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search design was employed, encompassing both quantitative and qualitative analyses.
Student achievement results on the reading sections of the Ohio Proficiency Test and
the Stanford Achievement Test showed that both DI and SFA schools performed com-
parably to other district schools after statistically adjusting for school and student vari-
ables. Qualitative measures indicated generally positive support for both models by
teachers, principals, and parents. However, in the case of DI, findings indicated weak-
nesses in implementation due largely to uncertainties involving school versus district
roles and inadequate training. Results are discussed with regard to the influences of
contextual and implementation variables on judging CSR model effectiveness in gen-
eral and for specific schools and districts.

With the passage in 2002 of the federal No Child Left Behind legislation, increased
focus has developed for identifying “proven” practices that demonstrably raise stu-
dent achievement. Federal initiatives, such as the Comprehensive School Reform
(CSR) program (U.S. Department of Education, 1999) and funding formulas under
NCLB, were intended to facilitate restructuring efforts to replace traditional, un-
successful strategies with scientifically based practices that raise student achieve-
ment. Initiated in 1999-2000, Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration
(CSRD) funded more than 1,800 schools nationally with a minimum of $50,000
each year for 3 years (Hatch, 2001). To date, there are over 380 models that have
been adopted under CSRD support (Desimone, 2002). Most of these models at-
tempt to implement whole-school restructuring by reforming curriculum, instruc-
tion, and organizational structures (Datnow & Stringfield, 2000). Among the
best-known and most frequently used externally developed designs are Success for
All (SFA; Slavin & Madden, 2001), Accelerated Schools (Hopfenberg & Levin,
1993), the School Development Program (Haynes, 1998), and Direct Instruction
(DI; Englemann, Becker, Carnine, & Gersten, 1988). These and other widely dis-
seminated CSR models (Borman, Hewes, Overman, & Brown, 2003) were devel-
oped to be systematically replicated so as to produce comparable implementations
and benefits for multiple schools across the country.

Despite the long history and recent proliferation of CSR designs, there is surpris-
ingly limited rigorous, scientific, or independent evidence on their effectiveness in
either implementation quality or, most critically, raising student achievement. Ac-
cording to Borman and colleagues (2003), prior to their recent meta-analysis of 29
popular models, there have been only five major practitioner-oriented reviews or cat-
alogs (see Herman, 1999; Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, 1998, 2000;
Slavin & Fashola, 1998; Wang, Haertel, & Walberg, 1997). Taken as a whole, these
reviews show the quantity of rigorous research performed on CSR models to be ex-
tremely limited. Thus, little evidence exists from which to make educational deci-
sions about model selection. In Herman’s (1999) frequently cited review, for exam-
ple, only three out of 24 models reviewed—DI, High Schools That Work, and SFA—
were judged as having “strong evidence” of positive effects. Notably, foreight of the
models (33%), not enough research evidence was available to make a judgment.

USING SCHOOL REFORM MODELS 359

In their meta-analysis, Borman and colleagues (2003) found an overall achieve-
ment advantage ranging from one-tenth to one-seventh of a standard deviation for
the CSR models examined. Models classified as having the strongest evidence of
yielding benefits were DI, SFA, and the School Development Program, with effect
sizes in the +0.15 to +0.21 range. Discouragingly, 17 out of the 29 models were
classified as having insufficient statistically reliable or generalizable results to
judge effects.

Even where seemingly rigorous studies have been performed, the determina-
tion of educational program effects in school settings may be influenced by many
extraneous variables (Berliner, 2002). One such variable is potential bias due to de-
sign factors that might favor the experimental over the control program or due to
the involvement of developers in researching their own models (e.g., Pogrow,
1998, 2000). A second factor is evidence becoming dated as a result of a model un-
dergoing changes over time or being implemented in schools affected by different
national or local policies than existed in the past.! A third factor is the many con-
textual variables that influence how a program or model is perceived by school
staff, integrated with administrative structures and other initiatives, implemented
by individual teachers, and sustained over time (Cuban, 1993; Datnow &
Stringfield, 2000; Fullan, 2000). In view of these considerations, it is not surpris-
ing that a given CSR model can have positive effects at one school but fail to suc-
ceed at a similar school in the same geographic area and school district (see
Berends, Chun, Schuyler, Stockley, & Briggs, 2002; Ross, Sanders, Wright,
Stringfield, Wang, & Alberg, 2001).

Complementing educators’ interests in identifying what works in schools is the
current national demand, spurred by the reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (U.S. Congress, 2002), for increased rigor in educa-
tional research (see Feuer, Towne, & Shavelson, 2002). This study was designed to
address the need to expand the evidence base from rigorous research on CSR mod-
els by examining the longitudinal educational impacts in an urban school district
of two of the most widely used models—DI (e.g., Englemann, 1969) and SFA
(Slavin & Madden, 2001). An assumption supporting the rationale for this and
similar field studies was that, due to their complexity and susceptibility to inter-
vening variables, educational programs do not have fixed effects on student
achievement that will necessarily be duplicated from site to site (Berliner, 2002:
Ross et al., 2001). Multi-site replicated studies (Slavin & Madden, 1993) thus add

to the literature base on overall program effects, while identifying the particular -

contexts and variables associated with higher or lower success.
A second, related assumption was that a mixed-method research design
(Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003), which combines rigorous quantitative analyses

IFor example, research on Direct Instruction examining implementations of DISTAR in the 1970s
(e.g., Kaufman, 1972, 1973, 1974) would seem less valid for informing practices today than would re-
cent studies conducted in CSR contexts (e.g., Mac Iver, Kemper, & Stringfield, 2003).
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with qualitative inquiry to describe influential processes and contextual factors
(Feuer etal., 2002), has strong advantages over using either a quantitative or qualita-
tive approach alone. Variables such as school climate, teacher support, quality of
professional development, adequacy of resources, political events, participant char-
acteristics, and administrative policies typically help to explain why the program
was more or less difficult to implement in the target context. Such variables also help
to examine the viability of theoretical assumptions for why given reforms may work
to raise achievement in certain situations but not in others. Datnow, Hubbard, and
Mehan (2002), for example, viewed school reform as a co-constructed process,
shaped by dynamics that occur in diverse contexts, such as the classroom, school,
district, design team, state, and federal levels. Thus, the reform model that worked
well when first developed and implemented by the developers may have quite differ-
ent impacts after being funneled through the interactive influences of the multiple
stakeholders at each new site. Alternatively, Desimone (2002) and Porter (1994) in-
terpreted the success of CSR in terms of model components (i.e., specificity), com-
patibility with existing reform efforts (consistency), political and control factors in
the district (authority and power), and the sufficiency of the time available to invoke
change (stability). According to both of these frameworks, the success of the reforms
examined in this study should be shaped by interactions identified between perva-
sive district influences and idiosyncratic model-specific and school variables.

A third assumption was that acquiring scientifically valid evidence about edu-
cational programs or models not only depends on the rigor of the research design
employed but also on the availability of appropriate data from schools. An espe-
cially apt structure for conducting school-based research can be created through a
partnership between individual school districts, which are interested in obtaining
research results on the program of interest, and external research groups, which are
interested in conducting such studies while offering the expertise and objectivity
of third-party researchers (Ross, 2000). This type of collaboration, involving To-
ledo Public Schools (TPS) and this research team, formed the basis for this dis-
trict-wide impact evaluation of DI and SFA.

STUDY CONTEXT AND REFORM MODELS

During a 4-year period prior to this study, the district attempted to revitalize its
lowest performing schools by making DI and SFA available to nine urban elemen-
tary schools serving largely disadvantaged student populations. A brief review of
each model is provided in the sections below.

