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As part of its commitment to providing outstanding technical assistance, the Modern Red Schoolhouse Institute is engaged in a program of research designed to improve its services to schools adopting the Modern Red Schoolhouse.  As one part of this program, MRSH asked researchers from Universities not involved in the development or implementation of MRSH programs (Tennessee State University and the University of Chicago) to carry out a study of implementation among schools that adopted MRSH.  The use of researchers not affiliated with MRSH is intended to make this research as objective as possible and to assure the anonymity of all the individuals (such as teachers) who provide the information on which the research is based.  This research project is managed by the Center of Excellence for Research and Policy on Basic Skills at Tennessee State University.

One part of that program of research was a survey of classroom teachers at all MRSH sites.  
The questions for the teacher survey were developed jointly by the staff of the Modern Red Schoolhouse Institute and the researchers from Tennessee State University and the University of Chicago.  The survey was administered in the Spring of 2001 to all teachers in schools that adopted MRSH; the information reported here includes all surveys from teachers whose surveys were received by July 16, 2001.

The information from the teacher survey will be used along with other information from principals and MRSH field site coordinators to understand how well MRSH is helping schools and to develops ways to be more helpful. A school-specific report was developed for each school that adopted MRSH.  These reports were based on responses from teachers in each school and a summary of responses from teachers in all schools that adopted MRSH nationally.  The school reports were delivered to each school by Federal Express on August 6, 2001.  At that time, we mentioned that a national research report, combining information about all schools that have adopted MRSH nationally, would be produced later.  This is that national report.

Surveys were provided to MRSH schools, which, in turn, distributed them to teachers.  Our records indicate that a total of 2,482 teachers were surveyed.  Of the 2,482 surveys distributed, a total of 1,578 were returned from 57 MRSH schools.  Thus the overall response rate to the teacher survey was 63.6%.  The response rate in each school varied from 12% to 100%, with a median of 82.5%.  In 24 schools, the response rate was 100%.

The teacher survey was organized around the benchmarks established by the MRSH staff to monitor implementation of the MRSH programs.  The individual benchmarks are organized into the six core elements of the MRSH design:

· Assessment

· Instruction and curriculum 

· Organization 

· Parent and community involvement

· Technology

· Professional development.  

Appendix A of this report presents a list of the implementation indicators for each core element of the MRSH design, the year in which MRSH typically provides guidance or training for them, and the teacher survey items (appearing in parentheses) that are most relevant to the benchmarks.


This report begins with an overall summary of teacher reports regarding the impact of MRSH training.  In the sections that follow, we discuss how responses of teachers differ in different types of schools by comparing their responses.  First, we examine the impact generated by the number of years the school has been implementing the MRSH design.  Second, we examine the impact of the school’s Title I status, then we examine the impact of the achievement level of the school, and finally, we examine the impact of the region of the country in which the school is located.  In each case, responses to the teacher survey that are most relevant to each core element to the MRSH design are categorized by each of the variables mentioned above.  

  In the next section, particular schools are identified that show up unusually high or unusually low on survey items relevant to the benchmarks.  These may be schools that either need special support or schools that are doing quite well with the current level of support.

The Impact of MRSH Training


In this section, we review some of the information provided in the teacher reports regarding the impact of MRSH training.  A summary of teacher responses for all MRSH teachers is given at the bottom of the Tables for questions 48 to 66 of Appendices B, C, D, and E.  Each of these appendices also summarizes teacher responses to questions about the impact of MRSH training, categorized by length of implementation, school Title I status, achievement status of the school, and the region of the country in which the school is located.

Over three-quarters (77%) of MRSH teachers report that the training had a significant impact on their use of performance based assessment strategies in the classroom.  Almost as many (74%) agree that MRSH training has had a significant impact on the instructional strategies they use in the classroom and that MRSH training has had a significant impact on the quality of instruction they are able to provide (see questions 49 and 53).  Over 75% of teachers agree that MRSH training has had a significant impact on coherence of instruction across grade levels and across subjects in their school.  Over half (59%) agree that MRSH training has had a significant impact on student attitude toward school, but only 48% report that MRSH training has had a significant impact on discipline problems in the school (see questions 65 and 66).  A total of 72% of MRSH teachers agree that MRSH training has had a significant impact on students’ engagement with learning, and 70% agree that MRSH training has had a significant impact on achievement levels of all students (see questions 62 and 63).  

