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n this report, we evaluate the effects of the Elevate platform under the 2023 Direct Support Imple-
mentation Model approach. Elevate is a tool developed by the Project for Education Research
That Scales (PERTS) that seeks to help middle and high school teachers create excellent learning
conditions for all students in their classrooms.! The term learning conditions refers to conditions

that influence students’ psychological experiences of learning, which are related to their engagement
and academic outcomes (Paunesku and Farrington, 2020). Teachers use the platform to “measure and
build classroom conditions that catalyze engagement and learning” (PERTS, undated-a). Teachers do

KEY FINDINGS

We found no evidence that teacher use of Elevate, under the 2023
Direct Support Implementation Model, was associated with our
main student outcomes of interest: course grades, growth mind-
set, or sense of belonging.

We found no evidence that teacher use of Elevate, under the 2023
Direct Support Implementation Model, was associated with our
main teacher outcome of interest: burnout.

Exploratory analyses suggest that teacher use of Elevate is posi-
tively associated with (1) student ratings of teachers’ valuing of
student voice and teacher caring in their classes and (2) teacher
ratings of valuing student voice in their classrooms. These results
are in line with the focus of the Elevate platform.

Additional research is needed to confirm exploratory analyses and
provide more-rigorous evidence to fully understand the impacts of
teachers using Elevate in their classrooms.

this through the use of improvement
cycles—or Elevate cycles—in which
they gather insights from students in
their classroom, reflect on the pro-
vided feedback, select instructional
practices to support desired class-
room experiences, and then assess
changes in student perceptions to
inform future practices.

In implementing Elevate, teach-
ers collect feedback from their
students about the learning condi-
tions in their class, typically in two
to five Elevate cycles a year. The
Elevate platform provides basic sup-
ports that enable users to do this,
including:
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« a Student Experience Survey that enables
teachers to measure and improve the learning
conditions in their own classrooms

« a Student Experience Dashboard that shows
teachers their classrooms’ student-reported
learning conditions and how these learning
conditions change over time

o Digital Practice Guides that lay out strate-
gies for improving each learning condition
and guide teachers to reflect, learn, and set

improvement goals based on the data in their
dashboards.

Teachers use these resources on the Elevate platform
according to one of many implementation models.

One such implementation model is the Partner
Organization Implementation Model.? In this model,
Elevate is primarily used as a measurement tool, and
a nonprofit partner organization supports teachers’
use of the tool. Some partner organizations provide
instructional coaches who give teachers personal,
monthly, on-site support through four or more Ele-
vate cycles. Other partner organizations train district
coaches rather than train teachers directly in the use
of Elevate. Still other partner organizations set expec-
tations for fewer Elevate cycles to be completed.

The 2023 Direct Support Implementation Model
was PERTS’ preferred implementation approach at
the time of this study. In this model, the participat-
ing schools and districts worked directly with PERTS
staff to implement Elevate in their schools; educators
received the following support from PERTS staff:

o Implementation recommendations. Partici-
pating schools were instructed to have teach-
ers conduct four Elevate cycles in two or three
of their classes.?

Abbreviations

ITT intent-to-treat

PERTS Project for Education Research That
Scales

PSW propensity score weight

SD standard deviation

SY school year

TOT treatment-on-the-treated

WWC What Works Clearinghouse

» Communities of Practice. Teachers met in
teams to learn from each other, get ideas for
how to implement new practices, and trouble-
shoot when things went wrong. These meet-
ings were facilitated by a staff member (called
a facilitator) at participating schools, usually
an administrator, Multi-Tiered Systems of
Support liaison, or instructional coach.

o Guided Reflections. Teachers completed a
series of four Guided Reflections designed to
help them interpret and make meaning out of
the data in their Elevate reports.

« Elevate Facilitators’ Network. Facilitators at
each site participated in a network managed
by PERTS that supported those facilitators in
learning and sharing best practices for using
Elevate.

The team at PERTS reached out to RAND, seek-
ing an independent organization to conduct an effi-
cacy evaluation of Elevate under the 2023 Direct Sup-
port Implementation Model. PERTS was interested
in understanding whether and to what extent the use
of Elevate shaped experiences and outcomes for stu-
dents and teachers. Our study answers the following
research questions:

1. What is the relationship of Elevate with stu-
dents’ course grades, academic dispositions,
perceptions of school climate, and other out-
comes of interest?

2. What is the relationship of Elevate with teach-
ers’ well-being, perceptions of school climate,
self-reported classroom learning conditions,
and other outcomes of interest?

3. How do these relationships vary by student
characteristics and subject?*

With these supports and under these conditions,
teachers completed four Elevate cycles over the
course of a school year.

In this report, we provide an overview of the data
collected as part of the intervention’s implementa-
tion and for the purposes of this evaluation, an over-
view of our analytic approach, and the results of our
analyses. We also developed a technical annex that
expands on the data, methods, and results, which is
available at www.rand.org/t/RRA3955-1. The study’s
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design was preregistered in the Open Science Frame-
work (Gripshover et al., 2025).

Elevate Participation

Between February and June 2023, PERTS recruited
districts and schools to participate in the efficacy study
of Elevate for school year (SY) 2023-2024. The PERTS
team interviewed interested district and school lead-
ers to assess their capacity and willingness to adhere

to requirements of the 2023 implementation model, as
well as of the requirements of the research design and
data collection. In the end, six sites were identified for
participation. PERTS requested that teachers at each of
these sites implement Elevate (i.e., treatment condition)
or operate as business-as-usual (i.e., comparison condi-
tion), to varying degrees. We provide, in Table 1, a brief

TABLE 1

description of each site’s characteristics and approach
used for teacher assignment to treatment or compari-
son conditions.

