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Sue Bodilly, RAND
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Today I will be talking about two recent efforts at instructional reform that I
have been assessing. [ will use them to draw out some issues I think remain
problematic for intermediaries as the means to reform.

What I am showing today does not represent formal findings from my studies
and does not represent RAND’s view of this work. It is intended to transmit
preliminary results from RAND research. It has not been formally reviewed or
edited. The views and conclusions expressed are tentative. This should not be
cited or quoted without permission of the author. This draft does not
necessarily reflect the opinions of the research sponsors.



Purpose and Outline

Purpose: Compare/contrast two philanthropic efforts to
create intermediaries to support and sustain instructional
reform

Reform: Improving the manner in which existing
organizations undertake existing tasks

Instructional Reform: Improved interactions among
teachers, students and content in school environments
(Cohen and Ball, 2000)

Outline

* Types of reform efforts
e Two cases

* Lessons

[\

The briefing focuses on two philanthropic efforts—meaning efforts that were
sponsored by not-for- profit organizations.

I'd like to distinguish among different ways that organizations can choose to
improve. Reform specifically means an effort to improve the performance of an
existing organization on its existing tasks. Reform does not include
improvement efforts that create new organizations to help improve a service or
that add tasks to new organizations or old organizations. Reform using this
definition is said to be the most difficult of all improvement strategies because
it requires those who performance existing tasks to unlearn the manner in which
they currently provide them and learn new ways to approach those tasks.

Instruction refers to the interactions in schools among teachers, students and
content to produce learning.

Three areas are covered in this briefing: First it describes different types of
reform to help understand how the two specific efforts assessed are different.
Second, it gives specifics about the two cases used. Finally, it draws out those
lessons.



Government Led Instructional Reform: Contract
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As schools are part of the local government in this country and are subservient
to both state and Federal policies, we can think of them as lower organizations
in a hierarchy.

Government often times tries to remedy what it sees as instructional failures by:
(1) providing funding for specific students or programs (Title I is an example);
(2) promulgating mandates or regulations on what instruction should be and the
processes for properly delivering it; (3) creating standards for content and
expected student performance; or (4) mandating tests and publicly announcing
results or connecting results to sanctions or rewards. Note that the latter
approach is very indirect. While it establishes content and performance, it does
not address instruction. It simply hopes that in the black-box of the classroom
these governmental rules and regulations have some important effect on
instruction that results in test score improvements. Often the only manner in
which the district or state addresses this instructional issue is to provide or
mandate certain training or materials. This is often provided by contractors.

For my purposes, I do not consider contractors for training or materials to be
intermediaries, but simply outside suppliers. Their interest is not in reform, but
in profit.



Government Led Instructional Reform
Often Fails

* Provides goals,directives and accountability, but
does not:
— Remove older rules, regulations
— Provide priorities among efforts

— Address capacity building, other than “training in a
nutshell”

— Monitor what goes on in classrooms
* Has no consistent, sustained focus because of:
— Leadership and teacher turnover
— Poor resource management
— Lack of public engagement or demand

Reform often fails in any enterprise, but is likely to fail in schools. Wilson
(1989) explains this in organizational terms. Schools are known as coping
organizations where the managers or appointed heads of the governmental
structure often do not agree on what students should be learning or they turn
over enough so that a clear vision is not sustained. In addition, managers have
very little insight into what goes on in classrooms. This is in sharp contrast to
production organizations that have very clear and stable goals. Furthermore,
unlike production organizations, the actual work of schools is very difficult to
observe, control, or measure. Compared to production line workers, teachers
work in isolation and without clear and precise rules of behavior. Furthermore,
the qualities of teachers and students (two important inputs) vary considerably
and are not well controlled compared to the quality of steel or rubber inputs to
cars.

Wilson’s typology is simply putting a name to a phenomena we have all
observed. States and districts often mandate an instructional reform, but do not
remove other existing practices from the books. Teachers then have to pursue
multiple different reforms or tasks. Mandates are often “unfunded” , with
managers not providing for the “unlearning and relearning” needed. And
because teacher practice is largely unobserved, except indirectly through test
scores, one never really knows whether the reform took place. Finally, because
of turn over in local government and in schools, the reform is often seen as just
one more fad. The public is largely unaware of reform efforts and so does not
act to keep pressure on government to sustain reform over time.



