment: 135,000

Southwest Texas State University;

’

Spruce High School
Comstock Middle School
Florence Middle School

11 elementary schools

Comer model or other school-based decision-
model in all schools (early in the initiative)
Accelerated schools model in five schools (later in
nitiative); small groupings of teachers and student]
others
School-within-a-school in the high school
A school-based health clinic in the high school and
middle schools; child care for teenage mothers
Automated attendance monitoring equipment

naking

the
5 in

WO

Grand Rapids, Michigan
Grand Rapids Public Schools
Total enrollment: 35,000

Ottawa Hills High School
Iroquois Middle School
8 elementary schools

Outcomes-basedkcision making (OBDM) as curriculu
reform in elementary and middle schools
Full-time staff development specialist; consult
OBDM
Four specialists to deal with individual and gro
problems
Eight student advocates
“Family groups” featuring block scheduling and cro
disciplinary themes for half the ninth graders
Mentoring for high schoolers

nt for

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
School District of Philadelphia
Total enrollment: 195,000

Gratz High School

Gillespie Middle School

Rhodes Middle School
FitzSimons Middle School
13 elementary schools

School councils in each school

Training for core teams of teachers in each schoo

Parents as attendance monitors and participants in
education classes

hdult

Phoenix, Arizona
Phoenix Union High School District
Total enrollment: 22,250

Central High School
Phoenix Peparatory Academy
(middle school)
2 elementary schools

A ninth-grade enclave in Central High School
“Family groups” for academy students

Three transitional counselors for the academy
diditional services provided by three community-ba

organizations

bed

Santa Ana, California
Santa Ana Unified School District
Total enrollment: 46,500

Century High School
Lathrop Intermediate Scho
Willard Intermediate Schoo
Carr Intermediate School
1 elementary school

A program specialist at each school
Early intervention for language development ang
class sizes for language arts in the elementary
Teaning and interdisciplinary instruction in intermedig
schools
School-within-a-school in the high school
Support services provided by project nurse and outrg
specialist
Project outreach consultant and half-time psychologid
work with families

D

smaller
school
te

ach

t to

aThis project is a partnershiptween the Center for Initiatives in Education at Southwest Texas State University and the Dallas Independent

School District.



the efforts were buffeted liyrnover of key staff and changes in district policies, which undermined
support forthe restructuring and may have attenuated its ability to affect important outcomes

significantly.

1. The Spruce Cluster Program in the Dallas Independent School District

The Dallas school distt, in partnership with Southwest Texas State University, devoted most
of its restructuringgffort to developing services that staff felt were urgently needed by students and
their families in the Spruce Cluster, a group of elementary and middle schools and Spruce High
School. Operating in an area of high poverty with few social services, the Spruce Cluster program
taught parents of preschoolers to read to teidren. The program also set up health clinics in the
high school and two middle schools; a child care center at the high school; and consultation and
assisénce teams of counselors, mental health professionals, and teachers to develop strategies for
improving the school climatend helping individual students with behavioral problems. In addition,
Spruce Cluster schools installed automategptedne systems for communicating with parents about
absences, homework, and school events.

The Spruce Cluster program also made an effort to reform schoohgoeer The restructuring
effort began at a time when the school district was operating thediSCentered Education” (SCE)
initiative, which was trying to adapt a model developed by James Comer at Yale University. Staff
and parents were trained by Dr. Comer and his staff to assume increased responsibility for
governance, management, and decision making at the school level. However, after several years,
the district reduced its support for the SCHatiite in favor of a more general approach of allowing
schools tadentify and adopt their own reforms. This school-level decision making led to different
restructuring approaches at the schools irSiweice Cluster. Five schools adopted the accelerated-

schools mdel, which promotes both a positive school climate and teaching and learning to high



academic standards. Other schools focused on creating small teacher groups within schools. Part

of the project budget went toward training staff in school-based decision-making approaches.

2. The Outcomes-Based Decision-Making Model in the Grand Rapids Publichools District

The Grand Rapids restructuring effort was designed as a pilot effort of an outcomes-based
decision-m&ing (OBDM) approach to instruction. Beginning with one high school, one middle
school, and eight elementary schools, the OBDM model called for “mastery learning,” in which
teachersntroduce a skill, test for mastery of the skill, allow those who have demonstrated mastery
to proceed to enrichment activities, and reteach those who have not demonstrated mastery, using
alternaive approaches until students succeed. The district provided staff development to prepare
teachers for the new approach to auium definition and instruction, including workshops on how
to varycurriculum presentation and help all students reach mastery. Faculty resistance, however,
prevented participation of the cluster’s high scl{etdrshey et al. 1995 provide a fuller description).
Instead, the high schoolinduced a ninth-grade program organized around “family groups,” block
scheduling, and interdisciplinary themes.

The SDDAP initiative in Grand Rapids also included a variety of student services. More than
a quarter of the grant wettward “student advocates” in each school, who followed up on chronic
absenteeismmmong students. Advocates established a high school mentoring program, an after-
school tutoring ppgram, and an elementary school self-awareness/self-enhancement program. The
grant also supportedsacial worker, speech pathologist, student behavior specialist, and substance

abuse specialist.



3. The Gratz Connection in the Philadelphia School District

The Gratz Connection iRhiladelphia tried to build collaborative decision-making skills among
teachersand to promote communication across school levels, in a cluster including Simon Gratz
High School and 16 elementary and middle schools feeding into Gratz High School. The program
formed “connection councils” in each school and trained teachers who volunteered to be council
members toserve as “connectors” among cluster schools. The 64 connectors attended staff
develgpment sessions on team building, improving communication and school climate, and
developing new models sfudent learning. They were expected to serve as catalysts for reforming
curricula and instruan in their schools. The Gratz Connection also worked with a few parents by
training them taserve as attendance aides for a half-day and providing them with adult-education
classes for the other half-day. However, thempiaprogram was ended in the third year of the effort

and funds were redirected for student services.

4. The School Dropout Initiative in the Phoenix Union High School District

The primary restructuring effort in Phoenix was a ninth-grade enclave at Central High School.
The enclave was created for ninth graders because of high dropout rates among that group. It
featured block scheduling, smaller classesl interdisciplinary instruction. Three community-based
organizations provided student-based support services as part of the restructuring effort, including
a transitional reentry program for students who had droppedf high school, support for pregnant

or parenting teenagers, and a community involvement program.

5. Santa Ana 2000 in the Santa Ana Unified School District
The restructuring effort in Santa Ana, Catifa, focused on Century High School, three middle

schools,and one elementary school. The middle schools created teams of teachers to implement



interdisciplinary instruction emphasizing critical thinking skills and to make greater use of
technology. The high school implemented block dahieg to give students three 90-minute periods
each day, with a class in each of six core subjects every other day. Among other activities were
tutoring of middle sobol students by college work-study students; peer tutoring at the high school;
and a teantonsisting of a nurse, outreach consultant, and psychologist to work with schools to

strengthen relationships with parents.

B. MEASURING THE EFFECTS OF RESTRUCTURING ON OUTCOMES

We have already noted that restuuring typically has centered on three themes: (1) improving
the academic content of classroom instruction; (2) empowering teachers (or schools, students, and
parents);and (3) raising accountability of schools to their “clients’--students, parents, and the
community (Elmore 1991). To varying degrees, the restructuring approaches in the five districts
emphasized activities in these categories.

The ways in which the efforts varied have implications for both how particular outcomes are
likely to be affected by thefforts and when the effects occur. For example, the restructuring effort
in Philadelphia, which focused on teacher relationships across schools and on governance issues,
would belesslikely to affect student academic outcomes than would the effort in Phoenix, which
focused onmproving ninth graders’ academic experiences. Regardless of the variability in the
approaches used by the five districts, it is clear that each district had a legitimate vision of
restructuring in at least one of the dimensionsrde=tt by EImore, as well as a design to accomplish
it.

The key question for the impact evaluatiowlsether restructuring improved student, staff, and
parent outcomes. An affirmative answer would suggeshpartant new strategy for helping at-risk

students. Outcomes, however, can be affected by events or trendeamhestructuring; therefore,



simply looking at student outcomes before and after a school restructures could lead to invalid
conclusions about the effects of restructuring. To get a clearer view of restructuring’s effects, the
evaluation identified comparison schools, which were similar to restructuring schools in terms of
student and school characteristics but which were not taking part in restructuring®efforts. The
evaluation then selected random samplestuafents in the comparison and restructuring schools for
baselineand follow-up data collection; it also collected data from teachers and parents of students
in these schools. The impact analysis then compared outcomes for students, staff, and parents in
restructuring schools with outcomes for these groups in comparison sthools.

Just as perspectives differ on what it means to restructure a school, they also differ on what it
means toevaluate a restructuring effort. The notion of evaluation implies asking whether
restructuring efforts met key objectivesit researchers assessing a restructuring effort and program
staff taking part in the effort can differ even about its objectives. The evaluation task is more
complicated when more thame district participates in the evaluation. Since each district can have
differing objectives, an evaluation needs to trade off whether it should assess each district with
respect tdhe district’'s own objectives, or whether it should use consistent criteria and look at all
districts in the same way.

For this evaluation, we opted for consistency and analyzed the same impacts across the five
participatingdistricts. The rationale for the consistent approach is that the evaluation is designed

to provideinformation for federal policy. Judging districts by whether they meet their individual

“An earlier report provides alfer description of the evaluation’s design (Dynarski et al. 1992).

3Some SDDAP restructuring initiatives involved elementary schools in addition to middle
schools anchigh schools. However, assessing outcomes for elementary students would have
involved expanithg the data collection effort beyond available resources. Elementary schools were
included in the img@mentation analysis, but the impact analysis focused on middle schools and high
schools.



objectives is less useful for federalipg than is judging whether the overall restructuring effort was
fruitful in meeting objectives valued by this policy. These objectives are captured in the choice of
student outcomes examined by the evaluation: attendhopaut rates, test scores, school climate,
disciplinary incidents, and students’ personatontes (self-esteem, locus of control, and education
aspirations). Improvement in these outcomes would be evidence that the federal vision of
restructuring promoted in the SDDAP has promise.

The student outcomes we analyzed fall into three domains: (1) student involvement in school
(dropout and attendance), (2pdemic performance (test scores), and (3) attitudes and perceptions
about school and about themselves (Table 1.2 shows the outcomes analyzed as part of the
evaluation). Dropout rates anditadinal variables were collected from student questionnaires and,
as such, were consistently measured across districts. Data on attendance and test scores were
collected from district ords; thus values for these outcomes need to interpreted carefully because
their speific content depended on district policies and practices. For example, districts used
different standardized tests and had different policies for marking students absent. Absenteeism
rates inour data clearly show these differences. However, the use of comparison schools and the
fact that we gthered data for at least several years allows us to go beyond the levels of these
variables and focus more on the effects of restructuring.

Teacherutcomes were in three domains related to restructuring: (1) teachers’ perceptions
about their school's academic and professional climate, (2) teachers’ perceptions of support from
administrators and participation in school-based management activities, and (3) teachers’ contact
with parents. Most restructuring efforts tried to affect all these outcomes to varying degrees. We
also show the number obtirrs teachers reported spending in training and professional development

activities, as an indicator of whether restructuring led to more staff development.
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TABLE 1.2

OUTCOMES FOR THE RESTRUCTURING ANALYSIS

Student Outcomes Teacher Outcomes Parent Outcomes
Dropout rate School climate School climate
Absenteeism rate Involvement with school Quality of education
Math test score management School involvement
Reading test score Contact with parents

School climate

Self-esteem

Locus of control

11



Parent outcomes were in two domains: (1) parents’ perceptions about the climate and quality
of the sclool, and (2) the extent of contact parents had with the school. Some parents may be
affected drectly by restructuring (for example, if the effort includes having parents serve on school
governance committees or volunteering in classrooms). However, relatively few schools engaged
manyparents in this way. Parents’ perceptions about school climate are more likely to be affected
by the experieces of their son or daughter in a restructuring school. Contact with teachers was
explaed to assess whether restructuring schools focused more on parents as “clients,” as the
restructuring model encourages.

The impactestimates presented here are based on samples of (1) students enrolled in the
restructuring and comparisorhsols, (2) teachers in the restructuring and comparison schools, and
(3) parents of students in restructuring amchparison schools. An important distinction in the data
structure ighat students are followed longitudinally, with students leaving a school continuing to
be followed for data cadction. In contrast, teachers and parents are sampled each year only if they
are attached to the particular schools in the stlithe data structure is consistent with the view that
restruduring is a “treatment” at the level of students, and that students who received the treatment
shouldcontinue to be followed if possible, to assess the effects of the treatment. Restructuring is
not a treatment at the level of teachand parents, however. Teachers’ and parents’ perceptions of
school climate and relationships with school staff and each other depend on their being associated
with a particular school that is restructuri@onsistent with this view, the evaluation collected data

only for a cross-section of teachers and parents in each school each year.
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II. SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING AND STUDENT OUTCOMES

The ultimate goal of schoogstructuring is to improve student performance by making schools
better places for teachers to teach and studelgarm Success in these dimensions may be evident
from improved student outcomes, such as attendance, dropout rates, and test scores, as well as
improved teacher outcomes, such as more positive views about school climate and a greater sense
of accomplishment and growth.

The evalation analyzed the effects of restructuring on student outcomes, in 11 schools,
including attendance and dropout behavior; scores on standardized tests; perceptions of school
climate and locus of control; and sense of sédfean. The key finding is that there is some evidence
that restructuring can improve student outeesmDuring the period of the evaluation, with students
being followed over two to three years after restructuring activities began, student outcomes
improved in restructring middle schools in Dallas and Santa Ana. The picture is not entirely clear,
however. InDallas, other events may have contributed to improved outcomes. In Santa Ana,
although the restructuring irative is the most likely factor generating improved test scores, higher
scores are evident only for a later cohort of students, but not for an earlier one.

The same evidence could be read more pessimistically. Restructuring was not associated with
improved student outcomes in most districts and schools taking part in the effort. Indeed, some
restructuring schools even had lower outcomes at the end of the follow-up period than they did at
the beginning. From this perspective, the refiining initiatives can be viewed as ineffective efforts

to change schools in ways that lead to reduced dropout rates and better school outcomes.
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There is some truth in both perspectives, andoaoiny them is useful. Restructuring initiatives
may improve student outcomes but dometessarily do so. This raises issues about the contextual
factors contributing to restructuring’s success, to which we return in Chapter V.

A. THE CONTEXT: CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS IN RESTRUCTURING AND

COMPARISON SCHOOLS

The characteristics of students may affectyipe of restructuring initiative put in place, as well
as the outcomes of the initiatives; so itigeful to look first at simple descriptive statistics about the
stucents (Table I1.1). The baseline data also provide some insights into the quality of the match
between the restructuring and comparison schools.

Patterns in the bdsge data correspond to the plan used to sample students and features of the
districts and schools the evaluation. Students were sampled for the evaluation if they were in 7th
grade in middle schoalind 9th or 10th grade in high school (9th grade in Phoenix and Philadelphia,
and 10th grade in Dallas, Grand Rapids, and Ssmi' On average, students at baseline were age
13 in the middlechools and age 15 or 16 in the high schools. Males and females are about equally
balanced except in the Grand Rapids middle schools, where the restructuring middle school was a
math-science magnet and the comparison middle school pexfoaming-arts magnet. The sharpest
difference across districts istine race/ethnicity of students. Most students were black or Hispanic,
with some dbtricts nearly all one or the other. More than 90 percent of Philadelphia students were

black, and about 90 percent of Santa Ana students were Hispanic.

Ynitially, planscalled for sampling 10th graders. However, in Phoenix, the restructuring effort
targeted thé®th grade, and in Philadelphia, district staff reported that many students dropped out
before reacimg the 10th grade. The evaluation sampled 9th graders in the two districts to
accommodate these factors and sampled 10th graders in Dallas and Grand Rapids according to the
initial plan.