Direct Instruction (DI)

DI is grounded in Sigfried Englemann’s theory that learning can be accelerated
and improved if teacher-delivered presentations are clear, fast-paced, and highly
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interactive for learners (Englemann, 1969; Englemann, Becker, Carnine, &
Gersten, 1988). The initial DI model was published by Science Research Associ-
ates under the trade name Direct Instruction System for Teaching Reading and
Arithmetic (DISTAR), and focused on reading, language, and math. Presently, the
model has expanded to other subjects (e.g., science and handwriting), and includes
prescribed curricula and teaching materials, and extensive professional develop-
ment to teachers and principals. Instructional components include scripted les-
sons, cross-grade and between-class ability grouping, and frequent assessment of
mastery.2 DI is currently being used in over 300 schools nationally.

Research on DI has generally been supportive (see reviews by Adams &
Englemann, 1996; Borman, 2002; Herman, 1999) of its effects on student achieve-
ment. In Borman and colleagues’ (2003) meta-analysis of CSR research, DI was
one of only three out of 29 models classified as demonstrating the strongest level of
effectiveness based on the number of studies, generalizability of the findings, and
the magnitude of the effect size from suitably rigorous studies. Across studies, DI
was associated with effect sizes of d = +0.21 for the overall sample, and d = +0.15
for comparison and third-party studies only. The vast majority of the studies, how-
ever, were conducted in the 1980s and earlier. More recent outcomes have been
mixed, with statistically significant advantages found for DI over control schools
in Houston (Carlson & Francis; 2002) and Baltimore (Mac Iver, Kemper, &
Stringfield, 2003) but no effects in an additional Baltimore study of overall (not
continuously enrolled only) student populations (Butler, 2003).

Success for All (SFA)

SFA was developed in the late 1980s by Robert Slavin and his associates at
Johns Hopkins University (Slavin & Madden, 2001). The overall goal is to en-
able every child in participating schools to read at grade level by the end of
Grade 3. SFA emphasizes strategies for early intervention and prevention of
reading failure. Key components of SFA consist of: (a) a research-based reading
program comprised of Reading Roots in Grades K-1 and Reading Wings in
higher grades; (b) a strong emphasis on developing both phonemic awareness
and comprehension skills; (¢) individual tutoring by certified teachers for stu-
dents most in need; (d) regrouping of students so that ability-grouped multi-age
classes are established for a daily 90-min reading block; (¢) a family support
team to bolster attendance and parent involvement; (f) a full-time facilitator; and
(g) extensive, ongoing professional development.

Research evidence on SFA is considered strong relative to other CSR models
based on the large number of studies and the consistency of the findings (Herman,
1999). The typical SFA study involves matching SFA schools to demographically

2For more information, see http://www.nwrel.org/scpd/catalog/.
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similar control schools in the same district (Slavin & Madden, 2001). In Borman
and colleagues’ (2003) meta-analysis, SFA was classified along with DI and the
School Development Program (Haynes, 1998) in the select “strongest evidence of
effectiveness” category. Results showed a statistically significant overall effect
size for SFA of d = +0.18, and a significant but lower effect size of 4 = +0.11 for
third-party comparison studies only. Critics of CSR have called for more studies to
be conducted by third-party researchers who are independent of the programs be-
ing evaluated (Pogrow, 1998, 2000). Among the most recent SFA studies is a
third-party investigation conducted in Louisville, Kentucky (Muiioz & Dossett,
2004; Muiioz, Dossett, & Judy-Gullans, 2003). Using a matched-control design
with three SFA schools and three control schools, the researchers found statisti-
cally significant positive effects for SFA schools on CTBS reading scores, atten-
dance, and reduction of suspensions.

RESEARCH PURPOSE AND QUESTIONS

The primary purpose of this research was to provide a rigorous, third-party study
of the success of reform efforts in impacting positive school change and student
achievement in the nine schools implementing DI and SFA. Specific research
questions were:

1. What were program (DI and SFA) impacts on student achievement out-
comes over time?

2. What were program impacts on school climate?

3. Whatschool and district variables appeared to influence the effectiveness of
the programs and the schools’ ability toimplement the programs effectively?

METHOD

Sampling

Eight schools participated in the portion of the study focusing on student achieve-
ment, including three DI schools that began implementation in 1997-1998, three
DI schools that began implementation in 1999-2000, and two SFA schools that be-
gan implementation in 1999-2000. For the qualitative study, an additional DI
school, in only its first year of implementation, participated. The DI schools served
a predominantly African American, high-poverty student population (see Table 1).
The SFA schools had substantially lower poverty rates (around 40%), with SFA-1
serving a diverse population (42% African American, 36% White, and 22% other
ethnicities) and SFA-2 serving a predominately White population.
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The comparison sample for the student achievement analysis consisted of all
other district elementary schools (n = 36), the scores for which were adjusted for
school and student characteristics. For the qualitative analyses, experts in the school
district, in collaboration with the researchers, selected matched Control schools for
DI and SFA based on prior achievement, socioeconomic status (SES) factors, and
ethnicity. There were six DI Control schools and two SFA Control schools.

Data Sources and Instrumentation

DI, SFA, and Control programs were all assessed using the instruments described
below, with the exceptions of the Control schools not having (a) targeted observa-
tions, and (b) facilitator interviews.

Achievement analyses. Both student-level and school-level analyses were
conducted using a two-level hierarchical linear model (HLM). Average program
effects for DI and SFA on (a) Stanford 9 Total Reading in Grade 2 and (b) reading
scores on the Ohio Proficiency Test in Grades 4 and 6 were estimated. Inferential
tests, adjusting for prior achievement and poverty, were run to determine whether
students attending schools using either program scored significantly higher than
students attending other district schools. Similarly, the relationship between pre-
test and posttest scores within each school (i.e., the pretest-posttest regression
slope) was estimated and tested to determine variations as a function of program
type. Average effects and effects on pretest-posttest slopes were estimated and an-
alyzed using a two-level hierarchical linear model for each grade level (2, 4, and 6)

TABLE 1
Participant School Demographics, 2000-2001 School Year

Program/School Enroliment  Free Lunch (%) African American (%) White (%)
1997-1998 DI schools

DI-1 475 92.6 94.7 29

DI-2 369 88.4 95.9 24

DI-3 394 63.1 914 6.1
1999-2000 DI schools

DI-4 495 95.9 97.2 1.0

DI-5 363 51.6 97.2 14

DI-6 262 70.7 96.9 0.4
1999-2000 SFA schools

SFA-1 302 40.1 424 364

SFA-2 863 45.6 10.7 759
Overall District Mdns 416 719 29.8 53.1

Note. The school year in the Program/School column represents the first year of comprehensive
school reform model implementation. DI = Direct Instruction; SFA = Success for All; Mdns = Median
scores.
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for 3 school years (1998-1999, 1999-2000, and 2000-2001). Further description
of the analytical design is provided in the Results section.

School Climate Inventory (SCI). The main purpose of the School Climate
Inventory (SCI) is to assess teacher perceptions of impacts of reform initiatives in re-
lation to seven dimensions logically and empirically linked with factors associated
with effective school organizational climates (Butler & Alberg, 1991). The inven-
tory contains 49 items, with 7 items comprising each scale. Responses are scored
through the use of Likert-type ratings ranging from 1 (strong disagreement) to 5
{strong agreement). Each scale yields scores ranging from 1 to 5, with higher scores
being more positive. Additional items solicit basic demographic information.