District or school administrators chose how
Elevate was adopted according to a variety of fac-
tors, including school needs and teacher interest. In
some cases, entire schools adopted Elevate, and in,
other cases, teachers were allowed to opt into using
Elevate. These selections were made prior to each
school’s first launch meeting date, held between mid-
September and mid-October 2023. At these meetings,
teachers learned how to access the Elevate platform,
created an account, and learned how to use the plat-
form to collect data. Teachers were generally allowed
to choose in which specific classes they used the
platform. Participating teachers predominantly used
Elevate in math, English, science, and history classes
for students in grades 6-12.

Site Descriptions and Overview of Assignment to Treatment or

Comparison Conditions

Site Description

Assignment

Site 1 Small, rural public school

district

Site 1 agreed as a district, per the request of
PERTS, to not use Elevate in SY 2023-2024. The

site operates in same state as Site 2.

Site 2 encouraged—but did not require—all
teachers to use Elevate in at least one or two

classes, districtwide. The site operates in same
state as Site 1.

Two schools in the Site 3 school district

Site 2 Small, rural public school
district

Site 3 Large, suburban public
school district

Site 4 Small private school

Site 5 Large, suburban public
school district

Site 6 Sample recruited from

districts across the United
States by the Character Lab
Research Network

participated in the study. One school used Elevate
schoolwide. At a second school, a small number
of teachers were allowed to self-select into using
Elevate for the year, and the remaining teachers
did not use Elevate.

Site 4, a private school, encouraged (but did not
require) teachers to adopt Elevate in their grade
8-10 classes; teachers were not invited to use
Elevate in their grade 6-7 or 11-12 classes.

Site 5 was a district in which Community of
Practice facilitators were responsible for recruiting
teachers to use Elevate at their own schools.
Therefore, teachers opted in to using Elevate.

All teachers and students from Site 6 were in the
comparison condition. Only a subset of outcome
measures were collected in these districts, and
only student outcomes were collected.

NOTE: Site 4 and Site 6 have subsequently been dropped from the main analyses. Site 4 was dropped
because there was no overlap in student grade levels between treatment and comparison classes; Site 6 was
dropped because the students’ schools of enrollment were not documented, and there were limited outcome

measures available for the analyses.




Data

PERTS collected administrative records informa-
tion on teachers and students to register individuals
into the Elevate platform and to enable the collection
of data for the Elevate cycles. These data included
details on each student’s grade level, courses of enroll-
ment, and the teacher of record, as well as prior year
(SY 2022-2023) course grades by subject. Course
grades for SY 2023-2024 were collected after comple-
tion of the academic year. PERTS also administered,
for both students and teachers, pre- and post-Elevate
surveys. The pre-Elevate surveys were administered
between the end of August and mid-October 2023,
prior to the implementation of Elevate. The post-
Elevate surveys were administered between May and
mid-June 2024. Limited self-reported demographic
information (i.e., race and gender) was collected
through surveys.

Analytic Approach

We used propensity score weighting to analyze student
outcomes, and we used ordinary least squares regres-
sion to analyze teacher outcomes. We provide a gen-
eral overview of our analytic approach in this section;
full details are available in the accompanying technical
annex. We focus on three distinct types of outcomes:

o Student surveys of subject-specific learning
conditions. In this analysis, we focus on how
student ratings of Elevate classrooms com-
pared with student ratings of comparison
classrooms of the same subject (math, history,
science, or English). We refer to these as class
measures throughout this report.’

o Student surveys of their overall academic
dispositions and their perceptions of school
climate. In this analysis, we focus on how rat-
ings by students who had at least one teacher
implement Elevate compared with ratings
by students who had no teachers implement
Elevate (i.e., all their classes were comparison
classes). We refer to these as nonclass mea-
sures throughout this report.

o Teacher surveys of their mindsets, beliefs, and
working conditions. In this analysis we com-

pare ratings by teachers who implemented
Elevate in at least one of their classrooms with
ratings by teachers who did not implement
Elevate in any of their classrooms.

We provide a description of all outcome measures
for students and teachers in Table 2. We aligned the
measures available for our analysis with What Works
Clearinghouse (WWC) (2022) outcome domains to
help narrow our set of outcomes into confirmatory or
exploratory measures to avoid the need for multiple
hypothesis testing corrections; confirmatory out-
comes were selected based on alignment with WWC
domains, and priority was given to externally devel-
oped and validated scales. Some survey items used a
negative wording; we recoded these items so that the
desired result for each measure in our analyses is a
positive number. Note that when results on authori-
tarian discipline and burnout are interpreted, a posi-
tive estimate means less authoritarian discipline and
teacher burnout.

The ideal way to estimate the effect of Elevate
would be to randomly assign students and teach-
ers to either implement Elevate or continue in a
business-as-usual condition. Random assignment
would ensure that student and teacher characteristics
would be unrelated to the implementation of Elevate.
Random assignment was not possible in this case,
and schools and teachers had the ultimate decision
on whether to implement Elevate.

In the absence of random assignment, we used
propensity score weighting to ensure that students in
Elevate classrooms look similar on observable char-
acteristics to students in comparison classrooms that
operated under business-as-usual conditions. With
this approach, we modeled the probability, or pro-
pensity, that a student would be exposed to Elevate
based on background characteristics and baseline
measures of the outcomes. We then used this pre-
dicted propensity to weight students in Elevate and
comparison classrooms so that they are similar on
observable characteristics at baseline.

Studies show that propensity score—based
designs can recover similar results as random
assignment designs when the following condi-
tions are satisfied: (1) the treatment and compari-
son groups are within similar geographic areas,




TABLE 2

Student and Teacher Outcome Domains, Qutcomes, and Data or

Measure Sources

WWC Outcome Domain

Outcome

Source

Student outcomes

Student achievement

Student academic
dispositions

Student perceptions of
school climate

Other

Teacher outcomes

Teacher well-being

Teacher perceptions of
school climate

Classroom learning
conditions

Other

Course grades—class?