Over 75% of MRSH teachers agree that MRSH training has had an impact on their approach to planning (see question 48).  Well over three-quarters (79%) of the teachers report that MRSH training had a significant impact on the degree to which they collaborate with their colleagues.  Almost as many (78%) report that the training has had a significant impact on their sense of empowerment to improve instruction, and three-quarters (75%) report that the training has had a significant impact on school organization (see questions 52, 54, and 59).  Over two-thirds (70%) agree that MRSH training has had a significant impact on teachers’ roles in making school decisions, and almost two-thirds (66%) report that the training has had a significant impact on the general social climate of the school (see questions 56 and 64).  Over three-quarters (77%) of teachers report that MRSH training has had a significant impact on the support from the principal for their instructional goals and almost two-thirds (66%) report that the training has had a significant impact on the support received from the district for their instructional goals (see questions 57 and 58).

Almost two-thirds (61%) of teachers report that MRSH training has had a significant impact on parent and/or community involvement at their school (see question 60).  

Almost two-thirds (64%) of teachers report that MRSH training has had a significant impact on their use of technology in their classroom (see question 55).  

Teacher Reports of MRSH Implementation Overall

In this section, we examine the overall results of the teacher questionnaire data concerning the implementation of the six core elements of the MRSH design.  The overall summary of each question on the teacher questionnaire is given on the tables for each question in Appendices B, C, D, and E, which also give these results categorized by various types of schools.

Element 1: Assessment
 Almost all (92%) of teachers in the first year of implementation say that state assessments guide instructional goals (see question 83), and 93% of them agree that, regardless of grade level or area that they teach, teachers in their school consider themselves responsible for helping students achieve (see question 93).  

Almost two-thirds of teachers (61%) say that they use interdisciplinary performance assessments based on standards most or all of the time (see question 101).  However only 40% of teachers report that they always post standards addressed in current assignments most or all of the time and just 28% say that they post rubrics for performance assessments most or all of the time (see questions 102 and 103). 

Only a little over a quarter of teachers (27%) believe that their students can explain how their assignments relate to the academic standards they are expected to master most or all of the time and only 30% say that their students can explain how their work would be rated by the relevant rubric most or all of the time (see questions 39 and 40).  

Element 2: Instruction and Curriculum
Almost all (90%) of the teachers agree that school-wide scope and sequence cover the state standards most or all of the time; 91% of teachers agree that school-wide scope and sequence are designed to build student mastery of all standards (see questions 43 and 95).


Almost all (90%) of teachers also report that they understand how work in their classroom prepares students for future grades (see question 42).  Over three-quarters (76%) report sharing scope and sequence with other teachers at their grade level (see question 45).


A large majority of teachers report efficient organization of the classroom and arrangement of materials (see question 98-100).

Element 3: Organization
The majority of teachers report that they have at least some influence on what happens in the school generally, in setting performance standards for students and school-wide scope and sequence, discipline policy, and in deciding how the school budget will be spent (see questions 75, 76, 77, 81, and 82).  However, the majority of teachers do not feel that they have much influence on hiring or evaluating teachers (see questions 79 and 80).


Most of the teachers report relatively high quality of teacher participation in the school.  Over half report that task forces recommend initiatives, focus on activities that foster student achievement, and use data to establish their priorities most or all of the time (see questions 71-73).


There is a considerable amount of collaboration reported among teachers to improve quality of instruction, with over three-quarters (78%) reporting that they collaborate most or all of the time to improve instruction and 81% reporting that they discuss how specific student work demonstrates mastery of standards at least once a month (see questions 46 and 14). 

Element 4: Parent and Community Involvement

About half (50%) of the teachers report that a preponderance of their students’ parents understand academic expectations (see question 17).  Relatively few teachers report being very  effective at getting parents to volunteer help with classroom learning activities (see question 20), although there is some evidence that they are more successful in obtaining parental volunteers for other roles such as providing refreshments or community volunteers on an occasional basis (see questions 18, 19, and 23).


Over half (56%) of teachers report notifying parents at least once a month when students have done something particularly well, but only 43% of teachers report communicating with parents about topics studied in class most of the time (see questions 16 and 68).  Only 31% of the teachers report that parents have home activities to support instructional goals (see question 69).  Only a minority of teachers report that they communicate with parents by voicemail or electronic means such as email (see questions 34 and 35).

