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Executive Summary
Success* is a credit boost academic intervention whose overarching purpose is to prepare at-risk
students to graduate college and workforce ready. The program was predicated upon
academic resilience and incremental intelligence (growth mindset) theory and developed in
order to ameliorate the problem of XYZ* students not being on track to earn a “C” or higher in
their A-G coursework. The program was rolled out in two phases with phase one consisting of
English and Algebra and phase two adding Biology and World History. In phase one, XYZ
teachers were paired with their content area counterparts from local universities to co-teach the
Success curriculum in order to ensure the program’s rigor. Professors and teachers engaged in
job-embedded professional development (PD) that focused on building the students’ academic
resiliency and fostering a growth mindset. For phase two, XYZ teachers implemented Success by
themselves.
The Success pilot was implemented across six XYZ high schools in the unified school district.
Schools with at least one-half of their students not making adequate progress toward A-G
completion were recruited. This selection included comprehensive, small (pilot), magnet, and
span schools. Coordinators from each site were enlisted and tasked with recruiting both teachers
and students for the pilot.
A total of 27 teachers participated (11 Math, eight English, six Biology, and two World History).
Students who previously earned a final grade below a “C” but were within 10 percentage points
of a passing grade were recruited for the program. A total of 557 students were enrolled in
Success. Of those, 445 students attended at least one session, and 87% earned a credit boost.
The chief reasons offered by students for being unable to complete the program were
scheduling conflicts and family issues.
Qualitative data were collected from 231 students to learn what impact, if any, the program had
on them. From the surveys, 83% percent of them reported changing as a result. The primary
changes discussed by the students were increased content knowledge or a change in their
mindset. Similarly, 94% of teachers interviewed (n = 19) reported a positive impact on their
students with 59% contending that it increased their students’ content knowledge and 88% citing
that it changed their students’ mindsets. Teachers also reported that Success had a positive
impact on them professionally with 89% citing improved content and pedagogical knowledge
and 63% noting an increased ability to foster resiliency and a growth mindset in their students.
Success was implemented with a high degree of fidelity (uniformity) across the six pilot school
sites. The areas of adaptation (variation) were scheduling, student recruitment and enrollment,
and student populations. Participants delineated three major challenges in implementing the
program: limited student pool, scheduling conflicts, and limited planning and PD time. The
corresponding recommendations by the evaluation team are: (1) balance fidelity of policies and
practices with adaptation at each school, (2) involve all stakeholders, including families and
counselors, in student recruitment, (3) schedule Success strategically, and (4) expand PD.
Finally, four best practices emerged from the Success pilot: (1) use student-centered,
participatory curricula, (2) utilize resiliency and growth mindset as vehicles to deliver the content,
(3) co-teach with professors for combined PD and student motivation, and (4) enlist counselors for
student recruitment.
*Success and XYZ are fictitious names used for publication.
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Introduction
Background
In June 2005, the XYZ school district's Board of Education approved a resolution to create
educational equity through the implementation of the A-G course sequence1 as a requisite for
high school graduation beginning with the class of 2016. Initially, students needed to earn a
grade of "D" or better in the A-G courses in order to graduate from high school. In January 2016,
the XYZ district projected that 54% of students were not on target to graduate with their A-G
credits completed. Several credit recovery plans were developed and implemented in an
attempt to address the problem. One of the options the school district developed was the
Success Project.
The Intervention
Success is a credit boost academic intervention whose overarching purpose is to prepare
struggling students to graduate college and workforce ready. Specifically, it provides an option
for students who have not yet mastered A-G course content standards within a given semester.
Students who earned a final grade below a “C” but are within 10 percentage points of a
passing grade are recruited. The class is designed to provide students with additional
instructional time and opportunities to demonstrate mastery of required course standards.
Success students receive 20 extra hours of instruction (after school and/or Saturdays). In phase
one, they were co-taught by XYZ teachers and university professors; professors did not
participate in phase two. The program’s assessments, lessons, and tone convey a level of rigor
beyond the typical high school classroom. Traditionally, learning opportunities with college
professors are reserved for gifted and talented students. As such, at-risk students are seldom
afforded such experiences. Success seeks to reverse that trend and ultimately help XYZ students
meet the A-G graduation requirements and be college ready.
Theoretical Frameworks
Success is predicated upon two theoretical frameworks: (1) academic resilience theory and (2)
incremental intelligence theory (growth mindset). First, academic resilience is defined “as the
ability to effectively deal with setback, stress or pressure in the academic setting” (Martin &
Marsh, 2003, p. 2). Historically, minority and high poverty students in the United States have been
viewed through a “deficit model” that contends that their academic achievement is directly
related to their lack of symbolic, cultural, social, and economic capital the dominant culture
possess (Harry & Klingner, 2007; Sandoval-Hernandez & Cortes; Valencia, 2012). The impact of
this approach is explained by Harry & Klinger (2007) when they argued, “when a habit of looking
for intrinsic deficit intertwines with a habit of interpreting cultural and racial difference as a
deficit, the deck is powerfully loaded against poor students of color” (p. 18). In sharp contrast,
academic resilience theory attempts to build upon the strengths the students bring to the
classroom. Success seeks to tap into and amplify the resilience of the students it serves.
Second, social and developmental psychologists (Aronson, Fried, & Good, 2002; Dweck, 2006,
2007, 2012; Elliot & Dweck, 2013) delineate two theories of intelligence: entity and incremental.
The entity theory of intelligence contends that aptitude and ability are fixed and
unchangeable. Conversely, the incremental theory of intelligence posits that individuals can
accumulate
1 A-G are the seven curricular area requirements students in California must meet in order to be eligible to attend the
University of California and the California State University systems.