Simple Philanthropic Effort Not Intended To
Change Instruction
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While “inside’ reform of schools often does not work, most philanthropic
efforts at “helping schools” really do not address instructional reform. Just
about every school in the country can tell you about a set of business partners,
church groups, or other volunteer organizations that provide them with
resources. These organizations tend to offer help in very small doses and of a
very particular nature. It might be coupons for meals from McDonald’s or
Pizza Hut given to students meeting reading goals. It might be contributions of
computers or other old equipment. Or it might be mentors. Whatever, it is
usually relatively small resource amounts for any particular school. It is not
given because it meets the schools plans for instructional improvement, but
because it meets the local charity’s or business’ needs for giving. These
resources are seldom closely connected to instruction, nor are they expected to
produce increases in student performance. They provide goodwill or a tax
deduction for the provider and some useful, but marginal resources for the
schools.



Philanthropic Efforts At Creating
Intermediaries

* Pushed by boards to “make significant
contribution”

* Want to address failures of government efforts
through developing alternative providers, models,
pressure for reform

— Teacher capacity building through model development
— Sustainment through collaboration/partnerships

* Provide significant funds to locals to create

intermediary

A few philanthropies are interested in the problem of getting instructional
reform into schools. They tend to be larger foundations with programs in
educational reform or support for education improvement. They tend to have
boards that are pushing them toward making sure the funding is making a real
contribution. In education giving, they often provide funding to: develop
interventions that help build teacher capacity for new practices; develop the
new practices; attempt to build local collaboratives to sustain reform.

Given their size, they provide significant funding to chosen sites or grantees to
allow careful development over an extended period.

Examples of these more ambitious efforts would include: the Annenberg
Challenge; the PEW Charitable Trusts funding of the National Alliance and the
New Standards Project; Rockefeller Foundation funding of the Comer model,
GE Foundation’s College Bound Program, or the Ford Foundation funding of
Project Grad in Houston and Newark. Each has provided significant dollars to
local groups to help improve instruction in classrooms. Each has in some way
or another been involved in the development of intermediaries to sustain
reforms.



Outline

* Types of reform efforts

e Two cases

— New American Schools
— Ford Foundation CERI

e [ essons on intermediaries

We now look at two cases of the development of intermediaries by
philanthropies: New American Schools and Collaborating for Education
Reform by the Ford Foundation.



New American Schools (1992-2000)

* Problem: schools are fragmented and provide
inconsistent and incoherent instructional programs
* Solution:
— Develop design teams with coherent school designs
— Provide assistance needed for schools to adopt

— Create partnerships with districts to develop supportive
environments

* $120 M largely from corporate foundations for
eight year effort

New American Schools was founded in 1991 largely by business interests and
business foundations to help create comprehensive and coherent designs for
schools to use to improve their performance.The major problem the sponsors
saw in education was that instructional and curriculum programs in schools had
become very fragmented overtime as schools kept adding on the latest fad
program. It was also inconsistent; children bounced between styles and content
depending on which teacher they had. The sponsor’s idea was to fund design
teams to create whole school designs and then have schools across the country
adopt these designs. The sponsors of NAS raised about $120 million for NAS
operations and for funding the design teams. The effort included a development
year, two years of demonstration, and then scale-up for five years.



New American Schools Scale-Up
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The scale-up strategy was straightforward. After a development and
demonstration phase, NAS started into its scale-up with design teams acting as
intermediaries between schools and districts by offering their designs to schools
to help meet district standards. Later this approach would be incorporated into
the federal government’s Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration
Program.

NAS provided funds for capacity building to the design teams and a policy
umbrella (for example the testimony and brochures on their products provided
to Congress or NAS acting to set up district partners that would commit to the
design concept.)

NAS worked to create partnerships with ten districts that agreed to: accept the
designs as the major reform thrust for several years; work to get 30% of their
schools using designs within three years; and work to create a supportive
district environment providing funds for professional development and the
removal of inhibiting policies and practices mandated by the district.



With this environment in place or being built, the designs would work directly
with schools to provide the assistance needed to implement the design. NAS
and the teams envisioned a very hands-on relationship helping to transform the
standards, assessments, curriculum and instruction, and governance of the
school. This would effect teacher to student interactions a around content and
result in improved student performance.