Growth mindset—nonclass®P
Effort/motivation—class
Effort/motivation—nonclass

Sense of belonging—nonclass?

Identity safety—nonclass®

Student voice—class
Student voice—nonclass

Teacher caring—class

Burnout®P

Trusting community
Learning culture
Perspective taking

Relationship efficacy®
Authoritarian disciplinary beliefs®
Student voice

Faculty mindset beliefs®

Attitudes toward students

Administrative data

Growth Mindset Scale (Dweck,
1999; Dweck, 2006), modified

Developed by PERTS, with input
from UCCSR

Developed by PERTS, with input
from UCCSR

Two items from the social
acceptance subscale of the
School Belongingness Scale
(Arslan and Duru, 2017)

Student Experience Project (2022)

Developed by PERTS, with input
from UCCSR

Developed by PERTS, with input
from UCCSR

Developed by PERTS, with input
from UCCSR

Marshall et al., 2023

Developed by PERTS, with input
from UCCSR

Developed by PERTS, with input
from UCCSR

Developed by PERTS

Developed by PERTS
Okonofua, 2015
Developed by PERTS
Canning et al., 2019

Two items from the Teacher
Burnout Scale (Seidman and
Zager, 1987)

NOTE: The “other” outcome domains cover measures for which there are not aligned WWC outcome domains.
UCCSR = University of Chicago Consortium on School Research.

@Confirmatory outcome for the domain; all other outcomes are intended to be exploratory.

bSurvey item and/or scale had a negative valence and was recoded to have a positive valence and interpretation.




(2) researchers use baseline measures of the out-
comes, and (3) researchers control for other perti-
nent characteristics that predict performance on the
outcomes (Heckman, Ichimura, and Todd, 1997). In
designing the data collection, PERTS satisfied many
of these conditions. In two of the four districts in
the study, students in Elevate and comparison class-
rooms are in the same district or even school and are
therefore in a tight geographic area. The other two
districts were both in the same state and were small,
rural districts. One of these districts implemented
Elevate and one did not, allowing for comparison
across districts with similar geographic conditions
in the same state. As mentioned before, all models
leverage baseline measures of the outcome. We also
included other common student background charac-
teristics that are known to correlate with educational
outcomes, such as race, gender, and grade level.

In this report’s technical annex, we compare
the student background characteristics and baseline
measures of the outcome among students in Elevate
classrooms and comparison classrooms before and
after applying the generated propensity score weights
(PSWs). WWC guidelines suggest that acceptable bal-
ance after weighting is less than a 0.25 standard devi-
ation (SD) difference between groups. In Tables A.3
through A.6 in the technical annex, we show that,
prior to weighting, many of the variables are within
this limit and that weighting improves balance in
most cases, and all variables are within the allowable
limit after weighting. Our preferred models control
for these characteristics to improve the precision
of our estimates and account for any lingering bias
from these variables that the weighting procedure
cannot mitigate. We additionally control for class-
room aggregates of the measures to account for any
differing classroom dynamics that can be caused by
student sorting to teachers.

Because of the limited number of teachers in
the sample, we were unable to successfully imple-
ment propensity score weighting (or matching) tech-
niques.” In our analyses of teacher ratings, we simply
controlled for baseline measures of the outcome,
teacher gender and race, and aggregate background
characteristics of the students the teacher taught.

Finally, we encountered missing student and
teacher background characteristic data and baseline

measures of the outcomes. We used multiple-chained
imputation procedures to impute missing data, in
accordance with recommendations made by WWC
(2022). We did not impute missing outcome data.
Please see this report’s technical annex for details.

Sample

We established two sets of teacher and student sam-
ples. The first set was the intent-to-treat (ITT) sample
and the second set was the treatment-on-the-treated
(TOT) sample. For both the teacher and the student
sets, the samples were grouped according to teacher
behavior. We defined the ITT treatment teacher
sample as teachers who registered their class on the
Elevate platform (i.e., indicated an intention to imple-
ment Elevate). We did not limit the sample based on
implementation characteristics, such as the teacher’s
fidelity to the intended design or the extent to which
students provided the requested class feedback. We
defined the ITT treatment student sample as the stu-
dents who were taught by the ITT teachers in treated
classrooms. We estimated effects of Elevate with this
definition of treatment because this might be the
most policy relevant estimate. That is, this treatment
definition provides an estimate of the effect of Elevate
under authentic conditions in which there was likely
to be variation in the extent to which teachers imple-
mented the program with fidelity, if at all. The com-
parison teacher group were those who did not register
any class to participate in Elevate, and the comparison
student group were those who had no teacher register
their class to participate in Elevate. After we applied
the definition of treatment and comparison to identify
eligible participants, we further limited all samples to
only those individuals who had valid outcome data.
We were also interested in estimating the effect
of Elevate on teachers and students when a teacher
implements Elevate with fidelity. Prior to the analysis
of the data, PERTS defined using the 2023 Direct
Support Implementation Model with fidelity as when
(1) the teacher collected at least three cycles of the
Student Experience Survey and obtained a response
from at least 60 percent of the students in each cycle,
and (2) the teacher completed each of the four Guided
Reflections that were offered as part of Elevate’s pro-




fessional learning resources. PERTS provided us an
indicator for which teachers and classrooms met this
tidelity definition. We, therefore, defined the TOT
treatment teacher sample as the subset of teachers who
implemented Elevate and met the fidelity definition.
We then defined the TOT treatment student sample as
the students who were taught by this subset of teach-
ers. The comparison teachers and students were iden-
tical for both the ITT and TOT samples because the
fidelity threshold could not be applied to them.

The final sample for class outcomes consisted of
unique student-class observations. Elevate students
were represented for each subject for which they were
treated and completed an endline survey. Students in
comparison classrooms were never exposed to Elevate
and were represented for each class in which they com-
pleted an endline survey. The final sample for nonclass
outcomes consisted of one observation per student;
Elevate students were those who were enrolled in at
least one treated classroom, and comparison students
were those who were never exposed to Elevate.