https://secure.californiacolleges.edu/college_planning/university_of_california/freshman_admission/statewide_path/Sub
ject_Requirement_A-G_Coursework.aspx
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intelligence through hard work and effort. Success builds upon the latter. Instead of assuming
that students are either strong or weak academically, it attempts to infuse explicit lessons
demonstrating that success is possible through adopting a “growth mindset.”
Site and Student Selection
Success aims to remedy the problem of XYZ students not being on track to earn a “C” or higher
in their A-G coursework. For the pilot, a cross section of six XYZ high schools were chosen based
on two criteria: (1) school configuration and (2) A-G readiness rates. In terms of school
configuration, sites were chosen to include comprehensive, small (pilot), magnet, and span
schools. Secondly, schools with 50% or more students not making adequate progress toward AG completion (as evidence by the Spring 2015 A-G Progress Report) were selected. Students
who previously earned a final grade below a “C” but are within 10 percentage points of a
passing grade are recruited.
Professional Development (PD)
Phase One. The Success program was rolled out in two phases. In phase one, the school
district's secondary literacy and mathematics coordinators recruited teachers to form design
teams tasked with identifying the key standards to be taught in each content area and
designing lessons and assessments. University English and math professors were recruited to work
with the design team to review and revise the curriculum. The professors and design team
provided professional development (PD) to Success teachers during Saturday sessions at the
district office.
The Saturday sessions consisted of the initial introduction to the program. Components of these
sessions were led by the district director, math or English district coordinators, the Success design
team, professors, or College Bridge program evaluators. The district coordinator laid out the
foundation for the program, educating attendees on its need, purpose, and philosophy. The
program evaluators further built upon the philosophy with the research base, theory of change,
and research questions for the program. The math and English coordinators led the groups
separately by content area. The design team then provided model lessons.
After the initial PD at the district office was complete, teachers and professors were provided
additional time to co-plan lessons. Further job-embedded PD was provided by the professors
through co-teaching Success lessons. Different co-teaching options included professor-led
model lessons where the teacher would observe components of a lesson and an integrated
model where the instructors would toggle roles in the classroom. In the latter, one would lead
the lesson while the other observed the students and provided real-time feedback to their
counterpart. A minimum of three and maximum of five co-teaching lessons were provided for
each teacher.
Phase Two. When implementation of phase one of the program was coming to a close, phase
two was launched. This phase added Biology and World History programs. University professors
were not involved in phase two. As such, professional development consisted of the Saturday
sessions described above.
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Research Questions
This study is anchored by the following six research questions:
1. What factors contribute to students’ successful completion of the Success
program?
2. What impact, if any, does the Success program have on students’:
a. Course pass rates?
b. A-G completion rates?
c. Resilience and mindset?
3. What impact, if any, does participation in Success result in teachers’ improved:
a. Content and pedagogical knowledge?
b. Ability to foster resiliency and a growth mindset?
4. How does Success vary by school site?
5. What were some challenges of the Success program?
6. What are the best practices for Success?
Research Design
Success is a mixed-methods study whose overarching purpose is to learn the challenges and
best practices of the program. This inquiry method was chosen because it is the most appropriate
and effective way to investigate the research questions. Both quantitative and qualitative
methods are critical to adequately learn the effects a credit boost intervention has on at risk
students. Furthermore, it is imperative to answer both the “what” (quantitative) as well as the
“how and why” (qualitative) factors that influence how students get back on track with their A-G
requirements.
The two quantitative data collection methods used were: (1) pre and post student surveys, and
(2) completion rates. Conversely, qualitative methods were crucial to drill down beyond the
numbers and understand the specific personal motivations and challenges of Success students.
The three qualitative data collection methods used were: (1) field observations, (2) open-ended
surveys, and (3) in-depth interviews.
Data Collection
Field Observations. Data from three professional development sessions and 87classroom lessons
across all school sites were collected. These data were used to understand the program firsthand and triangulate the survey and interview data.
Open-Ended Surveys. Student surveys were conducted within the first week on the program and
on the final day. A total of 102 students completed the pre-survey and 231 the post-survey. An
additional 35 surveys were completed by students who had not successfully completed the
program. The pre-student surveys focused on why students were struggling in their classes,
specifically, their perceived cause for their low grades. They were also asked about previous
experiences with difficultly in these classes and how often they sought help. Two post-surveys
were created: one for program completers and the other for non-completers. For the
completers, the questions were designed to learn what students liked best and least about the
program and what impact, if any, the program had on their mindset and school performance.
For the non-completers, the questions focused on the reasons why they did not finish the
program.
Interviews. Interviews were conducted with 20 of the 27 teachers who participated in the
program. One interview was ultimately not used as the audio file was damaged, leaving a total
of 19 for analysis. Of these, six were from English teachers, eight from math, three biology and
two world history. Finally, six of the seven site coordinators were also interviewed (one school had
15902 Halliburton Road #243
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two coordinators). In all, 25 interviews and 368 surveys were collected and analyzed. Like the
surveys, the interviews focused on challenges and best practices of the program. Additionally,
teachers were asked to explain what impact, if any, the program had on the students and on
themselves as educators. The coordinator surveys were similar except they focused on
challenges and best practices experienced specifically from their perspectives.

Findings
RQ #1: What factors contribute to students’ successful completion of the Success program?
The data suggest that successful completion of Success was a result of the level of
communication with students and parents both prior to, and during, the program. This finding
was triangulated through coordinator interviews as well as enrollment and completion data. A
deeper analysis of students’ successful completion through communication are provided in the
recommendation to research question #5 as well as best practice #4. This finding is presented
through the lenses of three levels of communication: thorough communication prior to and
during the program predicated on pre-existing relationships with students, communication prior
without confirmation of students’ ability to attend, and limited communication.