Element 5: Technology


 Over three-quarters (77%) of teachers report havingInternet access in their classroom, and just over two-thirds (69%) report having a printer in their classroom, but less than two-thirds (58%) report having a computer reserved exclusively for their use or two or more computers in the classroom (see questions 88 to 91).


Over two-thirds of teachers reported using the Internet to gain information for their classrooms at least once a month, but relatively few teachers report frequent use of the computer to communicate with other teachers (see questions 27, 28 and 29).  

Only a minority of teachers use technology for instructional management.  Just 35% report using the computer for recording grades or attendance and only 28% report using the computer for managing or revising lesson plans (see questions 86 and 87).  


Relatively little instructional uses of technology is reported, except use of the computer for drill and practice (see questions 31, 32, and 38).

Element 6: Professional Development
The majority of teachers report having at least some influence on determining the content of professional development programs (see question 78).

The Relation of Length of MRSH Implementation and Teacher Reports

In this section, we examine the results of the teacher questionnaire data, categorized according to the number of years the school has been implementing the MRSH design.  We report notable relations between the number of years of MRSH implementation and implementation indicators of the core elements of the MRSH design.  Appendix B fully reports the categories of teacher responses.

Element 1: Assessment
 Nearly 87% of teachers in the first year of implementation say that state assessments guide instructional goals (see question 83), and nearly 94% of them agree that, regardless of grade level or area they teach, teachers in their school consider themselves responsible for helping students achieve (see question 93).  These very high percentages increase even more among teachers reporting from schools in the second or later years of implementation.

The percentage of teachers who say that they use interdisciplinary performance assessments based on standards all of the time increases from about 11% in schools during their first year of implementation to over 33% in schools with three or more years of implementation (see question 101).  Similarly, the percentage of teachers who say that they post rubrics for performance assessments all of the time increases from about 11% in schools during their first year of implementation to almost 60% in schools with six years of implementation (see question 102).   The percentage of teachers who say that they always post standards addressed in current assignments seems to increase from about 13% for teachers in first year schools to over 30% for teachers in schools with three or more years of implementation (see question 103). 

The fraction of teachers who believe that their students can explain how their assignments relate to the academic standards they are expected to master increases even more dramatically among schools with more years of implementation.  Only about 22% of teachers in schools during their first year of implementation, but about 62% of teachers in schools during their sixth year of implementation say their students can do so most or all of the time (see question 39).  The fraction of teachers who say that their students can explain how their work would be rated by the relevant rubric is related to year of implementation in a similar way.  Only about 22% of teachers in schools during their first year of implementation, but about 59% of teachers in schools during their sixth year of implementation say their students can do so most or all of the time (see question 40).  

Element 2: Instruction and Curriculum
The percentage of teachers who agree that school-wide scope and sequence cover the state standards most or all of the time increases consistently with number of years of implementation, from 82% for first year schools to over 90% for schools that had implemented MRSH for three or more years.  The percentage of teachers that agree that school-wide scope and sequence are designed to build student mastery of all standards is high overall (over 90% agree), but there is a slight tendency for agreement to be higher among schools that have implemented MRSH for three or more years than for schools in their first year of implementation.


Teachers also frequently report that they understand how work in their classroom prepares students for future grades.  Over 90 percent of all teachers report that they do so most or all of the time, with a slight tendency for teachers in schools that had implemented MRSH for three or more years to report this much more often than teachers in schools in their first year of implementation.


There does not appear to be much change in the degree to which teachers report efficient organization of the classroom and arrangement of materials (see question 98-100).


There does not appear to be any strong or consistent relationship between number of years of MRSH implementation and teachers’ reports of the use of instructional strategies such as relating topics to students’ experiences, problem solving techniques, working on problems with no obvious solution (see questions 1, 3, and 11)


There does appear to be a consistent positive relationship between number of years of MRSH implementation and teachers’ reports of the use of instructional strategies, such as helping students see patterns or relationships; working with students on a one to one basis; getting students to apply their knowledge to real world problems; getting students to organize, interpret, and evaluate information; getting students to explain their reasoning; getting students to revise their reports based on feedback; having students decide how to present what they have learned; and using interdisciplinary performance standards (see questions 8, 9, 12, 24, 25, 36, 37, 101).