14
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TABLE I1.1

CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS IN RESTRUCTURING AND COMPARISON SCHOOLS

Dallas Grand Rapids
Middle School High School Middle School High School
Restructuring Comparison Restructuring Comparisop Restructuring Comparigon Restructuring Comparison
School Mean School Mean School Mean School Megn School Mean School Mean School Mean School Mean

Demographics
Age (In Years) 13 13 16 17* 13 13 16 16
Gender (Percentage)

Male 52 52 54 49 59 37* 49 49

Female 48 48 46 51 41 63* 51 51
Ethnicity (Percentage)

Black, non-Hispanic 50 51 55 69* 54 44* 58 36*

White, non-Hispanic 11 o* 11 0o* 33 41* 34 54*

Hispanic 36 a7* 33 26* 7 4 3 4

Other 3 2 1 4* 7 10 5 6
Risk Factors (Percentage)
Does Not Live in Two-Parent Household 41 47* 40 54* 41 37 37 35
Household Receives Public Assistance 27 40* 18 46* 20 18 7 6
Primary Language at Home Is Not English 14 18* 15 14 2 1 2 1
Has Sibling Who Dropped Out of School 23 27 29 35 24 19* 13 16
Below Grade Level 39 41 41 53* 34 32 22 23
Average Grades Below C 6 8 8 4* 13 15 16 23*
Discipline Problems at School 58 65* 50 52 54 44* 41 42
Absent More than 20 Days 6 4 10 12 9 6 7 9
Two or More Risk Factors 68 80 65 78 59 53 47 47
F-Statistic for Test of Equal Restructuring-
Comparison Means 8.2% 9.9% 6.3%
Sample Sizé 495 481 419 263 526 456 431 448




oT

TABLE II.1 (continued

Philadelphia Phoenix Santa Ana
Middle School High School High School Middle School High School
Comparison Comparison Comparisop Comparispn Comparison
Restructuring School Restructuring School Restructuring Schod Restructuring Scheol Restructuring School
School Mean Mean School Mean Mean School Mean Mean| School Mean Megn School Mean Mean
Demographics
Age (In Years) 13 13 15 15 15 15 13 13* 16 16
Gender (Percentage)
Male 53 51 47 48 45 62* 50 47 58 51*
Female 47 49 53 52 55 38* 50 53 42 49*
Ethnicity (Percentage)
Black, non-Hispanic 92 94 94 97 7 11* 2 1 0 0
White, non-Hispanic 1 1 0 0 38 30* 3 2 4 1*
Hispanic 1 1 1 2 47 46 90 83* 89 96*
Other 7 4 5 2 8 13* 6 14* 7 3*
Risk Factors (Percentage)
Does Not Live in Two-Parent
Household 45 55* 66 55* 31 35 18 24* 24 39*
Household Receives Public
Assistance 37 40 49 29* 17 17 21 24 13 21*
Primary Language at Home Is
Not English 4 1* 2 1 18 17 45 43 55 54
Has Sibling Who Dropped Out
of School 24 17* 32 20* 24 27 23 23 20 34*
Below Grade Level 33 28 48 42 31 27 21 21 31 41*
Average Grades Below C 13 8* 42 24* 8 12* 14 18 21 19*
Discipline Problems at School 64 47* 52 40* 32 36 36 41 29 35*
Absent More than 20 Days 10 6 25 24 6 5 5 5 12 13
Two or More Risk Factors 65 61 77 65 52 53 60 65 65 78
F-Statistic for Test of Equal
Restructuring-Comparison
Means 2.16% 4.33% 2.7% 2.8% 6.9*
Sample Sizé 131 221 105 124 313 331 456 449 445 327

SoURCE SchoolDropout Demonstration Assistance Program Evaluation, Baseline questionnaire. Sample includes both cohorts except iraPhit@delphly one cohort was sampled.
Middle school students were not sampled in Phoenix.

aSample sizes represent the number of sample members who completed baseline questionnaires.
*Restructuring and comparison means significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

*Restructuring and comparison means of full set of baseline characteristics significantly different from zero at thetwid tailed, test.



The five districts share the feature that, according to baseline data, many of their students are
at risk of school failure. Fa@xample, almost half the students in the Philadelphia restructuring high
school lived in households reaeig public assistance. Rates of public assistance receipt were much
lower for stidents in the Santa Ana high school (13 percent), but more than half of Santa Ana
studentdived in households where English was not the primary language, another important risk
factor. Grand Rapids and Phoenix had the lowest proportions of students with two or more risk
factors (about 50 percent), while Dallas and Philadelphigheakighest proportions of students with
two or more risk factors (about p@rcent). However, all these proportions are high relative to the
nationalaverage, which is about 20 percent (National Center for Education Statistics 1990). The
restructuring initiatives clearly were focused on schools that had many students at risk of dropping
out.

Althoughthe comparison schools in the evaluation were selected to be similar to restructuring
schools based on aggregate student outcomes, more detailed baseline data in Table 1.1 show that
comparison schools améstructuring schools are nowhere near identical. Statistical tests reject the
equivalence of the restructuring aswmparison schools in all cases, and the baseline data show that
some student characteristics differ widefyor example, the Dallas comparison schools clearly serve
a greater proportion of at-risk students thathgorestructuring schools (larger fractions of students
in the comprison schools lived in single-parent households and live in households on public
assistance, and more students had behavioral problems in school). The Grand Rapids comparison
high school also served more at-risk students than the restructuring high school.

The differences between restructuring and comparison schools means that simple comparisons

of outcomelevels would mingle differences due to restructuring effects and differences due to
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student characteristics. This underscores the rationale for using net-difference and regression

methods (discussed in Appendix B), which can adjust for difference in student characteristics.

B. METHODS FOR ANALYZING RESTRUCTURING OUTCOMES AND EFFECTS

The purpose of restructuring isitoprove learning and other outcomes associated with school,
such as attendance ah@ dropout rate. Many factors can affect student outcomes. The challenge
for the evaluation is to separate the influence of other factors from the influence of restructuring.

The evaluation design for assessing the effects of restructuring balances considerations of
precision and resource constraints. Maximizing precision pushes in the direction of using as many
comparisorschools as possible. Using comparison schools is useful to control for districtwide
changes or geeral trends that may influence outcomes, and using many comparison schools makes
the results less sensitive to events at particular schools. Resource constraints push in the direction
of including few schols. In particular, the costs of gaining cooperation and setting up survey data
collection efforts in many schools can be significant.

The design balanced these concerns by using one comparison school for each restructuring
school,except in Santa Ana, where special circumstances prevailed. Using a single comparison
school conserved resources while allowing the evaluatibatter separate trends from restructuring
effects. However, using omemparison school also meant that particular events at the comparison
schools--such as staff changes or policy shifts--could heavily influence results.

The net-difference appach used by the evaluation to assess the effects of restructuring can be
explained with arexample. For a particular outcome, such as test scores, baseline and follow-up
data yeld two numbers for a restructuring school (the baseline average and the follow-up average)
and two numbers for@mparison school. Subtracting the baseline value from the follow-up value

for each school yieldthe trend value of the outcome for that school--an increase or decrease in the
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outcomesince the baseline point. Subtracting the trend value of the comparison school from the
trend value of the restructuring school yields an estimate of restructuring’s effect on the outcome.
This method uses the baseline mees to adjust for preexisting differences between schools, which
can skew comparison of their students’ later outcomes.

The netdifference method is powerful. It reduces the influence on outcomes of preexisting
trends across schools that may be due to local or district factors, while also reducing the influence
of differences between schools that may be due to differences in student characteristics, school
cultures, staffing, or other school characteristics. Even if comparison schools selected for the
evaluation are not exact matches for restructuring schools, the net-difference procedure can still
generate valid estimates of restructuring effects--as long assfgetculiar to one school or the other
remain about the same from year taryeMuch of the work of interpreting the outcome differences
lies intrying to assess the extent to which factors remained the same throughout the period during
which data were collected.

The net-difference procedure could not bedifor all outcomes or for all schools. Because the
procedure elies on baseline data, it could not be used for the dropout rate--which, by definition,
equalszero for all students at baseline (the evaluation sampled only students attending school).
Also, ninth-grade students in the Phoenix high school that was part of the restructuring initiative
came from many local elementary school districts; collecting baseline data from all these districts
was not fasible. For the cases for which we could not use the net-difference procedure, we
estimatedrestructuring effects using regression models that accounted for differences in student

characteristics (Appendix B provides more details about estimation methods).
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C. RESTRUCTURING AND STUDENT OUTCOMES

The dstricts approached restructuring in different ways. The evaluation used a consistent
framework for the five districts, with the same omtes and data instruments; we present the results
separatelyor each district, however, so that the different emphases underlying the results receive
greater écus. To provide context for the results here, we draw heavily on findings from the

implementation analysis (Hershey et al. 1995).

1. Results for the Dallas Restructuring Initiative

The design of the Dallas initiative called for schools to implement the Comer model of school
reform and for the schools to nease their student services. Consistent with the model, schools set
up “assistance and consultation teams” comprising counselors, mental health professionals, and
teachers to develop strategies for imprg school climate and to intervene with students who were
performing poorly in school or had other problems. When district support for the Comer model
weakened, some of thestaucturing schools identified and implemented models of reform that they
felt wereappropriate for their own setting. Five schools, including the middle school in the impact
analysisadopted the “accelerated-schools” model popularized by Henry Levin, which focuses on
creating a more positive school climate and more powerful learning experiences (Levin 1987).
Student serges also implemented as part of the restructuring initiative included a child care center
at Spruce High School and a health clinic at the high school and two middle schools.

Positive outcomes are éent for the restructuring middle school in Dallas, which improved its
reading test scores for thest two years (Table I1.2). Interestingly, reading scores in the third year
fell sharply, when studentgould have been in their first year of high school (for most students, this

would have been the restructuring higinool). Math scores fell, but less so than in the comparison
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school, whichalso generated a positive net differehce. As was true of reading scores, math scores
fell in the first year of high schodl.

Evidencefor the Dallas high school provides a mixed view of the effects of restructuring.
Absenteeism at the restructuring hggthool fell sharply from the second to third year of the follow-
up period--from 15 percent of days absent to 10 percent of days absent (the third year would have
been the 12th grade for the first cohort, for students who weragnaérmal progress). In contrast,
from the second year to the third year, absenteeism at the comparison school rose from 17 percent
to 18 percent. Absenteeism data for the second cohort showed the same pattern, falling from 12
percent to 1(percent for the restructuring high school and rising from 15 to 19 percent at the
comparisorhigh school. Relative to students in the comparison high school, students in the first
cohort atthe restructuring school also were more likely over time to rate the school climate as
positive, to besure of graduating from high school, and to have high self-esteem. None of these
differences, however, was large enough to be statistically significant; only the school-climate result
was also evident for the second cohort, aghout rates for both cohorts were somewhgher at
the restructuringpigh school than at the comparison high school (although the differences were not

statistically significant).

?Scores for the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS), a criterion-referenced test, are
consistentvith those reported in Table 11.2 for middle school students. TAAS results show that in
the 1993-1994 school g more students at the restructuring middle school passed all components
of the readingest (51 percent of restructuring students and 35 percent of comparison students),
which is consistent with the higheorm-referenced test scores for the restructuring school reported
in Table I1.2. Fewer students passed all components of the math component of the TAAS (28
percent ofrestructuring students and 30 percent at comparison students), also consistent with the
norm-referenced test scores.

*Because the first cohort ofiddle school students was followed to high school, school climate
results for themiddle school in the third year actually pertain to student experiences in high school.
Interestingly, the data show that students perceived the high school where their scores fell to have
a more positive climate than the middle school they previously attended.
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Interpreting the Results. The impementation analysis described events in Dallas that affected
schools in the restecturing initiative (Hershey et al. 1995). Before ED awarded the SDDAP grant,
the Dallas district was carrying out a school-based management initiative centered on the School
Develgoment Program model designed by James Comer. The district abandoned the model after
about two years, when a district evaluation fotivat the model was having no effect on test scores.

In place of the Comer model, the district continuesiggport school-based management (which was
required bythe state) but modified its approach to allow schools to adopt their own reforms.
ComstockMiddle School opted to become an “accelerated school” and received training from a
former prircipal who had adopted the accelerated schools model with success in her school. The
SDDAP grant paid for the training.

One component of ED’s restructuring model was promotion of “autonomy for administrators
and teachers tetermine curriculum and instructional strategies.” Partly because of district policy
and partly because of the SDDAP grant, administrators ackees at Comstock Middle School had
more autonomy to seek out tieForm approach that best suited them. They used this autonomy to
identify the accelerated-schools model as the approach they wanted to follow. In effect, the model
became the restructuring initiative for Comstock Middle School. It appears to have had some
success in improving schadimate and test scores. However, test scores improved at a time when
efforts to set up the eelerated-schools model were just getting under way; thus, other factors may
explain some of the positiedfects. In particular, at the beginning of the third year of the initiative,

a new principal took over at the restructuring middle school. The principal focused on promoting
an orderly envonment, and teacher outcomes (examined in the next chapter) suggest that staff felt
the effects othis shift. Given its design, the evaluation cannot separate the effects of restructuring

from the effects of having a new principal.
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2. Results for the Grand Rapids Restructuring Initiative

The Grand Rapids restructuring initiative was intended to serve as a pilot effort for a
districtwide move to outcomes-based curriculumiastiuction. The effort was intended to involve
10 schools--a high school, a middle school, and 8 elementary schools--and was to be implemented
primarily through staftilevelopment. In the design phase, teams of teachers developed outcomes in
various subject areas; in teplementation phase, students tried to attain mastery of the outcomes,
as demonstrated by assessment. Those who mastered the outcome moved on to enrichment
activities; those who did not were retaught, using different instructional techniques. Grades were
A, B, C, or “in progress,” with no failures. Importantly, the high school opted not to implement
outcones-based education; instead, it used its funds to create a ninth-grade program that blocked
studentgogether and organized instruction around interdisciplinary themes, while matching some
ninth-grade students with mentors from the community.

The restructuring initiative also supported specialists in helping students who were struggling
in school. Among the specialists were a social worker, behavior expert, speech pathologist, and
substance abuse expert--all of whom worked with individual students or with groups of students--
and “advocates,” who monitored students who frequently were absent and intervened to help them
attend more often.