Thorough Communication Prior To and During the Program Predicated on Pre-existing
Relationships with Students
Coordinators from the two schools with the highest pass rates of enrolled students (97% and 82%)
reported several commonalities in their student recruitment strategies and on-going
communication. First, both coordinators had positions at the school that provided close
relationships with students through on-going counseling. The coordinators leveraged those
relationships to convince students of the importance of A-G completion and the benefits of the
Success program. One-on-one meetings took place either by the coordinator themselves or
through the school counselors. Students were provided with details of the program and those
interested enrolled. The coordinators also provided the students with reminders on the days
Success was scheduled and encouraged continued attendance.
A third school with a 73% pass rate cited reliance on counselors to recruit students and
communication sent home to parents, but did not provide on-going communication about the
program once it began.
Communication Prior without Confirmation of Students’ Ability to Attend
Coordinators from a second set of schools with pass rates of 68% and 40% reported individual
meetings with students but matriculated pupils who were not able to participate in the program
due to scheduling conflicts. This finding was revealed through surveys submitted by 35 of the 53
students (66%) who did not complete the program. The two major factors that prevented their
attendance were after school conflicts (69%) and family issues (20%). For students with after
school conflicts (n = 24), 21% of them mentioned sports and 13% revealed transportation as the
reasons. Student suggestions for increased participation included Saturday classes or to have
someone speak to their coach or parent for permission to participate in the program.
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Limited Communication
In the final site, with a pass rate of 62%, the coordinator was a classroom teacher who did not
have access to student and parent data nor the time during the school day to meet with
individual students. In this school students were enrolled based on MISIS data alone which the
coordinator had no direct access to. Additionally, the coordinator had limited ability to connect
with the students during the implementation of the program because of teaching duties.
Due to the variation in how the schools reported student enrollment data – whether in terms of
those enrolled based on qualifying for the program or those who could actually attend, the 87%
pass rate for the program is based on students who attended at least one session.
RQ#2: What impact, if any, does the Success program have on students’:
•
•
•

Course pass rates?
A-G completion rates?
Resilience and mindset?

Quantitative and qualitative data suggest that the Success program had a significantly positive
impact on the students. The quantitative data (course pass rates) are detailed in the following
section. In terms of qualitative data, students were asked if they changed as a result of the
program and 87% (n = 151) of English or Algebra reported that they had while 76% (n = 80) of
Biology or World History students reported similarly. It is important to note that English/Algebra
and Biology/World History are being reported together as the data for each pair differed by less
than one percentage point.
The students’ qualitative responses were coded into two main categories: (1) 59% (n = 194) cited
an increase in content knowledge, often noting specific concepts learned, and (2) 25% cited a
change in their mindset. Teachers were also interviewed and asked what impact, if any, they
thought the program had on their students. Of the 19 teachers interviewed, 17 answered
questions relating to the impact on students. Of these, 94% said the program had a positive
impact on students with 59% noting content knowledge and 88% citing a change in mindset.
These data are presented in the aggregate for all subjects as there was no consistency within
subjects or from school to school or session to session. Furthermore, changes in both content
knowledge and mindset resulted in the same positive impacts in the students’ performance in
their regular classes.
Course Pass Rates
Given that the Success program was implemented in the spring, different grading scenarios
existed for English, Biology and World History versus Algebra. For the former subjects, the program
was offered as a credit boost for students who earned a D in the first semester. Students who
successfully completed the program would have their first semester grade changed from a D to
a C. The resulting pass rates were 80% (n = 132) for English, 97% (n = 96) for Biology, and 68% (n =
19) for World History. Within these three subjects there were an additional 72 students enrolled in
the program who were not able to attend due to scheduling conflicts and, as such, are not
included in the pass rates.
Algebra, on the other hand, is a year-long course with one end-of-course grade earned.
Therefore, the students selected for Algebra were in D range but had not yet been assigned a
final grade. Thus, at the time of this report, Algebra final grades are not available so only
successful completion rates of Success can be reported. The resulting pass rate was 88% (n =
15902 Halliburton Road #243
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198). In Algebra, 40 students who were enrolled could not participate in the program.
Final Algebra grades as well as second semester English grades will be provided by the LDC
curriculum team in July, 2016.
Increased Content Knowledge. When asked if they changed as a result of the program, 59% (n =
194) of students cited an increase in content knowledge. Some were specific about the material
learned, such as Student 5(15) who explained, “Thanks to Success I’ve become a better writer
and learned lots of new diction.” Others measured changes through class assessments such as
Student 1(32) who exclaimed, “My math class had an exam and I passed!” Excitement over
improved quiz and test grades was a common theme for students.
Improved Performance in Class. For teachers, increased content knowledge was difficult to
gauge when they did not interact with the students outside of Success. For those who had some
Success students in their regular day classrooms, they reported that deeper content knowledge
led to increased participation in class. Teacher #2 noted, “I only have a couple of the students
but when those students came back into my class they were raising their hands and
participating.” Teacher #7 described an opportunity following up with the students’ regular day
teachers and shared the following feedback:
Oh I think it’s a serious impact. I can see the change from day one to now, these
students are thinking much more intellectually. You know, in other classes they give me
feedback. They now feel more comfortable writing. They feel more comfortable
understanding what they read in class and they also feel as if they don’t ever want to
get a D again. So I really felt super positive about that.