Element 3: Organization
There does appear to be a consistent positive relationship between number of years of MRSH implementation and teachers’ reports of their influence on what happens in the school generally, in setting school-wide scope and sequence, and in deciding how the school budget will be spent (see questions 75, 77, and 82).


There does not appear to be any strong or consistent relationship between number of years of MRSH implementation and teachers’ reports of their influence on setting performance standards, content of professional development programs, hiring of teachers, or school discipline policy (see questions 76, 78-81).


There is evidence of a rather strong positive relation between the number of years a school has been implementing the MRSH model and the quality of teacher participation in the school.  The frequency with which task forces recommend initiatives, focus on activities that foster student achievement, and use data to establish their priorities all reportedly are greater for schools with more years of MRSH implementation (see questions 71-73).


The amount of reported collaboration among teachers to improve quality of instruction increases with the number of years of MRSH implementation, as does the reported frequency of discussion of specific student work (see questions 46 and 14).  This pattern is, no doubt, facilitated by the increase in the frequency of common planning time available among schools with more years of MRSH implementation (see question 15).

Element 4: Parent and Community Involvement

The percentage of teachers reporting that a preponderance of their students’ parents understand academic expectations increases with the number of years of MRSH implementation (see question 17).  It does not appear that teachers are very effective at getting parents to volunteer to provide help with classroom learning activities (see question 20), although there is some evidence that they are more successful (and teachers in schools with a longer period of implementation, more so) in obtaining parental volunteers for roles such as providing refreshments or securing community volunteers on an occasional basis (see questions 18, 19, and 23).


There is some evidence of a positive relation between the number of years of MRSH implementation and teachers’ reports on notifying parents when students have done something particularly well (but it is unclear that there is any relation between length of implementation and teachers communicating with parents about topics studied in class (see questions 16 and 68).  There seems to be a somewhat stronger relation between length of MRSH implementation and reports that parents have home activities to support instructional goals (see question 69).  There does, however, seem to be good evidence that teachers in schools with a longer period of MRSH implementation report more frequent communication with parents by voicemail or electronic means such as email (see questions 34 and 35).

Element 5: Technology


There is evidence that the length of time a school has implemented the MRSH design is related to some indicators of access to technology, but not others.  Length of implementation is related to reports of having a computer reserved exclusively for the teacher’s use and Internet access (see questions 88 and 89).  Length of implementation is not related to reports of having a working printer in the classroom or having two or more computers in the classroom (see questions 90 and 91).  


There appears to be a relation between the length of time a school has implemented the MRSH design and teachers reported frequency of use of the Internet to gain information for their classrooms (see question 27).  However, there is not a consistent relation between the length of time a school has implemented the MRSH design and use of the computer to communicate with other teachers (see questions 28 and 29).  Similarly, there does not appear to be a relation between the length of time a school has implemented the MRSH design and the use of technology for instructional management (see questions 86 and 87).  


The relation between the length of time a school has implemented the MRSH design and instructional uses of technology is inconsistent (see questions 31, 32, and 38).

Element 6: Professional Development
The greater the length of time a school has implemented the MRSH design, the more likely teachers are to report having influence on determining the content of professional development programs (see question 78).

The Relation of Title I Status and Teacher Reports


In this section, we examine the results of the teacher questionnaire data, categorized according to the Title I status of the students.  A school reported to have more than 50% low income (ESEA Title I status) is referred to here as a Title I school.  We report notable relations between Title I status of schools and the implementation indicators of the core elements of the MRSH design.  The full report of these categories of teacher responses is in Appendix C.

Element 1: Assessment
 Over 90% of teachers in each group say that state assessments guide instructional goals (see question 83), and nearly identical percentages in the two groups (about 94%) of them agree that, regardless of grade level or subject area being taught, teachers in their school consider themselves responsible for helping students achieve (see question 93).  

The percentage of teachers who say that they use interdisciplinary performance assessments based on standards most or all of the time is considerably greater among Title I schools (63%) than in non-Title I schools (52%) (see question 101).  Similarly, the percentage of teachers who say that they always post standards addressed in current assignments most or all of the time is also greater among teachers in Title I schools (43%) than in non-Title I schools (24%) (see question 103). The percentage of teachers who say that they post rubrics for performance assessments most or all of the time is also slightly greater among teachers in Title I schools (28%) than in non-Title I schools (25%) (see question 102).   