We provide baseline student and teacher char-
acteristics for the ITT and TOT samples in Table 3

TABLE 3

and Table 4, respectively. About half the sample was
male (48 percent), and students predominantly iden-
tified as White (38 percent) or two or more races
(27 percent). The “other race” category (35 percent)
captures students who identified as any other race,
including Black and Latino students.® Students
were approximately evenly distributed across

grade levels. There were relatively fewer students in
grades 6-8 (39 percent) than in grades 9-12 (61 per-
cent) because there is one additional grade level in
traditional high schools.

When students in Elevate classrooms were
compared with students in comparison classrooms,
Elevate students were less likely to be male (45 per-
cent) in both ITT and TOT samples. Elevate students
reported higher ratings on most baseline class and
nonclass measures, and the differences were greater
in the TOT sample than in the ITT sample. Teach-
ers who adopted Elevate, relative to those who did
not, in the ITT and TOT samples were more likely
to be male, were slightly less likely to be White, and
reported higher ratings on most baseline measures of
the teacher outcomes.

Unweighted Baseline Characteristics and Outcomes of
Students and Teachers in the ITT Sample

Characteristic or Overall Treatment Comparison
Outcome Mean N Mean N Mean N
Student background characteristics

Male 0.48 4141 0.45 1,170 0.50 2,971
White 0.38 4,106 0.39 1,154 0.38 2,952
Two or more races 0.27 4,106 0.26 1,154 0.27 2,952
Other race 0.35 4,106 0.35 1,154 0.35 2,952
Disadvantaged race 0.34 4,106 0.30 1,154 0.36 2,952
Grade 6 0.13 4,292 0.12 1,230 0.13 3,062
Grade 7 0.14 4,292 0.16 1,230 0.13 3,062
Grade 8 0.12 4,292 0.12 1,230 0.12 3,062
Grade 9 0.17 4,292 0.18 1,230 0.17 3,062
Grade 10 0.16 4,292 0.16 1,230 0.16 3,062
Grade 11 0.16 4,292 0.13 1,230 0.17 3,062
Grade 12 0.12 4,292 0.14 1,230 0.11 3,062




Table 3—Continued

Characteristic or Overall Treatment Comparison
Outcome Mean N Mean N Mean N
Student—baseline measures of class outcomes

Course grades 0.00 8,425 0.00 1,209 0.00 7,216
Effort/motivation 3.66 7,931 3.71 1,240 3.65 6,691
Student voice 4.64 7,924 4.81 1,239 4.61 6,685
Teacher caring 4.24 7,895 4.39 1,233 4.21 6,662
Student—baseline measures of nonclass outcomes

Growth mindset? 4.06 2,968 4.21 872 3.99 2,096
Effort/motivation 3.43 3,014 3.44 888 3.42 2,126
Sense of belonging 2.78 3,002 2.77 885 2.79 2,117
Identity safety? 4.20 3,016 4.32 886 4.15 2,130
Student voice 412 3,011 4.20 885 4.09 2,126
Teacher background characteristics

Male 0.22 14 0.29 66 0.16 75
White 0.86 139 0.85 65 0.88 74
Two or more races 0.06 139 0.11 65 0.01 74
Other race 0.08 139 0.05 65 0.11 74
Teacher baseline measures of outcomes

Burnout?® 2.81 125 2.74 63 2.89 62
Trusting community 3.60 124 3.66 62 3.55 62
Learning culture 3.37 124 3.37 62 3.36 62
Perspective taking 3.95 125 3.92 63 3.98 62
Relationship efficacy? 4.48 125 4.75 63 4.20 62
Authoritarian 3.46 125 3.60 63 3.32 62
discipline beliefs?

Student voice 3.60 125 3.67 63 3.53 62
Faculty mindset 5.20 125 5.37 63 5.02 62
beliefs?

Attitudes toward 4.04 125 4.09 63 3.98 62
students

NOTE: For background characteristics, the observation counts are students and teachers, respectively,
who have the indicated characteristic or baseline measure. For the student—class baseline measures,
the observation counts represent the number of student—class observations with the respective baseline
measure. A unique student can have a value for up to four subjects: math, science, history, and English.
Sample sizes vary because of missing data; imputed data are not presented.

@Survey item and/or scale had a negative valence and was recoded to have a positive valence and inter-

pretation.




TABLE 4

Unweighted Baseline Characteristics and Outcomes of

Students and Teachers in the TOT Sample

Characteristic or Overall Treatment Comparison
Outcome Mean N Mean N Mean N
Student background characteristics

Male 0.49 2,966 0.45 741 0.50 2,225
White 0.34 2,958 0.33 734 0.35 2,224
Two or more races 0.24 2,958 0.25 734 0.24 2,224
Other race 0.42 2,958 0.42 734 0.42 2,224
Disadvantaged race 0.30 2,958 0.28 734 0.30 2,224
Grade 6 0.09 3,063 0.10 782 0.08 2,281
Grade 7 0.09 3,063 0.12 782 0.08 2,281
Grade 8 0.07 3,063 0.07 782 0.07 2,281
Grade 9 0.18 3,063 0.19 782 0.17 2,281
Grade 10 0.21 3,063 0.17 782 0.22 2,281
Grade 11 0.21 3,063 0.15 782 0.23 2,281
Grade 12 0.17 3,063 0.20 782 0.15 2,281
Student—baseline measures of class outcomes

Course grades -0.04 5,863 0.04 573 -0.04 5,290
Effort/motivation 3.63 5,097 3.75 543 3.61 4,554
Student voice 4.60 5,099 4.73 546 4.59 4,553
Teacher caring 4.22 5,073 4.43 542 4.20 4,531
Student—baseline measures of nonclass outcomes