The students provided greater detail of how the Success program impacted them in their
regular day class, with 74% (n = 231) of the students reporting a positive effect. From the simple
statement provided by Student 1(4) who said, “It gave me extra time to really learn” to Student
1(24) taking it a little further by explaining, “I understand the work in class.” This idea was taken
even deeper by Student 5(3) who reported, “I pay more attention and I can actually do my
work and understand what I am doing.”
Overall, the students reported that the program affected their performance in their regular class
through increased content knowledge, study skills, class participation, accountability or
confidence. An increase in class participation was reported most frequently with comments
ranging from Student 2(15) who shared “being more open in class” to Student 5(15) who
quantified, “my attention span almost doubled.” Student 5(12) credited the program with new
learning strategies and contended, “I became a better and more attentive learner.” Class
participation was followed by improved study skills and accountability, with students reporting
completion of homework and a willingness to seek help as needed. One example is Student
5(17) who shared, “I start doing my work when I get it and I don’t procrastinate and I am on
task.” Another is Student 4(4) who explained, “I am now doing my assignments and don't stress
too much over it. I also learned to ask for help and speak up.” Speaking up, asking questions in
class, seeking help, and completing assignments were common themes throughout the student
data.
In addition to improved performance and outcomes in class, students reported greater
motivation and confidence as a result of the program. Student 4(7) summed it up well by stating,
“I have set higher goals and try to have a ‘don't stop trying’ attitude now.”
Conversely, 24% (N = 231) of the students reported that the program did not affect their
performance in their regular class. No additional data were provided with the exception of 13%
(n = 45) of students who explained that, in their regular class, they had moved beyond the
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Hacienda Heights, CA 91745

www.college-bridge.org

Tel (310) 903-8022
Fax (310) 954-9433

11

content of the Success program. They said it would have helped had the program occurred
earlier.
A-G Completion Rates. These data will be monitored by the LDC instructional team over the
following year to determine what impact, if any, Success had on the pass rates of the course they
completed as well as their other A-G courses.
Resilience and Mindset. The common ground between the programs was how the curriculum
and pedagogy were designed to foster resiliency and a growth mindset in the students.
Teachers engaged in professional development on Carol Dweck’s work on growth mindset.
Additionally, students were provided with rigorous coursework (as opposed to traditional lowlevel basic skills interventions), access to college professors (in phase one), and daily inclusion
activities such as motivational videos. The teachers and professors continually underscored the
point that learning happens when you struggle, not when the work comes easily. Students
began using terms such as “struggle” and “challenge” in a positive context when participating
in the program’s activities.
In order to understand the impact on Success students, it is important to consider their mindset at
the onset of the program. When the program began, students were observed as being either
silent or openly defensive about earning a D in their class. When students asked each other why
they earned that grade, the common response was, “I didn’t do my homework.” This was usually
followed by a nonchalant disclaimer that the student found the work easy but just did not want
to bother with the assignments. This banter finally ended in one class when a student responded
by saying, “Yeah. That’s what we all say.”
The banter about the D’s prompted the research team to survey the students to learn why they
perceived they had earned that grade. The results (collected from English and Algebra students
during phase one of the program) mirrored the conversations in the classrooms. First, it is
important to note that attendance did not appear to be a factor as 89% (n = 102) of the students
reported always attending class. Homework, on the other hand, was a strong factor with only
24% of students stating that they always complete their homework. In order to drill down further,
the students were asked if they found the class difficult, and 75% reported that they had in the
current year and 80% reported struggling previously. Exacerbating the problem, 33% of the
students said they never sought help. In addition to struggling with the content and not
completing assignments, 20% of students cited behavioral issues such as not paying attention in
class or procrastination.
Later, in the interviews, the teachers triangulated the observations of the evaluation team and
the student survey data. They reported observing discomfort around earning a D as well as with
the subject matter in general. Teacher #2 recalled, “Challenging students to do math problems
on that first day was kind of like pulling teeth.” A similar sentiment was provided by Teacher #3
who observed, “The kids came in a little unsure as to what to expect.” This was the same across
sites and content areas. By the end of the program, 88% of the teachers observed a change in
mindset. For example, Teacher #3 continued, “they opened up more and more as the days
went on.” Teacher #4 gave a specific example when she said, “They feel more comfortable
asking questions related to the topic that we’re talking about. They are not that shy because
they think, if whatever they say is wrong, that’s okay. And they can move on together and it’s
totally fine.” Teacher #7 explained the transformation in his classroom through the following
scenario:
I said, ‘Do any of you guys think that you’re just inherently bad at math?’ and half a
dozen kids are like, ‘Yeah.’ I said, ‘You know what? You’re not! You just have to realize an
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additional effort needs to be made’ which is one of our affirmations on a daily basis. And
that affirmation really stuck. A lot of kids actually started getting better grades in the
classes. So this was very contagious.
On the last day of the program the students completed open-ended surveys to ascertain the
program’s impact. Evidence of resiliency and the growth mindset was abundant in the
qualitative data they provided. For example, Student 5(21) demonstrated a new found
confidence by revealing, “I feel more comfortable with myself and know I can do better.” In
addition to building confidence, an example of embracing and welcoming challenge was
illustrated by Student 4(7) who explained, “I now know I can do my math assignment if I try. Also,
I learned to never give up because there will always be a solution and you have to find that
solution.” Even further, Student 5(17) extended the growth mindset to the classroom by
reporting, “I feel like I became a better student and I am inspired to do great in life and believe
in myself more. I am also way more focused in class.” The extension of resiliency and the growth
mindset into the daily classroom was also illustrated by the students’ change in classroom
performance through the development of deeper content knowledge.
RQ #3: What impact, if any, does participation in Success result in teachers’ improved:
•
•

Content and pedagogical knowledge?