The fraction of teachers who believe that their students can explain how their assignments relate to the academic standards they are expected to master most of the time is almost identical for teachers in Title I schools (27%) and non-Title I schools (28%) (see question 39).  The fraction of teachers who say that their students can explain how their work would be rated by the relevant rubric most or all of the time is considerably smaller in Title I schools (28%) than in non-Title I schools (40%) (see question 40).  

Element 2: Instruction and Curriculum
The percentage of teachers who agree that school-wide scope and sequence cover the state standards most or all of the time is almost identical in Title I schools (91%) and non-Title I schools (88%).  Similarly, the percentage of teachers who agree that school-wide scope and sequence are designed to build student mastery of all standards is almost identical in Title I schools (91%) and non-Title I schools (92%).


The percentage of teachers who report that they understand how work in their classroom prepares students for future grades is almost identical in Title I schools (91%) and non-Title I schools (93%).  Teachers report a relatively high frequency of sharing of scope and sequence with other teachers, but little difference between teachers in Title I schools and on-Title I schools (see question 45).


There does not appear to be much change in the degree to which teachers report efficient organization of the classroom and arrangement of materials (see question 98-100).


Teachers in Title I schools appear to make slightly more frequent use of instructional strategies such as strategies to help students see patterns or relationships, one to one work with students, and interdisciplinary performance assessments  (see question 8, 9, and 101).


Teachers in Title I schools appear to make slightly less frequent use of instructional strategies such as demonstration of problem solving techniques, problems for which there is no obvious solution, asking students to apply their knowledge in new situations, asking students to organize or interpret information, and asking students to explain their reasoning (see questions 3, 11, 12, 24, 25).

Element 3: Organization
Teachers in Title I schools report having more influence in setting school-wide scope and sequence than teachers in non-Title I schools (see question 77).  However, the relation between school Title I status and other indicators of sense of participation in school decision-making is less clear, except that there seems to be more variation in reports in Title I schools (see questions 75, 76, 78-82). 

The evidence about the relation between school Title I status and the quality of teacher participation in the school is inconsistent, but the differences between the two types of schools are generally small (see questions 71 - 73).  


There is less reported collaboration among teachers to improve instruction in Title I schools than in non-Title I schools (see question 46).  However, there is more discussion of specific student work in Title I schools than in non-Title I schools (see question 14).  This pattern is no doubt facilitated by the increase in the frequency of common planning time available among Title I schools (see question 15).

Element 4: Parent and Community Involvement

There is a much lower percentage of teachers reporting that a preponderance of students’ parents understand academic expectations in Title I schools than in non-Title I schools (see question 17).  It appears that teachers in Title I schools are slightly more effective than those in non-Title I schools at getting parents to volunteer helping with classroom learning activities (see question 20), and in obtaining parental volunteers for other roles (such as providing refreshments) or in obtaining community volunteers on an occasional basis (see questions 18 and 23).


There is some evidence that teachers in Title I schools more frequently notify parents when their children have done something particularly well (see question 16).  Teachers in Title I schools also report more frequently that that parents have home activities to support instructional goals (see question 69).  However, teachers in Title I schools much less frequently communicate with parents by voicemail or electronic means such as email than do teachers in non-Title I schools (see questions 34 and 35).

Element 5: Technology


There is evidence that Title I schools generally have less access to technology than non-Title I schools.  Teachers in Title I schools report having a computer reserved exclusively for the teacher’s use, Internet access in the classroom, and two or more computers in the classroom less often than teachers in non-Title I schools (see questions 88 - 90).  However, teachers in Title I schools report having a working printer in the classroom more often than non-Title I teachers (see question 91).  


Teachers in Title I schools reported using the Internet to gain information for their classrooms and to communicate with other teachers less often than teachers in non-Title I schools (see question 27 - 29).  The relation between school Title I status and the use of technology for instructional management is inconsistent (see questions 86 and 87).  


Teachers in Title I schools report making less effective uses of technology for instruction, including less use of the Internet to gain information or write reports and more drill and practice, and (see questions 31, 38, and 32).

Element 6: Professional Development
Teachers’ reports in Title I schools regarding their influence on determining the content of professional development programs are more diverse than those of teachers in non-Title I schools (see question 78).

