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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Creative Learning Communities (CLC) grants program, as part of the
Disney Learning Partnership, has initiated a philanthropic initiative to assist
participating elementary schools involved in school reform to institute collaborative
and creative learning environments. An evaluation of the grants program by the
UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) and its National Center for Research
on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST) presents data findings
collected over a 2-year period from 32 CLC schools. This report highlights the
overall implementation process of CLC grants, trends in school changes from one
year to the next, and a case study component of 8 schools, which includes an
analysis of teacher interviews and classroom observations.

A multiple-methods design, including quantitative and qualitative approaches,
was used to understand the CLC implementation process and its impact on schools,
teachers, and students. A theory of action was used to provide focal points for the
evaluation and included the following domains:

= Leadership and Goals

= School Culture and Structure

= Professional Development and Accountability
= Creative Teaching Practices

= Engaged Student Learning

The theory of action defines the core variables and indicators that are of interest
to the study and projects a sequence in which change in indicators can be expected.
That is, one would expect to see changes in teaching strategies and student
opportunities to learn prior to seeing improvement in measured student learning.
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The evaluation design features a two-tiered approach. Tier 1 features data
collected from all 32 Creative Learning Communities schools, including document
data and survey data from teachers and students. Tier 2 focuses on data collected
from the 8 CLC case study schools, detailing the qualitative case study through
analysis of interviews with teachers and administrators, and observations of
classroom practice. Grounded in the program’s theory of action, the evaluation was
designed to address four basic questions:

e How is the Creative Learning Communities grants program being
implemented?

= What are its effects on schools, teachers and their practices, and student
learning outcomes?

= What factors influence effectiveness of the grant implementations?

< How can the program be improved?

Specific School Trends

Analysis of the schools’ grant proposals and annual reports revealed specific
school trends with respect to how the grant’s program is being implemented in
individual schools and school consortia and what its effects are on teachers and their
practice, as well as student learning. There were 18 Creative Learning Communities
projects, consisting of 13 individual schools and 5 school consortia, for a total of 32
schools in Year 1 and Year 2. Approximately 90% of the CLC schools were
composed of students from low-income families, with the remaining 10% of schools
mainly composed of students from middle-income families. Furthermore, 70% of the
schools were located in an urban area, with the remaining 30% of schools located in
either a suburban or a rural area. An analysis of the proposals indicated that these
CLC schools, regardless of their location, shared similar experiences as schools with
limited access to resources located in communities experiencing the multiple stresses
of poverty.

With respect to how the grants program is being implemented, CLC projects
differed in their disciplinary focus, professional development activities and
accountability mechanisms. More than 60% of CLC projects featured a cross-
curricular, interdisciplinary approach to teaching and learning, utilizing thematic
place- and project-based learning. The other CLC projects focused on a single subject
(e.g., math, science, or language arts) that fostered learning for understanding. In
painting a bold picture of innovative teaching and learning, schools differed in their
configuration of professional development. More than 60% of CLC projects
provided professional development dispersed throughout the school year without a
clear and continuous connection to the classroom. The remaining projects provided
teachers with professional development through designated curricular content area
experts in the classroom on a weekly basis and through structured time to meet with
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other teachers before, during, or after school to discuss newly learned practices.
Finally, projects differed in how they monitored the impact of professional
development on teacher practice and student learning. Seventy-five percent of the
projects relied on observed changes and state assessments as their indicators of
progress, which provided neither timely information nor the type of information
needed for improvement of school reform efforts. Twenty-five percent of the
projects did invest time and energy in creating assessments that were sensitive to
subtle changes in teaching practices that are important for continuous inquiry.

With respect to program effects, the level of implementation and impact on
teacher practice and student learning was determined by analyzing annual reports.
The results indicated that 7 out of 17 projects were in an early implementation stage,
3 of the projects were in mid-implementation, and 7 of the projects were rated to be
fully implemented. The distinction between being fully or not fully implemented
depended on teacher and student participation in project activities. Given that only
40% of projects were fully implemented at varying levels of teacher and student
participation, it is not surprising that 15 of the 17 projects experienced little or some
improvement in teacher practice and student learning. Overall, based on self-
reported data, CLC projects were beginning to take root, with Year 1 emphasis being
on teacher activities, especially in the area of professional development. Student
activities were expected to start in Year 2, when there should then be an increased
influence on teacher practice and student learning.

Overall School Results

Across schools, teacher survey findings from the Year 1/Year 2 comparison
(consisting of 835 teachers from a total of 28 schools) indicated significant
differences between years based on the Influence of the CLC Project on Teacher
Activities scale and the Student Engagement scale. Teachers indicated an increased
effect of the CLC project on their activities from Year 1, with a mean of 3.87, to Year
2, with a mean of 4.06. Teachers were increasing their use of information from
professional development activities, exchange of ideas with colleagues, knowledge
of subject matter, teaching effectiveness, and use of alternative forms of assessment.
For example, during Year 1 of implementation, teachers’ comments indicated their
expectation that the project would provide the resources necessary for increased
collaboration and professional development, introducing them to “cutting-edge”
“best practices” based on *“solid research.” In Year 2, teachers reported that they
were directly applying information learned from their peers and professional
development to their classrooms, and observing immediate results in student
learning and outcomes. They indicated an increased agreement with a positive effect
of the CLC project on their students’ engagement from Year 1 (mean = 3.10) to Year
2 (mean = 3.23). Teachers agreed that students were increasing their learning,
content knowledge, and problem-solving skills, as measured by the CLC Project
Influence on Student Engagement scale. Effect sizes were in the moderate range—.33



for Influence of the CLC Project on Teacher Activities and .201 for Influence of the
CLC Project on Student Engagement—indicating that the differences are most likely
non-negligible in terms of their substantive significance.

Teacher survey data indicated a statistically significant difference in the CLC
Influence on Teacher Practice and CLC Influence on Student Engagement scales.
However, the other eight scales (Professional Development, Quality of Professional
Development, Creative Teaching Practices, School Organization, School
Accountability, School Change, School Current Status, and Schoolwide Support for
CLC) remained relatively unchanged. Although the trends indicated positive mean
shifts, it may be too soon to expect statistically significant differences in scales whose
domains are deeply rooted in school culture and structure (especially the five school
scales) and thus invisible to the statistical standards required to document this
change.

Between schools, teacher survey findings indicated significant differences in
the Professional Development Activities (p < .000), School Organization (p < .001),
School Accountability (p = .001), Current School Status (p = .032), and Schoolwide
Support for CLC Project (p = .006) scales. The patterns of change across years in the
Professional Development Activities, School Organization, School Accountability,
School Current Status, and Schoolwide Support for CLC scales showed marked
differences between schools. The amount of change varied widely from school to
school—some schools even having negative change—whereas the mean levels
seemed unchanged. Differences between schools suggested that these dimensions of
the school reform process, particularly school leadership and goals, school culture
and structure, and professional development and accountability, are influencing
factors in project implementation. However, inside the classroom, teachers reported
a positive influence on teacher activities and student engagement, indicating that the
creative teaching practices promoted by these projects are beginning to take root.

Across schools, student survey findings from the Year 1/Year 2 comparison
(consisting of 7,405 third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade student surveys) indicated that
students had a positive attitude toward their school and classroom learning
environment, learning in general, and their teacher. Based on the Engaged Learning
Environment scale, students had a positive attitude toward their school and
classroom learning environment (means = 3.85 in Year 1 and 3.80 in Year 2). Only
fourth- and fifth-grade students responded to items in the Engaged Learning scale,
which captures students’ attitudes about learning in general. Results indicated that
students described themselves as good students (means = 3.93 in Year 1 and 3.83 in
Year 2). Based on the Student-Teacher Engagement scale, from the students’
perspective, teachers were engaged in their learning process, demonstrating care
and concern for their students (means = 3.72 in Year 1 and 3.67 in Year 2).

One category of survey items focused on different domains of classroom
activities, specifically students’ opportunity for cooperative work and choice.



Students reported that they did many group projects in class (means = 3.22 in Year 1
and 3.19 in Year 2). They increasingly helped one another with classroom
assignments (means = 2.71 in Year 1 and 3.16 in Year 2). However, students were
mixed in their opinion of whether or not they worked in groups (constant, with
means of 2.86 in Year 1 and 2.88 in Year 2) or individually (with means of 2.98 in
Year 1 and 3.61 in Year 2) most of the time. Student survey data also indicated that
students were mixed in their opinion as to their opportunity for choice of classroom
activities. While they had a chance to discuss what they were learning (means = 3.31
in Year 1 and 3.24 in Year 2), they were mixed in their opinion about having the
opportunity to help plan what they do in class (means = 2.93 in Year 1 and 2.47 in
Year 2). Students were again mixed in their opinion that they had no choice of
classroom activities (as indicated by the low means of 2.24 in Year 1 and 2.34 in Year
2). Yet, during both years, they indicated that they did not get many choices when it
came to assignments (means = 2.87 in Year 1 and 2.85 in Year 2).