It is important to understand that from the point of view of the districts and
schools, NAS and the design teams are completely outside the governance
system as well as from outside the community. If a design is recognized by
school-level staff at all, it is because the design has developed a national
reputation for effectiveness.
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Facts About NAS Scale-Up Initiative

* Designs/teams are intermediaries, outside of the
local community, developed to help schools build
capacity to meet standards

* Designs sustained by fee-for-services contracts
with districts

* Agreement between NAS and superintendent:
— To work toward supportive environment
— Convert 30% of schools in five years

* NAS promised dramatic test score increases

— Districts said state test scores were the only outcome
that mattered

— Tests not aligned to designs and would not measure
efforts well

The design teams are intermediaries from outside the district government
structure and from outside the local community, whose purpose is to improve
student performance by restructuring the existing tasks of the school and
retraining the existing professionals. They did not peddle a program specific
curriculum, but instead were supposed to offer a new design and the assistance
needed to adopt it.

However, NAS was not interested in sustaining a dependent relationship with
the teams. It insisted that they support themselves by charging fees-for-service.
To districts this made them look quite like other contract suppliers that the
districts had done business with before.

Furthermore, NAS did not enter into relationships with districts with much
experience under its belt. Perhaps with the biases of business, it moved quickly
to establish relationships by negotiating primarily, and in some cases solely,
with the superintendent. Upon his or her word, NAS established the
partnerships and began pushing teams to begin implementation in schools in
those ten jurisdictions.

Finally, the designs cost significant money to adopt over and above that charge
din fees. They ranged in cost per year from $50,000 to $185,000, Districts did
not take on the NAS designs without some assurances. The district involved
had significant numbers of low performing schools and were often being
threatened by low scores on high stakes tests. Thus districts took on designs to
help schools improve test scores.

11



To adapt to this market, NAS stated that the design teams working in the
schools would enable the schools to show dramatically increased test scores
within a three year period—even though in many cases the district assessment
and the design content and philosophy did not match.
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RAND’s Assessment of NAS (1995-2000)

» Teachers benefit from coherent and sustained planning,
needs assessments and professional development
* But, schools showed only modest average increases in test
scores
— Possibly because of continued variation in practice among teachers
or because practice and tests not aligned
* District/NAS partnership efforts at systemic support failed:
— No community involvement or buy-in (imposed by superintendent)
— Superintendent turnover or changed interest
— Lack of sustained resources
— No clear priorities
Lack of capacity of NAS to provide support to district
* Dependence of teams on district led to erosion of designs

RAND assessed the progress the intermediaries make in implementing their
designs and in achieving better test score performance from 1995 to 1998 using
surveys, site visits, and data analysis. Our results showed that the teachers in
the school reported benefits from the more coherent and sustained professional
development the designs offers relative to that normally provided. These
benefits, however, did not translate into improved test score results. On average
over this period we saw changes in tests scores across the different district that
resembled a random pattern. Results indicate that variance in practice among
teachers within a school remained high during this whole period.

While the design team to school interactions appeared to have some benefit, the
interaction between NAS and the districts did not prove fruitful in providing a
more supportive environment for teams to work in. Indeed much of this failure
might be explained by the heavy reliance of NAS on a relationship with the
superintendent. This left little room for building a larger base of support. When
the superintendent turned over, as they inevitably did, the new superintendent
usually changed reform strategies. Equally problematic was that
superintendents often did not use this as the sole reform strategy, thus providing
no clear priorities to school staff about reform. But, NAS also must bear some
the blame. It simply did not understand the need for political power and strong
district intervention to enable district systemic reform. It lacked the capacity
need to to engage the district in real reform.
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Finally, the teams, because of their financial dependence on the districts tended
to accommodate their demands for concessions on curriculum, instruction,
assessments, etc. This often resulted in the schools not achieving the coherence
desired by the teams.
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Ford Foundation’s Collaborating for
Education Reform Initiative (current)

* Problem: education reform not sustained because
of fragmented, disinterested public and constant
turnover in public officials

* Solution: promote collaborative among existing
community action groups to pressure for sustained
reform agenda

* $300 K per year in two year increments to each
collaborative
* Sponsor targeted feeder pattern interventions:
— increased coherence of prof. development,
— better K-12 alignment,
— public engagement

The Ford Foundation began its CERI initiative after the NAS scale-up period.
Ford was one of the sponsors of the NAS assessment and learned some lessons
from it and other efforts to develop intermediaries. Most especially it realized
that the systemic reform required by the NAS scale-up strategy had failed
because NAS did not have a way to influence district policy and sustain the
reform through transitions in superintendents.

The Ford Foundation has proposed a community based solution. It has
provided grant money to eight different sites to develop collaboratives among
community groups and or the district to act to sustain reform efforts. Each site
gets $300K per year which is renewable in two year increments depending on
progress.