Ability to foster resiliency and a growth mindset?

The Success program was rolled out in two phases. Phase one launched the English and Algebra
programs with university professors assisting with the development, implementation and revision
of the program. Phase two added Biology and World History programs without university
involvement.
Phase One: Initial Roll-Out of English and Algebra
A total of 14 teachers (six English and eight math) implemented the Success program across six
school sites. PD was provided in two ways: off-site meetings led by the district’s design team and
collaboration with a college professor (co-planning and co-teaching). The findings are based on
interview data from all 14 teachers (six English and eight math). When the respondents were
asked if the program had any impact on them as an educator, 100% (n = 14) confirmed that it
had with 83% reporting improved pedagogical knowledge and 75% describing an ability to
foster resiliency and a growth mindset in their students.
Content and Pedagogical Knowledge. Improved pedagogical knowledge was most frequently
reported by teachers with a few citing content knowledge, but only in terms of using different
material to approach a familiar standard. For example, Teacher #7 reflected on the vehicles he
typically used to teach a topic by explaining, “I was doing much more cultural [content]. Maybe
folk tales, stories that the kids may know from grandparents, the typical dance, music, those
things.” But in the Success program he was presented with a new approach and realized, “I
hadn’t thought about taking a governmental situation and presenting the ideology of what is a
dictator.” He explained further how the Success curriculum brought in rigorous new vocabulary,
ideas, and concepts that he had not considered previously.
More commonly, teachers discussed changes in specific pedagogical practices such as
scaffolding, altering the pace of instruction, and incorporating cooperative learning. Scaffolding
was presented in two ways. One example was related to the content used to introduce students
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to a concept, as Teacher #12 explained, “Just really learning about how important it is to bring
information that is very concrete and that students can relate to. I think that’s such a huge
process that I went through.” Another level was using inquiry techniques to scaffold a concept
for students. A salient example of this was provided by Teacher #10, who described a specific
co-teaching experience in detail:
I got to see how a professor approaches…so in terms of my teaching, he did this
concept. I’m going to be specific, slope, and then we went through four or five problems
and he started building on the students’ knowledge. The first problem they were clueless
but by the time we got to the fourth problem the kids knew what they were doing. And it
kind of influenced my teaching in the sense that I know when I do a topic like this, to
build on bit by bit. That helped. It also helped the students because, like I said, we were
working on slope and they have a better experience in that they could connect
graphing with word problems, with equations. It made perfect sense.
Another change in pedagogical practices was pacing, with half of the English teachers
interviewed discussed a shift in pacing their instruction. This was illustrated by Teacher #7 who
explained:
It slowed me down and that was a good thing. Because one-day lessons were turning
into two-day lessons and I realized that there was no hurry to get through a 500-page
book. I mean I don’t have to use every story in the anthology. So by slowing me down
and giving me an opportunity to really close read, kind of be reminded that it’s not a
speed race. It really impacted a lot of what I was doing. I’m big on scaffolding to begin
with, but this was just another tool I learned to scaffold myself.
Teacher #1 also discussed slowing down to ensure that students grasp concepts, but also added
to her repertoire having students validate each other’s answers:
Well I think things like teaching annotation right from the get go and talking to kids about
how to look at text closely. I’ve been teaching - this my 11th year - and you kind of forget
that kids need some of those basic foundational skills. I found that so valuable in terms of
getting kids to talk to each other and if they don’t know an answer, we don’t move on
until they do. And when they get the answer right, their confidence level grows.
Finally, cooperative learning is the third pedagogical shift reported and accounted for some of
the greatest changes in teacher practice. Teacher #10 reflected on her pedagogy and
provided the following:
I liked the whole group/pair-share/group activities where students were self-discovering.
I’ll admit, I am not a group work person. I have to say this. But after I did Success, I did
that to my own class; started a little bit of group work in my class. I’m sort of a control
freak, I love control. But to give away control - my experience with the Success kids, we
only worked with seven kids but it helped me open up, taking this idea to my own
classroom. So the student centered group work was the best… If you come into my class
again, we’ve got posters all over the wall now. Today we worked with Algebra cards.
I’m opening up more to the idea of group work and pair-share now.
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It is important to note that the majority of the Success teachers were experienced teachers with
decades of experience. As such, the evaluation team concluded that the deep reflection of
pedagogical practices, which is not common of veteran teachers, is attributable to their
experience in the program. The impact of the program on teachers’ craft was well summed up
by Teacher #5, a veteran teacher, who stated, “And now this program has got me to say, oh,
wait a minute, you know, maybe I just need to switch my teaching style.”
Ability to Foster Resiliency and Growth Mindset. Resiliency and growth mindset were discussed in
two ways: (1) teachers acknowledged that they had a fixed mindset and the program changed
that, and (2) teachers focused on vehicles used to foster resiliency and change students’
mindsets. In Success the vehicles mentioned most often were the inclusion activities and a
focus on inculcating a college-going culture.
Teachers were introduced to the research on resiliency and growth mindset during the PD that
launched the program. They were also presented with a self-assessment to measure these and
shown some of the motivational videos that would be used in the program. In response, Teacher
#5 admitted, “I had to kind of slap myself on the wrist for pre-judging some of these kids. And I
always prided myself on being an open-minded teacher. Apparently I wasn’t. I didn’t realize it
before now, but I had pigeon-holed some of these kids as failing students.” It was common for
teachers to report a previous self-perception of open-mindedness about students’ abilities and a
change in mindset as a result of the program.