Face validity of the school climate items and logical ordering of the items by di-
mensions were established during the development of the inventory (Butler &
Alberg, 1991). Subsequent analysis of responses, including a concurrent validity
study by Sterbinsky (2001), collected through administration of the inventory in a
variety of school sites, substantiated validity of the items and scales. Dimension
descriptions and current internal reliability coefficients on the seven dimensions of
the inventory, obtained using Cronbach’s alpha, are as follows: Order—the extent
to which the environment is ordered and appropriate student behaviors are present
(o0 = .84); Leadership—the extent to which the administration provides instruc-
tional Jeadership (o. = .83); Environment—the extent to which positive learning en-
vironments exist (& = .81); Involvement—the extent to which parents and the com-
munity are involved in the school (o = .76); Instruction—the extent to which the
instructional program is well developed and implemented (o = .75); Expecta-
tions—the extent to which students are expected to learn and be responsible (¢t =
.73); and Collaboration—the extent to which the administration, faculty, and stu-
dents cooperate and participate in problem solving (o = .74).

Reading Teacher Survey (RTS). All teachers who taught reading classes
at each DI, SFA, and Control school were asked to complete the RTS, which con-
tains 20 items to which teachers respond using a five-point Likert-type scale rang-
ing from ! (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The survey was adapted from
the Comprehensive School Reform Teacher Questionnaire (CSRTQ), a validated
28-item instrument (Sterbinsky, 2001) used to assess teacher reactions to overall
school restructuring efforts using numerous CSR models (including DI and SFA).
Adaptation of the selected CSRTQ items for this RTS identified the specific read-
ing program in the case of DI and SFA, but referred generically to the “reading pro-
gram” for the Control schools. Among the areas assessed were professional devel-
opment, impacts on students, changes in teaching, support for the program, effects
on technology use, and involvement of parents and the community. Kuder-Rich-
ardson Formula-20 (Kuder & Richardson, 1937). Reliability coefficients were
+0.82, +0.80, and +0.86 for the three respective versions (DI, SFA, Control),
thereby showing relatively high internal consistency.
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Targeted observations. Independent, out-of-state consultants with exper-
tise in the implementation of DI and SFA conducted site visits at the schools imple-
menting the two models. Because the observers for both models had previously
performed implementation checks as trainers or coaches, they employed checklists
and rating scales adapted from the formal model-specific evaluation materials. For
example, the SFA data collection form consisted of five open-ended sections con-
cerning impressions of (a) school climate, (b) staff interactions, (c) staff-student
interactions, (d) school organization, and (e) attractiveness and adequacy of facili-
ties. Rating scales for “extent” and “quality” were then used to assess specific pro-
gram components (e.g., Early Learning, Reading Roots, etc.). A final open-ended
section prompted the expert to describe implementation strengths and weaknesses.
Comparable program-specific assessments were used in the DI site visits.

Interviews and focus groups. Interviews were conducted by the external
research team with (a) key stakeholders (district leadership, union leadership, and
the president of the school board), (b) principals of DI, SFA, and Control schools,
(c) building-level union representatives, and (d) DI and SFA school facilitators.
Teacher focus groups of about 1 hr in length were held to provide background in-
formation about schools’ usage of their selected programs. The principal at each of
the nine schools participated in a 1-hr, on-site interview concerning his or her ex-
periences with and reactions to the design implementation and the associated out-
comes for the school, students, faculty, parents, and community. The Control
school principals also participated in a similar structured 1-hr interview concern-
ing their school’s board-adopted program.

Procedure

The SCI and RTS were administered by a district staff member at school faculty
meetings early in the spring semester. Confidentiality of responses was main-
tained by having teacher leaders directly mail the completed survey (not includ-
ing any identifying information) to the researchers. All interviews were con-
ducted by the researchers in early spring. Qualitative analyses, guided by Miles
and Huberman’s (1994) analysis model, were performed on open-ended survey
and interview responses. The procedure consisted of transcribing ideas and con-
cepts, deriving patterns and concepts, identifying themes, and revision and re-
finement based on member checking and interrater review. Once a final set of
themes was established for each question, the data were examined to derive fre-
quencies of occurrence for the respondent groups. Using this procedure, the
closed-ended responses were supplemented by determining for each question the
major themes, and the manner and frequency that the themes were experienced
by individuals. Student achievement data files were prepared by the district re-
searchers but analyzed by the external team.
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RESULTS

Student Achievement

Two-level hierarchical linear model specification. Average program ef-
fects for DI and SFA programs on Stanford 9 Total Reading in Grade 2 and read-
ing scores on the Ohio Proficiency Test in Grades 4 and 6 (see Table 2) were es-
timated. The HLM inferential tests adjusting for school pretest means and
poverty (percentage free or reduced-price lunch) were run to determine whether
students attending schools using either program scored significantly higher than
students attending other district elementary schools. Similarly, the relationship
between pretest and posttest scores within each school (i.e., the pretest-posttest
regression slope) was estimated and tested to determine whether this relationship
varied as a function of program type. Smaller slopes indicate a more equitable
distribution of achievement outcomes across levels of pretest. Average effects
and effects on pretest-posttest slopes were estimated and tested using a two-level
hierarchical linear model for each grade level (2, 4, and 6) for 3 school years
(1998-1999, 1999-2000, and 2000-2001).

Level 1 (within schools). A regression of posttest scores on pretest scores
was generated for each district school, with the pretest variable centered on the
grand pretest mean for all schools. These analyses yielded two outcome variables
for each school: (a) an adjusted posttest mean, and (b) a pretest-posttest regression
slope. The adjustment procedure rendered program effect comparisons equivalent
across schools, despite variation in the average pretest scores.

Level 2 (between schools). Three school-level variables were used to es-
timate reading program effects on adjusted means and pretest-posttest slopes: (a)
percentage of students receiving free or reduced-price lunch, (b) DI program,
and (c) SFA program. Coefficients estimated for DI and SFA represent the dif-
ference between the average adjusted means (or slopes) for schools implement-
ing these programs and the expected adjusted mean given the level of poverty in
the school. Thus, inferential statistical tests on the effectiveness of these two

TABLE 2
Pretest-Posttest Measures for Evaluation of DI and SFA Programs
Cohort (Grade) Pretest Posttest
Second 1*t grade Stanford 9 Total Reading 2" grade Stanford 9 Total Reading
Fourth 3™ grade Off-grade Proficiency Test®? 4™ grade Ohio Proficiency Testb
Sixth 5% grade Off-grade Proficiency Testab 6 grade Ohio Proficiency Test?

Note. DI = Direct Instruction; SFA = Success For Al
®Riverside Off-Grade Proficiency Test. YReading scale score.
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programs control for both differences in average pretest scores and differences in
school-level poverty rates. A positive coefficient associated with a program indi-
cates that students attending program schools scored higher than would be ex-
pected, given their pretest scores and the poverty level of the school.

Program effect size estimates. An effect size estimate was computed for
each program for each year and grade level by dividing the coefficient associated
with the program derived from the hierarchical linear model by the pooled
within-schools standard deviation of the posttest in the baseline year (1998-1999).
The effect size estimate (ES) represents the difference between the actual and ex-
pected adjusted means for a program in standard deviation units, or z-scores.