Restucturing showed no effects in the Grand Rapids middle school. None of the outcome
trendsdiffered for the restructuring middle school and its comparison school (Table 11.3). The
outcomes ltemselves show a distinct pattern--generally worsening from the baseline year, when
students were in their last of elementary school, to the first follow-up year, when students were in
their first year of middle school--and staying about the same thereafter. Rates of absenteeism, for

example, increased from 6 to fp@rcent from the baseline to the first follow-up year for students in

24



"1S81 Pa|lel-0Ml ‘|9A3] 0T B Je 0197 WoJ) JudIaylp ApuesiiubiS,

‘palenofes Jou = ON
‘g|qe|lene Jou = --
“eyep aul@seq ou YIM SaW02N0 pue Sa)s 10} 10 Jeak auljaseq ay) J0} paulap 10U S| SYeWIISS 8oUaIayIp 18U ayL 310N
'SPJ02J8l |00YdS pue Salreuuonsanb juspnis ‘uonenjens weibold aouelsissy uonelisuowaq inodoid [00YdS  3ADHNOS
LEC €9¢ TT¢ 6.1 §s¢ [4X4 9ee [444 az|S 9|dwes
- - - - 14 € e Gz - - - - z- z- €€ 1€ € Jeak dn-mojjo4
€ Al 9C e S- 9- e 8¢ 4 A €¢e ot S- S- 6€ e ¢ feak dn-mojjo-
ON T 43 €€ ON T- TE o€ ON S <1 oy ON 0 8¢ 8¢ Teak aujpseg
(abejuaniad) [01U0D JO SNJ0T [euIBIXT
- - - - 0 €- €T 0T - - - - 0T 4 T2 ford € feak dn-mojjo-
€ *9- 9T 0T € 9- TC ST 14 0 8¢ 8¢ C 9- o€ e ¢ feak dn-mojjo-
ON %6- 14 9T ON € [44 6T ON - 6¢ 14 ON *8- T€ €C Teak aujeseg
(ebejuaniad) waals3-4as moT
- - - - ) L 68 96 - - - - 0 4 €8 G8 € Jeak dn-mojjo4
€ € 78 .8 L %L 78 16 € T 9L Ll - C €L TL ¢ Teak dn-mojjo-
ON +9 €8 68 ON 0 88 88 ON z 69 19 ON 4 99 89 Teak aujaseg
(abejussiad)
uopenpel [100yds YbiH Jo ,21nS AIBA,
- - - - *PT- 4 6¢ o€ - - - - TT- *ET- €e (014 € Teak dn-mojjo-
«0T c 114 6€ x0¢- - v LE C T- Ly 9 9 14 144 8y ¢ Teak dn-mojjo-
ON *CT- 1n4 6¢ ON x9T 8¢ 144 ON € yx4 o€ ON C TC 6T Teak auijaseg
(abeuslad) 100d S| arewiD |00YydS
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- € Jeak dn-mojjo4
€ 9- e 8T - - - - S- *8- €¢e °14 C 9- 6€ €e ¢ feak dn-mojjo- %
S - 89 ¥S S- *8- 89 0s z xS~ ot °13 L- TT- v 0e T feak dn-mojjo-
ON %6~ 89 Ly ON € 69 9S ON o 514 oy ON - 0s 14 Teak aujeseg
91095 159 Buipeay
-- - - - T z- A% ov -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ¢ reak dn-mojjo4
T- *8- 0s 44 0T S 43 LE T T- €¢e [43 8- 8- 14 L€ ¢ feak dn-mojjo-
4 *G- 9s TS z L- 09 €9 - %9~ Ly 43 8- *8- 0s 474 T feak dn-mojjo-
ON %l- o1} 14 ON g- 89 €9 ON € 9s €9 ON 0 LS 1S Teak auljaseg
91095 191 Yle
-- - - - z- V- 0z 9T -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ¢ reak dn-mojjo4
T- o (114 LT € g- 6T T T- T- LT 9T 0 C LT ST ¢ Teak dn-mojjo-
Al *P- LT €T 0 C 9T 14 z *E- 9T €T T- o ST 4% T feak dn-mojjo-
ON Al T 6 ON C 1T 6 ON T- L 9 ON A 8 9 Teak aujeseg
arey WsIssjuasqy
ON - - - ON *1T- [44 4% - - - - ON 4 0T 4 € feak dn-mojjo-
ON € 1T 1 ON %6~ 6T 0T ON 4 9 (074 ON ¥ 9 T ¢ Teak dn-mojjo-
Jo pu3 1e ayey nodoiq
QouaIaylg  ddualayld uesiy ues|y Qoudliayig  9dualeyIa uesiy ueay aojlaiayiq  @dualayid uesiy ueay boualaylq  @doualala ues|y ueay
18N a|dwis |ooyos |ooyos PN a|dwis |ooyos |o0y9s 18N a|dwis |ooyos |ooyos 18N a|dwis |o0y2s |o0y2S
uosi Buuny uosi Buun uosi Buuny uosi Buuny
-redwo)  -onnsay -redwo)  -onnsay -redwo)  -onusay -redwo)  -onnsay
¢ 1oyod T Moyod ¢ Hoyoo T Hoyod
100ydS ybiH 100YdS 3IPPIN

Sdldvd dNVdO

‘STOOHOS NOSIHVJNOD ANV ONIJNLONY1S3Y NI SSNODLNO LN3IANLS

€11 31gvl



the restructuring middle school, and from 12 to 15 percent fronrshéollow-up year to the second
follow-up year. Test scores and student perceptionfobkclimate also fell sharply when students
entered middle school. However, the similarity of patterns in the restructuring and comparison
middle schools suggests that the restructuring effort itself was not responsible for the deterioration
of student outcomes.

Somedifferences in outcome are evident for students in the restructuring high school and its
comparison high school, but not in any consistent way. For example, the dropout rate for the first
cohort in thethird follow-up year was 12 percent in the restructuring high school and 22 percent in
the compason high school; more students at the restructuring high school viewed their school’s
climate positively than did students at the comparison school. However, these results are not
corroborated by outemes of the second cohort, for which the proportion of students who dropped
out or viewed the school’'s climate as poor was higher for the restructuring high school.

Interpreting the Results. Sharp declines istudent outcomes at both the restructuring and the
comparison middle schools may be attributable to a magnet-school initiative begun by the district
at the sme time that restructuring began. The district converted its middle schools from
conventonal zoned schools to magnet schools in 1993, but the initiative was not considered a
success and support for it soon eroded.

The moderate evidence of improvement for the restructuring high school is at odds with what
is known dout implementation of the restructuring initiative at the school. The initiative was
designed as a pilot test of outcomes-based edudhatibstaff at the high school opposed outcomes-
based educatioand the school did not implement it. Restructuring activities at the high school
consistedprimarily of a staff member who served as a case manager for about 50 students with

severe absenteeism probke and a program that organized ninth-grade students into family groups
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and supported interdisciplinary teaching. The outcome results, however, are based on a sample of
10th-grade students. The first cohort could not have been affectied 8Bth-grade program because
that program wadarted after the first cohort of 10th graders was sampled for the evaluation. The
second cohort could have been affected by the ninth-grade prograesudtg for that cohort do not
favor the restructuring high school.

Because the scope of activities at trstreesturing high school was limited, the observed effects
are likely due to other factors. Partloé explanation is suggested by the pattern of outcomes. The
obseved net differences in student outcomes in Grand Rapids arose more from declines in
comparison high saol outcomes than from increases in restructuring high school outcomes. Site-
visit reports note that the district installeelw administrators at the comparison high school the year
after students were sampled for the evaluatiime restructuring high school had the same principal
throughoutthe study period, who was noted for his high academic standards and strong emphasis
on discipline. The timing and pattern of outcome differences suggests that administrative changes
at the comparison high school account for differences between the restructuring and comparison

schools.

3. Results for the Philadelphia Restructuring Initiative

The objectives ofthe Philadelphia restructuring initiative were to improve transitions from one
school level to the next and to improveaahclimate. To do so, the initiative developed staff using
a “train the trainer” model. laach of the 17 schools that comprised the Gratz High School cluster,
teaches, called “connectors,” formed teams that participated in bimonthly staff development
sessions.The sessions were devoted to topics such as building teams, improving communication
and cimate within schools, creating shared decision making within schools, and exploring new

instructional approaches. Connectors then trained staff at their own schools. The grant primarily
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supported constants who trained the connectors and substitute teachers, so that connectors could
participate in training.

In addition, each school formed a council--usually the principal, key teachers, and interested
staff--that cordinated restructuring activities in each school. Although institutional factors limited
council authority, councils devoted attention to fostering parent involvement, improving school
climate, and improving curricula.

Difficulties in obtaining school and student cooperation limited the amount of data the
evaluation could collect. The response rate for the baseline student questionnaire was too low for
the data to beseful, and no further efforts were made to administer questionnaires. Instead, the
evaluation relied on recds provided by the school district, which gave information on absenteeism
and test scores. Table 11.4 shows that trends in absenteereneguivalent for the restructuring and
comparison middle schools, suggesting little or no impatstfucturing. Absenteeism rose sharply
as students progressed through middle school. Absenteeism was 13 percent for students in the
restructuring nudle school in the sixth grade, and 35 percent for the same students in the ninth
grade.

Absenteeism for high school students showed that the middle school trend continued through
high school. Absenteeism was 45 percentdstructuring high school students in the 9th grade and
49 percent for the same studentthia 11th gradé. Informal discussions with teachers suggest that
the very high absenteeism levels were due at least partly to district or school policies in which
teachers continue toark students as enrolled and absent even after the students have not attended

school formonths. Consistent with this policy, about 15 percent of high school students in the

“In Philadelphiathe evaluation sampled 9th graders rather than 10th graders. As a result, data
for the baseline year relate to the eighth grade, and the first follow-up year to the ninth grade.
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evaluationsample were marked absent for more than 75 percent of a school year. Trends in high
school absenteeism were equivalent for the restructuring and comparison high schools, suggesting
little or no impact of restructuring on absenteeism.

Test score trends also indicate that restructuring had no pofigietse Test scores for students
at the restructuring middle school improved moderately (in the eighth grade for the first cohort and
the seventh grade for the second cohort) but were overshadowed by sharper increases in scores at
the comparison middle school in the same time period. The net effect was that the restructuring
middle school was comparatively further behind the comparison school, even though its scores
increased. In additioscores for students at the restructuring high school slid relative to scores for
students athe comparison high school. Score levels were also very low. Tenth graders at the
restructuring high school were, on average, at the 10th percentile in reading.

The data clearly shovat the Philadelphia restructuring initiative did not improve absenteeism
or testscores during the evaluation period. Considering that the initiative also focused on staff
training and development, it would have been surprising if these outcomes improved in only a few
years. It is adar, however, that the initiative also was not able to stem the decline of outcomes
relative to comparison schools. A picture emergeswth effort being devoted to training and staff
developnent while key student outcomes declined. The evaluation will not last long enough to
know whether the staff develo@nt efforts ultimately may be fruitful in terms of student outcomes.
It is evident that, at least initially, staff development efforts may do little to push student outcomes

in the right direction.

4. Results for the Phoenix Restructuring Initiative
The restructuring initiative in Phoenix was structured differently than in other districts, which

led to important differences in hawe initiative unfolded and what the evaluation was able to learn.
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In the Phoenix metropolitan area, high schools are in a separate district from elementary and
middle schools(which are in 14 different districts). The restructuring initiative in Phoenix was a
collaboraion of the Phoenix Union High School District, which spanned grades 9 through 12, and
one of the 14lementary districts, Phoenix Elementary, which spanned grades K through 8. At the
high school level, the initiative focused on improving the ninth-grade experience; consistent with
this foaws, the evaluation sampled ninth graders. Students entering the ninth grade, however, were
coming from many elementary school districts other than Phoenix Elementary. Collecting baseline
records datavould have meant collecting eighth-grade records from many small school districts,
some of which had no automated records systems. To avoid imposing significant burden on these
schools, a decision was made not to attemgéatber baseline school records data. The high school
district adnmnistered the Test of Achievement and Proficiency to ninth-grade students early in the
fall, however, so the evaluation used ninth-grade test scores as a baseline measure of skills.

The second attribute of the restructuring initiative that affected the evaluation’s structure was
that the Phoenix Elementary school district had only one middle school. Selecting a comparison
middle school would have meant working with anotheogkttistrict, which was not receiving grant
funds, to find arequivalent middle school to act as a comparison school. However, after the
evaluationnarrowed its search to one school district and started negotiations, that district was
awarded its own EDropout prevention grant in a new competition. A decision was made to drop
the middle school from the evaluation and focus attention on the high school, for which a similar
high sclool in the district had been identified as a comparison school. The net result is that
evaluation of the Phoenix restruatyy initiative focuses on one high school and has limited baseline

data.
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At the high school, the restructuring initiative was designed to improve the ninth-grade
academic gxerience. The initiative included reducing class sizes, adding an additional class period
to help students earn more credits, building instruction around interdisciplinary themes, and
instituting block scheduling. Teachers received summer training in promoting Socratic dialogues
and usingnterdisciplinary instruction, among other topics. Although the effects of the ninth-grade
expeience could carry over through high school, the initiative itself did not extend past the ninth
grade, with the exception that students who dropped out could attend a grant-funded, alternative
diploma program operated by a community-based organization.

The evidence indicates that the ninth-grade initiative did not improve most student outcomes.
Absenteeism was essentially the same in résting and comparison schools. First-cohort dropout
rates at theend of 10th grade were somewhat higher for the restructuring school--15 percent,
comparedvith 9 percent in the comparison school--but were essentially the same by the end of the
11th grade (19 percent, compared with 20 percent). Math and réastisgores in the restructuring
schoolwere somewhat higher at the beginning of 10th grade and the beginning of 11th grade,
relative to the comparison school, but not by statistisajgificant amounts. For the second cohort,
readingscores went from the 53rd to the 47th percentile at the restructuring school, and from the
46th to the 35th percentile at the comparison school--a larger drop.

Interpreting the Results. More than other restructuring initiatives, the Phoenix initiative had
clear objectives of improving the experiences of a well-defined student group--ninth graders--by
making instruction for them more academically challenging and interesting, while providing added
‘support services. blvever, the evidence shows that test scores improved little from the 9th to the
10th grade (Table 11.5). Becaugarslardized tests can be unreliable measures of the value of some

acackmic enhancements, it is perhaps more useful to focus on absenteeism and dropout rates as
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indicators ofstudent satisfaction with school. Here, too, the picture is that the initiative had no
effects: rées of absenteeism and dropout were nearly identical in restructuring and comparison
schools. Neither deesults for other outcomes--such as school climate, education aspirations, self-
esteem, and locus of control--point to positive effects of the ninth-grade initiative.

5. Results for the Santa Ana Restructuring Initiative

The primaryrestructuring component in Santa Ana was professional development for teachers
to create a new learning experience for students. Five schools participated in the initiative--an
elementaryschool, three middle schools, and a high school. At each school, a staff development
specialist supported by the ED grant ran workshops on topics such as thematic instruction, block
schaluling, interdisciplinary team teaching, critical thinking, multimedia instruction, and other
alternative teaching methods, and worketth teachers in the classroom to implement new methods
discussed ithe workshops. A sixth specialist coordinated activities across the five schools. The
initiative also supplemented existing school services with counseling services (including tutoring
for at-risk students), parent outreach, and health services.

Unlike other sites, in which one middle school and one high school were the focus of the
evaluation, in Santa Ana three middle schaold one high school were the focus. The three middle
schools were atched with two comparison middle schools. The use of five middle schools helped
create a mre balanced design (random events in various schools were more likely to offset each
other), and the general homogeneity of schools thiéhdistrict and use of multiple restructuring and
compaison schools contributed to the close match between middle schools indicated in Table 11.1.
As was true at other sites, the participating high schaslmatched with a comparison high school.

Trends in test scores provide some evidence that restructuring activities improved student

learning, ateast as measured by the tests (Table 11.6). This result is noteworthy because of the
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initiative’s strong instructional fmus. Math scores for the second cohort trended sharply downward
at the comparison schools (from 8@nd to the 20th percentile) but held steady at the restructuring
schools, resulting in a statistically significant net difference. Reading $ootbée second cohort
trended sharply upward for the restructuring schools (from the 10th to the 19th percentile); they
trended more slowly upward at the comparison school (from the 17th to the 21st percentile). The
score esults are not corroborated by those of the first cohort, however; this group’s scores show
nearly iderital trends in the restructuring and comparison schools. Other outcomes showed about
the @ame trends across schools, although outcome levels sometimes were noticeably different.
School climate was about the same in restructa@ntcomparison schools. In both sets of schools,
students were much more positive about their school’s climate in the third follow-up year, when
students were in their first year of high school.

High school outcomes showed few effects of restructuring. Drogiast were somewhat lower
for the restructuring high school, although not significantly so. Score levels favor the restructuring
high school. Students at the restructuring hadtos! scored better on the reading test than students
at the comparison higschool; generally, they scored better in math as well. These differences may
reflect preexisting differences across the schools in student composition or school policies. Score
trends generally favor the comparison high school. Trends in other outcomes provide little or no
evidence of restructuringffects. An important component of the Santa Ana restructuring initiative
was an automated attendance-itwing system, and the attendance data appear to show improved
attendance for the high school. This result may be an artifact, however.

The new attendance system led to differehete/een the two schools in how days absent were

coded. In addition, the very low absenteeiates at the restructuring high school (rates range from

36



two to six percat) may be due to the way absences were coded in the new system rather than to
restructuring.

Interpreting the Results. The Santa Ana restructuring initiative at the middle school level
consisted pmarily of activities to improve instruction and learning. A major motivation for the
restructring initiative was that the district had undergone a massive demographic shift in recent
years. The sft brought in many recent low-income immigrants, but schools had not yet adapted
to the characteristics and needs of the new population. As part of the restructuring effort, middle
school teachers assessed and modified their instructional methods. Middle schools also developed
new services to intervene oahalf of at-risk students. The evidence shows that test scores (for the
secondcohort) increased in restructuring schools, consistent with the initiative’s emphasis on
improving learning. At the high school levedstructuring activities were not extensive--as reflected

by the lack of differences between the restructuring and comparison schools.
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lll. RESTRUCTURING AND TEACHER AND PARENT OUTCOMES

A major challenge for the restructuring programs in the School Dropout Demonstration
Assistance Program (SDDAP) was to improve their schools’ climates for teaching and learning.
Large urban schools are sometimes characterized as dispirited, bureaucratic places where teachers
struggle tateach unmotivated or hostile students and parents ignore what is happening or are too
timid to push for change. An important rationale for restructuring was to mitigate these negative
aspects of schools and make schools more comfortable, motsetimys for teachers and students.