Student survey results indicated positive student engagement with their
learning environment and learning in general. However, the lack of improvement in
student engagement suggests that, though teachers were providing students with
opportunities for student cooperative work and choice in learning activities, there
are emerging practices that were not yet used consistently throughout the school
year. Consistent with the teacher survey data, teachers provided students with these
types of opportunities one to two times per month. With respect to the evaluation
gquestion about the effect of the program on student outcomes, increases in levels of
engagement should expand in Year 3, when practices are deeply rooted in
classrooms throughout CLC schools.

Case Study School Trends

The case study school results are presented in two parts: (a) overall site case
study trends and (b) individual case study trends. Overall site case study trends
include a matrix of case study themes (derived from teacher interviews) related to
the barriers and successes of the grant implementation, and the shifts in the teachers’
perspectives from Year 1 to Year 2. Interestingly, the barriers significantly decreased
in Year 2, and conversely, the implementation successes increased in Year 2.

Year 2 barriers contrasted with Year 1 in the reduction of eight barrier themes
to only three barrier themes in Year 2:

= project documentation,
= designing accountability systems and assessments, and

= sustainability of the reform.

The successes for Year 2 of the CLC grant projects nearly doubled in respect to
the themes that emerged:
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= significant increases in teacher buy-in,

= acommunity of engaged learners,

= emerging assessments for the CLC projects,

= development of community partnerships,

= embedded professional development activities,

= less resistance to the project—the teachers can now “see the impact,” and

= reform efforts no longer seen as “one more thing” but rather as “the thing.”

With increased levels of implementation, shifts in teacher practice occurred at
the classroom level as depicted by the Classroom Practice Observation Protocol
(CPOP). To present a more precise picture of the influence of the CLC projects on
teacher practice, a comparison of matched scores was conducted (that is,
comparisons for teachers who had CPOP scores for Year 1 and Year 2 at the same
grade level). When the overall matched CPOP scores were compared, schools
experienced improvement in all six domains. Substantial gains were made in
student engagement, with increases for both procedural engagement (means = 2.96
in Year 1 and 3.52 in Year 2) and substantive engagement (means = 2.13 in Year 1
and 2.91 in Year 2).

Eight individual site case study trends highlight the qualitative comparisons
between Year 1 and Year 2 of the project implementation for each school, with
teacher interviews, classroom observations, and documents as the primary data
sources for the qualitative analysis. Across the 2 years, 174 interviews and 145
classroom observations were conducted. The results for the 8 case study schools
were organized to highlight the theory of action in each learning community. The
theory of action domains were (a) school leadership, goals, and culture; (b)
professional development activities; and (c) creative teaching strategies and engaged
student learning, and each of these domains included qualitative themes and
exemplars depicted in each case study site. With respect to the domain of creative
teaching strategies, the CPOP data were examined for each site. The 8 case study
sites can be described as belonging to one of the following categories:

= place-based learning school site,

= communal learning school site,

= experiential learning school site,

= informal learning school site,

= cooperative learning consortium site, or

= thematic learning consortium site.
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Qualitative themes and text exemplars were used to describe each case study
site and to compare the theory of action at each site.

Conclusions and Recommendations

In conclusion, the results of the 2-year evaluation document shifts in school
culture that ultimately impact student learning. While this is a “too early to tell”
story about the outcomes of student learning, the story clearly indicates that school
culture is changing, teaching practices are changing, and shifts are occurring all
toward developing creative learning communities. Three domains of paradigm
shifts have been observed in this evaluation study:

= shifts to dynamic school culture,
= shifts to engaged learning practices, and

= shifts to creative learning communities.

A dynamic model of school reform to highlight the trajectories of the
engagement of learning was introduced. Four trajectories—school culture, student
engagement, teacher engagement and creative learning communities—are
conceptualized as bi-directional and co-constructional in creating an engaged
learning environment.

Four recommendations to improve the CLC grant program are provided, based
on teacher survey responses, teacher interviews, and documents (e.g., annual
reports):

= Retrofitting expectations: School sites need to be clear about expectations
for the implementation of the grant activity.

= Revisiting issues of accountability: There are no consistent indicators of
project implementation and impact presented in the annual reports; schools
may need assistance with data analysis and documentation, and more
consistent documentation (e.g., quarterly) may be warranted.

= Reflective process for professional development: The survey and interview
data highlight a clear trend indicating that teachers need, want, and would
respond to professional development activities that promote reflective
inquiry and an infrastructure that provides ongoing support and continuity,
with all being embedded in curriculum and classroom instruction.

= Re-thinking reform efforts as systemic change: Schools should re-think what
reform efforts are realistic and attainable for sustaining a systems change. A
multifaceted approach to reform should be made explicit for each school
site so that the reform efforts of the school sites are accountable, sustainable,
and replicable for future reform efforts in other schools sites.
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Introduction

The Disney Learning Partnership, a philanthropic initiative of the Walt Disney
Company, has launched Creative Learning Communities (CLC), an innovative
national grants program, to support school reform. The Creative Learning
Communities grants program provides multiyear support to help participating
elementary schools promote creative teaching and learning practices that will enable
all children to reach high standards and attain future success. Through a process of
schoolwide collaborative problem solving, ongoing inquiry, and professional
learning, Creative Learning Communities expects to enhance student learning and
produce effective and replicable strategies, procedures, and materials that can be
adopted by other schools.

The Creative Learning Communities grants program is grounded in a well-
developed philosophy of the nature of school reform intended to foster positive
change and the kinds of creative teaching strategies that are needed to enhance
student learning. Each of these subjects represents important areas of inquiry for the
evaluation. With regard to the nature of an effective reform process, Creative
Learning Communities makes clear its commitment to schoolwide collaborative
problem solving that focuses on priority learning issues as defined by individual
schools or school consortia. As part of the collaborative problem-solving process,
schools are expected to engage in ongoing inquiry and continuous improvement by
articulating their priority goals, defining benchmarks, and regularly assessing their
progress, using a variety of student assessments and other indicators of student
learning.



The UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE), with the National Center
for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST), is conducting
a comprehensive evaluation of the implementation and impact of this important
reform effort. This evaluation report presents data findings from CLC schools
collected over a 2-year period, and examines in detail the implementation process,
the program’s effect on schools, teachers, and students, and factors that either
promote or prohibit its effectiveness.

Literature, Background, and Evaluation Questions
Dimensions of Schoolwide Change

The growing consensus on the essential components of successfully planning,
implementing, and sustaining schoolwide change includes the following
dimensions: (a) leadership that facilitates the complex process of change, (b) goals
that focus on what teachers do and how students learn, (c¢) an organizational
environment that supports change in both the culture and structure of a school, (d)
professional development that prepares teachers to provide students with enhanced
educational experiences, and (e) accountability mechanisms that monitor progress
continuously for the explicit purpose of improving teaching and learning (Klein,
Medrich, & Perez-Ferreiro, 1996; O’Day, Goertz, & Floden, 1995; Quellmalz, Shields,
& Knapp, 1995).

Leadership. Principals and teacher leaders can effectively initiate and
implement schoolwide reform by articulating, mobilizing, and facilitating the
process of change. They should create opportunities for teachers and other
stakeholders to come together to discuss and determine the critical issues of change,
recognizing that every person is a change agent (Fullan, 1997). Principals and
teacher leaders should also attend to both the structural and cultural aspects of
change. For example, instituting weekly whole-school meetings will not in itself
create a collaborative culture among school staff. According to Fullan, “to re-
structure is not to re-culture”; that is, there is an equal emphasis on the technical and
normative aspects of change (see also Deal & Peterson, 1994).

Goals. A collective sense of purpose is critical to successfully improving
teaching and learning. Principals, teachers, students, and their families must build a
shared vision of school change that is anchored in curriculum, instruction, and
assessment (Lieberman & Miller, 1999). Teacher participation in the problem-solving
process is necessary if teachers are to have an understanding of and commitment to



the proposed changes in teacher practice, as this will profoundly affect their self-
definition (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1999; Fullan, 1993). Conflict is to be
expected as stakeholders discuss and determine the goals of school change, often re-
thinking their basic beliefs about the purpose of education, the content of the
curriculum, and theories about teaching and learning (Lieberman & Miller, 1999).
Finally, the goals of school change should be directly linked to student learning and
outcomes, setting high expectations with an emphasis on problem solving and
critical thinking (Quellmalz et al., 1995).

School environment. Changes in teaching and learning must be supported by
changes in the culture and structure of the school in order to create the
organizational capacity that provides the type of educational experience being called
for by Creative Learning Communities. Structural changes should not be the
primary goal of school change; rather, they should explicitly support the school’s
learning goals (O’Day et al., 1995). For example, formal mechanisms will be needed
for communication of the change process to all stakeholders, encouraging
participation and cooperation in order to create a shared vision of and outcomes for
teaching and learning. Schools must attend to the cultural as well as the structural
aspects of reform. That is, schools need to understand and respond to the changing
attitudes, beliefs, and values about the core technology of teaching and learning
(Fullan, 1993).