Growth mindset? 413 1,976 4.35 513 4.06 1,463
Effort/motivation 3.42 2,007 3.46 524 3.41 1,483
Sense of belonging 2.78 1,998 2.79 522 2.77 1,476
Identity safety? 4.30 2,009 4.43 523 4.26 1,486
Student voice 418 2,003 4.23 521 416 1,482
Teacher background characteristics

Male 0.18 117 0.21 42 0.16 75
White 0.87 116 0.86 42 0.88 74
Two or more races 0.03 116 0.07 42 0.01 74
Other race 0.09 116 0.07 42 0.11 74
Teacher baseline measures of outcomes

Burnout? 2.82 101 2.70 39 2.89 62
Trusting community 3.58 100 3.62 38 3.55 62
Learning culture 3.38 101 3.41 39 3.36 62




Table 4—Continued

o Overall Treatment Comparison
Characteristic or
Outcome Mean N Mean N Mean N
Perspective taking 3.97 101 3.95 39 3.98 62
Relationship efficacy? 4.45 101 4.85 39 4.20 62
Authoritarian 3.42 101 3.56 39 3.32 62
discipline beliefs?
Student voice 3.59 101 3.69 39 3.53 62
Faculty mindset 5.22 101 5.53 39 5.02 62
beliefs®
Attitudes toward 4.01 101 4.06 39 3.98 62
students

NOTE: For background characteristics, the observation counts are students and teachers, respectively,
who have the indicated characteristic or baseline measure. For the student—baseline measures of class
outcomes, the observation counts represent the number of student—class observations with the respec-
tive baseline measure. A unique student can have a value for up to four subjects: math, science, history,
and English. Sample sizes vary because of missing data; imputed data are not presented.

@ Survey item and/or scale had a negative valence and was recoded to have a positive valence and inter-

pretation.

Study Limitations

Our research analyzes the effects of Elevate when
implemented in a set of schools that serve students
in different geographic areas, grade levels, and
urbanicities. Despite the relatively large sample of
students in the sites recruited for this evaluation,
the study has several important limitations. The
chief limitation is that, as with all nonexperimental
studies, the possibility remains that unobserved
student and teacher characteristics are confounding
our results.

We are missing some key observable student
characteristics, such as baseline performance on
standardized tests; a student-level measure of
socioeconomic status; and whether the student
has a disability, is an English-language learner, or
participates in a gifted program. We are also miss-
ing key teacher characteristics, such as certification
status and years of experience. To the extent that
these characteristics are related to teacher choices
to implement Elevate and are related to measures
of learning and working conditions, our estimates
would be biased.” We also cannot account for char-
acteristics that are harder to measure. For example,
there might have been differences in motivation
and desire to improve instruction among schools

and teachers that opted into Elevate and those that
did not. Because of the sorting of students to teach-
ers, students of more-motivated teachers might
also have been different than peers in comparison
classrooms in unobserved ways. Survey responses
and changes in those responses from the beginning
to the end of the school year could also have been
related to unobserved differences in motivation.

We identified three additional limitations stem-
ming from the use of surveys as outcome measures
and one limitation regarding the specific survey
measures. First, all surveys are subject to social
desirability bias, whereby individuals might respond
in ways that are expected instead of ways that reflect
their true perceptions. This bias might have been
stronger among teachers and students in Elevate
classrooms if the surveys addressed concepts related
to the intervention. That is, teachers and students
might have felt a greater need to report better per-
ceptions of teaching and learning conditions after
experiencing a program meant to improve those
conditions. Second, as with any large survey-based
study, nonresponse is a limitation. Nonresponse was
particularly an issue with student surveys in this
study. PERTS was able to collect outcome surveys for
40 percent of the students overall, broken down as
46 percent of the Elevate students and 37 percent of

10



the comparison students. It is this subset of students
who compose the analytic sample in Tables 3 and 4.
It is therefore possible that the more motivated stu-
dents answered outcomes surveys, which might limit
generalizability of the results.!? Finally, the measures
for our analyses are largely made up of single-item
measures or two-item scales; short scales (two items
or fewer) are typically considered to be unreliable for
accurately measuring a nuanced construct (Cuvil-
lier, Léger, and Sénécal, 2021; Eisinga, te Grotenhuis,
and Pelzer, 2013; Moore et al., 2002); future analyses
might benefit from using more-robust and previ-
ously validated survey measures.

The sample sizes for this study are another limi-
tation; small sample sizes did not allow us to detect
smaller but still-meaningful effects of interventions.
Notably, the PERTS team selected sites that would
have sufficient numbers of students and teachers
to power a statistical analysis; incomplete surveys,
however, affected our ability to detect effects. Our
preregistration indicated that the effect sizes in
the student ITT analysis would need to be 0.16 SD
or larger; for the student TOT analysis, the effect
would need to be 0.20 SD or larger. The effects in
the teacher ITT and TOT analyses would need to be
0.35 or 0.44 SD, respectively. These are substantial
effect sizes, and smaller effects that we could not
detect could still represent meaningful changes in
the outcomes of interest.

Although most of these limitations preclude us
from making causal inferences about the effect of
Elevate on student and teacher outcomes to the extent
to which we see effects on outcomes, the study can
provide evidence of promise that Elevate might be
meeting its goals. Additionally, such findings could
indicate that further study of Elevate with a more rig-
orous design, such as a randomized controlled trial,
is warranted.

Results

What Is the Relationship of Elevate
with Students’ Course Grades,
Academic Dispositions, Perceptions of
School Climate, and Other Outcomes
of Interest?

We present our main results on the relationship
between Elevate and student outcomes in Table 5.
Our confirmatory analysis sought to understand the
relationship between Elevate and student outcomes
on course grades, sense of belonging, and growth
mindset in the ITT sample.