Self-reflection created an opportunity for teachers to consider unintended consequences their
perceptions may have and explore new practices to foster student success. The most common
new practice mentioned by Success teachers was introducing the videos and other inclusion
activities in their classrooms. The inclusion activities (including videos) were mentioned most
frequently and cited by 45% (n = 11) of the teachers who discussed an increased ability to foster
a growth mindset. Teacher #2 best described the rationale for bringing them into his other
classes:
The inclusion activity, it’s related to math sometimes but sometimes it’s not. It just gets
them engaged so that they’re more willing to engage in the activities that are planned.
So by doing that I got them to do things that were more challenging than what I would
do in my Algebra I class; that I didn’t know that I would be able to do. Like the functions
day where they had to match the functions with a situation, that’s really challenging and
there were a lot of functions they’ve never seen before. But they were willing to try to
explore it because there was an inclusion activity at the beginning. I think that’s great. I
need to do that in my everyday practice.
Additionally, teachers reported fostering a growth mindset by strategically discussing college
readiness and presenting a college-going culture in their classroom. When asked if the program
had an impact on her as an educator, Teacher #12 began by explaining the impact on her
students:
I felt that we needed to promote more of the college readiness and college going
culture. Three such lessons that we did with this program were so meaningful because
they added to that reality. There were a lot of concrete messages that they could
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associate with and that is, as a teacher, beyond meaningful. And I see the difference in
the students.
She later continued describing the impact it had on her professionally:
Oh absolutely, in every way. Like I mentioned, a learning curve took place on various
levels with the program and seeing how important it is for our school and district and
students - for them to attend college and to take it there and to grow their mind in that
avenue.
In conclusion, an improved ability to foster growth mindset occurred in three phases. First,
teachers became aware of their own view toward struggling students. Next, teachers identified
pedagogical practices that would foster resiliency and a growth mindset. Finally, teachers
extended this approach to helping students see themselves as college bound.
Comparison: Teaching Alone vs. Co-Teaching
In phase one of the program, university professors participated in the development,
implementation, and revision of the program. The implementation included job-embedded PD
through co-teaching Success lessons. After the initial implementation, six of the teachers (four
English and two Algebra) continued implementing the program without the involvement of
professors. Five of these teachers were interviewed a second time to compare and contrast
their experiences. Two of these instructors preferred teaching alone (English) with the remaining
three teachers (one Algebra and two English) favoring co-teaching.
Teaching Alone. Teaching alone posed some overarching benefits to both teachers and
students. These included efficiency as well as the facility to develop deeper relationships. The
utility of teaching alone, as a time-saving technique, was underscored by the two teachers
interviewed who preferred to teach by themselves. Teacher #12 encapsulated that sentiment
best when she argued:
I definitely prefer teaching alone for the simple fact of not having to worry about
coordinating with another adult regarding the lesson plans. My least favorite aspect of
co-teaching was figuring out a schedule and a plan for the professor in advance, due to
our busy days teaching. I also didn’t like sharing students who I have already become
familiar with and have managed all along. With the many other adults involved in the
students’ lives, I like that we don’t have to introduce and expose our students to yet
another adult who they will only see a few times and most likely never again. This is a
detriment to our students. I teach alone, all day every day. I’m more used to it. It’s just
simpler. It’s more efficient. It just works.
Teacher #12 briefly discussed the benefit of one adult gaining familiarity with a class of students.
Teacher #14 elaborated on the concept of deeper bonds formed in a single teacher classroom
when he said:
The best part of teaching alone is that I got to interact more deeply with my students. I
was able to know exactly what was going on in the classroom and in their lives. The
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relationships were deeper when I was the only adult in the room day in and day out. I
was the constant and I think it benefited the kids more that way.
Co-Teaching. Even though 40% (n = 5) of these teachers preferred teaching alone, four out of
the five (twice as many) reported that the co-teaching experience had a positive effect on their
students and on them as educators. In terms of the pupils, the main advantages were that the
professors served to motivate the students in the present (the Success class) as well as for the
future (their college aspirations). As educators, the two main benefits were derived from the jobembed PD aspects of co-planning and co-delivering the lessons.
The advantages of co-teaching for students were mostly delineated in the context of professors
serving as motivators both in the present course as well as for their future college plans. Teacher
#1 described the immediate benefit:
The students paid more attention during my first session [with the professor] than they did
for the second session [teaching alone]. It probably had to do with the fact that my kids
have never known a college professor. So it was kind of exciting. It was new. They felt
special to be part of something innovative. Like the district really cared about their
success in the long-term and were doing something unique for them.
In addition to motivating the students in the Success class, the professors also corroborated that
the key concepts the teachers were trying to convey were critical for the students’ future
postsecondary success. As Teacher #2 explained:
The college professor would back me up when I would say something is important for
them to learn. It validated the lessons that I was trying to teach. My students want to go
to college but they don’t necessarily know what it takes to get there. I can tell them a
million times, but they’re tired of listening to me. So it helps to have someone who’s a
professor. Somebody who actually teaches these math classes at the University tell the
students ‘this is what you will need in college’. The students then are like, ‘Oh, okay. Then
that’s what I need to do.’ It was inspiring for them.
In terms of the advantages for teachers, the overarching benefit was the job-embedded PD
dealing with the co-planning and co-delivery. The benefit of co-planning was a more cogent
development of lessons, as Teacher #13 contended:
I prefer to co-teach because it provides me with the opportunity to collaborate with my
partner (professor). Also, when we plan together the lessons are coherent without any
glaring interruption of content. The teaching style is different but that is beneficial to our
students. In my opinion, when working with another instructor, you are able to learn from
each other and the students benefit by seeing a team of teachers present content in
different ways. I think when teachers get together to plan out the lesson there is this
learning experience that occurs in the planning session. In other words, teaching
practice improves as it becomes more refined because you have two teaching minds
instead of one.