Professional development. Empirical research findings document the
influence and impact of teacher expertise on effective implementation of school
change and increases in student achievement (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin,
1999). If teachers are to provide students with enhanced and enriched learning
opportunities, they must have the necessary knowledge, skills, and disposition
(O’Day et al., 1995). Teachers are more likely to change the way they work if they are
provided with continuous, school-based professional development that is linked to
substantive goals and outcomes for student learning, promoting teacher interaction
and involvement, as well as relying on a theoretical research base and teacher
expertise (Little, 1992; Sykes, 1999). Professional development should also attend to
teachers’ professional identities and purposes for teaching and the cultural context
in which they work (Hawley & Valli, 1999).

Accountability. Measures for monitoring progress should be consistent with
the goals of school reform, focusing on the attainment of those goals and providing
information on addressing weaknesses (O’Day et al., 1995). Change is a nonlinear



process that proceeds by trial and error, requiring constant review and adjustment
in activities (Klein et al., 1996). In addition to standardized tests, schools should
explore alternative assessments of student learning (e.g., portfolios, projects, and
investigations) that are aligned with creative teaching practices and feature ongoing,
integrated tasks that allow for multiple interpretations (Quellmalz et al., 1995).
Process indicators are also critical for providing formative information for
adjustments, assisting in the ongoing reflection by principals and teachers necessary
in implementing changes in teaching and learning (Klein et al., 1996).

CLC envisions that schools will apply creative teaching strategies to address
critical learning issues in their classroom practice. “The program is based on a belief
that children learn more and are better able to use what they learn when they are
engaged in the joyful work of generating, exploring, interpreting, and connecting
ideas in order to solve challenging problems” (Disney Learning Partnership Proposal,
1999). Intertwined with this belief is a commitment to fostering both academic
learning and “joy of learning.” Such creative teaching and learning strategies are
standards-based, promote basic skills in the context of complex thinking and
problem solving, and stimulate students to create their own understanding. The
overall goal for schools in the CLC grants program is to create engaged learning
communities. That is, both teachers and students are engaged in classroom activities
where creative practices mediate and influence student learning.

Engagement theory. If instructional methods, including creative teacher
practices, influence student achievement, then student engagement in the learning
activity is the mediating factor (Kumar, 1991). Theorists conceptualize the term
“engagement” quite differently, without any agreement among the educational and
psychological research community as to its core qualities. A body of research has
accumulated around the definition of engagement as on-task behavior—procedural
engagement—that includes, to varying degrees, a student’s accommodation to
classroom rules and regulations and concerted effort in carrying out and completing
learning activities (Kumar, 1991; Nystrand & Gamoran, 1991; Skinner & Belmont,
1993). Research studies indicate that procedural engagement is the main form of
student engagement that exists in schools today, in which students conform to
existing roles and routines without developing a deeper understanding of subject
matter, and therefore this type of engagement may not be sufficient in influencing
student learning and achievement (Newmann, 1992).



Another body of research defines engagement—substantive engagement—as
the intensity and emotional quality of children’s involvement in initiating and
carrying out learning activities (Nystrand & Gamoran, 1991; Skinner & Belmont,
1993). The emphasis is on the student’s enjoyment of learning while participating in
learning activities, rather than exclusively on concentration and completion, because
this experience of learning is self-motivating and self-reinforcing, exciting learners to
seek new and more engaging experiences (Hektner & Csikszentmihalyi, 1996;
Whalen, 1998).

Learning activities and environments can be constructed to create
opportunities for students to experience substantive engagement. Newman,
Wehlage, and Lamborn (1992) identified three factors that affect engagement: (a) a
student’s need for competence, achieving cognitive understanding and skill
mastery; (b) a school culture that is caring, fair, and supportive; and (c) authentic
work, including intrinsic interests, sense of ownership, connection to the real world,
and fun. Whalen (1998) identified three features of teaching that enable students to
experience authentic engagement: (a) communicating to students high expectations
in a learning environment of continuous support and care; (b) matching student skill
level with challenging learning activities allowing for student choice and control;
and (c) modeling enthusiasm for learning.

Researchers in the area of literacy have already begun to investigate the
interactive nature of engagement. Nystrand and Gamoran (1991) focused on
instructional discourse, noting that substantive engagement requires a high degree
of reciprocity in a genuine dialogue between student and teacher. In developing a
theory of literacy engagement that includes motivation, conceptual understanding,
and cognitive strategies, Guthrie (1996) included social interaction as a dimension
because learning is situated in a social context. Taking the interactive nature of
engagement one step further, Louis and Smith (1992) asserted that teacher and
student work are inextricably intertwined and therefore extend the concept of
engagement to the teachers themselves. They identified teachers’ engagement with
the student as a unique individual, with the school as a social unit, with student-
and school-level academic achievement, and with their own content and
pedagogical knowledge. The majority of research studies focus exclusively on
student engagement, never fully developing an interactive model of engagement
that includes teachers in a meaningful way (Hektner & Csikszentmihalyi, 1996;
Kumar, 1991; McQuillan & Conde, 1996; Nystrand & Gamoran, 1991; Skinner &



Belmont, 1993; Whalen, 1997). Yet, if teachers are to provide students with engaging
learning experiences, then teacher engagement becomes a critical component in a
model of engagement that is bi-directional for both teachers and students.

A Theory of Action

The underlying assumptions about effective teaching and learning provide
touchstones for examining the effects of CLC, with improved student learning and
student attitudes as the ultimate goal. CLC asserts the widespread adoption of
creative teaching strategies, including such things as teaching practices that foster
exploration and in-depth understanding, classroom environments that support
student risk-taking, inquiry, and imagination, and assessment practices aligned with
creative learning. To support the implementation of these creative teaching
strategies, CLC recognizes the need for (a) leadership that attends to the structural
and cultural aspects of change, (b) goals that a capture a shared vision of change
anchored in curriculum, instruction, and assessment, (c) an environment that both
structurally and culturally supports the types of change being called for by CLC, (d)
professional development to provide teachers with the knowledge, skills and
motivation to change their practice, and (e) accountability measures for monitoring
progress, including attainment of goals, and provision of information to address
weakness. This basic theory of action for establishing learning communities is
summarized in Figure 1 with five major domains:

= Leadership and Goals

= School Culture and Structure [Environment]
= Professional Development and Accountability
= Creative Teaching Practices

= Engaged Student Learning

The theory of action provides focal points for the evaluation; furthermore, it
suggests the sequence in which various effects may be expected. One would expect
to see changes in teaching strategies and student opportunities to learn, prior to
seeing improvement in measured student learning. The theory of action defines the
core variables and indicators that are of interest to the study and projects a sequence
in which change in indicators can be expected. Furthermore, the evaluation provides
an opportunity to test and refine the Disney Learning Partnership’s operating
theory: Do creative teaching strategies enhance student learning?
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Evaluation Questions

Grounded in the program’s theory of action, the evaluation is designed to
address four basic questions:

e How is the Creative Learning Communities grants program being
implemented?

= What are its effects on schools, teachers and their practices, and student
outcomes?

< \What factors influence effectiveness?

< How can the program be improved?

The remainder of the evaluation report provides (a) the evaluation
methodology and framework, (b) evaluation results, (c) conclusions and (d)
recommendations. The evaluation framework includes information on the materials
and measures, procedures, respondents, and data analyses used for the measures.
The evaluation results report the data analyses of specific school trends, overall
school trends, and case study school trends for 2 years of data collection. The
evaluation report concludes with a summary of the results and implications for the
final year of the evaluation and recommendations based on the 2 years of data
collection and data results.

Evaluation Methodology and Framework

A multiple-methods design, including both quantitative and qualitative
approaches, was used to understand the CLC implementation process and its impact
on schools, teachers, and students. Table 1 highlights the evaluation questions and
the data sources used to answer these questions, including surveys (e.g., teacher and
student surveys), documents (e.g., school proposals and annual reports), interviews,
and observations. The evaluation design features a two-tiered approach:

» Tier 1 features data collection across all CLC schools, including document
data from project proposals and annual reports and survey data from both
teachers and students.

» Tier 2 focuses on a smaller sample of schools, detailing the qualitative story
of the schools through interviews with teachers and administrators and
observations of classrooms.



Table 1

Evaluation Questions and Data Sources

Data sources
Evaluation questions Surveys Documents  Interviews Observations
How is the CLC grants program X X
being implemented?
What are its effects on schools, X X X X
teachers and their practices, and
student outcomes?
What factors influence X X X
effectiveness?
How can the program be X X
improved?