We found no detectable relationship between
Elevate and any of the confirmatory outcomes. The
estimates for course grades and sense of belonging
were quantitatively small—essentially zero—and
statistically insignificant. The estimates for growth
mindset were larger and negative but statistically
insignificant. Overall, the study could not confirm
relationships between a teacher’s use of Elevate and
these student outcomes.

Our exploratory outcomes include the afore-
mentioned outcomes for the TOT sample and addi-
tional outcomes for both the ITT and TOT samples.
We started by analyzing the outcomes on the TOT
sample. Relationships with all outcomes remained
about the same. Relationships with course grades and
sense of belonging in the school remained small and
statistically insignificant, and the negative relation-
ship with growth mindset remained larger and still
statistically insignificant.

Turning to other class outcomes, we saw no rela-
tionship between Elevate and student-reported effort
and motivation in either the ITT or TOT samples,
but we did see positive and significant relationships
between Elevate and student voice and teacher caring
in a classroom in both the ITT and TOT samples.

In the ITT sample, Elevate was associated with a
0.182 SD increase in student voice and 0.126 SD
increase in student-reported teacher caring in a
classroom. These estimates were slightly larger in the
TOT sample at 0.276 SD and 0.211 SD, respectively.
The larger TOT estimate was consistent with the
notion that adhering to the Elevate intervention with
greater fidelity would have a stronger relationship
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TABLE 5

Relationships Between Elevate Treatment and Student

Outcomes

ITT Estimates
(and standard

TOT Estimates
(and standard

Outcome errors) Confirmatory N errors) Confirmatory N

Class outcomes

Course grades 0.002 Yes 11,261 -0.038 No 7,845
(0.066) (0.053)

Effort/ 0.008 No 11,634 0.031 No 8,134

motivation (0.042) (0.046)

Student voice 0.182** No 11,659 0.276** No 8,152
(0.067) (0.064)

Teacher caring 0.126* No 11,638 0.211** No 8,139
(0.054) (0.050)

Nonclass outcomes

Growth -0.140 Yes 4,276 -0.086 No 3,061

mindset?® (0.077) (0.065)

Effort/ 0.046 No 4,323 -0.038 No 3,092

motivation (0.055) (0.091)

Sense of -0.009 Yes 4,309 0.060 No 3,083

belonging? (0.057) (0.053)

Identity safety® -0.137 No 4,325 -0.112 No 3,096
(0.080) (0.077)

Student voice 0.004 No 4,320 0.000 No 3,094
(0.044) (0.045)

NOTE: Each cell represents a regression of the outcome, identified in the row, on the treatment indica-

tor (ITT or TOT). All models control for the baseline measure of the outcome, student grade level, student
race, an indicator for the student identifying as part of marginalized racial group, class-level aggregates

of the aforementioned variables, site fixed effects, and fixed effects for the subjects in which a student
was surveyed. All models include PSWs. Standard errors in the class outcome models are clustered by
teacher. Standard errors in the nonclass outcomes are clustered by school. Coefficients are expressed as
Hedges’s g. * indicates p < 0.05, ** indicates p < 0.01.
@Survey item and/or scale had a negative valence and was recoded to have a positive valence and interpre-

tation.

with student outcomes. Future research can focus on
confirming and further understanding the poten-
tially positive relationship with the class measures of
student voice and teacher caring.

Turning to nonclass outcomes, we saw no rela-
tionship between Elevate and nonclass measures of
student voice. Therefore, the positive relationship
with student voice in a classroom did not translate
to a positive relationship with student voice in the
nonclass setting. Additionally, we saw no relationship
between Elevate and perceptions of effort and moti-
vation in the nonclass setting or a sense of identity
safety. The estimate on the latter outcome was larger
and negative but not statistically significant.

What Is the Relationship of Elevate with
Teachers’ Well-Being and Perceptions
of School Climate? What Is the
Relationship of Elevate with Teachers’
Self-Reported Classroom Learning
Conditions and Other Outcomes of
Interest?

We present our estimates of the relationship between
Elevate and teacher outcomes in Table 6. Here, we
had only one confirmatory outcome: the relation-
ship between Elevate and teacher burnout in the ITT
sample. We found a negative but statistically insig-
nificant relationship for this outcome; we therefore
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TABLE 6

Relationships Between Elevate Treatment and Teacher

Outcomes

ITT Estimates
(and standard

TOT Estimates
(and standard

Outcome errors) Confirmatory N errors) Confirmatory N

Burnout?® -0.119 Yes 144 -0.152 No 119
(0.165) (0.195)

Trusting -0.097 No 143 0.017 No 119

community (0.220) (0.202)

Learning culture -0.096 No 143 0.032 No 118
(0.197) (0.173)

Perspective -0.327 No 145 -0.233 No 120

taking (0.239) (0.202)

Relationship -0.041 No 144 -0.080 No 119

efficacy?® (0.213) (0.251)

Authoritarian 0.07 No 144 0.130 No 119

discipline? (0.117) (0.148)

Student voice 0.464* No 142 0.457 No 117
(0.209) (0.273)

Faculty mindset 0.265 No 147 0.079 No 122

beliefs? (0.141) (0.210)

Attitudes toward -0.173 No 144 0.043 No 119

students (0.176) (0.181)

NOTE: Each cell represents a regression of the outcome, identified in the row, on the treatment indicator (ITT
or TOT). All models control for a baseline measure of the outcome, teacher gender, subjects taught by the
teacher, site fixed effects, and classroom aggregates of the following student characteristics: grade level,
average baseline course grades across subjects, gender, race, and subjects in which they were surveyed. All
models include PSWs. Standard errors are clustered by school. Coefficients are expressed as Hedges'’s g.

*indicates p < 0.05.

@ Survey item and/or scale had a negative valence and was recoded to have a positive valence and interpre-

tation.

could not confirm an effect of Elevate on teacher-
reported burnout.!!