Data from high schools in the evaluation provide some support for the popular view of urban
schools, but they also show a moosifive side of the picture. As the popular view would suggest,
only one in five high school teachers in the restructuring districts felt that students placed a high
priority onlearning or that teacher morale was high. Three out of four students, however, felt that
people in their school cared about them, andg#mee proportion said they were proud to go to their
school (Gleason and Dynarski 1995). Four out of fiverga thought that school was teaching their
children a lot;three out of four believed that school staff were interested in their child. If
restructuringefforts could combine the evident pride students had in their schools with a better
climate for learning and teaching, lower dropout rates and improved student achievement could
result. Certally, it is difficult to imagine that restructuring could improve learning if it did not also
improve the climate for teaching and learning.

The promise of régicturing was that it could push for change on broad school dimensions. It
could breakschools down into smaller units that were more responsive to students, create
interdisciplinaryteacher teams that could develop thematic curricula, empower teachers to make

decisions about pedagogy and curriculum, and develop new ways to integrate parents into the
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education process. In termsaftcomes, these actions could create a more positive view of school
climate from the perspective of tkeers and parents, along with a greater role for teachers in school
management activities.

The evaluation used teacher questionnaires to assess outcomes, such as school climate, in
restructuring and comparison schools over a three-year span during which restructuring activities
were at their peak. Parents also were given questionnaires asking them about school climate and
their involvement with the school, which provides another way to assess trends in restructuring
outcomes.

The results show that school climate, as perceived by teachers, improved in some districts and
schools that were restrucing. In two of three districts for which we had information from middle
schools, school climate in the restructuring middleools improved, relative to comparison schools.

A closer look at the middle school results, however, shows that, in some cases, other events could
have beerthe source of improved school climate. School climate improved in two of the four
restructuring high schools but worsenethia other two schools--although, again, events other than

the restructuring efforts may have influenced both kinds of changes.

The type of restructuring initiative was related to improvements in school climate. Teachers
were more likely to report improved school climate when they were part of initiatives that focused
on improving curricula and instruction than when the initiatives provided support services for
stucents. The evaluation found no evidence that teachers in restructuring schools became more
involved in school management activities or had greater contact with parents.

Parents oftudents in restructuring schools did not report improvements in school climate, the
guality of education they perceived in the school, or their involvement with the school. The levels

of these outcomes, however, suggestedaignts were quite satisfied with schools. Starting from
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such high levels, it would have bedifficult for these outcomes to improve much. The irony is that

schools enjoyed high levels of parent support while having low levels of student outcomes.

A. CHARACTERISTICS OF TEACHERS AND PARENTS

Teachers in restructuring and comparison schools were generally experienced and had long
tenures at their schools (Table Ill.1). Across the four districts, 60 to 70 percent of teachers were
older than40, most were female (especially in middle schools), and most were white (except in
Dallas). Two-thirds or more had a master’s degree or higher (except in Dallas) and had taught for
an average of 12 to 15 years, about half that time in their current school.

However, differences in teacher characteristics between restructuring and comparison schools
made itadvisable to adjust for differences in the analysis. Statistical tests show that teachers in
restucturing and comparison schools generally differed on a few characteristics in most districts.
Differenceswere more notable in the Dallas middle schools and the Santa Ana high schools. In
Dallas, techers in the restructuring middle school were older, more likely to be white, and more
likely to have an advanced degree. In Santa Ana, teacherg@stheturing high school were older
and hadmuch less experience teaching in their current school. This finding is to be expected,
because the school had only recently been built, so the entire staff was new to the school when it
opened. Toadjust for teacher differences, we used regression models in which teacher
characteristics were used as explanatory variables, in addition to indicators for the year and the
school. Regression models yield estimates of outcome differences between restructuring and
comparisonschools that are “adjusted” for differences in teacher characteristics. (Appendix B

provides more detail about the regression models.)
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TABLE 111.1 (continued

Phoenix Santa Ana
High School Middle School High School
Restructuring Comparison Schod Restructuring Comparison School Restructuring Comparison School
School Mean Mean School Mean Mean School Mean Mean
Age (in Years)
Less than 30 13 9 8 7 17 24
30to 39 21 13 23 14* 27 38
40 to 49 40 38 35 45* 35 22*
50 or more 26 39* 30 28 21 16
Gender (Percentage)
Male 34 41 40 26* 50 51
Female 66 59 60 74* 50 49
Race/Ethnicity (Percentage)
Black 3 2 5 6 1 2
White 84 86 77 76 83 75
Hispanic 8 9 15 11 14 15
Other 4 2 3 6 3 8
Highest Degree (Percentage)
Bachelor’s 32 31 39 33 41 37
Master's 55 53 49 53 43 47
More than a master’s 13 16 12 14 16 16
Years of Teaching Experience 14 16 15 15 12 16*
Years of Teaching Experience in the Current School 6 8* 10 7* 3 12*
Primary Subject Taught (Percentages)
English or foreign language 36 28 26 29 27 29
Math 14 12 14 12 15 14
Science 10 13 13 13 14 11
Social science/social studies 11 10 10 10 17 12
Fine arts/vocational education/physical education 17 18 12 16 13 17
Other 12 18 25 20 15 17
F-Statistic for Test of Equal Restructuring-Comparison
Means on All Characteristics 2.6* 3.8* 10.0*
121 126 211 101 109 109

Sample Sizé

SOURCE  School Dropout Demonstration Assistance Program evaluation questionnaire.

#Sample sizes represehe total number of teachers who completed questionnaires in 1993, 1994, and 1995. Teachers are not counted morethiestotahsarinple size but could respond in all three

years.

*Restructuring and comparison means of single baseline characteristic significantly different from each other at thewbotéeleel test.



Parent chaacteristics add (though not consistently) to the image of restructuring sites as
disadvanaged areas. Most parents were black or Hispanic and disadvantaged, which matched
student characteristicsdble 111.2). As expected, parents of middle school students were generally
youngerthan parents of high school studehts. Education levels of parents differed considerably
across districts. In Santa Ana, with its largely immigrant population, about three-quarters of the
parents had not completed high school, where@amd Rapids, only 10 percent of parents had not
completed high school. Ten to 20qaemt of parents received public assistance, except in the Dallas
comparison schools, where more than 40 percent of parents received public assistance.

Statistical tests show that characteristics of parents in Dallas and Grand Rapids differed in the
restructring and comparison schools. In both districts, the key difference was the racial/ethnic
comyposition of parents. As with teachers, we accounted for these differences by using regression

models to adjust observed outcomes.

B. OUTCOMES FOR TEACHERS AND PARENTS

To examine the major dimensions that could be affected by restructuring, we developed three
indexes for tacher outcomes and three for parent outcomes. The teacher indexes corresponded to
teachers’ perceptions of school climate, support from school administrators and involvement in
school management activities, and level of contact with parents. The parent indexes corresponded
to parents’ perception of school climate, quality of education the school offered, and level of

involvement and contact with the school.

'We use the term “parent” to mean the primary caregiver who responded to the parent
guegionnaire. About 80 percent of respondents were mothers or stepmothers of students in the
restructuing or comparison schools; about 10 to 15 percent of respondents were fathers or
stepfathers.The other 5 to 10 percent of respondents were mostly grandparents or foster parents.
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TABLE I11.2

CHARACTERISTICS OF PARENTS

Dallas Grand Rapids Phoenix Santa Ana
Middle School High School Middle School High School High School Middle Schodl High School
Restruc- Compar- Restruc-  Compal- Restruc- Comp#r- Restruc- Conpar- Restruc- Cojnpar- Restruc- (ompar- Restruc- Compar-
turing ison turing ison turing ison turing ison turing ison turing ison turing ison
School School School School School Schoo School Schapl School Schpol School Sghool School School
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mear] Mean Meap Mean Mepn Mean Mean

Age (Percentage)

Less than 30 10 10 3 3 9 5* 2 3 3 6 4 3 6 6

30to 39 60 60 49 52 57 63 44 44 46 53 62 64 49 40

40 or more 30 30 48 45 35 32 54 53 51 417 34 33 45 54
Race/Ethnicity (Percentage)

Black 46 50 53 70* 49 35* 55 71* 5 7 0 1 1 1

White 13 o* 14 o* 42 58* 39 23* 44 38 2 3 3 1

Hispanic 39 47 32 26 5 4 3 2 42 46 96 93 93 97

Other 2 2 1 5 4 4 3 4 9 9 2 3 3 1
Relationship to Child (Percentage)

Mother 78 77 78 79 80 79 75 79 80 72 74 76 67 76

Father 11 12 12 8 14 16 20 16 13 16 22 22 24 15

Other 11 11 10 13 5 5 5 5 7 12* 4 2 9 9
Highest Education Level (Percentage)

Less than high school 40 53* 34 40 18 14 3 6 30 36 75 74 74 81*

High school/GED 28 23* 28 33 31 29 23 23 17 14 12 12 12 7

Some college 28 4 32 25* 38 42 46 52 35 36 9 12 12 9

College or more 5 3 6 2* 13 15 27 19 19 14 3 04 2 2
Employment

Not employed 39 49* 34 50* 25 17* 15 14 27 27 42 18 38 39

Employed, earning $9/hour or less 42 42 41 45 41 4 25 34 39 46 47 8 49 51

Employed, earning more than $9/hour 19 9 26 6* 33 4F* 60 52 34 2y 11 73 14 10
Receives AFDC or Food Stamps 30 457 20 46* 25 2] 10 9 14 15 18 B 15 16
F-Statistic for Test of Equal Restructuring-
Comparison Means on All Characteristics 7.4* 9.4* 2.0* 5.3* 1.2 14 1.3
Sample Sizé 440 543 113 72 366 357 263 238 231 122 320 288 156 108

SOURCE  School Dropout Demonstration Assistance program evaluation questionnaire.

aSample sizes represent the total number of parents who completed questionnaires in 1993, 1994, and 1995.
*Restructuring and comparison means of single characteristic significantly different from each other at the .10 level testtail
*Restructuring and comparison means of full set of characteristics significantly different from each other at the .10-{eilet] test

AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Children.



The teacher climate index is based on measures of teachers’ perceptions in five areas:
(1) teachemorale, (2) whether teachers perceived students as motivated, (3) whether teachers
viewed the school as a safe and drug-free setting, (4) whether discipline was enforced, and
(5) whethetthe school set challenging and attainable academic standards. The school management
index for teachers is based on two areas: (1) whether teachers were supported by administrators
(most questions were about the principal); and (2) whether teachers were involved in specific
activities related to school management, such as planning and conducting staff development
activitiesand revising curriculum. Indexes were measured on zero-to-100 scales, similar to test
scores,with zero representing the worst possible school climate, the lowest possible level of
involvement in school management activities, and so on, and 100 representing the highest possible
levels. (Appendix C gives more detail about the construction of the indexes.)

For teacher and parent outcomes, we assessed restructuring effects by comparing average
outcome levels of restructuring and comparison schools for each of the three follow-up years. We
alsoexamined changes in the specific indexes that comprised the main indexes to gain a detailed
sense of factonsnderlying changes in the main indexes. (Appendix C contains the full set of tables
for the subindex results.)

The analsis of teacher and parent outcomes was limited because we did not have measures of
parent and teacher outcomes for the period before the restructuring efforts began. As a result, we
could not use the difference-in-differences method we used for most student odtcomes. The lack
of baseline data has important implications for our ability to measure the effects of restructuring.

Differences in teacher and parent outconege/ben restructuring and comparison schools may have

’Because the evaluation began at the same time restructuring grants were awarded, it was not
possible to collect baseline data on teachers and parents.
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existed before restructuring. Regression models can identify the component of the observed
differencesthat arises because of differences in teacher (or parent) characteristics. However,

differences also could arise for reasons we do not observe, such as differences in school policies,
staff values, and neighborhood features. Without baseline measures, we cannot adjust for these
unobservedlifferences. As a result, we cannot be confident that restructuring caused the outcome

differences weneasured. Given this limitation, it is prudent to view the results as being suggestive

of impacts but not definitivé.

1. Results for the Dallas Restructuring Initiative

The previous chapter described how the Dallas restructuring initiative at the middle school
focused on improving school climate and increasing teachers’ involvement in school management
through adoption of Levin's accelerated-schaotzlel. The model also called for all teachers in the
middle school to play a role some aspect of school management activity. The high school did not
adopt a reform model but was working within studct initiative called “school-centered education,”
which was based loosely @omer’s School Development Program and promoted stronger school-
based management. High school and middle sakachers also attended professional-development
workshops at Southwest Texas State on such topics as team building, learning styles, and developing
action plans for reform.

Results suggeshat climate improved somewhat in the middle school (Table 111.3). However,

the primary elements of improvement were increased levels of student discipline and school safety

*Thiscauton works both ways. Results pointing to a lack of effects of restructuring also need
to be viewed as potentially misleading, duatk of baseline data. For example, a school may have
a measted climate in the first follow-up year equal to the climate of the comparison school, which
would sugyest no effects of restructuring. But the school may have had a worse climate in the
baseline year that we did not obser¥ée inference from the measured outcomes that restructuring
had no effect would have changed if we had baseline data.
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TABLE 111.3

TEACHER AND PARENT OUTCOMES:

DALLAS
Middle School High School
Restructuring Comparison Restructuring Comparison
School School Simple Net School School Simple Net
Mean Mean Difference  Difference Mean Mean Difference  Difference
Teacher Outcomes
School Climate Index (0 to 100)
1993 44 42 1 NC 35 63 -27* NC
1994 59% 42 17* 12* 41% 68 -28* 0
1995 52 42 10* 7 40 60 -20* 8
Involvement in School Management
Index (0 to 100)
1993 44 40 4 NC 34 45 -12* NC
1994 48 40 8* 4 29% 48 -18* -8*
1995 45 38 7* 3 32 47 -14* -4
Parental Contact Index (0 to 100)
1993 44 47 -4 NC 41 48 -6 NC
1994 45 51 -7* -3 45 45 1 7
1995 47 50 -3 1 46% 55 -8* -2
Instructional Staff Hours for In-Service
Training
1993 72 79 -7 NC 75 67 8 NC
1994 66 65 1 8 60% 71 -11 -20
1995 76 72 5 12 69 73 -4 -12
Parent Outcomes
School Climate Index (0 to 100)
1993 66 70 -4 NC 61 66 -5 NC
1994 69 67 2 6 68% 69 -1 3
1995 69 75 -6 -3 72% 76 -4 0
Quality of Education (0 to 100)
1993 73 80 -7* NC 69 73 -4 NC
1994 77 78 -1 6 71 77 -6* -2
1995 76 78 -3 5 78% 83% -5 -1
Parental Involvement Index (0 to 100)
1993 45 46 -1 NC 39 49 -10* NC
1994 47 46 1 2 36 43 -T* 3
1995 47 50 -3 -2 36 49 -13* -3
Teacher Sample Size
1993 47 70 86 36
1994 53 76 87 63
1995 47 69 79 63
Parent Sample Size
1993 171 196 127 52
1994 134 191 169 116
1995 122 135 108 38

Please see note at the bottom of Table III.6.
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(Appendix Table C.1). These components vimeriea focus of the restructuring initiative per se, and

the changes may have had more to do with a change of principal at the middle school in the 1993-
1994 school year. The new principal placed a high priority on creating an orderly and safe school.
Surprisingly, teachers’ involvement in specific school management activities, a priority of the
accelerated schools model, showed no differences between the two schools, although teachers’
perceptions of support from the pnipal increased. Taken together, changes in the indexes suggest
that teachers felt supported by the new princapal that the principal had made the school safer and
more orderly. While these ahges in climate are important, it is difficult to determine whether they
relate to the specific restructuring activities undertaken as part of the SDDAP.