Sampling Scheme

There were 18 CLC projects implemented in 13 individual schools and 5 school
consortia for a total of 32 schools in Year 1 and Year 2." For Tier 1, all schools were
invited to submit project documents and participate in the teacher and student
surveys. Teacher surveys were distributed to all 895 K-6 teachers at all 32 schools in
Year 1 and Year 2. Student surveys were distributed to all 7,065 students in Year 1
and all 7,081 students in Year 2, in third, fourth, and fifth grades at all 32 schools.
The decision to survey third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade students only was determined
by their ability to reliably answer questions regarding their attitudes towards their
teacher, classroom, learning activities, and learning in general.

For Tier 2, case study schools were selected based on the following criteria: (a)
project format (e.g., individual school or school consortium), (b) project content area
focus (e.g., core or interdisciplinary), and (c) school location (e.g., urban, suburban,
or rural). Eight schools were selected as case study sites for Year 1 and continued
their status as case study sites in Year 2 (see Table 2 for resulting breakdown).

All 194 K-6 classroom teachers in Year 1 and 196 K-6 classroom teachers in Year
2 at the 8 case study schools were invited to participate in interviews and
observations. The decision to interview classroom teachers rather than all certified
teachers, whether in or out of the classroom, was based on the fact that the Creative
Learning Communities program asserts the widespread adoption of creative
teaching strategies where it matters most—the classroom. In addition, all 19 people

! A school consortium consists of 2 to 6 schools.



Table 2

Case Study Selection Criteria

Criterion Subsection of criterion Number
Project format Individual school 4
School consortium 4 (2 consortia)
Project content area focus Core (e.g., math, science) 3
Interdisciplinary 3
Other 1
School location Urban 6
Suburban 1
Rural 1

in project leadership positions, defined as administrators and coordinators, at all 8
case study schools in Year 1 and Year 2 were invited to participate in interviews

School Documents
Supporting documents included project proposals and project annual reports.

Materials. Researchers at the UCLA Center for Research on Evaluation,
Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST) specifically developed the Project
Proposal Matrix for the CLC grants program (see Appendix A). The matrix
categories (Table 3) include key components of project proposals such as (a) school
and student demographics and (b) project plans of action (e.g., content area,
professional development, and accountability).

CRESST researchers also specifically developed the Project Annual Report
Rubric for the grants program (see Appendix A). The rubric covers several domains
based on the questions given to schools to guide their annual reports, including (a)
degree of implementation, (b) description of primary activities, (c) degree of
participation, (d) evidence of and degree of impact on teacher practice, (e) evidence
of and degree of impact on student learning, and (f) changes for Year 2 (see Table 4
for rubric sections and definitions).

Procedures. In the 1999-2000 data collection, researchers requested a copy of
project proposals from all 18 projects in January 1999. In the 2000-2001 data
collection year, researchers requested a copy of the Year 1 annual reports from all 18
projects in January 2000.
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Table 3

Proposal Matrix Categories and Definitions

Category

Definition

Project format
Project location

Project region

Project content area focus

Project grade-level focus

Predominant student ethnicity
Predominant student socio-economic status

Predominant student English language
proficiency

Professional development component
Classroom assessment component

Student assessment data

Reasonable benchmarks
Implementation rate
External evaluator

Organization by individual school or school consortium

Urban, suburban, or rural location of school or
consortium

Regional location of school or consortium

Content area emphasis

Grade-level(s) emphasis

Majority of student population’s ethnicity

Majority of student population’s socio-economic status

Majority of student population’s English language
proficiency

Content and pedagogical training

Use of assessment results for instructional planning and
delivery

Type of assessment results used to monitor student
performance and project progress

Measurable benchmarks
Planning or non-planning phase
Outside consultant assisted in project proposal

Table 4

Annual Report Rubric Sections and Definitions

Section

Definition

Activities: Teacher and student

Participation: Teacher and student

Student learning: Impact and evidence

Teacher practice: Impact and evidence

Changes
Project phase

Teacher activities include development of curriculum,
development/refinement of assessment and instructional
strategies, and professional development

Student activities include learning activities during,
before, and after school

Teacher involvement in project activities
Student involvement in project activities

Degree of influence on student achievement, attitudes,
knowledge, and skills as demonstrated by quantitative
and qualitative indicators

Degree of influence on teacher attitudes, beliefs,
knowledge, and skills as demonstrated by quantitative
and qualitative indicators

Adjustments to the project plan of action

Degree of implementation as determined by activities
and participation
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Sample. In the 1999-2000 data collection year, all 18 project proposals were
collected (13 individual school projects and 5 school consortium projects) with a
response rate of 100%. In the 2000-2001 data collection year, 17 project annual
reports were collected (12 individual school projects and 5 school consortium
projects) with a response rate of 94%. The final sample for the Year 1/Year 2
comparison consisted of 33 school documents.

Data analysis. CRESST researchers categorized key components of project
proposals (a) to achieve an overall understanding of the project, participants, and
plan of action, and (b) to determine the project implementation phase. Category
assignment was based on the explicit description of school and student
demographics and plan of action.

CRESST researchers analyzed the annual reports to determine (a) the degree of
teacher and student participation in project activities, (b) the degree of project
implementation and (c) the degree of impact on teachers and students. Researchers
through consensus rated all three areas on a scale of 1 to 3. The degree of
participation was determined by the percentage of total teachers and students
participating in project activities (1 = 25% to 49%, 2 = 50% to 74%, and 3 = 75% to
100%). The degree of project implementation was determined by the combination of
degree of participation in activities (1 = no teacher activities enacted or teacher activities
with only 25% to 49% participation, 2 = teacher activities with 50% or more participation,
and 3 = teacher activities at 50% or more and student activities at 25% or more). The
degree of impact on teachers and students was determined by the combination of
project description of impact and supporting evidence (1 = no or little impact as
supported by no or only observed changes, 2 = some impact as supported by 2-3 indicators,
and 3 = significant impact as supported by 4 or more indicators).

Teacher Survey
The teacher survey was developed by researchers at CRESST (see Appendix A).

Materials. The survey consisted of 131 questions designed to obtain
information about the teachers’ schools and their perceptions of the impact of the
Creative Learning Communities program. To capture pertinent information across
domains, the survey was divided into the following sections: background
information, school organization, school change and its current status, professional
development activities and their quality, parent involvement, student activities (in
general and involving the community), assessment methods and practices, school

12



accountability, perceptions about CLC’s influence on students and teachers, and
finally, four open-ended questions (see Table 5).

Procedures. All 32 schools were selected to participate in the survey, with
teacher participation being voluntary. In the winter of 2000 and fall of 2001,
principals and coordinators received a letter explaining the purpose of the CLC
evaluation and necessary information for the scheduling of surveys in the spring
(see Appendix B). In the spring of 2000 and 2001, principals and coordinators
received another letter explaining the teacher survey procedures along with the
actual surveys and business reply envelopes to be distributed among the teachers
(see Appendix B). The teacher survey was distributed to schools in May 2000 and

Table 5

Teacher Survey Sections and Definitions

Survey section Definition

Demographic information
School organization

School’s current status and how it
changed in the past year

Professional development activities
Quiality of professional
development activities

Parent involvement

Student activities involving the
community

Student activities in general
Assessment methods

Teacher practices
School accountability
Assessment practices

Attitude toward CLC
Influence of CLC on students

Influence of CLC on teachers

Respondent’s background information and
work experience

Organizational structure and culture of the
school

Shifts in and status of curriculum and
instruction, teacher practice, student
performance, and community relationships

Training teachers received

Teacher’s perception of the quality of training
received related to his or her CLC project

Parents’ participation in school and classroom
activities

Activities that utilize individuals and resources
from the community

Classroom activities

Types of assessments used to evaluate student
work

Types of instructional practices utilized by
teachers in the classroom

Availability and use of data to monitor school
progress

Use of assessment results for instructional
planning and delivery

Feelings toward CLC project

Changes in student performance due to CLC
project

Changes in teacher activities due to CLC project

Note. CLC = Creative Learning Communities.
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April 2001. Teachers received the survey with a letter attached explaining the
purpose of and procedures for the survey (see Appendix B). The survey took
approximately 30 to 45 minutes to complete and was mailed directly to CRESST in
the business reply envelope.

Respondents. In the 1999-2000 data collection year, a total of 430 teacher
surveys were received from 30 schools with a return rate of 48%. The final Year 1
sample consisted of 417 surveys.? In the 2000-2001 data collection year, a total of 422
teacher surveys were received from 30 schools with a return rate of 47%. The final
Year 2 sample consisted of 418 surveys. Twenty-eight out of 32 schools returned
surveys for both Year 1 and Year 2. The final sample for the Year 1/Year 2
comparison consisted of 835 teachers from a total of 28 schools. Though no
longitudinal matching of respondents was possible across the 2 years, the samples in
2000 and 2001 were very similar in terms of their demographics (see Table 6),
constituting representative snapshots of the same population across the 2 years.