In our exploratory outcomes, the estimate on
teacher burnout became slightly more negative in
the TOT sample but remained statistically insignifi-
cant. Only one estimate was statistically significant:
Elevate was associated with a 0.464 SD increase in
teacher-reported valuing of student voice in the ITT
sample. The estimate remained similar in the TOT
sample (0.457 SD) but became statistically insignifi-
cant because of the smaller number of teachers in
the sample.

All other outcomes were not statistically signifi-
cant. As we noted before, the small teacher sample
size means that we were unable to detect potentially
smaller but meaningful associations. Future research
should include a larger sample of teachers to confirm

a possible relationship between Elevate and student
voice and investigate whether smaller relationships
are present between Elevate and other outcomes.

How Do the Elevate Relationships
Vary by Student Characteristics and
Subject?

Our last set of analyses, shown in Table 7, explored
how the relationship between Elevate and student
outcomes might vary for student subgroups of
interest, specifically gender, race, and grade level.
Additionally, for the class outcomes, we investigated
relationships by class subject, shown in Table 8. We
estimate and present results only for the ITT sample
to reduce the number of statistical tests performed
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TABLE 7

Relationships Between Elevate Treatment and Student
Qutcomes, by Subgroup

Middle High
Outcome Male Female White Minority  School School
Class outcomes
Course grades -0.068 0.103* -0.005 0.040 0.023 0.024
(0.072) (0.058) (0.077) (0.055) (0.105) (0.065)
Effort/motivation 0.017 0.075 0.011 0.072 -0.003 0.079
(0.056) (0.053) (0.060) (0.048) (0.073) (0.052)
Student voice 0.161** 0.236** 0.165* 0.217** 0.077 0.265**
(0.061) (0.065) (0.078) (0.058) (0.084) (0.077)
Teacher caring 0.093 0.228** 0.116 0.198** 0.083 0.208**
(0.063) (0.063) (0.076) (0.058) (0.081) (0.077)
Nonclass outcomes
Growth mindset? -0.136* -0.110 -0.071 -0.153* -0.159 -0.105
(0.059) (0.101) (0.082) (0.066) (0.077) (0.062)
Effort/motivation 0.039 0.051 0.005 0.069 0.052 0.035
(0.070) (0.078) (0.087) (0.057) (0.068) (0.074)
Sense of belonging -0.058 -0.034 -0.072 -0.029 -0.086 -0.018
(0.070) (0.068) (0.063) (0.069) (0.073) (0.070)
Identity safety? -0.095 -0.077 -0.069 -0.096 -0.027 -0.113
(0.082) (0.071) (0.009) (0.059) (0.075) (0.066)
Student voice -0.004 0.025 0.059 -0.020 0.017 0.007
(0.051) (0.063) (0.067) (0.047) (0.075) (0.058)

NOTE: Each cell represents a regression of the outcome, identified in the row, on the treatment indicator
for the subgroup identified in the column. Sample sizes, model specifications, and standard errors are
the same as those found in Table 5. All models include PSWs. Coefficients are expressed as Hedges’s g.

*indicates p < 0.05, ** indicates p < 0.01.

@ Survey item and/or scale had a negative valence and was recoded to have a positive valence and

interpretation.

TABLE 8

Relationships Between Elevate Treatment and Student
Qutcomes, by Class Subject

Class Outcome English History Math Science
Course grades -0.104 0.078 0.009 0.182*
(0.083) (0.129) (0.142) (0.079)
Effort/motivation -0.013 0.015 —-0.091 0.275*
(0.065) (0.102) (0.071) (0.079)
Student voice 0.191* 0.259 0.102 0.221*
(0.083) (0.173) (0.127) (0.104)
Teacher caring 0.131 0.151 0.142 0.246**
(0.076) (0.157) (0.113) (0.119)

NOTE: Each cell represents a regression of the outcome, identified in the row, on the treatment
indicator for the subgroup identified in the column. Sample sizes, model specifications, and
standard errors are the same as those found in Table 5. All models include PSWs. * indicates

p < 0.05, ** indicates p < 0.01.
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and because our overall results did not differ appre-
ciably between the ITT and TOT subgroups.

We found little evidence of different relation-
ships by subgroup, which we expected because the
study was not powered to detect such differences
between subgroups. We present two pieces of evi-
dence to this effect. First, each subgroup estimate
was close to the overall estimate for the outcome.
Second, for all outcomes other than student voice
and teacher caring, the statistical insignificance of
the overall relationship held for all or nearly all sub-
groups and subjects. When looking at the student
voice and teacher caring outcomes, the statistical
significance of the overall relationship also applied
for most subgroups and subjects.

Two patterns that might merit more research are
the fact that middle school estimates are generally
smaller compared with high school estimates and
that all class outcomes might have improved in sci-
ence classes, although there is no compelling theory,
ex ante, that would explain those differences.

Summary and Implications

We assessed whether and to what extent using the
Elevate platform—a progress-monitoring tool that
teachers can use to improve the learning conditions
in their classrooms—influenced student and teacher
outcomes under the 2023 Direct Implementation
Support Model. Teachers implemented Elevate in
SY 2023-2024 across a set of schools that serve stu-
dents in different geographic areas, grade levels, and
urbanicities.

We used a limited set of administrative data on
and surveys of students and teachers for our analy-
ses. The assignment of teachers to using Elevate, as
opposed to maintaining business-as-usual classroom
practices, was not random and might have been
influenced by teacher, student, or school character-
istics that are unobservable in our data. Thus, we
used statistical approaches, where feasible, to make
the samples of students who experienced and did
not experience Elevate similar at baseline. We were
unable to adjust the teacher sample in the same way.
As a consequence, the analysis of teacher outcomes is
limited for determining the effectiveness of Elevate.