DI Program Effects on Adjusted Means

Schools implementing the DI program had significantly lower posttest means than
expected in 2001 fourth grade (¢ =-2.37, df = 40, p < .05) and 1999 sixth grade (¢ =
-2.30, df = 40, p < .05; see Table 3). Otherwise, there were no significant differ-
ences between DI schools and other district schools after adjusting for poverty
rates and beginning levels of student achievement. In second grade, the overall DI
effect size estimates declined from ES = +0.12 in 1999 to ES = -0.17 in 2001.
These effect size estimates were small and not significantly different from zero. In
fourth grade, DI effect size estimates were progressively larger and negative, from
ES=-0.091n1999,to ES =-0.14 in 2000, to ES =—0.25 in 2001. This trend was re-
versed for sixth-grade DI effects, which improved from ES =—0.31 in 1999 to ES =
—0.18 in 2001. Generally, DI effect size estimates were negative and small to mod-
erately large in size.

SFA Program Effects on Adjusted Means

No significant differences were associated with the SFA program at any grade level
oryear (see Table 3). Effect size estimates for SFA were near zero for all grade levels
and years, with the exception of Grade 2 in the baseline (preprogram) year, 1999 (ES
=-0.19), and Grade 4 in the second implementation year, 2001 (ES = -0.20).

Effects on Pretest-Posttest Slopes

Neither the DI nor the SFA program schools had significantly different pre-
test-posttest slopes than expected for district schools with similar levels of poverty
for any grade level or year considered (see Table 4). This suggests that achieve-
ment gains in schools implementing either of the programs are distributed in a
manner similar to that in other district schools. Furthermore, school poverty rate
was not significantly related to the slopes for any of the comparisons made. Thus,
while slopes varied from school to school, there was no apparent relationship be-
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TABLE 3
Program Effects on Adjusted Posttest Means
DI SFA

Grade/School Year Coefficient t-ratio Coefficient t-ratio
Second

98-99 1.37 0.68 -2.08 -0.47

99-00 -0.71 -0.34 -0.04 -0.01

00-01 -1.91 -0.83 -0.10 -0.03
Fourth

98-99 ~-1.91 -0.85 1.65 0.36

99-00 -2.93 -1.10 -1.28 -0.29

00-01 -5.37 -2.37* —4.30 ~1.13
Sixth

98-99 =197 -2.30* 1.27 0.18

99-00 -5.65 -1.74 -2.33 -0.36

00-01 —4.52 -1.68 0.70 0.13

Note. SFA programs did not begin implementation until the 1999-2000 schoo! year. DI = Direct
Instruction; SFA = Success for All. *Significant at p < .05, df = 40.

tween poverty level of the district schools and the distribution of achievernent out-
comes across different levels of prior achievement. For example, students with
high prior achievement in high-poverty and low-poverty schools were likely to
demonstrate similar success in current achievement.

School Effects

Effect size estimates were computed at each grade level (2, 4, and 6) for all Pro-
gram schools from 1998-1999 to 2000-2001. All posttest means were first ad-
justed for pretest scores. School effect sizes were ascertained by subtracting the
expected adjusted posttest mean for a school based on poverty rate from the
school’s obtained adjusted posttest mean. This quantity was then divided by the
pooled within-groups standard deviation of the posttest in the baseline year
(1998-1999) to derive an effect size estimate. These descriptive patterns are sum-
marized below by program and cohort.

1997-1998 DI school effects. Three schools (DI-1, DI-2, and DI-3) began
implementation during the 1997-1998 school year.

¢ Insecond grade, DI-3 exhibited moderately large and positive effects from the
baseline year, 1999 (ES=+0.14),t0 2001(ES =+0.46). DI-1 students, however,
consistently achieved at a normative level for the district (0.00 to +0.13). At
DI-2, effect sizes were moderately large and negative (-0.26 to —0.38).
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TABLE 4
Program Effects on Pretest-Posttest Slopes
DI SFA

Grade/School Year Coefficient t-ratio Coefficient t-ratio
Second

1999 -0.08 -0.96 -0.66 -0.45

2000 -0.14 -1.49 0.00 0.02

2001 -0.11 -1.47 0.11 1.05
Fourth

1999 0.04 0.33 -0.25 -0.90

2000 -0.14 -0.74 0.04 0.13

2001 -0.02 —0.15 -0.04 -0.15
Sixth

1999 -0.07 -0.66 -0.29 -1.21

2000 0.14 1.18 -0.22 -0.92

2001 -0.01 -0.08 ~0.16 -0.55

Note. SFA programs did not begin implementation until the 1999-2000 school year. DI = Direct
Instruction; SFA = Success for All.

o Effects in fourth grade were small and neither consistently positive or nega-
tive for these schools.

e Sixth-grade effects at DI-1 and DI-3 were moderately large and negative in
1999 (ES = —0.30 and -0.25), but improved to normative levels by 2001.

1999-2000 DI school effects. DI-4, DI-5, and DI-6 began implementation
in 1999-2000.

 In second grade achievement at DI-6 declined precipitously from the base-
line year, 1999, (ES = +0.38), to 2001 (ES = —-0.85). In contrast, achievement
effects improved substantially at DI-4 during the same period (from +0.13 to
+0.37). At DI-5, achievement scores were substantially below the district av-
erage (ES =-0.39) in 1999, but normative in 2001 (ES = -0.12).

« In fourth grade, all three schools were slightly below the district average gain
in 1999 (ES = -0.08 to -0.16). DI-4 and DI-6 exhibited a modest improve-
ment in 2000 but moderate decline in 2001.

« Insixth grade, DI4 exhibited a consistent pattern of improvement from 1999
(ES=-0.35)102001 (ES=+0.07). DI-5 showed alarge decline in achievement
from 1999 (ES = -0.09) to 2000 (ES = —0.54), but improved substantially in
2001 (ES =-0.12). Results at DI-6 were comparable to the district average in
1999 and 2000, but declined modestly in 2001 (ES =-0.23).

1999-2000 SFA school effects. Two schools, SFA-1 and SFA-2, began
implementation during the 1999-2000 school year. Because SFA-1 was a rela-
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tively new school, 1999 data were not available for Grades 2, 4, and 6. Effects for
all grades and years at the SFA schools were almost equal to the district average,
ranging from a low of ES = —0.13 for Grade 4 in 2001 at SFA-2, to a high of ES =
+0.12 for Grade 2 in 2001 at SFA-1.

SCHOOL CLIMATE

Data analysis for the SCI involved comparing the Program (DI and SFA) schools to
the Control schools on the seven climate dimensions, using one-way multivariate
analyses of variance (MANOVA).

Di

A summary of the dimension means and standard deviations for the DI and Control
schools is provided in Table 5. Because the DI results were fairly consistent across
schools, aggregate findings are presented in the table. Although the means in general
were slightly lower than those for SCInational norms, none of the dimension means,
except for Order (both DI and Control M’s =2.49), indicates overly negative school
climate outcomes for either group. The MANOVA comparing DI (n = 184) and Con-
trol (n = 168) responses was not significant, F(7, 247) = 1.27, p = .264. The largest
difference, in fact, was only .09 points, favoring the DI schools on Involvement.