Ford has asked the collaboratives to initially target their efforts for sustained
reform toward a feeder pattern within the community. In addition, it has
suggested that the collaboratives focus initial efforts on: increasing the
coherence of the professional development system; improving the K-12
alignment in the system; and engaging the public in school improvement.

This effort is relatively new with five of the eight sites in their second year of
the effort after a one year planning grant.
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Ford’s Collaboration For Educational Reform (CERI)
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This schematic shows the interactions that might occur under the CERI
program. Several arcas set it apart from the previous charts shown. (1) The
effort includes all the possible education parties in some way or another. (2)
The effort is located and has its source in the community. This contrasts with
the government approach which has its source in government, often outside the
local community. It contrasts with the NAS approach in which the intermediary
was from outside the community and entered in only through the auspices of the
superintendent. It involves the community, family, and students directly in the
effort, instead of relegating the sustainment of reform solely to the schools. It
uses outside community partners as a major force to put pressure on the district
to sustain reform, instead of relying on the government structure itself to do so.
Finally, its interest are supposed to be in the improvement of student
performance.

The success of the collaborative in bringing about and sustaining reform will
depend greatly on whether or not the members of the collaborative find the
means to work fruitfully together over time and have the political power and
leadership to effect change in the district. Hence the collaborative members are
circled as their ability to act in a united way is important to the concept of them
as intermediaries for reform. Note that the district can be a part of the
collaborative or not.



Facts About CERI Initiative

* Membership and lead varies by site
 Intermediary responsible for sustained
public support of instructional improvement

— Funding not enough to support operational
activities, but only for collaborating

* Sponsor wants test score results; test scores
will not measure efforts well

The eight collaboratives are found in: Catano PR, Charlotte NC, Denver CO,
District of Columbia, Jackson MS, Miami-Dade FL, San Antonio TX,and Santa
Ana CA. Each of the cight collaboratives proposed different sets of activities.
The members vary by site as does the lead. In some cases the membership is
broad and included community actions groups, universities, and district
representatives. In others it is quite small with just one or two groups at the
table. Finally, in some cases the district has ended up being the lead; in others a
community group acts as the lead.

The funding provided is clearly not enough to sustain the operations of the
members of the collaborative, nor is it intended to be. It is intended that it be
used to support collaboration and coordination of efforts, not operations.

Because the end goal of most school reforms is improved student performance,
the sponsor has determined that at least one measure of success of the effort will
be student test scores. RAND has agreed to help assess this effort. One of our
first tasks was to warn the sponsor that student test scores will not measure the
effects of the collaborative well. Other more meaningful measures might be the
sustainment of a reform platform over time, even in light of leadership turnover;
greater public participation in the school governance; and more equitable
allocation of school resources. The collaborative could not be held responsible
for the implementation of the reform which would then effect student
performance.
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RAND’s Assessment of CERI
(1999-2000)

* Communities face different sustainment and resource
challenges
— Declining vs growing economies
— Stable populations vs growing immigrant populations
— Rich in collaborative tradition and community groups vs poor
* Collaboratives face sustainment and resource challenges:
funds for operations versus collaboration

— Most sites immediately focused on adding training and curriculum
alignment activities

— Teachers indicated didn’t need more, but needed improved
professional development system

— Few collaboratives addressed public engagement
» Collaboratives struggling to maintain membership

RAND has only been involved in the CERI assessment a short time—a year and
a half—and the effort itself is still young. We have used interviews and sites
visits, surveys of teachers, and analysis of data to help understand the efforts
and its effects so far. The following seem clear.

The communities chosen face very different conditions that will effect their
ability to sustain reform. There are strong contrasts among the sites in terms of
whether the local community has a growing economy, a stable population and a
tradition of collaboration to build upon. For example, in Jackson MS and
Catano PR, the economies are declining, the population is stagnant or declining,
and the resource base of the schools is falling. This is in sharp contrast to
Charlotte with great growth in the economy and resources, or to Santa Ana
with a growing economy surrounding it and a large influx of Spanish speaking
undocumented workers and their families from the South.

By and large, the collaboratives did not use the funds in the first two years for
collaboration, but used them to provide direct services to the schools. These
were often times simple extensions of services that they had previously
provided. The sites almost immediately focused on providing additional
professional development for teachers. The teacher survey done by RAND,
however, showed that teachers did not want more development, but wanted
better, more thoughtful development and more time during the day devoted to
cementing the new instructional practices into their classrooms.
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It was also quite clear that only two of the sites really built components
dedicated to sustaining reform through public engagement. Others simply
offered their services in leiu of the district’s or in addition to the districts or as
demonstrations of what model professional development or instructional
practices might be.