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Compounding the learning opportunity that co-planning provided, the co-delivery also
benefited teachers as they were able to see how their higher education counterparts taught
the same lessons. As Teacher #1 described:
I like co-teaching best because I was able to watch her [Professor] do the lesson. That’s a
great observational technique for me in terms of my own PD. Watching teachers do
great work reminds me of the different ways I can check for understanding with the kids
that I wasn’t thinking about or using before. The level of engagement was there when
there were two people in the room. I would recommend co-teaching for sure for my
benefit and for the kids’ benefit too.
Phase Two: Biology and World History
A total of eight teachers (six biology and two world history) implemented the Success program.
PD consisted of off-site meetings led by the district’s design team. Unlike English and Algebra,
collaboration with college professors was not included. The findings are based on interview data
from five teachers (three Biology and two World History). When the respondents were asked if
the program had any impact on them as an educator, 100% (n = 5) confirmed that it had with
100% reporting improved pedagogical knowledge and 40% describing an increased ability to
foster resiliency and a growth mindset in their students. It is important to note that these
changes, absent the participation of professors, can only be attributed to the Success
curriculum.
Changes in teacher practice were reported by all five educators interviewed during phase two.
Most of these modifications centered on using some of the pedagogical approaches learned
in Success with their other classes. While the continued use of inclusion activities was common,
the only differentiation was due to the disciplinary approach of each content area. Biology
teachers focused on using the labs while World History teachers concentrated on utilizing case
studies. Teacher #16 chronicled the former:
My knowledge of photosynthesis and cellular respiration was further enhanced due to
the different activities that we engaged in with the students. Some of those lab and
hands-on activities were new to me. My pedagogical knowledge was also deepened as
I learned different teaching strategies and methods that I had not used before. I plan to
continue using them with all of my classes.
The latter approach was best described by Teacher #19 when he contended:
This program showed me some ideas that I hadn’t explored before. For instance, using
three case studies from different sources to allow the students to arrive at their own
conclusions about the historical issue in question. I’ve never tried that before. It works. It’s
a much better approach than what we normally do in history classes with a single
primary document. The learning happens when the student has to reconcile different
points of view to come up with their own interpretation. I know I’m going to continue to
use it with the rest of my history classes.
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RQ #4: How does Success vary by school site?
The Success pilot did not have much variation by school site in terms of curriculum. One reason
for this uniformity was the consistency of professors co-teaching the English and Algebra
programs across the six school sites. Another reason was that the World History program was
only provided at two sites so variation could not be measured.
Three minor variations, however, did occur. These included schedules, student recruitment and
enrollment, and student populations.
Schedules. Four schools held all sessions after school and two used a combination of after
school and Saturdays. The duration of sessions varied from 1.75 hours to 2.25 hours for after
school and between three to four hours on Saturdays. The number of sessions per week ranged
from one to five, varying both within and across schools. Two schools, one offering only after
school and the other after school and Saturdays, completed the program in three weeks. The
remaining four schools completed the program in four weeks. Differences in scheduling did not
appear to be a factor in student pass rates.
Student Recruitment and Enrollment. Student recruitment strategies appear to be a major factor
predicating successful completion of the Success program. So much so that this topic is
addressed in depth throughout this report in research questions #1 and #5 as well as in best
practice #4. Student recruitment varied from selecting qualifying students through
computerized MISIS data to personalized one-on-one conversations.
Reports of enrollment data varied as well with half of the schools enrolling qualifying students
and the other half only enrolling students who confirmed their ability to attend through individual
meetings.
Student Populations. Although there was variation in the types of schools served, the students
who participated in the Success program appeared similar based on the qualitative data
collected. One school, however, was an exception with English Learners overrepresented in the
program. At this school, a few students were newcomers who spoke little to no English while
others had varying English language proficiency. As such, additional scaffolding was needed
as were translators to communicate with the newcomers. This school had a significantly lower
pass rate than the others with 64% of participating students completing the program. Four other
schools had pass rates between 84% - 88% and the sixth school had a 100% pass rate.
Recommendation: Balance fidelity of policies and practices with adaptation at each school.
One of the most significant challenges in scaling-up educational interventions is managing the
inherent tension between fidelity (uniformity) and adaptation (variation) (Cevallos, 2009).
Specifically, while the Success model may work in the context of the first six pilot sites, when it is
expanded across LDC, special attention must be placed on balancing the degree of
adherence to the fidelity of the original design with necessary local adaptations to each new
context and student population served. Following the original model too strictly does not always
translate into the success of the expansion but at the same time straying too far from the original
paradigm also limits its efficacy and dilutes its original vision. Educational scale-up researchers
best described this tension when they argued, "Ignore fidelity and what will you take to scale?
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Ignore adaptation and your design will crack. This is more than just a challenge. It is a dilemma.
It can only be managed, never resolved" (McDonald, Klein, & Riordan, 2009, p. 19).
As such, the evaluation team recommends when scaling-up Success, to maintain a high degree
of fidelity to the curricula and assessments as well as the following policies: attendance, grading,
and student discipline. Both the curricula and assessments were well developed and it would
benefit Success students if they saw a uniform implementation of both of these.
In terms of the attendance, grading, and student discipline policies; we noted in our field
observations wide variation in their enforcement to the detriment of the full potential of Success.
We recommend covering these policies and practices thoroughly during the professional
development and also fully informing students and parents prior to the first day of the program.
Students and families should also be knowledgeable of repercussions that occur when students
do not adhere to these policies.