SFA

Unlike the situation for DI, the two SFA schools demonstrated clearly contrast-
ing climate outcomes. Accordingly, Table 6 provides a summary of the descrip-

TABLE 5
Descriptive Results on the School Climate Inventory:
Dl (n=7) Versus Control Schools (n = 6)

DI Control

National Norms (teacher n = 184) (teacher n = 168)
Dimensions M SD M SD M SD
Collaboration 3.74 0.59 312 0.56 3.18 0.65
Environment 3.79 0.70 3.16 0.69 3.16 0.80
Expectations 3.85 0.62 332 0.69 3.36 0.63
Instruction 4.02 0.46 3.59 0.63 3.65 0.53
Involvement 3.77 0.61 3.31 0.67 322 0.57
Leadership 3.92 0.68 3.39 0.77 3.39 0.82
Order 3.24 0.81 2.49 0.91 2.49 0.66

Note. 1= Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree; DI = Di-
rect Instruction.
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tive results by school. MANOVA results significantly favored SFA-1 over the
Control schools, F(7, 38) = 6.61, p < .001. Univariate tests yielded differences,
all supporting SFA-1, on five out of the seven climate dimensions (see Table 6).
Effect sizes were extremely high, ranging from +1.05 (Expectations) to +1.80
(Environment). In contrast, SFA-2 was inferior to the Control schools, F(7, 64) =
9.74, p < .001, showing significant deficits in univariate tests on six dimensions.
Effect sizes were large and negative, ranging from —0.77 (Expectations) to —1.75
(Collaboration).

READING TEACHER SURVEY

Di

Frequency data for the DI sample revealed the following items as receiving 80% or
higher agreement or strong agreement by teachers: understanding the program
(88%), receiving adequate training (81%), and receiving support from the school’s
external facilitator or other staff (83%). For the Control sample, no item received
higher than 80% agreement. At the other extreme, both groups strongly disagreed
(over 50%) that parents or community members were more involved because of
the program.

A one-way MANOVA comparing DI and Control school means on the survey
yielded a highly significant effect, F(20, 207) = 10.27, p < .001. Follow-up
univariate analyses, as summarized in Table 7, were significant on 12 of the 20
items, all favoring DI. As shown in the table, nearly all of the effects were at least
moderate in size, approximating or exceeding ES = +0.50.

TABLE 6
Descriptive Results on the School Climate Inventory:
SFA (n = 2) Versus Control Schools (n = 2)

National SFA-1 SFA-2 Control

Norms (teachern = 21) (teacher n = 46) (teacher n = 43)
Dimensions M SD M SD M SD M SD
Collaboration 3.74 0.59 4.35% 0.31 2.30* 0.56 3.39 0.68
Environment 3.79 0.70 4.44* 0.42 2.52% 0.64 3.32 0.68
Expectations 3.85 0.62 4.27* 0.48 3.21* 0.52 3.65 0.62
Instruction 4.02 0.46 4.53* 0.34 3.77 0.46 3.80 0.57
Involvement 3.77 0.61 4.26* 0.39 3.04% 0.59 3.53 0.57
Leadership 3.92 0.68 4.10 0.68 2.59* 0.77 3.54 0.79
Order 3.24 0.81 3.56 0.79 2.35% 0.68 3.32 0.74

Note. 1= Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree; SFA =
Success for All. *Significantly different from the Control schools at p < .01.



TABLE 7 TABLE 7 (Continued)
Summary of Follow-up DI vs. Control Group Comparisons on
the Reading Teacher Survey DI Control
(teacher n = 126) (teacher n = 129)
DI Control
(teacher n = 126) (teacher n = 129) Items M SD M SD F(1,226) p ES
Items M SD M SD F(1,226) p ES 11. Children in this school are more 3.26 1.26 2.88 0.86 5.78 0017 0.36
enthusiastic about learning
1. I have a thorough understanding 4.26 0.73 3.86 0.95 14.78 0.000 047 because of our reading program.
of this school’s reading program. 12. Because of our reading program, ~ 2.34 1.06 2.22 0.85 057 0451 0.1
2. I have received adequate initial 4.09 0.93 3.38 1.07 29.39 0.000 0.71 parents are more involved in the
and ongoing professional educational program of this
development/training for school.
implementation of my school’s 13. Community support for this 250 107 238 089 098 0323 0.13
reading program. school has increased since our
3. Professional development 4.02 0.86 333 0.96 36.13 0.000 0.75 reading program has been
provided by external trainers, implemented.
model developers, and/or 14. Students have higher standards 2.85 1.24 2.57 0.86 338 0067 026
designers has been valuable for their own work because of
4. Guidance and support provided 4.13 " 0.78 2.87 1.01 117.45 0.000 140 our schools’ reading program.
by our school’s external 15. Teachers are more involved in 2.71 0.87 2.67 0.91 002 0897 0.04
facilitator, support team, or other decision making at this school
resource personnel have helped than they were before we
our school implement its reading implemented our reading
program. program.
5. Teacher are given sufficient 366 114 299 108 2251 0000 0.60 16. Our reading program adequately 346 115 285 110 1401 0000 0.54
planning time to implement our addresses the requirements of
reading program. children with special needs.
6. Materials (books and other 394 111 324 123 1706 0000 0.62 17. Because of our reading program,  2.62 108 249 097 043 0512 013
resources) needed to implement teachers in this school spend
our reading program are readily more time working together to
available. develop curriculum and plan
7. Our school has sufficient faculty 3.90 1.01 3.61 0.50 5.94 0.016 0.30 instruction.
and staff to fully implement its 18. Teachers in this school are 3.54 1.07 329  0.84 329 071 026
reading program. generally supportive of our
8. Because of our program, 2.55 0.99 2.73 0.93 1.78 0.183 -0.19 reading program.
technological resources have 19. The elements of our reading 3.44 1.02 3.28 0.95 1.07 030 0.6
become more available. program are effectively
9. Our reading program has 3.87 0.90 3.07 0.90 37.75 0.000 0.89 integrated to help us meet school
changed classroom learning improvement goals. .
activities a great deal. 20. This school has a plan for 3.20 1.02 272 0.95 1096 0.001 048
10. Student achievement has been 3.83 1.12 3.09 0.89 28.58 0.000 0.73 evaluating all components of our
positively impacted by our reading program.
reading program.
(continued) Note. 1= Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree; DI = Direct In-
struction; ES = size estimate.
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SFA

Because the two SFA schools responded similarly on the RTS, they were combined
for this analysis. Descriptive results indicated agreement by 80% or more of the SFA
teachers that: they had a thorough understanding of the program (96%), had ade-
quate initial and ongoing professional development (89%), received valuable exter-
nal professional development (88%), and changed classroom learning activities a
great deal (83%). In contrast, at least 80% of Control teachers agreed with only one
item—that they had a thorough understanding of the readin g program (91%). For the
Control group only, there was majority disagreement on items concerning parent in-
volvement (59%), community involvement (62%), teacher participation in decision
making (56%), and teachers spending more time working together (65%).

The one-way MANOVA comparing the SFA and Control means was highly sig-
nificant, F(20,58) = 4.25, p <.001. Follow-up univariate ANOVAs yielded signifi-
cant program differences on 13 of the 20 items, all favoring SFA (see Table 8). The
effect sizes for those comparisons were all moderate to large in magnitude (rang-
ing from +0.44 to +1.12).

TARGETED OBSERVATIONS

DI Targeted Observations

A team of experienced DI implementers visited the seven DI schools for 1 day per
school. A summary of their qualitative report is as follows (for a detailed descrip-
tion and actual report, see Ross et al., 2003). In general, the observations revealed
inconsistent and incomplete levels of implementation of the DI components con-
sidered critical for accelerating student progress to reach grade-level performance.
There was some anecdotal evidence indicating positive changes in most schools,
such as a reduction in the number of children who were nonreaders, better student
behavior, and increasing instructional groups in the lower grades performing at or
above grade performance levels.