Finally, in the first two years the collaboratives have struggled to maintain
membership and work together to really cement themselves as functioning
intermediaries. In two sites this seems to be highly problematic. While the
original planning grant went to collaboratives, the full two-year grant was given
to the district as the lead. This has proven problematic for several reasons. (1)
The district cannot function as an intermediary to sustain reform in itself. (2) It
brought no further political power to the table than existed before. (3) It is
susceptible to turnover issues.

19



Sustaining Capacity Building Activities
Emerging

* Focus on providing “neutral information” :

— Informed voters how to consider candidates for the Board of
Education

— Created research-based principles for quality teaching; presented to
board

— Provided parent forums with comparative status of their schools
and how to understand scores
» Focus on developing a decentralized model for an
instructional and professional development system
— Changed teacher education courses and manner of delivery
Involved lead teachers in research and needs assessment

Emphasized teacher to teacher accountability
Lobbied state for adoption and scale-up

Two collaboratives have functioned well in this short time period and have
started to build a public engagement strategy. They have two contrasting
approaches. In the first, the collaborative has chosen to become a “neutral”
third-party provider of information to he school board and to the public. It used
it funding to hold forums, convene parents and speakers, and developed
research-based proposals for change.

The other approach involves developing and demonstrating a model of
instruction and professional development in a particular site. With this model
in place, the site now must document it and show its efficacy. Meanwhile, it is
working with the new state government to begin a scale-up effort.

20



Outline

* Types of reform efforts

e Two cases

— New American Schools
— Ford Foundation CERI

e [essons on Intermediaries

I now turn to some more general lessons, that are very tentative at this point.

21



Groping Toward Insights

Intermediaries can address instructional capacity building and
reform sustainment, but need:

* Base of support in the community to weather political
upheavals

» Relationship with district, but nature remains problematic

* Solid funding for and experience in normal operations,
before can consider partnerships and collaboratives

* Understanding of power of neutral position in gaining
public interest and respect

» Ability to help make teachers realistically accountable for
instruction (not through test scores)

[
[

These two examples of intermediaries developed through philanthropic efforts
indicate that intermediaries can play very important roles: (1) in developing
strong models of instruction and professional development to help schools
improve; and (2) help engage the public or parts of the public in an effort to
sustain reform. These examples also highlight important limits or issues that
remain in terms of intermediaries as the means to instructional reform.

First, the two cases contrast in the manner in which the intermediaries found
entry into the schools. I would argue that the NAS scale-up approach failed
because of its lack of a community base on two levels. First, designs had to
change to meet the local context resulting in their erosion over time. NAS itself
failed to find a niche in the community whereby it could argue for sustainment.
In contrast the CERI program might find some position upon which to base a
sustainment strategy because it is locally situated and knows the local context.

Second, while reform cries out for a third-party intermediary to put continuous
pressure on the district for reform, it remains unclear what the relationship
should be between the intermediary and the district. In the NAS case, the
alignment with solely the superintendent proved problematic especially when
NAS attempted to pressure the district to change its infrastructure. In CERI it
has proved problematic when the district becomes the lead of the collaborative,
but it is too early to tell if other arrangements are more effective.
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Third, in both cases it has proven important that the intermediary have a solid
financial foundation upon which to base its work. It cannot argue for reform or
act as a strong third party if its funding base is dependent upon the district (as in
the NAS case). It cannot work well with others in a collaboration if it cannot
support its own operations by itself.

The notion of a neutral position appears to be important here. Both NAS,
design teams and CERI collaboratives can lose their influence and power in the
local area if they are seen as simply pushing their own agenda for their own
profit. This notion of being neutral and being research-based holds political
power in the battles among competing initiatives and reforms.

Finally, instructional reform itself suffers when the sole mechanism for holding
teachers accountable for adopting new instructional strategies is test scores not
necessarily geared to those strategies. Both the NAS and CERI initiatives suffer
when placed in high stakes testing regimes driven by scores on simplistic
multiple choice tests. This lesson has less to do with intermediaries and more to
do with the ability to adopt significant instructional reform in these
circumstances.

In summary, it seems that philanthropies do have a very important role to play
in developing intermediaries to support reform efforts. But, more work and
more development is needed to find out the specific keys to success and general
principles of successful reform sustainment.
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