At the highschool level, school climate and involvement in school management were clearly
lower in therestructuring high school than in the comparison school. Teachers in the restructuring
high school reported substantially lower teacherate, weaker student motivation, and lower levels
of school stety than did teachers in the comparison school. These aspects did not change
significantly during the three-year follow-up period; at the end of the three years, climate had
improved slightly, but outcomes for teachers in the restructuring high school remained well below
those for teachers in the comparison school.

Parentoutcomes were generally high, stable during the follow-up period, and nearly equal
between the restructuring amaheparison schools. The high levels would naturally make it difficult
for schools to irprove them. The greatest room for improvement was in the area of parental
involvement,but in none of the four schools did the index change by a statistically significant
amount during the follow-up period. These results suggest little change in parents’ perceptions of

the restructuring schools or in their involvement with the schools.
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2. Results for the Grand Rapids Restructuring Initiative

The restructuring initiative in Grand Rapids focused on implementing an outcomes-based
curriculum and creating more student support servick®ischools. However, implementation was
affected bytwo key events, one at the middle school level and one at the high school level. Both
affect how we interpret observed teacher outcomes.

At the sametime the Grand Rapids district began its restructuring initiative, it received
substantial federal funding to convert its conventional, zoned middle schools into magnet schools.
Apparently this experiment was not viewed as a success; several years after the magnet school
initiative started, the district began moving back tmaventional zoned structure. Given the timing
of the magnet school and restructuring initiatives, teacher outcomes combined effects of
restructuring and effects of the shift to magnet schools.

The ewdence suggests that the short-lived magnet school initiative may have had a negative
effect on teachers’ views of their schools (Table Ill.4). For both middle schools, values for the
schoolclimate and school management indexes generally declined, especially from 1993 to 1994
(when the magnet school initiative was reaching full implementation) and sometimes by substantial
amounts. The declines were attributable to declines in all components of the indexes, including
teacher morale, student motieat, and academic standards. None of the parent outcomes changed
by noteworthy amounts; also, as in Dallas, levels of parent outcomes were generally high.

It is possble that the restructuring initiative played a role in attenuating the decline brought
about bythe magnet school initiative. Attenuating a decline is conceptually similar to a positive
effect ofrestructuring. Some outcomes for the restructuring middle school declined by smaller
amounts than the same outcomes in the comparison middle school, resulting in statistically

significant differences inénds. Moreover, the outcomes-based curriculum was implemented in the
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TABLE 11l.4

TEACHER AND PARENT OUTCOMES:
GRAND RAPIDS

Middle School High School
Restructuring Comparison Restructuring Comparison
School School Simple Net School School Simple Net
Mean Mean Difference Difference Mean Mean Difference Difference
Teacher Outcomes
School Climate Index (0 to 100)
1993 50 51 -1 NC 59 43 16* NC
1994 38% 46 -8 -6 46% 34% 12* -7
1995 47 28% 18 20* 61 42 19* 4
Involvement in School Management
Index (0 to 100)
1993 45 40 4 NC 43 37 6* NC
1994 43 39 5 1 39 33 6 0
1995 45 30% 15* 10* 43 42 2 -5
Parental Contact Index (0 to 100)
1993 44 43 1 NC 39 35 4 NC
1994 43 44 -1 -3 40 39 1 -3
1995 42 36 6 -5 43 37 6 2
Instructional Staff Hours for In-Service
Training
1993 60 41 18* NC 44 48 -5 NC
1994 50 45 4 -14 30 62 -32 -28
1995 66 35 31* 12 48 58 -10 -6
Parent Outcomes
School Climate Index (0 to 100)
1993 74 71 3 NC 73 70 4 NC
1994 69 74 -5 -8 73 64 9 5
1995 75 74 1 -2 71 66 5 2
Quality of Education (0 to 100)
1993 79 80 -1 NC 74 71 3 NC
1994 76 80 -4 -3 75 78 -3 -6
1995 79 76 2 3 74 71 3 0
Parental Contact and Involvement Index
(0 to 100)
1993 43 43 0 NC 46 44 2 NC
1994 42 47 -5* -5 54 44 10* 9
1995 42 48% -6* -6 50 46 4 2
Teacher Sample Size
1993 46 42 35 48
1994 40 38 28 40
1995 41 14 30 27
Parent Sample Size
1993 81 98 72 86
1994 165 154 52 58
1995 118 101 140 90

Please see note at the bottom of Table III.6.
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middle school and had the support of the district and school staff. However, a confluence of the
restructuring and magnet school initiatives severely limits our ability to assess the effects of
restructuring.

The posdility of drawing conclusions about the effects of implementing outcomes-based
education waslso limited because of events at the restructuring high school. Staff at the high
school raised strongpjections to the outcomes-based curriculum and, with the principal’s support,
refused to implement it. Instead, the highaol made some changes to its ninth-grade program and
set up support services to improve attendanAt the same time, an administrative shakeup brought
in a new principal and assistant principal to the comparison high school.

The results show minor differences between the réistmg and comparison high schools, with
most of the changes teacher outcomes taking the form of declines at the comparison high school.
This pattern reflects events in the schools. The restructuring plan was mostly blocked at the high
schooland could not have affected outcomes there, except perhaps in creating a sense of greater
solidarity between the principal and the teach&rse administrative shakeup at the comparison high
school appears toave had a rocky start, with outcomes generally declining from 1993 to 1994 but
improvingfrom 1994 to 1995. In the end, the restructuring high school had teacher outcomes that

were more positive, but it had had them from the outset.

3. Results for the Phoenix Restructuring Initiative
The Phoenix restructuring initiative focused on creating a better ninth-grade educational
experience bydwing staff adopt sophisticated pedagogical techniques, adding an extra class period

so students could obtain more credits toward graduation, and adding seppoessto help students
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deal with problems hindering their educafion. adleers responding to the questionnaire were drawn
from throughout the schoddut because most teachers taught at least some ninth-grade classes, the
initiative could have affected teachers throughout the school.

Results showthat school climate improved in the restructuring high school (Table III.5).
Teachers in the restrweing high school reported improved morale and student motivation, as well
as a more collaborative relationship with the principal. Teacher views of school safety and their
sense that academic standards for students were challenging also showed improvement, but these
outcomes weramaller and not statistically significant. Parent outcomes were high, with little

change occurring during the study period.

4. Results for the Santa Ana Restructuring Initiative

The SantaAna restructuring initiative focused heavily on providing staff development to
encourage teachersdadopt innovative teaching techniques that were more responsive to the needs
of at-risk students and that provided more support services. This staff development focus was
stronger at the three participating middle schools than at the participating high school. Activities at
the high school focused more on developing a tracking system to monitor attendance, providing
support services, and implementing block scheduling.

At the high school level, evaluation results were confounded by an important characteristic of
the school. Abrand-new building, it contained much more technology than other high schools in
the district. The high school also experiencedlampt administrative shakeup during the follow-up

period, wherthe school’'s principal was replaced. These factors, coupled with the low profile of

“The Phoenix restructuring irétive included a middle school in another district, which was not
part of the impact evaluation.
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TABLE 1ll.5

TEACHER AND PARENT OUTCOMES:

PHOENIX
High School
Restructuring School ~ Comparison School Simple Net
Mean Mean Difference Difference

Teacher Outcomes
School Climate Index (0 to 100)

1993 59 47 11* NC

1994 67% 52 15* 4

1995 661 48 17* 6
Involvement in School Management Index (0 to 100)

1993 45 49 -4* NC

1994 50% 48 2 6*

1995 47 44t 3 7*
Parental Contact Index (0 to 100)

1993 44 38 5* NC

1994 37% 39 -2 -8

1995 41 42 -2 -7
Instructional Staff Hours for In-Service Training

1993 77 67 11 NC

1994 70 68 3 -8

1995 53% 63 -9 -20
Parent Outcomes
School Climate Index (0 to 100)

1993 75 64 12* NC

1994 71 NA NA NA

1995 73 62 12* 0
Quality of Education (0 to 100)

1993 82 82 -1 NC

1994 80 NA NA NA

1995 83 79 5 5
Parental Contact and Involvement Index (0 to 100)

1993 44 38 6 NC

1994 41 NA NA NA

1995 36% 40 -4 -11*
Teacher Sample Size

1993 91 94

1994 67 73

1995 52 50
Parent Sample Size

1993 91 42

1994 62 NA

1995 72 77

Please see note on the bottom of Table III.6.
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restructuring activities in the high school, suggestahahges in teacher outcomes are likely to have
arisen from sources other than restructuring.

The resultgrovide clear evidence that school climate improved in the restructuring middle
schools (Table 111.6). The improvement was broad based, with all five specific indexes increasing
relative to the comparison schools, and some specific indexes more than doubling in value. For
example, in 1993, 21 percenttebichers in the restructuring middle schools thought teacher morale
high, whereas 1995, 49 percent of teachers thought it high. Other teacher outcomes did not
changemuch. Involvement in school management increased, but by about the same amount as it
increased in the comparison schools. As in other dispitent outcomes were generally high, with
little change during the study period.

Results for theigh school paint a different picture. The school climate became more negative
at the restructuring high school, even as climate was improving moderately at the comparison high
school. Specific indexes showed that teacher morale and student discipline plummeted at the
restructuring school (45 percent of teachers thought morale was high in 1993, whereas 14 percent
thought it was high in 1995). Teachers’ ilmenent in school management at the restructuring high
school also declined. Parent outcomes were generally high and did not change much.

It is clear hat some factor or set of factors was driving down the restructuring high school’s
climate and causing teacherdeel more negatively about its administration. The negative changes
were probably not due to the effects of restructuring. Site visitors reported that the major
restructuring activity--implementiniglock scheduling--was greeted with enthusiasm by students and
teachers. The change of principals may have been an important contributing factor, and site visits

did not uncover other disruptive factors that could account for the changes.
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TABLE 1ll.6

TEACHER AND PARENT OUTCOMES:

SANTA ANA
Middle School High School
Restructuring Comparison Restructuring Comparison
School School Simple Net School School Simple Net
Mean Mean Difference Difference Mean Mean Difference  Difference
Teacher Outcomes
School Climate Index (0 to 100)
1993 45 60 -15* NC 63 64 1 NC
1994 61t 59 2 17* 55% 67 -11* -11*
1995 63t 65 -2 13* 49% 66 -17* -16*
Involvement in School Management
Index (0 to 100)
1993 42 49 -6* NC 48 49 0 NC
1994 45 51 -6* 1 41 49 -8* -T*
1995 46% 53% -6* 0 38t 49 -11* -10*
Parental Contact Index (0 to 100)
1993 43 41 2 NC 28 29 0 NC
1994 41 37 4 2 31 25 5* 6
1995 40 40 0 -2 26 25 1 1
Instructional Staff Hours for In-Service
Training
1993 86 79 6 NC 62 74 -11 NC
1994 63t 70 -7 -13 51 50% 1 12
1995 51% 56 -4 -11 57 41% 16 27*
Parent Outcomes
School Climate Index (0 to 100)
1993 85 85 0 NC 85 85 0 NC
1994 87 89% -1 -2 88 84 4 4
1995 92% 90% 2 1 89 87 2 2
Quality of Education (0 to 100)
1993 89 88 1 NC 90 85 5* NC
1994 89 88 2 1 89 89 0 -5*
1995 92 87 4* 3 90 89 1 -4
Parental Contact and Involvement Index
(0 to 100)
1993 58 52 6* NC 55 46 8* NC
1994 55 56% -1 -T* 54 56 -2 -10*
1995 58 61% -2 -8* 56 53 4 -4
Teacher Sample Size
1993 182 92 87 102
1994 173 78 87 88
1995 143 69 82 78
Parent Sample Size
1993 145 143 159 122
1994 195 165 138 191
1995 172 172 157 192

SOURCE 1993, 1994, and 1995 teacher and parent surveys.
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TABLE 111.6 (continued)

NoTe  The simpledifference represents the difference between the restructuring school mean and the comparison school mean. The né&irdifference
particular year represents the difference between the simple difference for that year and the simple difference for 1993.paient survey was
not administered in the Phoenix comparison high school.

* Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

¥ Significantly different from the 1993 value at the .10 level two-tailed test.

NA = not available.

NC = not calculated.
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IV. INTERPRETING THE FINDINGS

The School Dropout Demonstration Assistance Program (SDDAP) school restructuring initiatives had
the potential to affect students, teachers, and parents at the same tinnsefiliso pull together the
evidence about their effects, compare the evidence with evidence from other stadiescttiring, and
identifylessons and new directions that emerge from the synthesis. The types of restructuring activities and
evaluation designs used in otherdses differ widely, making it difficult to compare studies directly.
Nevertheless, itis valuable to look across the various studies for evidence that restructuring, as commonly

conceived, offers promise of achieving the kinds of changes envisioned by their authors.

A. SUMMARY OF STUDENT AND TEACHER FINDINGS

The SDDAP restructuring initiatives approached the dropout-prevention problem in two ways: (1) by
changing the way a school was organized, with a focus on changing the ways students learned; and (2) by
adding services to address the problems of high-risk students. Both approaches were imteaided to
school more attractive to high-risk students, thereby increasing the likelihood that the students would stay
in school. The classroom approach tried to make learning more interesting and useful, while the service
approach tried to offset problems that prevented students from succeeding in school.

The four restructuring initiatives on which we focus most of our attention all hadretet both
approaches. For example, Dallas provided ample opportunities for professional development and set up

teams to direct appropriate services to studemisvere having difficulty in school. Phoenix also focused

!Because of oupoor experience with data collection there, we exclude Philadelphia from this
discussion.
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on professional development but coordinated with outside organizations to provide more services to reduce
dropping out.

The emphasis also differed depending on school level. Middle school initiatives often were classroom
oriented; high school initiatives often were service oriented. This pattern itself is interesting, suggesting that
changes in classroom practices face greater resistance in high schools. The experience in Grand Rapids,
where teachers at the restructuring high school rejected the plan to implement outcomes-based education,
certainly is consistent with the view that classroom practices and other organizational featouoes are
difficult to change in high schools than in lower-level schools.

Within the limits imposed by the evaluation design, it is fair tdisayrestructuring played a role in
improving teacher and student outcomes in the Dallas and Santa Ana middle 3&fawbier outcomes
improved in the Phoeniigh school as well, although student outcomes did not. The nature of the
restructuring initiatives in the three districts in which teacher outcomes improved--Dallas, Santa Ana, and
Phoenix--provides a clue about the type of initiative teachers respond to. The middle schools in Dallas and
SantaAna and the high school in Phoenix focused their restructuring efforts on improving curricula and
instructionthroughstaff-developmentworkshops, summertrainingsessions,and classroomimplementation.
The Dallas and Santa Ana high schools emphasized the approach of providing services related to dropping
out. Itisnot surprising that teacher outcomes failed to improve in schools in which restructuring consisted
mostly of providing more student services; but neither did student outcomes improve in these schools. A
lesson for future efforts is that restructuring efforts have more potential when they focus on curriculum and

instructional themes--which are more central to the idea of restructuring--than on student services.
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B. OTHER STUDIES OF RESTRUCTURING

Impactanalyses ofestructuring’s effects on teachers are rare in other evaluations, but our evidence
for student outomes is consistent with evaluations of other efforts to reduce dropping out through
restructuring. For example, Nevork City’s dropout-prevention initiative in the late 1980s funded
schoolwide efforts to reduce absenteeism and dropout rates; however, an evaluation fetuakthiat
outcomes continued to worsen (Grannis 1994). The Annie E. Casey Foundation’s “New Futures” initiative
promotedsystemic change in five school districts designed to make schools more responsive to the needs
of at-risk students, but an evaluation found a “lack of significant progress in student educational outcomes”
(Center for the Study of Social Policy 1995).

Restructuring efforts may not improve student outcomes for different reddtmds may fail to
changeschools, or changes may fail to improve outcomes, or real outcome improvements may be
undetected. In the literature on restructuring, the first explanation dominates. A recent study argues that
teachers and administrators in particular operate in different institutional spheres, and that the differences
have importantimplications for changing schools (Weiss 1995). Principals and other district administrators
are more likely to be exsed to new ideas about school change, and to be rewarded by districts for
instituting change. In contrast, teachers view their classrooms and relationships with students as private
domains, and they are skeptical about ideas for change from the outside because most have not been tested
in real classrooms. One teacher put it bluntly: “Teachers are likely to favor decisions that promise to bring
order to the classroom so that they can get on with thedsssof teaching” (quoted in Weiss 1995).
Principals and administrators are more likely to push for change and to be rewarded if change succeeds.
Ultimately, however, it is teachers who must implement changegféendthey do not agree that they

should make changes. Moreover, they may not perceive any incentives to change.