The primary recommendations indicated the need for: (a) greater emphasis onac-
celerating student performance in kindergarten and first grade, (b) lon gerreading in-
structional time to accelerate and expand student reading proficiency, (c) additional
daily reading instruction for children who are functioning below grade level, (d)
structured reading in a wide variety of materials, (e) greater emphasis on implemen-
tation of the DI language curricula, (f) more intensive professional development to
enable all teachers to reach high levels of proficiency in teaching DI, (g) training and
support for building principals to take a more active role in supporting implementa-
tion of the DI model, and (h) more coordinated district management of DI funding
and school usage to ensure consistency and quality in implementation.

TABLE 8

Summary of Follow-up SFA vs. Control Group Comparisons on the
Reading Teacher Survey

Items

(teacher n = 53)

SFA

Control

(teacher n = 34)

M

SD

M

SD

F(1,77)

p

ES

1

1

1.

2.

(98]

oo

=

0.

—_

I have a thorough understanding
of this school’s reading program.
I have received adequate initial
and ongoing professional
development/training for
implementation of my school’s
reading program.

. Professional development

provided by external trainers,
model developers, and/or
designers has been valuable.

. Guidance and support provided

by our school’s external
facilitator, support team, or other
resource personnel have helped
our school implement its reading
program.

. Teachers are given sufficient

planning time to implement our
reading program.

. Materials (books and other

resources) needed to implement
our reading program are readily
available.

. Our school has sufficient faculty

and staff to fully implement its
reading program.

. Because of our program,

technological resources have
become more available.

. Our reading program has

changed classroom learning
activities a great deal.
Student achievement has been
positively impacted by our
reading program.

. Children in this school are more

enthusiastic about learning
because of our reading program.

4.55

4.40

4.25

4.18

317

4.09

2.63

4.13

3.81

0.57

0.86

0.81

091

1.27

1.02

1.33

1.01

0.88

1.16

1.20

4.26

3.97

3.06

2.88

3.74

291

3.15

3.09

0.96

1.09

0.96

0.97

1.02

1.20

3.31

3.99

16.90

25.54

4.15

333

1.25

24.22

2.21

0.073

0.049

0.000

0.342

0.045

0.072

0.267

0.000

0.005

0.141

0.39

0.45

0.80

1.12

0.22

0.47

-047

-0.28

1.04

0.58

0.18

(continued)
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TABLE 8 (Continued)

Items

(teacher n = 53)

SFA

Control
(teacher n = 34)

M

SD

M

SD

F(1,77)

P

ES

12. Because of our reading program,
parents are more involved in the
educational program of this
school.

13. Community support for this
school has increased since our
reading program has been
implemented.

14. Students have higher standards
for their own work because of
our schools’ reading program.

15. Teachers are more involved in
decision making at this school
than they were before we
implemented our reading
program.

16. Our reading program adequately
addresses the requirements of
children with special needs.

17. Because of our reading program,
teachers in this school spend
more time working together to
develop curriculum and plan
instruction.

. Teachers in this school are
generally supportive of our
reading program.

19. The elements of our reading
program are effectively
integrated to help us meet school
improvement goals.

20. This school has a plan for
evaluating all components of our
reading program.

1

o0

3.21

2.94

3.12

3.02

3.47

3.00

3.75

3.58

1.19

1.13

1.17

1.19

1.38

1.06

1.08

2.47

2.35

291

2.50

2.76

2.35

2.65

0.93

0.81

1.07

0.90

1.10

1.01

1.13

1.18

8.01

5.74

0.76

5.96

7.63

0.18

5.82

17.60

0.006

0.019

0.387

0.017

0.007

0.009

0.672

0.018

0.000

0.67

0.58

0.18

0.48

0.55

0.55

0.10

0.44

0.83

Note. 1 = Strongly Disagree;, 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree; SFA = Success for

All; ES = Size estimate.
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SFA Targeted Observations

An expert observer visited the two SFA schools for 1 day each. All available class-
rooms during the SFA reading blocks and segments of 20-min tutoring sessions
were observed at each site. In addition, the prior year (2000-2001) Implementa-
tion Reports composed by external trainers from the SFA Foundation were re-
viewed to corroborate information gathered directly through observation.

Overall, the district SFA implementation was characterized as “uneven” (for a
detailed description, see Ross et al., 2003). Although observations revealed that
implementation of the SFA program was generally above average in curricular ar-
eas and both schools provided the requisite 90 min of reading instruction each day,
concerns and recommendations focused primarily on weaknesses in (a) usage of
SFA’s writing components, (b) the family support implementation, and (c) ongoing
teacher training to compensate for high staff turnover.

Contrasts between the SFA schools were also observed. SFA-1 had attractive
facilities, served only 300 students, had very positive school climate (as corrobo-
rated by the SCI results reported above), limited class size to only 22 students, and
attracted a relatively stable student population. On the negative side, SFA-1 was
lacking a full-time facilitator at the time of this study. In contrast, SFA-2 was in
poor physical condition, served almost 900 students, and had fairly poor school cli-
mate. Positive aspects of SFA-2 were its employment of two full-time facilitators
and commitment to SFA as the central school focus.

QUALITATIVE SYNTHESIS

The following sections present a synthesis of qualitative findings obtained from
the DI and SFA principal interviews, the building representative interviews, and
the teacher focus groups. Categories were derived from the coding analyses de-
scribed previously. In the interests of brevity, Control school interviews are not
presented and only major Program group findings are highlighted.3

DI

Most effective elements. The different respondent groups consistently
identified several advantages of DI, including the emphasis on phonics, the consis-
tency of methods across classes, the 90 min of reading, and the overall reading
work completed in the lower grades.

3Readers interested in more detailed findings should see Ross and colleagues (2003).
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Least effective elements. Two of the most common concerns about DI
were the lack of emphasis on comprehension skills and the excessive time de-
mands (e.g., paperwork, pacing, and scheduling). Other concerns included per-
ceived deficiencies of silent, sustained reading, alignment with standards, quality
and diverse reading material, and supplemental materials needed to implement the
entire DI program.

Implementation of reading program. Four of the six DI principals con-
veyed that implementation was proceeding well. The most commonly cited obsta-
cle, according to three principals and three teacher focus groups, was high student
mobility. Several building representatives and teacher focus groups felt that teach-
ers, especially in the intermediate grades, were not using the model the way the de-
velopers intended.

Teacher support. Most principals and building representatives indicated
good teacher support for DI. One principal reported that “There does tend to be
some resistance by new teachers, who have not been trained in DI and who feel that
DI is too hard and requires a lot of grading.” Two teacher focus groups were posi-
tive, but four indicated mixed support for the program, especially in higher grades.

Classroom level changes. According to principals, classroom changes in-
cluded: very structured classes, stronger teacher emphasis on reading, more fo-
cused reading instruction, vocabulary being a part of each lesson, more books in
classrooms, attempts at reduced seatwork, and student placement according to
reading level. Some respondents felt that usage of team-based and cooperative ap-
proaches had increased. Teacher focus groups most strongly conveyed that DI ma-
terials are better targeted, teaching is easier, and classrooms are more structured,
consistent, and disciplined.

Impact on student achievement. The DI principals and teachers generally
perceived both reading and writing to have improved. Building representatives,
however, saw comprehension skills as still weak in the intermediate grades. Whereas
most respondents felt that student discipline in reading classes had improved, there
were mixed opinions regarding DI effects on student enthusiasm for reading.

Professional development. Only two principals felt that the DI training
provided to teachers was effective. The remainder conveyed that more extensive
training was needed, with special provisions for new and transfer teachers. Three
teacher focus groups specifically noted that there is little follow-through after ini-
tial training and that more mentoring, observing, and critiquing are needed.
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Community support. In most of the DI schools, principals reported strong
community support for DI. For example, one principal conveyed that parents love
DI and are ready to advocate for keeping DI, adding, “There is no way that parents
will let DI be taken away from their school.” Teachers and building representatives
reflected the mixed view that although parent and community support for keeping
DI was high, parents were only minimally involved with the school and monitoring
students’ work at home.