Data analysis. Various gquantitative analyses were conducted, including
descriptive analyses (calculations, frequencies, and means for items and scales),
t tests, and multilevel modeling. Subsets of items were grouped into 11 scales by
averaging items related to the same content. The high reliability (alpha) coefficients
for the 11 scales for both Year 1 and Year 2 suggest their tenability (see Table 7).

Table 6
Comparison of 2000 and 2001 Teacher Survey Samples

Demographic indicator 2000 2001
Average years of experience 11.82 12.20
Female 88.4% 89.0%
Single grade 80.0% 85.9%
Professional clear credential 78.6% 80.0%
White (African American) 72.4% (9.5%) 73.7% (12.6%)
Master’s degree (Bachelor’s plus credit) 53.0% (34.2%) 52.6% (32.4%)
75%-+ enrolled LEP (25%+ enrolled LEP)2  44.7% (31.4%) 50.9% (30.6%)

aSeventy-five percent or more of the students enrolled in a teacher’s classroom
are designated as Limited English Proficient (LEP) in comparison to classrooms
in which only 25% or more of the students enrolled are designated as LEP.

2Twenty-three teacher surveys in Year 1 and 4 surveys in Year 2 were excluded from the data
analyses because they were incomplete or filled out incorrectly.
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Table 7

Teacher Survey Scales

Scale Definition Item # Reliability
School organization Level of collaborative school 1-4,6,7 Yla =.8331
culture and structures Y20 = 7639
School accountability Availability and use of data to 86-88, 90 Yla =.7758
monitor school progress Y20 = 9065
Parent involvement Level of parent participation 45-53 Yla =.8558
Y2a =.8309
School’s current status Current status in school structure 13-17,19-24 Yla =.8826
and culture, teacher practice, and Y2a = 8838

student performance '
School change Changes in school structure and 13-17,19-24 Yla = .8774
culture, teacher practice, and Yoo = 7282

student performance '
Professional development Level of teacher participation in 25-36 Yla =.8233
activities training Y20 = 7386
Quiality of professional Usefulness of training 37-43, 109 Yla = .8742
development Y20 = 8890
Creative teaching Frequency of creative teaching 54-58, 60, 62, Yla =.7920
practices practices 64-66, 70, 71, Y2a = 7802

81,85 '
Schoolwide support for Feelings about CLC project 10, 11, 100-102,  Yla =.8898
CLC project 104, 108, 110 Y20 = 8934
CLC’s influence on Changes in teacher activities 111-116 Yla =.9313
teacher activities Y2 = 9065
CLC’s influence on Changes in student performance 9, 103, 106-107 Yla =.8413
student engagement Y2a = 8801

Note. Y1 =Year 1; Y2 = Year 2; CLC =Creative Learning Communities.

The sample size for these analyses is the sum of cases with complete data in the
2 years with 417 teacher surveys in Year 1 and 418 teacher surveys in Year 2, totaling
835 teachers for the Year 1/Year 2 comparison from 28 schools. Drawing from the
assumption of equivalent samples in Year 1 and Year 2, a test of the significance of
the differences across years was performed. A multilevel model was used for this
purpose that included the data from both years in Level 1 (identified by a
dichotomous variable for years 0 and 1), nested within schools at Level 2. A
multilevel model is preferable to a raw mean comparison across years because it
acknowledges the nested structure of the data (in this case, teachers nested within
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schools) and therefore provides more realistic standard errors for the parameters,
and therefore more accurate tests for the differences.

The Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) V.5 software was used to estimate the
multilevel models in this study. The basic model used included the intercept and
the dichotomous year predictor at Level 1 and allowed for random variation of these
at Level 2. A different model was attempted for each of the 11 scales. The
mathematical model in multilevel form is as follows:

Level-1 Model
Y =[3,+B*(YEAR) + ¢
Level-2 Model
Bo =Yoo + Ug
Bl=y,+U,

where [3,is the scale mean in year 2000, (3, is the change from year 2000 to year 2001,
Yoo aNd vy, are the grand average and average change across schools respectively, and
U, and U, represent the variability across schools of mean levels and change rates.

The model described above was utilized in across-schools comparisons. The
effect sizes for differences across schools were obtained by dividing the overall
change parameter (y,,) by the pooled within-group standard deviation estimate
(\/?) also reported by HLM. The model used in this study included random terms
capturing the variability across schools in both initial mean levels (U,), and change
from 2000 to 2001 (U,). Significant U, or U, coefficients would indicate that
differences exist between schools in terms of their initial 2000 status ((3,), or their
change from 2000 to 2001 (3,).

Student Survey

The student survey was developed using subscales from the Student
Questionnaire for Elementary School Students developed by the Developmental
Studies Center (see Appendix A).

Materials. The survey consisted of 28 questions for the third-grade students
and 33 questions for the fourth- and fifth-grade students. These questions were
designed to assess students’ attitudes about learning in general, school, teachers,
and classroom activities.
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The survey was divided into three sections (see Table 8). Questions in Section 1
asked about students’ feelings towards school and their classroom, including “I like
my school,” “My classroom is a fun place to be,” and “I enjoy what | do in class.”
The survey for fourth- and fifth-grade students contained an additional five
guestions about learning in general, such as “I think | am a good student” and “l am
doing a good job in school.” Section 2 of the survey included questions about
students’ feelings toward their teacher and classroom activities, such as “My teacher
listens to me,” “I have a chance to discuss what we are learning,” and “I work in
groups most of the time.” Section 3 consisted of two open-ended questions requiring
a written response: “Describe a favorite project you have worked on this year; what
made it your favorite?” and “Describe your favorite subject in school this year; write
about what you do in class that makes it your favorite subject.”

Procedures. All 32 schools were selected to participate in the survey with
third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade student participation being voluntary. In the winter
of 2000 and fall of 2001, principals and coordinators received a letter explaining the
purpose of the CLC evaluation and providing information necessary for the
scheduling of surveys in the spring (see Appendix B). In the spring of 2000 and 2001,
principals and coordinators received another letter explaining the student survey
procedures, along with the following materials to be distributed among the teachers:
(a) teacher survey letter, (b) parent consent forms, (c) student surveys with attached
student assent forms, and (d) individual envelopes for each survey and Federal
Express envelopes with labels (see Appendix B). The student survey was distributed
to schools in May 2000 and April 2001.

Teachers received all materials, including a letter explaining classroom survey
procedures (see Appendix B). Prior to the administration of the student survey,
parent consent forms were sent home with potential student participants (see
Appendix C). Parents signed and returned the form only if they refused to consent

Table 8

Student Survey Sections and Definitions

Survey section Definition
School and classroom Attitude toward their school and classroom
Learning Attitude toward their performance in school
Teacher Attitude toward their teacher
Classroom activities Attitude toward classroom activities
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to their child’s participation. Teachers administered the student survey during class
time. Prior to completing the survey, all students with parental consent signed the
student assent form (see Appendix C) attached to the survey. Teachers read the
directions and survey aloud to the students, item by item. Each student placed the
completed survey in an individual envelope, sealing it before returning the envelope
to the classroom teacher, in order to ensure confidentiality. The survey took
approximately 15 minutes to complete. The classroom teacher collected all sealed
envelopes, placing them in a Federal Express envelope, along with returned parent
[refusal-of-]Jconsent forms. The classroom teacher then returned the filled Federal
Express envelope to the project coordinator to be mailed back to CRESST.

Respondents. In the 1999-2000 data collection year, a total of 3,096 student
surveys were received, for a response rate of 44%. The final Year 1 sample consisted
of 3,096 student surveys. In the 2000-2001 data collection year, a total of 4,308
student surveys were received, for a response rate of 61%. The final Year 2 sample
consisted of 4,308 surveys. The increase in response rate from 44% in Year 1 to 61%
in Year 2 is attributed to the following: (a) increased follow up from CRESST (e.g.,
phone calls, faxes, and letters) and (b) increased familiarity with the study and
survey procedures on the part of schools. The total sample for the Year 1/Year 2
comparison was 7,405 third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade student surveys. No
longitudinal matching of subjects was possible across the two years; however, the
samples in 2000 and 2001 were very similar in terms of their demographics,
constituting representative snapshots of the same population across the two years.

Data analysis. Various quantitative analyses were conducted, including
descriptive analyses (calculations, frequencies, and means for items and scales) and
t tests. The student survey consisted of a total of 28 questions for the third-grade
students and 33 questions for the fourth- and fifth-grade students. Two questions
were open-ended and required written responses. A total of 33 questions were used
in the quantitative analyses. Of the 33 questions, 32 were reviewed for specific areas
of inquiry.® Twenty-four items out of the 32 were grouped into three scales by
averaging items related to the same content (see Table 9). The high reliability (alpha)
coefficients in the scales suggest their tenability.

®0One question was removed from the groups of 33 items as it did not relate to any of the other
questions.