61



This institutional explanation is consistent with findings of the SDDAP and New Futures initiatives.
Inthe SDDAP districts, site visitors found during interviews that teachers often viewed restructuring as just
the newest thing districts were imposing on schools, something that would be gone after a few years. The
lack of teacher buy-in was not surprising, as the teachers who were expected to castyumitiring
activities were rarely part of the designing and planning ci¢tigities. In the New Futures schools,
teachers were more likely to view the basic problem as one of students failing to come to school ready to
learn, rather than as schools failing to get the job of teaching them done. Similar to what was observed at
SDDAP sites, with grant funding at the district level to create change and a lack of support at the school
levelfor changing, a compromise solution was to use funds to create services and programs designed to
help at-risk youths. Adding more services to help students stay in school is not in itself objectionable, but
it does not amount to changing the core nature of schools.

The analysis of parent outcomes in Chapter Il shows that support for change is notdikete to
from parents. Parents’ views about schools were strikingly uniform, but the direction may have undermined
support for restructuring. In all districts and schools, and across the three years that data were collected,
parents viewed schools as providing a high-quality education and school staff as carthgiabloidren,
even as the schools themselves had low levels of student outcomes and were being targeted by their own
districts forimprovement. With parents having such positive perspectives about schools, it seems clear that
satisfying parents is not the impetus for restructuring schools.

The particular character of the SDDAP initiative also may have hindered restructuring. By design,
federal grant funds were usedstagpport change at a cluster of schools--a high school and its feeder
elementary and middle schools--rather than at the entire district level. Limitingitieze to a set of

schools within a district enabled the evaluation to measure changes using comparison schools within the
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districts. At the same time, limiting the initiative meant that districts did not need to commit fully to the
initiatives, as they would have to if all schools in a district were to change. Instead, districts could view the
initiatives as experiments being run in a few schools, and wait to see the results from the experiments before
committing to the initiatives.

The result of the limited nature of the restructuring initiatives was thdistiets did not modify
personnel policies, alter procurement procedures, or shift real decision-making power to facilitate change
at the few participating schools. Consistent with this observation, the analysis in Chaptad|thiat
teachers in SDDAP schools did not report participating in more school-based management activities, such
as recruiting and hiring school staff and selectingicula. The schools included in the restructuring
initiatives faced the challenge of trying to change while generally following standard operating procedures
set by their districts.

Facing teachers’ natural resistance to change, along with the lack of strong district commitment and
parents’ preexisting satisfaction witine schools, the SDDAP restructuring initiatives tended to lose
momentum as energy originating from the new funding waned and key staff moved on to other positions
and activities. Student outcomes are the result of cumulative processes, and the initiatives may not have
been able tmfluence students long enough to improve such key outcomes as attendance and test scores.
In particular, without changing schools dramatically and in directions that respond to ingiadent
needs, the initiatives were unlikely to affect the dropout rate, an outcome indicating a student’s inability or
unwillingness tacontinue inschool that is determined by a complex mix of personal, family, school, and
community factors.

Changing school climate in ways that teachers appreciate is a worthwhile objective--soméhat

of the restructuring initiatives focusing on classroom practice were able to achieve. Changing schools in
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ways thalead to improved student outcomes is the ultimate, but evidently more elusive, objective.
Although the results for the Dallas and Santa Ana middle schools hint that such change can be achieved,

the evidence is too weak for these schools to be considered models for replication.

C. LESSONS FOR POLICY AND PRACTICE

The SDDAP restructuring initiatives represented a federal investment to promote change in schools
serving many at-risk students. The objective was to push schools to beamesenpth teachers who
were more motivated and empowered and students who were more engaged iraledtesdikely to
succumb to dropping out or other adverse outcomes. Using federal funding in this way preceded efforts
to focus other federal programs--such as Title I, Goals 2000, and School-to-Work--to support systemic
restructuring and school improvement. Itis worthwhile to ask what can be learned from the SDDAP that

could help improve other efforts to direct federal funds toward school improvement.

1. Identify Districts and Schools Ripe for Change

Implementing reform requires that districts, schools, and staff possess the commitme&nbid co
issues and develop new approaches that may disturb established relationships and habits, change day-to-
day activities, and require developing new skills. Provifilings to support restructuring is a start, but
there is a long way to go befarestructuring happens. In making grant awards, asking whether the
preconditions for restructuring are present is one way to ensure that federal funding is used most effectively
to change schools.

Preconditions include a plan for restructuring and demonstrated support for the goals of restructuring.
The experience of the SDDAP schools shows that these preconditions are not always in place at the outset.

In the Dallas and Santa Ana high schools, federal funding went mostly to underwrite services for at-risk
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students, which meant, in essence, that schools were not asisuiuoture at all. In Grand Rapids,
federal funding was supposed to support developing a new outcomes-based curriculum at the high school,
but teachers did not support the curriculum and, in the end, the school did not implement it, opting instead
to focus services on at-risk students. The precondition of demonstrated support for restructuring goals was
not met.

One way teensure that the preconditions for restructuring are in place would be to conduct a two-
phase grant competition. In the first phase, districts and schools would receive planning grants to support
efforts to pull together designs and set up processes for implementing the designs. In the second phase,
the merits of the planning efforts would be judged and implementation grants givamni¢tsdinat put
together the best plans and that demonstrated the greatest support for change. Selecting only districts ripe

for restructuring increases the likelihood that funds will promote restructuring.

2. Focus on Changing Teaching and Learning

SDDAP initiatives were attempting to change schools with many students at risk of doopilmg
these settings, it is tempting to use funds to support services for at-risk students, such as by hiring more
counselors or attendance monitors, or contracting with comyrhased organizations that can help
students deal with problems limiting their ability to succeed in school. There is a clear relationship between
such services and the objective of keeping students in school, whereas the relationship between
restructuring a school and keeping students in school is ambiguous.

SDDAP evaluation results suggésat this temptation should be resisted. Teacher and student
outcomes improved in schools that grappled with the difficult issusgadving teaching and learning;

outcomes did not improve in schools that focusedroviging services. The evaluation’s design for
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measuring effects is not adequate to declare that outcomes will ingpitgyfdeaching and learning are
the focus, but a focus on teaching and learning may indeed be necessary for outcomes to improve.

This is not to say that services for at-risk students should be ignored. Some schools may believe that
restructuring is unnecessary, that only dropout-prevention services are necessary to address the needs of
at-risk students. Other schools may believe that dropout-prevention services can complement the kinds
of restructuring they deem best for their schools. Simply providing dropout-prevention services, however,
should not be construed as restructuring. If the gdaldefral support is to encourage restructuring,
dropout-preventioservices should be deemphasized in favor of helping schools understand how they want
to improve classroom instruction.

Researchers studying school restructuring have cautioned that restructuring itself may not lead to school
improvement (Newman and Wehlage 1994; Elmore et al. 1996; Rowan 1995). Instead, these researchers
argue, restructuring--in the form of changing school organization or classroom structures, or creating new
relationships of studentgith students and teachers with teachers through group activities and team
teaching--is better viewed as an outcome of an intensive process by which schools identify how they want
instruction to change and what types of restructuring should be done to support the change. According to
this view, the step of getting school staff to agree on the necessity of change and on forms the change should
take precedes restructuring. Certainlyhasxample of the Grand Rapids high school showed, trying to
restricture a school when staff support is lacking can lead to no restructuring at all. In contrast,
restructuring a $wol to support previously identified reasons to change may be a potent recipe for
improving schools.

Does restructuring reduce the dropout rate? The evidence here and from other evaluations suggests

that it does not, at least not within the four- to five-year period common for demonstration efforts. Can
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restructuring improve other outcomes? The evidence here suggests that it can, especially when it focuses
on improving teaching and learning. Even if restructuring were unable to demonstrate its effectiveness in
lowering dropout rates, it shows promise as a way to improve schools, especially in schealt tioat

improve.
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APPENDIX A:

COLLECTING DATA ON STUDENTS, TEACHERS, AND PARENTS



The evaluation collected data from students, teachers, and parents using a variety of methods
andwith different rates of success. This appendix provides more details about the data collection

methods and about the success of the effort in terms of sample sizes and response rates.

A. SURVEYING STUDENTS

Students in restructuring and comparison schools completed a self-administered baseline
guestionnaire and two or three follow-up questsres, depending on whether they were in the first
or second cohort. Data on students in the sample were also collected from school records.

The baseline questionnaire was administered in schools in the fall and winter of the year in
which students were sampled, with almost all students completing the baseline by December.
Because some students were in school for three months befopteting the baseline questionnaire,
restructuring activitiesnay have affected their responses to some questions. This is not likely to be
a problemfor the first cohort, as schools were still planning and setting up restructuring activities
when students complet#lge baseline questionnaire. For the second cohort, however, some effects
of the restucturing activities may be reflected in the baseline data items--which means that
restructuring effects are underestimated.

Three modesvere used to maximize response rates for the follow-up questionnaire. Teachers
in restucturing and comparison schools first administered follow-up questionnaires to the students
they could locate. MPR staff then interviewed by teleplstungents whom schools could not locate.
Finally, MPR field interviewers located and interviewed students who could not be interviewed by
telephone. Overall, 50 percent of the complé&ddw-up student questionnaires were administered
in the restructuring and comparison schools, 45 percent were administered by MPR telephone

interviewers, and 5 percent were administered by MPR field interviewers.
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Responseates to the baseline and follow-up student questionnaires were generally high and
were similar for restructuring and comparison schools (Table A.1). Four sites--Dallas, Grand
Rapids,Phoenix, and Santa Ana--had a baseline response rate of 96 percent. In Philadelphia,
however, the baselimesponse rate was only 60 percent, and it was less than 50 percent at the high
schoollevel. Because of this low response rate, follow-up questionnaires were not attempted in
Philadelphia; only records data were obtained for students there.

Responseates for follow-up questionnaires followed two patterns. Middle school response
rates werdnigher than high school response rates (by 7 to 9 percentage points), and first follow-up
response rates were higher than second follow-up res@taselby 2 to 10 percentage points). The
patterns result from the greater difficulty of &g students as they get older and drop out or move
away. On balance, the overall follow-tgsponse rates were high, 84 percent for the first follow-up
guestionnaire (which was administered to both cohorts) and 83 percent for the second followup
(administered to the first cohort).

Student records were obtained as extracts dtistrict information systems. MPR staff worked
with district staff tospecify the items to be extracted and the format for the extract. The focus was
on obtaining data on attdance and test scores. Generally, baseline record response rates were
nearly 100 perent when the items were available. Test scores were not available in all years in
Dallas and Grand Rapidsnd attendance data from Santa Ana were not available for middle school
students. Follow-up record response rates were less than 100 percent because record information

was not available after students dropped out or transferred to other districts.

B. SURVEYING TEACHERS
Teachers in restructuring and comparisdrosts completed surveys during spring 1993, spring

1994, and spng 1995. The teacher survey was designed as a census, with each member of the
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TABLE A.1

SAMPLE SIZES AND RESPONSE RATES:

FOR STUDENT SAMPLE

Number of Students in

Baseline Survey

Year 2 Follow-Up
Survey Response

Year 3 Follow-Up
Survey Response

Sample Response Rate Rates Rates
Restruc- Compar- Restruc- Compar- Restruc- Compar- Restruc- Compar-
turing ison turing ison turing ison turing ison
School School School School School School School School
Cohort 1
Middle Schools
Dallas 229 231 97 98 92 98* 80 92*
Grand Rapids 212 213 100 100 98 93* 90 94
Philadelphia 247 240 53 92* na na na na
Santa Ana 226 233 100 100 92 83* 81 78
Total 914 917 87 97 94 91 84 88
High Schools
Dallas 215 118 94 91 92 93 83 84
Grand Rapids 195 211 92 100* 88 96 84 91*
Philadelphia 235 238 45 52 na na na na
Phoenix 183 204 86 71* 78 60* 84 70*
Santa Ana 222 178 100 98* 82 82 80 72*
Total 1,050 949 82 92 85 84 83 80
Cohort 2
Middle Schools$
Dallas 283 263 96 97 84 87
Grand Rapids 336 300 93 81* 90 80*
Santa Ana 249 244 92 89 81 82
Total 868 807 94 91 85 84
NO YEAR 3
SURVEY
High School$ CONDUCTED
Dallas 225 169 96 92 88 87
Grand Rapids 288 249 88 95* 84 89
Phoenix 266 261 59 72* 53 55
Santa Ana 272 220 82 69* 78 59*
Total 1,051 899 81 81 78 74
SOURCE Mathenatica Policy Research, Inc., School Dropout Demonstration Assistance Program Evaluation, Survey Tracking

Information System.

2In Philadelphia, students were followed up only through school records. The second student cohort included all students in the
selected grade levels (seventh grade for middle schools and ninth grade for high schools).

na = not available.

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
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instructional staff who taught at least one course in participating schools receiving a survey
instument. Because only one survey instrument was used, teachers who remained in the same
school from one year to the next completed the same survey instrument.

The teacher survey had a high response rate of 82 percent (3,555 questionnaires were sent to
teachers, and 2,9Xbmpleted questionnaires were returned). The same pattern found for students
also was evident for teachers (Table A.2). Response rates were higher for middle school teachers
than for high school teachers, and higher in the early years than in later ones. At the outset, there
was concern that response rates would be higher for teachers in restructuring schools, where grant
funding may have raised the level of interest in responding to the survey; however, response rates
for teachers in restructuring and comparison schools did not follow a particular pattern. For some
years and schools, response rates for teachers in comparison schools were higher than for teachers

in restructuring schools.

C. SURVEYING PARENTS

Parents of students who completed a baseline questionnaire were sent a survey in spring 1993
for cohort 1 and in spring 1994 foohort 2. No student cohort was sampled in 1995, so parents of
all students erolled in the grade levels that were part of the evaluation were sent a survey. The
survey was mailed to students’ home addresses, and one of the students’ parents or their primary
caregiver was asked to complete the survey.

By design, MPR did not attempt to follow up with parents who did not respond to the survey.
Instead, MPR gave schools modest financial incentives to encourage them to take steps to raise
survey ompletion rates. For example, schools that achieved an 80 percent completion rate for the
parent survey were offered $500 or an in-kind equivalent, with lower amounts for lower response

rates. It is difficult tadetermine whether the incentives raised response rates; nonetheless, response
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TABLE A.2

SAMPLE SIZES AND RESPONSE RATES:
FOR TEACHER SAMPLE

1993 1994 1995
Number Sent Year 1 Year 1 Response Number Sent Year 2 Year 2 Response Number Sent Year 3 Year 3 Response
Survey Rates (Percent) Survey Rates (Percent) Survey Rates (Percent)
Restruc- Compar- Restruc- Compar- Restruc- Compar- Restruc-  Compar- Restruc- Compar- Restruc-  Compar-
turing ison turing ison turing ison turing ison turing ison turing ison
Middle Schools
Dallas 53 74 89 95 59 78 90 97* 56 81 84 85
Grand Rapids 50 43 94 98 45 43 91 88 49 41 84 34
Santa Ana 182 92 100 100 179 88 97 89* 194 84 74 82
High Schools
Dallas 87 64 99 56* 91 63 96 100* 87 66 91 95
Grand Rapids 48 56 73 86 52 56 54 71* 48 52 63 52
Phoenix 113 112 81 84 121 123 55 59 127 127 41 39
Santa Ana 88 104 99 98 88 91 99 97 98 102 84 76

SOURCE Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., School Dropout Demonstration Assistance Program Evaluation, Survey Tracking Inforteration Sys

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.



rates were low (Table A.3). More than 12,000 questionnaires were sent out to parents and about
5,000 were completed, for a response rate qgfeftent. The general pattern observed with student
andteacher surveys was observed with parent surveys. Response rates were higher for middle
schools tharfior high schools, and higher for earlier years than for later years. Whether the parents
hadstudents in a restructuring or comparison school was not a factor in determining the response
rate. Generally, the dominant factor in obtaining a high response rate was whether the school
principal supported the survey.