The Relation of Low Achievement Status and Teacher Reports


In this section, we examine the results of the teacher questionnaire data, categorized according to whether the school was classified as a low-achieving school.  A school that was reported as having more than 50% of students not meeting state minimums is referred to here as a low-achievement school.  We report notable relations between Title I status of schools and the implementation indicators of the core elements of the MRSH design.  The full breakdown of teacher responses is in Appendix D.

Element 1: Assessment
 Over 90% of teachers in each group say that state assessments guide instructional goals (see question 83), and nearly identical percentages in the two groups (about 94%) agree that, regardless of grade level or area being taught, teachers in their school consider themselves responsible for helping students achieve (see question 93).  

The percentage of teachers who say that they use interdisciplinary performance assessments based on standards most or all of the time is considerably greater among low-achievement schools (63%) than in non-low-achievement schools (49%) (see question 101).  Similarly, the percentage of teachers who say that they always post standards addressed in current assignments most or all of the time is also greater among teachers in low-achievement schools (42%) than in non-low-achievement schools (17%) (see question 103). The percentage of teachers who say that they post rubrics for performance assessments most or all of the time is also slightly greater among teachers in low-achievement schools (28%) than in non-low-achievement schools (23%) (see question 102).   

The fraction of teachers who believe that their students can explain how their assignments relate to the academic standards they are expected to master most of the time is higher for teachers in low-achievement schools (28%) than for those in non-low-achievement schools (23%) (see question 39).  The fraction of teachers who say that their students can explain how their work would be rated by the relevant rubric most or all of the time is considerably smaller in low-achievement schools (29%) than in non-low-achievement schools (39%) (see question 40).  

Element 2: Instruction and Curriculum
The percentage of teachers who agree that school-wide scope and sequence cover the state standards most or all of the time is identical in low-achievement schools and non-low-achievement schools (90%).  Similarly, the percentage of teachers that agree that school-wide scope and sequence are designed to build student mastery of all standards is almost identical in low-achievement schools and non-low-achievement schools (91%)


The percentage of teachers who report that they understand how work in their classroom prepares students for future grades is almost identical in low-achievement schools (91%) and non-low-achievement schools (94%).  Teachers report a relative high frequency of sharing of scope and sequence with other teachers, but little difference between teachers in low-achievement schools and non-low-achievement schools (see question 45).


There does not appear to be much change in the degree to which teachers report efficient organization of the classroom and arrangement of materials (see question 98-100).


Teachers in low-achievement schools appear to make slightly more frequent use of instructional strategies such as one-to-one work with students and interdisciplinary performance assessments (see questions 9 and 101).


Teachers in low-achievement schools appear to make slightly less frequent use of instructional strategies such as demonstration of problem-solving techniques; problems for which there is no obvious solution; asking students to apply their knowledge in new situations; asking students to organize or interpret information; and asking students to explain their reasoning; revise reports based on feedback; and having students decide how to present what they have learned (see questions 3, 11, 12, 24, 25, 36, and 37).

Element 3: Organization
Teachers in low-achievement schools report having less influence in hiring and evaluating teachers, but more influence in determining how the school budget is spent, than teachers in non-low-achievement schools (see questions 79, 80, and 82).  However, the relation between school low-achievement status and other indicators of sense of participation in school decision-making is less clear, except that there seems to be more variation in reports in low-achievement schools (see questions 75, 76 – 78, and 82). 


Teachers in low-achievement schools generally report the quality of teacher participation in the school to be somewhat higher.  They report that school task forces recommend initiatives and that task forces focus on activities that foster student achievement more frequently in low-achievement schools (see questions 71 and 72).  


There is less reported collaboration among teachers to improve instruction in low-achievement schools than in non-low-achievement schools (see question 46).  However, there is more discussion of specific student work in low-achievement schools than in non-low-achievement schools (see question 14).  This pattern is, no doubt, facilitated by the increase in the frequency of common planning time available among low-achievement schools (see question 15).

Element 4: Parent and Community Involvement

A much lower percentage of teachers report that a preponderance of their students’ parents understand academic expectations in low-achievement schools than in non-low-achievement schools (see question 17).  It appears that teachers in low-achievement schools are slightly more effective than those in non-low-achievement schools at getting parents to volunteer helping with classroom learning activities (see question 20), but less effective in obtaining community volunteers on an occasional basis (see question 23).