SFA

Most and least effective elements. According to the two SFA principals,
the most effective elements of the SFA model are the 90 min of reading time and
the ability grouping for reading. The teacher focus group and building representa-
tives reported that the most effective elements are the consistency from grade to
grade and the phonics and tutoring offered to the primary grades.

The least effective elements, according to the principals, are the nonfiction seg-
ment and time constraints. To the building representatives and teacher focus
groups, the least effective elements of the SFA model were the scripted lessons, the
lack of alignment to state standards, and the writing component.

Resources needed. With regard to resource needs, respondents identified
additional funding to pay for the program, smaller class sizes, additional facilita-
tors, more books to implement the program, and more space.

Program implementation and teacher support. Respondents at SFA-1
were consistently positive about the implementation and teacher support. The
SFA-2 responses were less supportive but still mostly positive. An obstacle to
full implementation identified multiple times in the interviews was the high
teacher turnover rate.

Classroom-level changes. The mostsalientchangesidentified were smaller
reading groups, attention to individual needs, increased cooperative and team-based
learning, and improved accommodation and inclusion of special needs children.

Impact on students. Respondents from both schools believed that SFA im-
proved student ability and motivation to read, although this effect was not neces-
sarily reflected in standardized test score gains. Another benefit was stronger stu-
dent inter-relationships and fewer discipline problems.

Impact on teachers. The principals believed that SFA increased teacher
collegiality and interactions. Teachers, however, were equivocal, feeling that
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even though the program seemed to improve student learning, it also increased
time demands and stress.

Professional development. 1In general, professional development for SFA
was described positively by most respondents. There was some criticism concern-
ing the adequacy of initial training for first-year and transfer teachers, and fol-
low-up training for veteran staff.

DISCUSSION

In this section, we examine and synthesize results relative to each of the major re-
search questions that guided the study.

What Were Program Impacts on Student
Achievement Outcomes?

Student achievement at the DI and SFA schools was generally at levels that would
be expected of district schools serving similar populations. It is important to con-
sider that at the time of this analysis, the two SFA schools and three of the six DI
schools were in only their 2nd year of implementation, a period that many experts
on school reform would consider too brief to produce strong gains (Fullan, 2000;
Levin, 1993). Still, given that DI and SFA are structured programs rather than
philosophical frameworks or complex CSR models, initial impacts on student per-
formance could reasonably be expected.

The results overall and for each model further failed to reveal significantly
different pretest-posttest slopes than expected for district schools with similar
levels of poverty for any grade level or year considered. Although both DI and
SFA are directly oriented to foster growth in at-risk populations (Englemann et
al., 1988; Herman, 1999; Slavin & Madden, 2001), the results failed to show dif-
ferential benefits for low or high achievers compared to students receiving the
district model.

The individual school achievement test results for both models were mixed,
showing some gains and some deficits relative to the district. Two of the DI schools
and one SFA school emerged as showing generally positive trends, whereas two DI
schools and the other SFA school showed a mostly negative pattern. In the sections
below, we draw on the results from this study to explore possible relationships be-
tween school process and context variables (e.g., climate and teacher support) and
student achievement outcomes.
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What Were Program Impacts on School Climate?

The school climate results showed comparable scores for DI and Control schools.
Whereas school climate was slightly below national norms for both groups of
schools (especially in the Order dimension), these results do not reflect serious
problems that would negatively impact implementation of a program or student
achievement.

SCI results for SFA schools were relatively low at SFA-2 but high at SFA-1. Re-
cent research reveals school climate to be a significant predictor of schools’ suc-
cess in raising achievement over time (Bobbett, Ellett, Teddlie, Olivier, & Ruggett,
2002; Bryk & Schneider, 2002). As use of SFA continues at the two schools, it
should be interesting to determine if these climate patterns continue and relate to
differential student achievement trajectories.

What School and District Variables Appeared to Influence
the Effectiveness of the Programs?

Implementation.  Although the expert DI observers noted positive outcomes
such as students becoming more interested and involved in reading, they raised
several specific concemns perceived as limiting the potential to raise student
achievement at the program schools (Question # 1). Among the more salient needs
identified included: (a) accelerating student performance in kindergarten and first
grade, (b) increasing reading time per day beyond the 90-min block, (c) providing
supplementary (after-school) tutoring for low-performing children, (d) providing
structured reading for a wide variety of materials, (e) placing greater emphasis on
the DI language programs, (f) providing more intensive professional development
for teachers, (g) selecting school facilitators who have sufficient DI experience and
expertise, (h) involving principals to a greater extent in leading DI implementa-
tions, and (i) establishing more focused district-level leadership in the implemen-
tation of DI. It is noteworthy but not surprising that prior research on DI has shown
usage of model-related teaching strategies to relate to better student performance
(Carlson & Francis, 2002).

Interpretations of the above impressions should be qualified due to the limited
duration of the observations. Still, many of the experts’ impressions of incomplete
implementation were triangulated by views conveyed from other sources (e.g.,
model facilitators, teachers, and district leaders). Supplementary interviews with
district leaders further expressed concerns that teachers often opted not to partici-
pate in summer or other training where not required to by contract. As a result,
these individuals were not fully trained. A second theme was that the district was
reevaluating its ability and willingness to provide substantial funding and other re-
sources to support implementation, viewing these areas as needing to become in-
creasingly the responsibility of the individual schools.
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The SFA expert viewed the implementations at both schools as “above aver-
age,” although still in developing stages after less than 2 years of model adoption.
Teacher and principal reactions were also generally positive about their schools’
ability to implement the SFA model components effectively. Implementation chal-
lenges center on professional development and training issues, including the lack
of a full-time facilitator for most of the school year at one school, an absence of any
formal SFA training for tutors, and inadequate classroom space. Despite the chal-
lenges, staff support at both sites, but especially at SFA-1, which showed a more
positive achievement pattern, was regarded as sufficiently high to produce ade-
quate to above-average implementation.

Stakeholder reactions. Across the multiple data sources (teacher survey
and various stakeholder interviews), the models were viewed as having beneficial
impacts on students’ skills and interests in reading. However, when we compare
the teacher survey results to elementary school norms from the original CSRTQ
survey (see Sterbinsky & Ross, 2003), the DI and SFA means tend to be compara-
ble or only slightly higher. Based on prior research on school reform, teacher and
principal support seems a necessary but not sufficient condition for effective pro-
gram implementation and increases in student achievement to take place
(Desimone, 2002; Muncey & McQuillan, 1996; Smith et al., 1997). Judging by the
very low Control school means on the teacher survey, the DI and SFA teachers by
comparison appear appreciative of the additional resources, structure, and profes-
sional development received.

Relationship of school variables to student achievement. A fundamen-
tal question in school reform research concerns the extent to which improvements
in school culture and program implementation are associated with gains in student
achievement (e.g., Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Datnow & Stringfield, 2001). Quanti-
tative analysis of such relationships was precluded in this study by the relatively
small number of program schools in the DI and especially SFA subsamples. How-
ever, for exploratory purposes, we addressed the question through a qualitative ex-
amination of the data.