The lowoverall response rate suggests that results from the parent survey need to be viewed
with caution. In an earlier report, we compared the characteristics of students whose parents
responded tthe survey with the characteristics of students whose parents did not respond to the
survey (Gleason and Dynarski 1995). The results showed thantstwdhose parents responded had
fewer riskfactors: they were absent fewer days, they were less likely to be behind grade level, and
they had highegrades and test scores. The degree of bias, however, was about the same for the
restructuring and comparison schools, which suggests that differences between the schools are
affected less by nonresponse than by simple characteristics. Therefore, we can use the parent data
to explore wiether restructuring had effects on parents, but we need to be cautious about using

parent responses as if they apply generally to all parents in the schools.
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6.

TABLE A.3

SAMPLE SIZES AND RESPONSE RATES:

PARENT SAMPLE

1993

1994

1995

Number Sent Year 1 Year 1 Response

Number Sent Year 2 Year 2 Response

Number Sent Year 3

Year 3 Response

Survey Rates Survey Rates Survey Rates
Restruc-  Compar- Restruc- Compar- Restruc-  Compar- Restruc- Compar- Restruc- Compar- Restruc-  Compar-

turing ison turing ison turing ison turing ison turing ison turing ison
Middle Schools
Dallas 223 227 79 90* 283 263 49 75*% 454 407 27 35*
Grand Rapids 206 179 39 54* 336 300 49 53 294 428 41 24*
Santa Ana 226 233 62 61 249 244 72 60* 423 407 41 42
High Schools
Dallas 203 107 63 51* 225 169 76 71 300 183 37 23*
Grand Rapids 140 207 49 42 288 249 18 23 286 305 50 31*
Phoenix 162 151 57 29* 266 261 24 0* 676 700 11 11
Santa Ana 222 177 70 61* 272 220 49 56 616 410 26 47*

SOURCE

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., School Dropout Demonstration Assistance Program Evaluation, Survey Tracking Inforteration Sys



APPENDIX B

MEASURING THE EFFECTS OF RESTRUCTURING



The key questions posed by the evaluation are whether nestrggtrojects improved students’
academic outcomes and behavior, teachers’ perceptions of their autonomy and school climate, and
parents’ views of and involvement with schools. fsveer these questions, we compared outcomes
for students, teachers, and parents in restructuring schools and comparison schools. Comparison
schools were chosen on the basis of their similarity to restructuring schools in terms of student
characteristics and academic outcomes; however, important differences between schools can exist
in other key dimensions, making it important to use analytic strategies to obtain more reliable
estimates of restructuring effects.

Depending on the outcome and availability of baseline data, we used two different methods to
estimate impacts: (1) the “difference-in-differences” method, and (2) the “simple-difference”

method. Both methods use regression models to derive estimates of effects.

A. THE DIFFERENCE-IN-DIFFERENCES METHOD

The difference-in-differences method was usesktonate restructuring effects for most student
outcomes reported in the text. The method uses teériEasalues of an outcome measure to adjust
for differences between students in restructuring and comparison schools. The restructuring effect
is derived as a difference of differences: (1) the change in the value of the outcome measure from
baseline to fdbwup among restructuring school students (a difference) minus (2) the change in the
value of the outcome measure from baseline to followup am@mgparison school students (another
difference).

The difference-in-differences model can be estimated straightforwardly as a regression model:

1) vy, =R +at + &Rt + ¢,
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wherey, is the value of the outcome for studemt periodt, R is an indicator variable for whether
the student attended the restructuring schiaslan indicator variable for whether the outcome is
being meaged in the follow-up year (versus the baseline yé#ris the product oR andt, ande,
denotes random factors affecting thecome. Note that each student contributes two observations
to the analysis, one from the baseline year and one from the follow-up year.

In the model, the termyR adjusts for differencdsetween restructuring and comparison schools
in an outcome in the based year, before restructuring begins. The coefficigns the trend value
of the outcome over time. The coefficienf is the restructuring-comparison difference in the
outcome in the follow-up year, adjustedtfoe difference that existed during the baseline year. This
is the key coefficient indicating whether restructuiafigcted the outcome of interest. Conventional
t-testsfor the statistical significance of the estimated value,aénable us to assess whether the
estimated valueould have arisen by chance. When the outcome is a discrete variable, such as
whether a studeittad low self-esteem, models were estimated using logistic regression techniques;

otherwise, models were estimated using ordinary least-squares techniques.

B. THE SIMPLE DIFFERENCE METHOD

We used the simple di#fence method to estimate impacts for outcomes, including the dropout
rate for students and all teacher and parent outcomes, for whigdwve baseline values. For these
outcomes, the simple-difference method estimates restructuring effects as the difference in the
outcome for restructuring and comigan schools at followup, adjusting for differences in observed
characteristics.

The simple-difference method is less powerful than the difference-in-differences method.
Because it idess able to adjust for baseline differences, estimated effects may mingle true effects

with differences that existed befoestructuring began, which are not entirely removed by adjusting
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for observed characteristics. For example, the principal of a school may create a positive climate
with teachers, which results in higher teacher outcomes relative to an otherwise identical school.
Adjusting for observed characteristics of the two schools would not completely separate the effect
of the principal orteacher outcomes from the effects of restructuring. (In this example, if the
restrwcturing school were also the school with the more positive principal, the simple-difference
method wouldoverestimate the effect of restructuring.) The strengths of the simple-difference
method include its ease of use and its ability to be used with a wide range of outcomes.

The simple difference method can be specified in terms of a straightforward regression model:

(2) Y, = Xp +aR + ¢,

whereX is a set of characteristicslated to outcom¥ for student, such as gender, race/ethnicity,
and educatiortevel; B is a set of parameters to be estimatds an indicator variable for the
restructuring school; and represents random factors affecting outcomes. The coeffigient
represats the effect of restructuring on the outcome of interest. Because the regression model
separates the influences of restaning from those other characteristieds said to be the effect of
restructuring “adjusted” for the characteristics containexl in

With the relaively large samples of students, teachers, and parents here, it is us¥ftd for
contain as many characteristics as the data reasa@blupport. Table B.1 lists the characteristics
used forstudent outcomes, and Table B.2 lists the characteristics for teacher and parent outcomes.
The sets of characteristics includes 26 student characteristics, 16 parent characteristics (some of
which are obtained bynking student and parent data), and 9 teacher characteristics. At some sites
and schools, some characterishiesl no variance and thus had to be dropped from the models. For

example, no students in the Santa Ana high schools were black, so that variable had to be dropped
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TABLE B.1

VARIABLES IN SIMPLE-DIFFERENCE MODELS:

STUDENTS
Race/ethnicity School problems in baseline year--drugs/alcohol
Gender Wiether student reads at least two tipesweek
Age Student dropped out prior to baseline year
Mother’s highest education level Baseline-year attendance
Parents’ employment status Baseline-year grades
Number of siblings Baseline-year test scores
Whether siblings have dropped out Student risk factors
Single-parent family
Parent disciplinary environment index Family receives public assistance
Non-native English speaker
Self-esteem Overage for grade
Low grades
School climate in baseline year Disciplinary problems
External locus of control
School problems in baseline year--truancy Student is a parent

School problems in baseline year--fighting

NOTE: Most of these data wemmllected from the baseline student questionnaire. A few items
were collected from student records and were included in the simple-difference models
in sites forwhich records data were available. Models include indicator variables for
missing observations of selected variables.
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TABLE B.2

VARIABLES INCLUDED IN SIMPLE-DIFFERENCE MODELS:
TEACHERS AND PARENTS

Teachers’ Model

Parents’ Model

Gender

Race/ethnicity

Age

Educational attainment
Part-time status

Respondent is not a teacher
Years teaching

Years teaching at current school

Primary subject area

Age
Relationship to student
Does not live with student part of the time
Race/ethnicity
Primary language is not English
Educational attainment
Employment status
AFDC/food stamp receipt
Student does not live with both parents
Student is overage for grade
Student is a parent
Student’s gender
Student has sibling who dropped out
Student has at least one working parent
Household size

Household possessions

NOTE:  The variables fothe teachers’ model refer to teachers’ characteristics. The variables for
the parents’ model include both students’ characteristics (measured by the baseline
guestonnaire) and parents’ characteristics. Both models include indicator variables for

missing observations of selected variables.

AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Children.
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from Santa Ana models. As witlifference-of-difference models, ordinary least-squares techniques
were usedor continuous variables, and logistic regression techniques were used for discrete

variables.
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APPENDIX C

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES FOR TEACHER OUTCOMES



TABLE C.1

RESULTS FOR COMPONENTS OF SCHOOL CLIMATE AND
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT INDEXES:

DALLAS
Middle School High School
Restructuring Comparison  Restructuring Comparison
School School School School
Mean Mean Mean Mean
School Climate
Teacher Morale
1993 22 21 5 33*
1994 18 18 5 56%*
1995 18 5* 17% 40*
Student Motivation
1993 46 42 41 54*
1994 52 44* 43 57*
1995 49 45 43 53*
School Safety
1993 56 53 55 74*
1994 64t 51 59 78*
1995 54 60t 54 75*
Student Discipline
1993 44 36 24 76*
1994 861t 42* 46% 78*
1995 74% 41* 37% 69*
Challenging Standards
1993 55 56 49 74*
1994 75% 53* 51 73*
1995 66 59 47 64*
School Management
Support from the Principal and Administrators
1993 62 57 47 68*
1994 70% 58* 41 71*
1995 67 50*% 46 68*
Specific Involvement of Staff in School
Management
1993 24 23 21 22*
1994 25 22 17 24*
1995 24 24 19 25*

Please see notes at bottom of Table C.4.
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TABLE C.2

RESULTS FOR COMPONENTS OF SCHOOL CLIMATE AND
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT INDEXES:
GRAND RAPIDS

Middle School High School
Restructuring Comparison  Restructuring Comparison
School School School School
Mean Mean Mean Mean
School Climate
Teacher Morale
1993 13 20 22 19
1994 2 11 20 4*%
1995 12 2 27 7*
Student Motivation
1993 48 51 49 47
1994 40% 48* 47 43
1995 49 41 52 45*
School Safety
1993 72 63* 80 66*
1994 59% 63 74 63*
1995 63t 49% 78 75%*
Student Discipline
1993 56 52 64 28*
1994 45 39 40% 71*
1995 49 28 62 32*
Challenging Standards
1993 60 63 76 52*
1994 42% 63 58 57
1995 61 24% 84 50*
School Management
Support from the Principal and Administrators
1993 65 58* 60 48*
1994 60 52*% 54 40*t
1995 64 33*t 61 56
Specific Involvement of Staff in School
Management
1993 24 24 25 25
1994 24 25 23 26
1995 26 27 25 28

Please see notes at bottom of Table C.4.

92



TABLE C.3

RESULTS FOR COMPONENTS OF SCHOOL CLIMATE AND
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT INDEXES:

PHOENIX
High School
Restructuring School Comparison School
Mean Mean
School Climate
Teacher Morale
1993 20 35*
1994 41% 41
1995 37t 26
Student Motivation
1993 54 51
1994 59% 49*
1995 59 46*
School Safety
1993 71 63*
1994 75 65*
1995 75 63*
Student Discipline
1993 86 37*
1994 83 43*
1995 81 54*%
Challenging Standards
1993 65 50*
1994 70 62
1995 78 53*
School Management
Support from the Principal and Administrators
1993 56 68*
1994 67t 65
1995 63t 60%
Specific Involvement in School Management
1993 33 29*
1994 34 30
1995 32 28

Please see notes at bottom of Table C.4.
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TABLE C.4

RESULTS FOR COMPONENTS OF SCHOOL CLIMATE AND
SCHOOL MANAGEMENT INDEXES:

SANTA ANA
Middle School High School
Restructuring Comparison  Restructuring Comparison
School School School School
Mean Mean Mean Mean
School Climate
Teacher Morale
1993 21 37* 45 43
1994 43 42 32t 44
1995 49 52 14% 51
Student Motivation
1993 52 58* 55 54
1994 61t 58 55 55
1995 60t 58 51% 54
School Safety
1993 60 68* 76 71*
1994 71 66* 75 73
1995 75 70 73 75
Student Discipline
1993 40 68* 82 93
1994 60t 62 62t 98
1995 69% 73 57% 97
Challenging Standards
1993 51 66* 59 59
1994 70% 67 51 62
1995 63t 73 51 52
School Management
Support from the Principal and Administrators
1993 58 67* 64 68
1994 63t 68* 53% 69
1995 65% 72* 47% 69
Specific Involvement of Staff in School
Management
1993 27 30 31 30
1994 27 34* 29 29
1995 27 34* 29 29

* Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
¥ Significantly different from the 1993 value at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
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APPENDIX D

DEFINITIONS OF VARIABLES



The variables used in thatd analysis often were constructed from sets of items in the student,
teacher, and parent questionnaires and the school records; this appendix provides details on the
variable constructions. It uses question numbers tinenbaseline and follow-up surveys, with items
from the baseline questioaire denoted as BLQ##, items from the follow-up questionnaire denoted
as FUQ##, and items from records data denoted by easily understood names (for example, math

grade).

A. DROPOUT RATE

Thedropout rate for a given year is defined conceptually as the percentage of students in the
sample who have not earned a high school degree or general equivalency diploma (GED) and who
are not enrolled in school as of the end ofstti@ool year (May) or their interview month, whichever
is earlier. This variable is based primarily on student responses to follow-up questionnaire items
FUQ22 and FQ23, on enrollment, and FUQ14 and FUQA41, on degree attainment. In addition,
information from student records dataemrollment is used to define the dropout rate under certain

circumstances.

1. High School Graduates

Students who graduated from high school or attained a GED certificate are, by definition, not
high schooldropouts. They are considered graduates if they report having a high school diploma
(FUQ14A=1) or aGED certificate (FUQ14B=1). If information from these items is missing, we
look at a similar questiomder in the survey, counting them as a graduate if they say that “they have

a high school diploma or GED certificate” (FUQ4121).

"However, this question (FUQ41) is asked only of individuals who attended school for at least
one month since the previous July.
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2. Enrollment at End of School Year

In the follow-upquestionnaire, individuals are asked if they have attended “a regular middle or
high school, an alternative middle or high schoob@ational high school, or a GED program” since
July 1 ofthe previous year. If they say that they have not (FUQ22=2), and if they are not a high
school graduate, they are considered a dropout.

If individuals say that they have attended school since July 1 of the previous year (FUQ22=1),
they arenext asked which months of the previous year they attended school. Follow-up
guestonnaire number FUQ23 actually contains 12 separate items indicating whether individuals
were enrolled in each montietween July of the previous year and June of the current year. If they
were irterviewed prior to June of the current year, the items indicating enroliment status between
the interview month and June are coded as missing.

For individuals whare not graduates and who have attended school since July of the previous
year, dropout status is determined by their enrollment status either in May of the current year or in
the interview month, whichever comes earier.th#fy say they were enrolled in May (FUQ23 5=5)
or the interview month, they are not dropouts. If they say they were not enrolled in this May or in
the interview month, one further check is made on their status. Question FUQ42 asks students
whether they are “currently attending school (or on summer vacation).” If they answer yes to this
guestion (FUQ42=1), they are considered not to be dropouts, regardless of whether they said they

were enrolled irthe earlier of May or the interview month. If, however, they say that are not

2An exception to this generalization is made if their records data provide contradictory
information (see the next section).

*The interview month idefined as the actual month in which the interview took place if it took
place on or after theighth day of the month. The interview month is defined as the month prior to
the month in which the interview took place ifabk place between the first and seventh days of the
month. ThusApril is the interview month for individuals interviewed on May 7, and May is the
interview month for individuals interviewed on May 8.
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currently enrolled or on summer vacation (FU42=2), as well as not being enrolled in the earlier of

May or the interview month, they are considered dropouts.

3. Check of Records Data

One problem with this definition ofdpping out is that the wording of question FUQ22 caused
some enrolled students tespond that they had not attended school since July of the previous year.
For example, some students attended schools called junior high schools, elementary schools, or
alternativemiddle schools. Because none of these names were referenced in FUQ22 (which
referenced “regular middle or high school,” “alternative middle or high school,” “vocational high
school,” and “GED program”), students who interpreted the question literally would respond that
they had not attended such schools.