18



Table 9

Student Survey Scales

Scale Definition Item # Reliability
Engaging learning Enjoyment of school and classroom  1-6, 8-11 Yla =.7912
environments in general Y20 = 8330
Engaged learning Attitude toward learning 12-16 Yla =.7569

Y2a =.7909
Student-teacher Attitude toward teacher 3-5,7,9,12-14 Yla =.7579
engagement Y2a = 7301

Note. Y1 =Yearl;, Y2 = Year 2.

Observations

Observations were made in both years at the 8 case study sites using a protocol
developed from existing measures and empirical research.

Materials. The Classroom Practice Observation Protocol (CPOP; see Appendix
A) was adapted from measures used in other CRESST projects looking at key
dimensions of instructional practices (see Table 10). Based on additional empirical
research (e.g., Hektner & Csikszentmihalyi, 1996; Newman, 1992; Nystrand &
Gamoran, 1991; Whalen, 1997, 1998), the domains of procedural engagement and
substantive engagement were added to the CPOP and pilot-tested at the Corrine A.
Seeds University Elementary School located at the University of California, Los
Angeles, for further refinement before being used in the field.

Table 10

Classroom Practice Observation Protocol Domains and Definitions

Domain Definition

Challenge of lesson activity Degree of complex thinking with
substantive content material required by
lesson activity

Level of implementation Teacher’s organization, management, and
pacing of lesson activity

Procedural engagement Students’ on-task behavior, concentration,
and completion of learning activity

Substantive engagement Students’ enjoyment of learning activity

Quiality of instructional discussion Dialogue between student and teacher

Quiality of instructional feedback Immediacy and usefulness of teacher

comments that support instructional goals
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Once all six domains of the CPOP were determined, researchers attended one
week of training at CRESST in both Year 1 and Year 2. In training, researchers
conducted an observation using a CPOP, rated actual lesson activities observed at
Corrine A. Seeds University Elementary School, and discussed agreements and
disagreements in ratings. Interrater reliability was established during the week of
training, using the following formula: number of agreements divided by the sum of
the number of agreements and disagreements. Year 1 interrater reliability was 83%.
Year 2 interrater reliability was 85%.

Procedures. Eight case study sites were selected to participate in the classroom
observations, with teacher participation being voluntary. In the winter of 2000 and
fall of 2001, principals and coordinators received an introductory letter explaining
the purpose of the CLC evaluation and providing information necessary for the
scheduling of observations in the spring. In the spring of 2000 and 2001, principals
and coordinators received a follow-up letter explaining the site visit procedure, with
a site visit schedule. Classroom observations were conducted between February and
May of 2000 and 2001. Researchers observed lesson activities that demonstrated
creative teaching strategies as outlined in project proposals for approximately 45 to
60 minutes, taking field notes using laptop computers and completing a classroom
protocol for observation practices at the end of the observation activity.

Sample. In the 1999-2000 data collection year, a total of 42 classroom
observations were conducted in the eight schools, constituting 22% of all case study
classrooms.” The final sample for Year 1 consisted of 41 classroom observations. In
the 2000-2001 data collection year, a total of 82 classroom observations were
conducted in the same 8 schools, constituting 42% of all case study classrooms. The
final sample for Year 2 consisted of 71 classroom observations.” The total number of
observations for the Year 1/Year 2 comparison was 112 classroom observations,
with a total of 97 teachers participating in either year, of which 23 teachers
participated in both years.

Data analysis. Various gquantitative analyses were conducted, including
descriptive analyses (calculations, frequencies, and means for items and scales) and
t tests. In addition, a qualitative analysis was made on the field notes. Several

*Three observations were excluded due to one site’s area of emphasis that could not be captured by
the Classroom Practice Observation Protocol (CPOP).

*Twenty-one observations were excluded—14 due to one site’s area of emphasis that could not be
captured by the CPOP, and 7 due to short length of observation or student-to-teacher ratio.
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domains and themes were developed based on the CPOP. The field notes were then
coded for those domains and themes concerning the first 2 years of implementation.
The purpose of collecting information using field notes was to gain an
understanding of the classroom culture and context (e.g., teacher-student and
student-student dialogue).

Interviews

The interview protocol consisted of 10 questions and various probes for each of
the questions (see Appendix A).

Materials. The interview questions were designed to obtain detailed
information about the teachers’ understanding of and attitude toward their Creative
Learning Communities project, professional development activities associated with
the project and their influence on teacher practice, the impact of the project on
student learning, and the implementation process including partnerships and
barriers to success (see Table 11).

Once the interview protocol was finalized, researchers attended a 1-day
interview training session at CRESST in both Year 1 and Year 2, which included
conducting an interview and reviewing the interview protocol.

Table 11

Interview Components and Definitions

Interview components Definition
Project description Project Description includes queries about influence on the
school and classroom learning environment.
Student: Activities and outcomes Student Activities includes queries about lesson plans,

assignments, and activities.

Student Outcomes includes queries about motivation,
engagement, quality of work, and critical thinking skills.

Teacher: Attitude, practice, and Teacher Attitude includes queries about positive and negative
professional development attitudes toward CLC project.

Teacher Practice includes queries about strategies, assessments
and expectations.

Professional Development includes queries about activities
and attitudes.

Implementation: Partnerships, Partnerships include queries about universities, community
barriers, and success members and parents.

Barriers include queries about barriers, possible solutions, and
change in plans.

Success includes queries about success participants
experienced or hoped to experience.
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Procedures. Eight case study sites were selected to participate in the
interviews, with administrator and teacher participation being voluntary. In the
winter of 2000 and fall of 2001, principals and coordinators received an introductory
letter explaining the purpose of the CLC evaluation and providing information
necessary for the scheduling of interviews in the spring (see Appendix B). In the
spring of 2000 and 2001, principals and coordinators received a follow-up letter
explaining the site visit procedures and a site visit schedule (see Appendix B).
Interviews were conducted in May 2000 and April 2001.

Researchers conducted interviews before, during, and after school in an office
or a classroom that was secluded and secure, in order to ensure confidentiality.
Prior to conducting the interview, participants were given two copies of the consent
form; they returned a signed copy to the researcher for project records and kept one
for themselves (see Appendix C). The average interview lasted approximately 45
minutes; however, there was no time limit set for the teacher responses, nor were
there any restrictions on the length of the responses. The same protocol was used
for each interview and the teachers were encouraged to answer each question (see
Appendix D for a sample completed interview). Sample queries included the
following:

= Describe how the project has influenced the learning environment at the
school compared to last year.

= Describe the general attitudes of teachers towards this project as compared
to last year.

e Describe some of the major successes you see (or hope to see) in the
implementation of this project.

Sample. In the 1999-2000 data collection year, a total of 46 teacher interviews
were conducted in 8 schools, constituting 24% of all case study classroom teachers.
In the 1999-2000 data collection year, a total of 74 teacher interviews were
conducted, constituting 38% of all case study classroom teachers. The final sample
for the Year 1/Year 2 comparison consisted of 110 teacher interviews. In addition, 17
interviews with project leadership, defined as principals and coordinators, were
conducted in Year 1 and Year 2, constituting 90% of all project leadership. The final
sample for the Year 1/Year 2 comparison consisted of 34 project leader interviews.
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Data analysis. Several domains and themes were developed based on the
interview protocol. The interview transcriptions were then coded for those domains
and themes concerning the first 2 years of implementation.

Evaluation Results

The evaluation results are organized around two tiers with Tier 1 featuring
data collected from all 32 Creative Learning Communities (CLC) schools and Tier 2
focusing on data collected from 8 case study schools. Tier 1 results detail the specific
school trends from project proposals and annual reports. In addition, Tier 1 results
describe the overall school trends based on teacher and student surveys. Tier 2
results depict trends for the case study schools. Tier 2 results describe the 8 case
study schools based on teacher and administrator interviews and on classroom
observations compiled as a qualitative analysis. Each site is described in terms of
three theory-of-action themes: (a) school environment (both culture and structure),
goals, and leadership; (b) professional development and accountability; and (c)
creative teaching strategies and engaged student learning.

By comparing Year 1 and Year 2 data, for each tier, answers are found for the
three evaluation questions grounded in the program’s theory of action, which are:

e How is the Creative Learning Communities grants program being
implemented?

= What are its effects on schools, teachers, teacher practices, and student
learning?

« \What factors influence the effectiveness of the school reforms?

The question “How can the program be improved?” is discussed in the
Recommendations section of this report.

Specific School Trends

Analysis of proposals and annual reports revealed specific school trends with
respect to how the grants program is being implemented in individual schools.
Overall, Creative Learning Communities schools serve similar student populations.
Approximately 90% of CLC student populations are primarily students from low-
income families, with the remaining 10% mainly composed of students from middle-
income families.® Furthermore, 70% of schools are located in an urban area, with the

® Low-income families were defined as families eligible to receive free or reduced lunch.
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remaining 30% of schools located in either a suburban or a rural area. Whether
located in an urban, suburban, or rural area, CLC schools share similar experiences
as schools with limited access to resources located in communities experiencing the
multiple stresses of poverty.