We identified course grades, growth mindset,
and sense of belonging as the confirmatory out-
comes to assess the effectiveness of teachers’ use of
Elevate for students, but we found no significant
effects on these measures. For teachers, we identi-
fied burnout as the confirmatory outcome to assess
changes from Elevate, and we did not find any rela-
tionship between implementation of Elevate with
teacher ratings of burnout.

We did, however, find some evidence of promise
from our exploratory analyses that Elevate might
have positively influenced students’ class ratings of
student voice and teacher caring. We also see a sta-
tistically significant relationship between teachers’
use of Elevate and higher ratings for teachers’ valu-
ing of student voice in their classrooms. Given that
Elevate’s mechanism for improving learning condi-
tions is to help teachers gather student feedback and
perspectives and use that feedback to shape their
classroom practices, these promising results align to
the tool’s approach.

Where we found statistically significant relation-
ships between Elevate and outcomes overall, those
relationships were significant for most subgroups that
we analyzed. Given that the study was powered to
detect relationships of 0.16 SD or more, it is possible
that smaller but potentially meaningful relationships
between Elevate and outcomes of interest exist that
this study was not able to detect.

Additional research is needed to fully understand
the effects of teachers using Elevate in their class-
rooms. Such research should consider (1) recruiting
a large and diverse sample of teachers and students
and working to ensure high response rates on study
surveys, (2) using validated survey scales in full, and
(3) leveraging a study design that can allow for more
confidence in attributing changes in teacher and stu-
dent outcomes to Elevate, such as with a randomized
controlled design. Future studies could assess these
impacts by class subject or under the various imple-
mentation models used with Elevate.

Additionally, future studies on Elevate could
examine how students perceive the Elevate platform
and experience, as well as how teachers make sense
of the data provided through Elevate, how teachers
make decisions based on those data, and any key les-
sons teachers have learned that might inform future
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updates to the Elevate tool and benefit new educators
adopting the platform for the first time.

Our analyses also suggest implications for the
Elevate developers. First, PERTS might want to
explore barriers to survey completion for both stu-
dents and teachers; addressing these might allow for
more-complete data and larger analytic samples for
analysis. Second, the implementation fidelity defini-
tion for the 2023 Direct Support Implementation
Model was multipart, and its complexity might have
limited the number of teachers whose implementa-
tion of Elevate fully met this definition. The PERTS
team could investigate which components of fidel-
ity and implementation guidance were not met and

what challenges teachers faced in meeting these
requirements. PERTS might be able to enhance the
provided supports where those supports address
implementation barriers.

Finally, the distal outcomes that Elevate
was meant to influence did not bear out in this
evaluation. Revisiting the Elevate logic model (see
Figure A.1 in the technical annex) and ensuring
that the expected outcomes are aligned with the
mechanisms of the tool and the available supports
might help inform (1) key dimensions of the Direct
Support Implementation Model or other Elevate
delivery approaches and (2) future Elevate effective-
ness research.
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Notes

1 PERTS is a nonprofit group dedicated to helping teachers
create the conditions that foster engagement and accelerate
learning (PERTS, undated-b).

2 This model is not part of the evaluation presented in this
report.

3 Exploring the adoption decisions of teachers is beyond the
scope of this study, but 43 percent of teachers in our sample
adopted Elevate in only one classroom, 19 percent of teachers
adopted Elevate in the recommended two or three classrooms,
and the remaining 38 percent of teachers used Elevate in four or
more classrooms.

4 Our preregistration indicated that we would analyze teacher
outcomes (i.e., effects) by teacher characteristics; however, the
final teacher sample was too small to enable such analyses.

> Students were asked to complete the surveys for multiple class
subjects; we discuss how we handled multiple observations per
student later in this report and in the technical annex.

6 PERTS identified these outcomes as aligned with their SY 2023~
2024 Elevate Logic Model, in which the components of the Elevate
tool are connected to teacher learning and mindset shifts and to
changes in student academic performance and effort. For example,
the logic model posits that, when learning conditions improve,
students report putting more effort into schoolwork and having
both a stronger growth mindset and sense of belonging. The full
logic model is available in the technical annex (Figure A.1).

7 Specifically, the limited number of comparison teachers pre-
cluded weighting techniques from producing acceptable baseline
balance. The relatively limited number of comparison teachers
also precluded matching techniques from finding comparison
teachers with similar characteristics as Elevate teachers that
would produce acceptable baseline balance.

8 These groups, Black students and Latino students, were too
small to include separately in the model.

9 There is a robust literature that shows substantive sorting of
students to schools and teachers based on their demographics;
the schools and classrooms in our study similarly vary in terms
of learning conditions, climate, and teacher effectiveness (see
Hough, Kalogrides, and Loeb, 2017; Kalogrides and Loeb, 2013;
and Kalogrides, Loeb, and Béteille, 2013).

10" We are unable to compare demographics of students with
and without survey data, because demographic data was col-
lected through the survey. However, the baseline course grades
of students with survey data were statistically significantly
higher than course grades of students without survey data by less
than 0.1 points. Students with survey data were also enrolled in
approximately one grade level higher, on average.

11 Because of the reverse coding, negative estimates would indi-
cate more reported burnout.
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About This Report

In this report, we present research on the Project for Education Research That
Scales’s (PERTS’s) Elevate tool, which is a progress-monitoring tool that teachers
can use to improve the learning conditions in their classrooms. Teachers gather
insights from students in their classroom, reflect on the provided feedback,
select instructional practices to support desired classroom experiences, and then
assess changes in student perceptions to inform future practices. RAND was
asked to conduct an efficacy analysis of Elevate’s 2023 Direct Support Imple-
mentation Model, which was implemented in school year (SY) 2023-2024. Our
analyses uncovered whether and to what extent the use of Elevate shaped experi-
ences and outcomes for students and teachers. The results of this evaluation are
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in Elevate and inform a future research agenda on Elevate.
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