There is some evidence that teachers in low-achievement schools more frequently notify parents when their children have done something particularly well (see question 16).  Teachers in low-achievement schools also report (slightly) more frequently that parents have home activities to support instructional goals (see question 69).  However, teachers in low-achievement schools much less frequently communicate with parents by voicemail or electronic means such as email than do teachers in non-low-achievement schools (see questions 34 and 35).

Element 5: Technology


There is evidence that low-achievement schools generally have less access to technology than non-low-achievement schools.  Teachers in low-achievement schools report having a computer reserved exclusively for the teacher’s use, Internet access in the classroom, and two or more computers in the classroom less often than teachers in non-low-achievement schools (see questions 88 - 90).  However, teachers in low-achievement schools report having a working printer in the classroom more often than non-low Achievement teachers (see question 91).  


Teachers in low-achievement schools reported using the Internet to gain information for their classrooms and to communicate with other teachers less often than teachers in non-low-achievement schools (see question 27 - 29).  Teachers in low-achievement schools are less likely to use computers for instructional management purposes such as recording grades or revising lesson plans (see questions 86 and 87).  


Teachers in low-achievement schools report making less effective uses of  technology for instruction, including less use of the Internet to gain information or write reports and more drill and practice, and (see questions 31, 38, and 32).

Element 6: Professional Development
Teachers in low-achievement schools report that they have less influence on determining the content of professional development programs than teachers in non-low-achievement schools (see question 78).

Information from the Full Teacher Survey
We have included a summary of information from all of the questions on the teacher survey.  For each question, responses of teachers in each category of school and the responses of all MRSH teachers from all schools are given.  This will allow you to look at information about any of the questions that might interest you. 

How to Read the Tables in Appendix B, C, D, and E

The appendix tables give a summary of teachers= responses to each question on the teacher survey broken down by one of  four categorizations of their school.  The categories used were:

· Number of years that the MRSH design has been implemented in the school

· Title I status of the school

· Low-achievement status of the school

· Region of the country in which the school is located

For each question, the percentage of teachers in each category who gave each of the possible responses is reported.  At the bottom of the table, the percentage of teachers in all MRSH schools who gave the same response is given.  This makes it possible to compare the responses of teachers in each type of school with those of teachers from other types of schools and with those of all MRSH schools.  

For example, consider the summary of responses to the question below about how often AI demonstrate solving problems,@   broken down by whether the school is a classified as a low achieving school (more than 50% of the students were below state standards when they adopted the MRSH design).

	
	
	
	
	Question 3
	
	
	

	% within low achieving
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	                 I demonstrate problem solving techniques

	 
	 
	 
	1 never 
	2 once or several times per year
	3 once a month
	4 several times a month
	5 once or several times a week
	6 every day

	low achieving
	.00
	No
	1.2%
	
	3.5%
	8.8%
	34.5%
	52.0%

	
	1.00
	Yes
	2.0%
	2.0%
	2.7%
	11.8%
	33.2%
	48.4%

	Total
	 
	 
	1.9%
	1.7%
	2.8%
	11.5%
	33.3%
	48.8%



The question number from the teacher questionnaire at the top identifies the question (in this case question 3).  The text of the question is given on the top in the body of the table. The summaries for each category (types of schools) are on the lines that follow.  For example, the summary of responses from teachers in schools that are not low-achieving schools (by the definition used here) are on the row labeled “low-achieving .00 no” and the summary of responses from teachers in schools that are low-achieving schools are on the next row, labeled “low-achieving 1.00 yes.”  The summary of responses for all MRSH teachers in all schools is given on the bottom line labeled “Total.”  

Looking at the line of the summary for non-low achieving schools, the summary tells us that 1.2% of the teachers in non-low achieving schools reported that they never demonstrated solving problems, 0.0% (indicated by the blank entry) reported doing so several times a year, an additional 3.5% reported doing so once a month.  Over twice as many teachers in non-low achieving (8.8%) reported demonstrating solving problems several times a month, 34.5% of teachers reported doing so several times a week, and 52.0% reported doing so every day.

Looking at the next line of the summary, the one for low achieving schools, the summary tells us that 2.0% of the teachers in low achieving schools reported that they never demonstrated solving problems, 2.0% reported doing so several times a year, an additional 2.7% reported doing so once a month.  Over four as many teachers in low achieving (11.8%) reported demonstrating solving problems several times a month, 33.2% of teachers reported doing so several times a week, and 48.4% reported doing so every day.