The level of implementation and impact on teacher practice and student
learning was determined using annual reports (see Table 12). Seven out of 17
projects are in an early implementation stage, and 3 out of 17 projects are in a mid-
implementation stage; that is, projects are either still planning activities or have
implemented teacher activities with low to high levels of teacher participation.
Seven projects are in full implementation, meaning that these projects have
implemented both teacher and student activities with mid to high levels of teacher
participation and low to high levels of student participation. In other words, the
distinction between being fully or not fully implemented is based on teacher and

Table 12

CLC Project Level of Implementation and Impact

Teacher practice Student learning
Implementation

School level Impact Indicator Impact Indicator
School 1 2 2 3 2 1,2
School 2 3 3 1,3 3 2
School 3 3 2 2,34 2 1,34
School 4 1 1 3 1 1,34
School 13 2 1 1,2 1 1
School 14 1 2 3 2 2,4
School 15 1 1 3 1 3
School 17 2 1 1,3 1 3
School 18 1 1 34 1 3
School 19 3 2 3 3 1,2,3,4
School 20 1 2 3,4 2 2,34
School 21 3 2 34 1 2,34
Consortium 1 (3 schools) 3 2 2,4 2 1,34
Consortium 2 (6 schools) 1 1 4 1 1,4
Consortium 3 (2 schools) 1 2 3 1 2,3
Consortium 4 (4 schools) 3 1 3 1 1,2,3
Consortium 5 (4 schools) 3 3 1,2,34 2 1,234

Note. Implementation: 1 = Early implementation, 2 = Mid-implementation, 3 = Full implementation;
Impact: 1 = Little improvement, 2 = Some improvement, 3 = Significant improvement; Teacher
practice indicator: 1 = Surveys, 2 = Interviews, 3 = Observed changes, 4 = Other; Student learning
indicator: 1 = Standardized assessments, 2 = Performance assessments, 3 = Observed changes, 4 =
Other.
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student participation in project activities. Furthermore, based on evidence provided,
15 out of 17 projects experienced little or some improvement in teacher practice, and
2 projects experienced significant improvement in teacher practice. In addition, 15
out of 17 projects experienced little or some improvement in student learning, with
only 2 projects experiencing significant improvement. Overall, based on self-
reported data, CLC projects are starting to take root across schools, with Year 1
emphasis being on teacher activities. Student activities are expected to start in Year
2, when there should be increased CLC project influence on teacher practice and
student learning.

Though in different phases of implementation, all Creative Learning
Communities schools proposed to enhance students’ learning opportunities and
environments through creative teaching practices, having found traditional teaching
techniques unable to attend to the educational and emotional needs of their
students. “These external factors have made it difficult to create a sense of learning
community that encourages and engages all students to reach their full potential.
Thus, the traditional methods of ‘teacher’ and ‘learner’ are not meeting our students’
complex needs” (School Proposal 14, p. 1). As schools articulated innovative
approaches to teaching in an attempt to increase student engagement and
achievement, a trend emerged in their choice of content area between a cross-
curricular, interdisciplinary focus and a single-subject focus.

Over two thirds of the Creative Learning Communities projects featured a
cross-curricular, interdisciplinary approach to teaching and learning, utilizing
thematic place- and project-based learning. For example, one consortium project
provided students with *“a content-rich interdisciplinary history and social studies
curriculum that integrates the visual, literary, performing and media arts, as well as
math and science” (Consortium Proposal 2, p. 2). While these schools articulated
increased student achievement as a primary project goal, they placed an additional
emphasis on creating educational experiences that are meaningfully connected to
students’ lives. “Changes need to take place if we are to create a reading/writing
culture that is sensitive to and reflects the cultural traditions, histories, narratives
and present-day realities of our student population . . . We need to make
connections between students’ lives and these materials™ (School Proposal 20, p. 3).
Acutely aware of the socio-economic realities of their students, these schools made a
commitment through integrated, thematic instruction to empowering those who
have been historically disenfranchised. “Integration of content and literacy skills
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includes concern for children’s interests and individual differences . . . Thematic
instruction focuses on real-life experiences and is purposeful and functional” (School
Proposal 15, p. 3). These schools attempted to provide students with culturally
relevant and academically challenging educational experiences.

The remaining third of CLC schools featured projects with a single-subject
focus (e.g., math or science or language arts) and fostered learning for
understanding. This approach to creative teaching emphasizes alignment of project
goals with standards-based accountability systems. Below-average scores in core
content areas serve as a catalyst for schools’ exploration of innovative configurations
of teaching techniques. “There is no lack of evidence that the . . . children do not
perform well on standardized tests—as our larger initiative began, the state
department of education labeled three of the four . . . elementary schools on
‘Academic Caution’ or ‘Academic Alert’ based on their dismal state-mandated
Stanford Achievement Test (SAT9) results” (Consortium Proposal 4, p. 1). Though
both multiple- and single-subject projects call for a more student-centered
curriculum, single-subject projects emphasize educational experiences that provide
opportunities for active involvement in learning, with the explicit goal of improving
student achievement without the added component of a cultural connection.

In painting a bold picture of innovative teaching and learning, schools differed
in their configuration of professional development activities. Schools recognized the
importance of equipping teachers with the knowledge necessary to enable them to
effectively implement innovative teaching practices where it matters most—the
classroom. “Staff development is the key to our success in this project. All teachers
will be given exciting new tools through workshops and in-services, as well as team
teaching and modeling to help them meet the children’s learning needs” (School
Proposal 14, p. 3). A trend that emerged from the analysis of professional
development activities revealed projects that provide professional development
embedded in classroom practice, with opportunities for teacher collaboration, and
projects that provide professional development concentrated in certain time periods,
without a clear and continuous connection to the classroom.

For two thirds of Creative Learning Community schools, professional
development activities were dispersed throughout the school year without a clear
and continuous connection to the classroom. For example, teachers participated in
concentrated professional development activities, such as summer conferences,
institutes, and retreats lasting 2 to 10 days, but were not provided with weekly
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classroom-embedded follow-up on introduced teaching practices. In addition, these
projects relied on formal whole-school and grade-level meetings, which were not
especially or exclusively designed for discussions about newly learned practices.
Such projects tend to provide teachers with the opportunity for more individualized
professional development, promoting district, college, and university workshops,
though they are not tied together in a coherent fashion.

A third of the projects provided teachers with professional development that
was continuously connected to classroom practice. Experts in the designated
curricular content area (e.g., writing coordinator, math consultant, artist-in-
residence) provided support on a weekly basis for an extended period of time,
typically a school year. They modeled innovative practices and observed teachers
implementing those practices. Furthermore, teachers were provided with structured
time to meet with other teachers before, after, or during school to discuss newly
learned practices. In one consortium, teachers requested additional collaborative
time with coaches and teachers. “Teachers want more pre-demonstration planning
information, they request feedback forms for their use during demonstration, and
they envision discussion with team teachers around the feedback forms”
(Consortium Annual Report 1, p. 9). Such complex configurations of professional
development provide ample opportunity for teachers to comprehend the changes
requested of them and of their practice, in concrete ways.

Schools differed in monitoring the impact of professional development on
teacher practice and student learning. Schools ranged from relying exclusively on
anecdotal evidence to using statewide achievement tests as a mechanism of
monitoring progress. The trend that emerged from an analysis of annual reports
showed projects that monitor project implementation and impact on teacher practice
and student learning and include developing accountability mechanisms sensitive to
subtle changes, and projects that monitor the implementation process through
observed changes and/or state-level assessments sporadically.

Three fourths of the schools relied on observed changes and state assessments
as their indicators of progress. Annual reports provided ample evidence of schools
that report progress in terms of anecdotal evidence, while they wait on results of
state standardized and performance-based assessments. Such data collection
methods provide neither timely information nor the type of information needed to
improve school reform efforts. Achievement tests are especially insensitive to
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emerging changes in teacher practice and do not provide information that is
meaningful in a classroom context.

A fourth of the schools invested time and energy in creating assessments that
are sensitive to subtle changes in teaching practices. These types of assessments (e.g.,
writing rubrics, shared student work portfolios, and Third International
Mathematics Science Study [TIMSS]-like assessments) provide the kind of formative
evaluative information necessary for continuous inquiry into teacher practice and
school progress. Furthermore, they provide teachers with information meaningful
to their classroom context, showing clear and concrete evidence of changes in
teacher practice and student learning. These schools recognized that state
achievement tests do not provide the type of data needed to make informed
decisions about teacher practice and student learning. “The ability to problem solve,
to communicate one’s thinking processes or understanding of mathematics is not
emphasized in . . . the Stanford Achievement Test” (Consortium Annual Report 4,

p. 5).