First, we classified the program schools according to their longitudinal achieve-
ment patterns.* Most of the schools performed comparably to district-wide norms
after adjusting for school and student variables. However, four DI schools, two
showing positive and two showing negative trends, were distinguishable from the
others. Next, we examined school data reflecting program implementation, school
climate, and teacher support for the reforms. Consistent with the reform literature,
the two high-achieving schools (DI-1 and DI-2) had average to above-average

4A detailed reporting of the methodology and resuits is provided in Ross and colleagues (2002). A
summary of main results is presented here in the interests of brevity.
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school climate and above-average implementation. Furthermore, one of the
low-achieving schools (DI-3) had relatively negative school climate, markedly so
on the Order dimension. Program implementation at that school was also impeded
by high student mobility and lack of faculty support for the model. Contrary to
these patterns, however, school DI-1 (high-achieving) had very low teacher sup-
port for the program, whereas DI-4 (low-achieving) had both positive school cli-
mate and high teacher support.

Both SFA schools performed comparably to the district norms, but the longitu-
dinal achievement pattern was more positive for SFA-1 than for SFA-2. This ap-
parent trend directly mirrored school status variables, which indicated somewhat
stronger program implementation and noticeably more positive school climate at
SFA-1 than SFA-2 (see Table 6).

These results overall suggest that positive indicators of school reform status (e.g.,
favorable climate, high teacher support, strong program implementation) are gener-
ally predictive of greater success inraising achievement. But school reformis acom-
plex process involving interactions between many events, policies, and stakeholder
groups (Datnow et al., 2002). Thus, as exemplified by the anomalous patterns for
DI-1and DI-4, predictions made fromisolated status variables are far from certain.

CONCLUSIONS

As indicated in the introduction to this article, Desimone (2002) employed the
policy attributes theory developed by Andrew Porter and his colleagues (Porter,
1994; Porter et al., 1988) as an explanatory framework for successful policy im-
plementation. Following Desimone’s approach, we conclude by interpreting this
findings relative to the same five theory components: specificity, consistency, au-
thority, power, and stability.

Specificity incorporates clarity and concreteness in strategies, materials, infor-
mation, and monitoring. Relative to other popularly used reform designs, both DI
and SFA are relatively strong in this domain (Herman, 1999). Both, for example,
have prescribed curricula, defined strategies of teaching and adaptation to individ-
ual differences, and extensive and structured professional development programs.
Nonetheless, some weaknesses noted here in the specificity of the actual model
implementations (e.g., lack of a facilitator in SFA-1; inadequate professional de-
velopment for new DI teachers) would have likely limited program effectiveness.

Consistency denotes smooth integration with other reform efforts at the
school, district, and state levels. In the case of SFA, there were some concerns
expressed about the recency of its curriculum alignment with state standards.
There were also isolated comments by teachers and building representatives re-
garding the need for stronger coordination of both DI and SFA with district poli-
cies and goals. However, compared to other systemic reform contexts (e.g., see
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Berends, Kirby, Naftel, & McKelvey, 2001), the present DI and SFA implemen-
tations appeared to provide reasonable consistency levels.

The authority dimension entails the interactive roles of teachers, the princi-
pal, and the district in the model selection and implementation. A related dimen-
sion, power, concerns the degree to which these and other stakeholders exercise
control over decision making and policies. In the case of DI, but less so for the
more newly adopted SFA, these two domains seem to have been highly influen-
tial in affecting the quality of model implementation. Interviews with various
stakeholder groups revealed how DI had originally been strongly advocated by
neighborhood groups supporting schools that served predominately disadvan-
taged, African American students. Some informants recalled teacher and princi-
pal buy-in to be “mostly positive” (if not universal) for the first three schools,
and “from accepting to positive” for the later-implementing group of three
schools. Especially in the case of the latter cohort, orchestrated community pres-
sure was believed to have alienated some teachers who consequently felt forced
to come aboard. But as often occurs with reforms (Berends et al., 2002; Ross,
2001), the level of buy-in at all schools was perceived to have eroded over time
with changes in school staff and leadership.

A second perceived major source of authority and power influence was the
local teacher union, which had a strong district role and presence. Specifically,
union policies protected teachers’ freedom to choose whether to participate in
professional development activities occurring outside of regular school hours
(e.g., summer or weekend training). In general, the teacher groups most in need
of model-specific professional development were novice and transfer teachers
who were not employed at their present schools when the models were adopted.
But also for the latter reason, these groups were least likely to be motivated to
participate in optional training opportunities.

The school district was a third source of authority and power. Most representa-
tives of the different stakeholder groups (teachers, principals, community mem-
bers, school board, and teacher union) agreed that school district leaders had been
supportive of the reform models during the first few years of implementation.
School district leaders further conveyed an open and hopeful attitude that the mod-
els would ultimately prove successful in raising student achievement. However,
patience was rapidly wearing thin in the absence (in the case of DI) of tangible re-
sults. Even though the district had invested extensive financial and professional de-
velopment resources in the models, it was increasingly viewing implementation
costs and demands as the responsibilities of the individual schools.

The combination of these major sources of authority (i.e., the strong commu-
nity investment, teacher union policies, and district support), in the authors’ opin-
ion, served to weaken some schools’ ownership of the models and accountability
for their success. To the extent that schools perceive external entities to be the own-
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ers, the quality of implementation and sustainability are likely to be negatively im-
pacted (Berends et al., 2002; Ross, 2001). Some informants, however, believed
that a somewhat different power-authority perception developed at other schools.
At these schools, there was relatively strong ownership of the model but the belief
that the district was responsible for providing the resources, advocacy, and techni-
cal assistance needed to ensure success. Unlike the systemic reforms efforts of San
Antonio (Berends et al., 2002) and Memphis (Ross, 2001), the district role here
was more piecemeal (several schools at a time) and oriented to shifting responsi-
bility increasingly over time to the individual schools.

The fifth dimension in Porter’s framework is szability. For effective change to
occur, there must be sufficient time for the reform strategies to be mastered by
teachers and integrated with existing school structures. In the case of the two SFA
schools and three of the DI schools, the 2 years of implementation completed at the
time of this study may have been too limited to produce strong gains in achieve-
ment (see Fullan, 2000). For SFA-2, the noticeably low school climate scores, im-
plementation concerns, and somewhat negative early achievement patterns may
portend ultimate failure, unless positive changes occur. For the three DI schools
that were completing their 4th year, the time window for showing success, espe-
cially for the multiple district stakeholder groups, is rapidly closing. More imme-
diate indications of implementation improvement and student achievement gains
will be expected for support to continue.

Today, in the era of NCLB, there is greater explicit demand than ever before
for educational research to identify for practitioners and policy makers the pro-
grams and models “that work.” Looking at the mixed findings that occur when
complex models are employed in diverse real-world contexts (Berliner, 2002:
Slavin 2002), the latter goal seems unlikely to be attained via a simple box score
or curnulative effect size statistic. For example, detractors of CSR (or of the spe-
cific models examined) may be inclined to invoke the present results to bolster a
negative view of effectiveness. The model developers, on the other hand, could
justifiably argue that positive outcomes require full implementation (that was
lacking here). A third view might be a consumer-oriented definition of model ef-
fectiveness as a combination of both ease and cost of implementation (process)
and likely student achievement (outcomes). Each field experiment thus consti-
tutes an additional trial yielding context-specific results. In this case, the impli-
cation is that schools’ ability and willingness to implement DI fully were ham-
pered by factors limiting the effective acquisition of resources (e.g., technical
assistance, curricular materials, and funding), school ownership, and teachers’
involvement in professional development. SFA failed to show achievement gains
and had some minor implementation weaknesses, but had been adopted for only
2 years. Based on these results, the presence or absence of similar conditions in
other urban districts should therefore relate to these models’ success.
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