The bottom line of the table (labeled “Total”) is the summary information for all MRSH teachers in all schools, the summary tells us that 1.9% of all MRSH teachers reported that they never demonstrated solving problems, 1.7% reported doing several times a year, an additional 2.8% reported doing so once a month. Almost four times as many teachers (11.5%) reported demonstrating solving problems several times a month, 33.3% of teachers reported doing so several times a week, and 48.8% reported doing so every day.

Appendix A

MRSH Implementation Indicators
Element 1: Assessmenttc "Element 1\: Assessment"
Phase One tc "Phase One " \l 2
This school uses the results of state assessments to guide instructional goals. (83)

Teachers consider themselves responsible for student performance on state assessments, regardless of grade or subject that they teach. (93)

Performance assessments include standards from a variety of subjects. (101)

Rubrics for evaluating student performance towards mastery of standards are posted in classrooms. (102)

Students understand how assignments relate to academic standards. (39, 40, 103)

Phase Three tc "Phase Three " \l 2
Students can access information about their progress in mastering standards. (92)

Element 2: Instruction and Curriculumtc "Element 2\: Instruction and Curriculum"
Phase One tc "Phase One " \l 2
A scope and sequence for instruction is shared among teachers. (45)

The school-wide scope and sequence addresses state standards. (43, 95)

Instructional units are organized in ways that help students see the “landscape of a discipline. (8)

Teachers can explain how work in their classroom prepares students for work in subsequent grades. (42)

Phase Two 
Phase Two " \l 2

Special area teachers coordinate their work with student learning in regular classrooms. (47)

Teachers link new concepts to students’ experiences. (1)

Classrooms are organized for independent learning experiences. (98)

Element 2: Instruction and Curriculumtc "Element 2\: Instruction and Curriculum", Phase Two (continued) tc "Phase One " \l 2
Classrooms are organized in ways that minimize the amount of time teachers devote to distributing, collecting, and arranging materials for students. (100)

Classrooms are organized in ways that allow students to work in flexible groups. (99)


"
Student assignments and work reflect expectations that teachers will provide feedback on drafts of student work. (36)

Students are expected to explain their reasoning for answers they provide in class or on assignments. (25)

Student work reflects an ability to organize, interpret, and evaluate information. (24)

Students work on problems for which there are no obvious or correct solutions. (11)

Student work demonstrates the ability to transfer knowledge and skills to new situations. (12)

Phase Three
"

Class assignments reflect adaptations that target specific needs of students. (94)

Students decide how to present what they have learned. (37)

Element 3: Organization tc "Element 3\: Organization "
Leadership team communicates with the district office regarding all current and proposed initiatives. (75)

Task force uses data to inform their action plans. (73)

Teachers have some involvement in hiring decisions of new teachers. (80)

Element 4: Parent and Community Involvementtc "Element 4\: Parent and Community Involvement"
Parents understand the academic expectations for their children. (17)

Parents volunteer in schools. (18, 19, 20)

Teachers routinely call or email parents to praise the work of their children. (16, 34)

Parents use home activities that reinforce instructional goals in the classroom. (69)

Community members volunteer in schools. (23)

Element 4: Parent and Community Involvementtc "Element 4\: Parent and Community Involvement" (continued)
Parents collaborate with child and teacher in establishing learning goals. (70)

Element 5: Technology
Teachers have access to technology that will support the standards-driven classroom. 

(27, 28, 29, 31, 87, 88, 89)

Teachers use various technological tools to support instruction in the standards-driven classroom. (27, 28, 29, 31, 38, 87, 89)

Teachers use technology to communicate with parents. (33, 35)

Element 6: Professional Developmenttc "Element 6\: Professional Development"
Teachers plan professional development sessions that help teachers improve classroom work–such as computer skills, instructional strategies. (78)
Appendix B

Responses to All Questions on the Teacher Survey:

Categorized by Number of Years of MRSH Implementation
Appendix C

Responses to All Questions on the Teacher Survey:

Categorized by School Title I Status

Appendix D

Responses to All Questions on the Teacher Survey:

Categorized by School Achievement Status

Appendix E

Responses to All Questions on the Teacher Survey:

Categorized by Region