School proposals and annual reports provided answers to several evaluation
questions. Two thirds of CLC schools were implementing their projects by focusing
on cross-curricular teaching practices, with only one third focusing on a single
subject. Approximately two thirds of projects were either in early or mid-
implementation, with one third in full implementation. Given that the majority of
projects were still in the early phases of implementation, the effects of CLC projects
on teacher practice and student learning were small, with most experiencing little or
some improvement. Schools differed in their professional development activities
and accountability mechanisms, suggesting that these are factors influencing project
implementation and therefore effectiveness.

Overall School Trends

Results from analyses of the teacher survey and student survey were examined
for trends across schools, for both groups, and between schools for teachers.

Teacher survey results across schools. The results of the Year 1/Year 2
comparison showed significant differences for the Influence of the CLC Project on
Teacher Activities and the Student Engagement scales. Teachers indicated an
increased positive effect of the CLC project on their activities, from a Year 1 mean of
3.87 to a Year 2 mean of 4.06. They indicated increased agreement with a positive
effect of the CLC project on their students’ engagement, from a Year 1 mean of 3.12
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to a Year 2 mean of 3.23. In other words, looking at the school as the unit of
analysis, the CLC project has had a moderate effect on teacher activities (with an
effect size of .33) and on student engagement (with an effect size of .201) when a
school participates in the CLC grants program. Differences reported in teacher
activities and student engagement are most likely non-negligible in terms of their
substantive significance.

According to the theory of action, indicators of change in practice provide an
early indicator of program progress and impact. That is, one would expect to see
changes in teaching strategies and student opportunities to learn prior to seeing
improvement in measured student learning. Five out of five teacher survey scales
measure change at the level of teacher practice and student learning:

= Professional Development Activities,

= Quality of Professional Development,

= Creative Teaching Practices,

e CLC Project Influence on Teacher Activities, and

e CLC Project Influence on Student Engagement.

The Year 1/Year 2 comparison of teacher survey data indicated that there were
moderate changes, and thus early indicators of progress, in teacher activities and
student learning across Creative Learning Communities schools. Table 13 shows the
teacher survey scales with the means for these scales across schools in the 1999-2000
school calendar year (Year 1 of the CLC projects) and the 2000-2001 school calendar
year (Year 2 of the CLC projects). The mean change column indicates the shift in
mean from Year 1 to Year 2, with the N column showing the number of schools
included in the analyses for that particular scale.

Creative Learning Communities projects influenced teacher activities as
captured by the Influence of CLC Project on Teacher Activities scale, increasing from
a mean score of 3.87 in Year 1 t0 4.06 in Year 2. Survey items were rated on a 5-point
scale (1 = a large decrease, 2 = some decrease, 3 = no change, 4 = some increase, 5 = a large
increase). Teachers increased their use of information from professional development
activities, exchange of ideas with colleagues, knowledge of subject matter, teaching
effectiveness, use of alternative forms of assessment, and motivation to implement
reform. For example, during Year 1 of implementation, teachers’ comments
indicated their expectation that the project will provide the resources necessary
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Table 13

Comparison of Year 1 and Year 2 Teacher Survey Scale Means

Mean N
Scale 2000 2001 change  (schools)
Professional development activities 2.84 2.98 14 28

(Scale: 1 =none, 2 = 3-4 hrs, 3 =5-9 hrs, 4 = 10-20 hrs,
5=21-35 hrs, 6 = >35 hrs)

Quiality of professional development 3.19 3.25 .06 28

(Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree,
4 = strongly agree, 5 = don’t know)

Creative teaching practices 3.36 3.44 .08 28

(Scale: 1 = never, 2 = few times per year, 3 = 1-2 times
per month, 4 = 1-2 times per week, 5 = almost daily)

CLC project influence on teacher activities 3.87 4.06 19 28

(Scale: 1 = large decrease, 2 = some decrease, 3 =
no change, 4 = some increase, 5 = large increase)

CLC project influence on student engagement 3.10 3.23 A3 28

(Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree,
4 = strongly agree, 5 = don’t know)

for increased collaboration and professional development, introducing them to
“cutting-edge, best practices” based on “solid research.” Within a year, teachers
reported that they were directly applying information learned from their peers and
professional development to their classrooms, observing immediate results in
student learning and outcomes. Table 14 provides examples of teacher comments,
describing in teachers’ own words the change in their teaching activities.

In addition to influencing teacher activities, Creative Learning Communities
projects have influenced student engagement, with a mean of 3.10 in Year 1 and 3.23
in Year 2. Survey items were rated on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 =
disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree, 5 = don’t know). Teachers agreed that students
were increasing their learning, content knowledge, problem-solving skills, and
computer skills, as measured by the CLC Project Influence on Student Engagement
scale. Teacher comments provide illustrative examples of increasingly “eager,”
“enthusiastic,” and “excited” learners (see Table 15).

While teacher survey data indicated a statistically significant difference in CLC
Project Influence on Teacher Activities and CLC Project Influence on Student
Engagement, the Professional Development, Quality of Professional Development,
and Teacher Practice scales remained relatively unchanged. Although the trends in
Table 13 indicate positive mean shifts, it may be too soon to expect statistically
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Table 14

Teacher Survey Comment Examples for CLC Project Influence on Teacher Activities Scale

Scale subsection

Teacher comment exemplar

Use of ideas from
professional
development

Exchange of ideas with
peers

Knowledge of subject
matter

Teacher effectiveness

Use of alternative forms
of assessments

Motivation to
implement reform

“The [CLC] Project has enhanced my teaching practice by affording me
to attend professional development in-service through which | have
gained new and motivating activities, and a variety of strategies that
require higher order thinking.” (Teacher Survey 315, Year 1)

“What has changed the most is my collaborative planning time with my
colleagues. We not only plan together, but we coach and push and
support each other to find ways to reach all of our students. This work
has been invaluable.” (Teacher Survey 143, Year 2)

“The project has allowed me to teach math for meaning and mastery.
The project has given me the knowledge to teach math more effectively.”
(Teacher Survey 351, Year 2)

“I feel that | will have (and have already) more opportunities to learn
more effective teaching techniques. | think that the project brings
“learning energy” which increases motivation.” (Teacher Survey 153,
Year 1)

“We also assess in different ways using projects, drawings, writing and
whatever the grade level might come up with for a certain book.”
(Teacher Survey 414, Year 2)

“The [CLC] Project has motivated me to do more with the creative arts
mixing it with technology. The project has brought out a lot of hidden
talents in the student and teachers.” (Teacher Survey 98, Year 1)

Table 15

Teacher Survey Comment Examples for CLC Project Influence on Student Engagement Scale

Scale subsection

Teacher comment exemplar

Learning

Content knowledge

Problem-solving skills

Computer skills

“Students are more engaged and actively involved in their learning.
Rather than the teacher as the focus for dispensing knowledge, students
research, relate and draw their own conclusions.” (Teacher Survey 10,
Year 2)

“Student are very enthusiastic about doing math and they are excited
about learning. They want to answer questions and are able to explain
their answers. | can see an incredible increase in their content
knowledge and problem-solving skills.” (Teacher Survey 106, Year 1)

“My students have a clearer understanding of thought processes, which
lead to problem solving. My students are gaining a rich vocabulary
based on exploration. Students have greater confidence when faced with
an unknown to solve.” (Teacher Survey 360, Year 1)

“Students are putting in technology. We’re making PowerPoint
presentations, scanning pictures from newsletters, books, etc. We use
the digital camera to document much our work. We even make
movies.” (Teacher Survey 442, Year 2)
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significant differences in scale domains that are deeply rooted in a school’s culture
and structure. In addition, some of these changes may be visible to individual
teachers as emerging, yet remain invisible to the statistical standards required to
document this change. In order to demonstrate the trends of progress, each of these
scales will be discussed in terms of descriptive changes that occurred over the 2
years of the CLC project.

In terms of professional development activities, teachers across CLC schools on
average participated in 5 to 9 hours of professional development activities (e.g.,
observations, study groups, professional networks, university courses, summer
institutes, lectures and workshops), with a mean of 2.84 in Year 1 and 2.98 in Year 2.
Survey items were rated on a 6-point scale (1 = none, 2 = 3-4 hours, 3 = 5-9 hours, 4 =
10-20 hours, 5 = 21-35 hours, and 6 = more than 35 hours of professional development
in a school year). Teachers agreed that CLC-supported professional development
has been very effective. Professional development activities were relevant to and
support school and project goals. Trainers were well prepared and knowledgeable,
connecting activities to teachers’ prior knowledge and experiences with adequate
follow-up. Teachers also agreed that the professional development activities
contributed to changes in classroom practice. Survey items were rated on a 5-point
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree, and 5 = don’t
know).

As captured by their responses on the Creative Teaching Practice scale,
teachers reported using creative teaching strategies between a range of 1 to 2 times
per month and 1 to 2 times per week, with a mean of 3.36 in Year 1 and 3.44 in Year
2. Survey items were rated on a 5-point scale (1 = never, 2 = few times per year, 3 = 1-2
times per month, 4 = 1-2 times per week, 5 = almost daily). Teachers indi