Giventhis response, the skip pattern of the questionnaire caused these students to skip out of
the questions on theiranths of enroliment (FUQ23) and on whether they were currently attending
school (FUQ42). Following the logic of odropout definition, these students should be considered
dropouts even though they were attending school. To address this problem, which arose mainly at
a few sites, we checked students’ enrollment status from records dptatidalar, for students who
responded that they hadt attended school since July of the previous year (FUQ22=2) and in sites
with valid records data, we checked to see whether the enrollment informatenrecords data
indicated that they had been enrolled at the end of the school year. If it did, we changed the value
of the dropout status variable from indicating that theviddal was a dropout to indicating that they
were a non-droput. We did not use records data to determine enroliment status in any other

circumstances.
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B. ABSENTEEISM

Absenteeism idased on student records data and is defined only over the period of time in
which students were enrolled in school. In particular, it is defined as the number of days students
were absent during the year, divided by thelner of days in which they were enrolled. If a student
was not enrolled at all during tlyear, this variable was set to “missing.” In sites where distinctions
were made between excused and unexcused absences, we treated both types as absences in

calculating the absenteeism rate.

C. TEST SCORES
Math and reading test scores webtained from district records. Students in different districts
took different tests, but the tests wereststent across restructuring and comparison schools within

each site. By district, the modal test and levels for students in the year they were sampled were:

Middle School High School

Dallas NAPT (cohort 1) NAPT
lowa Test of Basic Skills (13) (cohort 2)

Grand Rapids  California Achievement Test (17) California Achievement Test (19)
Philadelphia Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (17) Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (19)
Phoenix Test of Achievement and Proficiency

Santa Ana Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (17) Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (19)

D. SELF-ESTEEM AND LOCUS OF CONTROL

In measuring self-esteem and locus of control, we categorize students into three groups
according to their levels of these measures relative to the population as a whole. For example, we
categorize students as having “low” self-esteem if their value for the self-esteem measure places

them in the thd of the population with lowest self-esteem, “average” self-esteem if their value is
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in the middlethird, and “high” self-esteem if their average is in the upper third. If the SDDAP
sample is similar to theopulation nationally, about a third of SDDAP students would fall into each
category.

To commre our sample with the population nationally, we use data from the National
Education Longitudinal Survey (NELS). Fgiudents in middle school, we compare their responses
with theresponses on the NELS baseline survey of 8th graders; for students in high school, we

compare their responses to the responses on the NELS follow-up survey of 10th graders.

1. Self-Esteem

Our measure o$elf-esteem is based on the extent to which students agree with a series of
statements about themselves. In particular, they keel &s rate the following statements on a scale
of 1 to 4, based on how much they agree with the stater{ieindicating that they strongly disagree

with the statement, and 4 indicating that the strongly agree with the statement):

| feel good about myself. (BLQ22A, FUQ21A)

| feel I am a person of worth, as good as other people. (BLQ22D, FUQ21D)

| am able to do things as well as most other people. (BLQ22E, FUQZ21E)

On the whole, | am satisfied with myself. (BLQ22H, FUQ21H)

| certainly feel useless at times. (BLQ22I, FUQ21l)

At times | think | am no good at all. (BLQ22J, FUQ21J)

| feel I do not have much to be proud of. (BLQ22L, FUQ21L)

These tems were in the SDDAP baseline and follow-up questionnaires and in the NELS

guestionnaire. The process of creating the self-esteem variable entailed five steps:
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1. To ensure that the numerical values of all the items are consistent (in other words, high
valuesfor each item should indicate high self-esteem), we reversed the scoring on the
last three tems listed above in both our data and the NELS data; for example,
BLQ22I=4 was changed to 1, 3 was changed to 2, 2 was changed to 3, and 1 was
changed to 4.

2. UsingNELS data, we calculated the weighted means and standard deviations of the
seven items. These means regméshe average response to the items in the population
as a whole.

3. We standardized responses of SDDAP students, using a nationally representative
benchmark by subtracting the NELS mean from each student’s response and dividing
by the NELS standard deviation. Werformed the same standardization procedure on
NELS sample members.

4. Foreach individual (in our sample and in NELS), we generated a self-esteem score by
calculating the average of the seven self-esteem items, as long as at least half the items
were ron-missing (if less than half were non-missing, the student’s self-esteem score
was considered to be missing).

5. In theNELS sample, we calculated the 33rd and 67th percentiles of the self-esteem
scorevariable. We then created a variable using our data that indicated whether an
SDDAP student fell into the lowest third of self-esteem nationally (that is, his or her
self-esteem score was less than the NELS 33rd percentile), the middle third of self-
esteem nationally (a self-estesnore between the NELS 33rd and 67th percentiles), or
the top third of self-esteem nationally (a self-esteem score greater than the NELS 67th
percentile).

2. Locus of Control

The locus-of-control variable waseated analogously to the self-esteem variable. The variable
is based on the extent to which sample members agree with stist@ineut the extent to which they
feelthey are in control of their future (on a 1-to-4 scale). High values of locus of control indicate
that stulents have an internal locus of control, meaning they believe they can control their future
themselves. Low values indicate that students have an external locus of control, meaning they feel

that external events control what happens to them. The statemartitibriocus of control is based

are:
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| don’t have enough control over the direction my life is taking. (BLQ22B, FUQ21B)

e In my life, good luck is more important than hard work for success. (BLQ22C,
FUQ21C)

» Every time I try to get ahead, something or somebody stops me. (BLQ22F, BUQ21F)

e My plans hardly ever work out, so planning only makes me unhappy. (BLQ22G,
FUQ21G)

* When | make plans, | am almost certain | can make them work. (BLQ22K, FUQ21K)

» Chance and luck areeky important for what happens in my life. (BLQ22M, FUQ21M)

The five steps taken to create the variable indicating whether a person’s locus of control is in the
lower, middle, or upper third nationally are identical to those taken in creating the self-esteem

variable. In step 1, the scoring on each of the itemseassed, except for item BLQ22K / FUQ22K.

E. SCHOOL CLIMATE

The sclool climate variable, created analogously to the self-esteem and locus-of-control
variables, is based on questions about how students feel about their schools. The responses are
compared with responses to the same questions for NELS students. Students are asked the extent

to which they agree (on a 1-to-4 scale) with the following statements:

» Students get along well with teachers at this school. (BLQ24A, FUQ34A)
* My teachers don’t pay much attention to me. (BLQ24E, FUQ34D)

* Inclass | often feel “put down” by my teachers. (BLQ24G, FUQ34F)

e I'm learning a lot at this school. (BLQ24M, FUQ34K)

» Students who break the rules at this school get into trouble. (BLQ24R)

» | feel safe at this school. (BLQ24U, FUQ34Q)
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The same five steps used to indieakech third of students nationally our sample members fell into,
with respect toself-esteem and locus of control, were used to determine whether the sample
members’ asses&nts of their schools’ climate were in the lower third, middle third, or upper third
nationally. Instep 1, the scoring on the second and third items listed above was reversed

(BLQ24E/FUQ34D and BLQ24G/FUQ34F).

F. RISK FACTORS
1. Does Not Live in Two-Parent Household

This item is based on BLQ11, whielsks respondents to name the people with whom they live.
The posdiilities are: (1) mother; (2) stepmother, foster mother, or female guardian; (3) father;
(4) stepfather, foster father, or male guardian; (5) grandsef@) other adult relative(s); (7) other
adults who are not relatives; af8412) various types of children. Students are defined as not living

in a two-parent household if any of the following conditions hold:

» They live with a mother or stepmother, but no other adults.
» They live with a father or stepfather, but no other adults.

» They do not live with a mother, stepmother, father or stepfather.

2. Household Receives Public Assistance

Students areonsidered part of a household that receives public assistance if they report that
their family receives welfare (BLQ61=1), Medicaid (BL@42, or food stamps (BLQ63=1). If they
say that theydon’'t know” whether they receive these forms of public assistance, they are assumed

not to receive them.
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3. Primary Language at Home Is Not English
Individuals areconsidered to come from homes in which the primary language is not English

if they report that all of the following conditions hold:

» The first language they learned to speak as a child was not English. (BLQ50>1)
» The language they usually speak outside of school is not English. (BLQ51>1)
» The language that the people with whom they live usually speak is not English.
(BLQ52>1)
4. Has Sibling Who Dropped Out of School
This item is asked directly in BLQ35. If individuals have no brothers or sisters, they are

considered not to have a sibling who dropped out of school.

5. Below Grade Level

This variable ibased on the individual's reported age at the beginning of the baseline year
(based on BLQ4 anBLQ5) and the grade in school they report they are in as of the baseline
interview (BLQ1). Students are considered below grade level if they were at least 10 years old at

the start of grade 4, or 11 years old at the start of grade 5, and so on, through higher grades.

6. Average Grades Below C

Stucknts are asked on the baseline questionnaire about the grades they received during the
previous year. If they say they received “about half C’s, half D's” (BLQ28=7) or “mostly D’s”
(BLQ28=8) or “mostly below D’s” (BLQ28=9), they are considered to receive average grades

below C.
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7. Discipline Problems at School

Students are asked how often they ha@eepced five types of disciplinary problems at school
during theprevious year (BLQ34A - BLQ34E). Responses were they had “never” experienced a
given problem, had experienced it “1 airpes,” or had experienced it “3 or more times.” They are
considered to have had discipline problems at school if (1) they experienced more than one type of
problem at least one time each, or (2) they experienced at least one type of problem three or more

times.

8. Absent More than 20 Days

Studentsare asked on the baseline questionnaire how many days of school they missed during
the previous year (BLQ36). They are considered to have been absent more than 20 days if they
report that they missed 21 to 88ys (BLQ36=7), 31 to 60 days (BLQ36=8), or more than 60 days

(BLQ36=9).

G. INDEXES FROM THE TEACHER SURVEY
We analyzed three general indexes as part of the teacher analysischi@pleclimate index, (2) a

staff autonomy and involvement index, and (3) a parent contact index.

H. SCHOOL CLIMATE

This index was created by averaging five outcomes representing different aspects of a school’s
climate. The five outcomes were scaled to range in value from 0 to 100, with the resulting average
ranging from O (the worst school climate) to 100 (the best school climate). Thremesitwere based

on teachers’ responses to the following statements:

1. “School standards for student achievement are challenging and attainable.”

2. “Discipline is emphasized at this school.”
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3. “Teacher morale is high in this school.”

The other two outcomes combined survey questions and represented teacher perceptions of:

1. The level of student motivation (combining six survey items).
2. The level of school safety and problems with crime and violertbe achool (combining
nine items).
The “student mtivation” composite was created by averaging responses to whether teachers agreed

with the following statements:

1. “Student morale is high.”
2. “The school’s standards for student achievement are challenging and attainable.”

3. “Students place a high priority on learning at this school.”

and whether they disagreed with the following statements:

1. “Teachers in this school have a negative attitude about students.”
2. “Teachers in this school find it difficult to motivate students.”

3. “I sometimes feel it is a waste of time to do my best as a teacher.”

The “school skety” composite was constructed by averaging the responses to nine survey questions
in which teachers were asked to ratesteerity of the following problems (on a 1-to-4 scale) among

their students:

1. Fights between students
2. Gang activities

3. Stealing while in school
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4. Vandalism in the school

5. Coming to school under the influence of alcohol or drugs
6. Bringing weapons to school

7. Physical abuse of teachers

8. Verbal abuse of teachers

9. Racial and ethnic conflict among studénts

1. Staff Autonomy and Involvement Index

This index was created by averaging mammposite measures representing teachers’ perceptions
of (1) the level of support from theipcipal and administrators perceived by teachers at their school,
and (2) teachers’ level of involvement in school manageractivities. The “general level of support
and involvement” composite was created by averaging the responses tovagateuns, representing
the degree to which teachers agreed (on a 1-to-5 scale) with the following statements:

1. “Teachers often receive praise from the principal or school administrators for showing

initiative.”

2. “Teachers work together with the principal and other school administratareaswhich
are causing problems and concerns in school.”

3. “Teachers have enough opportunity to influence decisions that affect their work.”
4. “The principal or school administrators support the teachers in this school.”

5. “The principal or school administrators work tesare that this school is a pleasant place
to teach.”

6. “The principal or school administrators collaborate with teachers to make decisions in
school.”

“Under the original coding scheme for responses to these survey questions, 1 represented “not
a problem,” 2 represented a “minor problem,” 3 represented a “moderate problem,” and 4
represented a “major problem.” To be camesis with other components of the school climate index,
we reversed this scale when we constructed the school safety composite, so that a higher value for
the measure represents a better school climate.
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7. “The principal communicates a clear vision of what the school should accomplish.”

8. “Teacters and the principal or school administrators work collaboratively to identify
needs for school improvement.”

9. “Teachers are given time to solve problems facing the school.”

The “involvement in school management” comfgwas created by averaging teachers’ level of
involvement (reported on a 1-to-4 scale) in five areas of school management: (1) planning and
conducting school improvement and staff development activities (covered in six separate survey
items); (2) hiring administrators, depaént chairpersons, and new teachers (covered in three items);
(3) setting school policy on discipline, attendance, and grading (covered in three items);
(4) determining class assignments for teachers and students (covered in three items); and

(5) determining curriculum content (covered in three items).

2. Parental Contact Index

The parental contact indevas created by averaging five outcomes that measured the frequency
and intensity of teachers’ contaetgh their students’ parents or primary caregivers. Two of the five
outcomes idicated whether teachers reported (1) usually communicating with parents in person, or
(2) spending more than one hour a week contacting parents. The third outcome was the proportion
of students whose parents were contacted by the teacher during the current school year. The fourth
and fifth outcomes represented teachers’ propensity to contact ajenteen there was an academic
or behavioral problem with their child, and (2) at other times (when there was no problem).

The “propensity to contact when there was a problem” composite was created by averaging
teachers’ responses to five questions indicating their propensity to contact a shatent®r primary
caregiver when (1) the student had academic problems, (2) the studéisidhijalthe problems, (3) the
student behged in an unusual manner, and (4) there was a more general classroom problem. These
responses were coded on a 1-to-5 scale, with 1 represémever” and 5 representing “always.” We
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subtracted 1 from the averagelofse responses and divided by 4 to create the composite, the values
of which then ranged from O to 1.

The “propensity to contact at other times” composite was created by averagirggseeesponses
to four questions indicating their propensity to contattident’s parent or primary caregiver in order
to (1) reportthat the student had shown academic excellence or improvement, (2) report that the
student had shown disciplinary excellence or improvement, (3) offer encouragement or support to
parents, and (4) introduce thesh&es to parents. These responses were coded on a 1-to-5 scale. We
subtracted 1 from the averagelofse responses and divided by 4 to create the composite, the values

of which ranged from 0O to 1.

I. INDEXES FROM THE PARENT SURVEY
We analyzed three indexes as part of the paraai/sis: (1) a school climate index, (2) a quality

of education index, and (3) a parent contact and involvement index.

1. School Climate Index

This index was created layweraging responses to whether parents agreed with three statements:

1. “My child likes school.”
2. “The school seems interested in my child as an individual.”

3. “The school is a safe place.”

2. Quality of Education Index
This indexwas created by averaging responses to whether parents agreed with these six

statements:
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1. “People at the school think learning is very important.
2. “My child works hard in school.”

3. “My child is not bored in school.”

4. “The school is teaching the students a lot.”

5. “The school is preparing students well for jobs.”

6. “The school offers the kind of courses and programs | want for my child.”

3. Parental Contact and Involvement Index

This index was created by averaging eight outcomes measuring passetssments of their level
of involvement in and contact with their children’s school. Thrgeomes indicated whether parents
reported doing the following during the school year: (1) attending a meeting of a parent-teacher
organization, (2) volunteering to help out in school, and €¥ing the school often. Three outcomes

indicated whether parents agreed with the following statements:

1. “The school keeps me well informed about my child.”
2. “Parents have enough say about how the school should be run.”

3. “Parents work together to help the school.”

Two outcomes measured the frequency during the current school year with which (1) the school

contacted the parent, and (2) the parent contacted the school.
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