Conversely, the evaluation team recommends that variation should be encouraged for sites to
adapt Success to their specific school contexts in terms of: class size, scheduling, and
instructional autonomy. While we recognize that schools, like all organizations, operate within
budgetary constraints; we observed some schools able to serve their specific students more
effectively by keeping class sizes smaller than the regular school day. This allowed for more
meaningful relationships to flourish between teachers and students, as well as delving deeper
into the curriculum on a more personalized level. Similarly, schools have their own distinctive
cultures and they know the best dates and times to offer Success to their students. Saturdays
worked very well for one school in particular, which reported that the students were more alert
and engaged than during the after school sessions. On the other hand, another school was
unable to host Saturday sessions as most of their students do not live near campus and could
not arrange for transportation during the weekend. Finally, while the curriculum and
assessments should be implemented uniformly, we firmly believe that both teachers and
students would most benefit if teachers were allowed to modify how the lessons were delivered
to best suit their specific contexts. In the more than 150 hours the evaluation team spent in
Success classrooms, we saw the same exact lessons taught in unique ways with great success.
Most teachers are drawn to the profession because of the instructional autonomy they are
afforded. This is a significant strength we believe should be inculcated.
RQ #5: What were some challenges of the Success program?
Respondents delineated three major challenges in implementing the Success program: (1)
limited student pool, (2) scheduling conflicts, and (3) limited planning and PD time.
Limited Student Pool. There were several challenges that arose as far as student selection. The
first was a limited number of students who were eligible for the program based on grades.
Interview data revealed that few students had earned a “D” in the fall semester across all
schools. As such, there were not a significant number of students in the pool from which
coordinators could recruit from. Program coordinator # 2 commented on the challenge of
finding students who had earned Ds:
I definitely think we had a hard time finding kids. I felt like we had more kids with F’s and
not a lot of D’s. So I think if we could have opened it up to more students, we would
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have had a higher rate of kids participating in the program. That was one challenge we
had as far as finding kids who qualified. Like I said it was F’s, C’s were there, but D’s
weren’t…we were kind of struggling finding them.
In addition to finding enough students with D’s, a second challenge was students’ complacency
with their grade. Coordinator #4 described the situation:
I went through every single student, one-on-one, just to see where they are, what their
goals were, explain to them why a C would be a better choice because, technically, for
those students, D is passing and they’re happy with a D.
Furthermore, Success competed with other credit recovery programs at school sites. One
challenge was that students could earn a grade higher than a C in the other programs.
Further exacerbating this issue was teachers’ limited understanding of the Success program
compared to other credit recovery options. The importance, and inherent challenges, in
getting that message across was provided by Coordinator #4:
The principal mentioned Success in the faculty meetings, but mentioning it isn’t really
understanding what it was. So my role was to get the teachers who taught them, explain
the actual purpose of the courses so that they would understand that this isn’t just 20
hour visits of fun time and then the kids get the C. Because this is a school where they
take those grades by heart; you have to earn those grades. So that was the concern
that I had. That once they understand that the purpose isn’t just to get the grade
change but to enrich the students while they’re in their classroom.
For the coordinators, the time and effort to get this message to the teachers and address their
concerns was a challenge, but one they think will subside in time as they experience the
program’s benefits to the students.
One final challenge was getting students “on board” with the Algebra program when their
grade would not change until the end of the year. Since these students had not yet officially
earned the D, Coordinator #1 described it as a “major hurdle” to ask students to “come for
learning sake, for intrinsic motivation.”
Recommendation: Involve all stakeholders, including families and counselors, in student
recruitment. Site coordinators reported that student recruitment worked best when a trusting
relationship was already in place between the students and the recruiter. Personal interviews
with students were critical to successful recruitment efforts. One-third of the coordinators utilized
counselors to interview students with significant success. Counselors are also well informed of
graduation requirements as well as the average GPA ranges for the colleges and universities
and can advise the students accordingly.
Students are also well known by their teachers and success was found through teacher
recommendations. Teachers, however, are generally not available to conduct student
interviews nor are they trained to counsel students academically. Therefore, a referral system
that begins with coordinators utilizing My integrated Student information System (MiSiS) to target
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students according to academic criteria, followed by teacher recommendations to counselors,
and concluded by counselor interviews is highly recommended.
Families are another group close to the students, but unfortunately were the least utilized in the
pilot of Success. Coordinators lamented this as more students could have participated if
parents had been better informed and able to advocate for the program, especially since
family issues were the largest barrier to student participation. Therefore, we recommend that
families fully understand the repercussions of earning Ds in A-G courses. In fact, they should be
explicitly educated on the new graduation requirements, including what they mean in terms of
being eligible for college versus being competitive. A parent orientation should include
graduation requirements and an overview of the program and its rationale.
Furthermore, we recommend that all school stakeholders be informed of the program prior to
student recruitment. All teachers should be informed of the program’s mission, goals, and
rationale in order to fully understand the potential benefit to their students. Sports coaches
should especially be made aware of Success as a major barrier to program participation was
conflicts with sports practice after school.
A further consideration is developing ongoing participation experiences from parents and
teachers. We recommend using written communication between the classroom teacher,
families, and Success teachers to monitor students’ homework completion, participation, and
performance in their regular classroom. A simple, standard form could be used for this process to
prevent additional paperwork.
Scheduling Conflicts. Challenges with the after school schedule were reported by both
coordinators and students. For coordinators, the schedule was a barrier to recruiting students
and teachers to participate in the program. Whereas 83% (n = 6) of coordinators reported
difficulty finding teachers interested in the program, 60% reported the main issue being the after
school schedule. For example, Coordinator #3 explained, “They were already busy. We had
eight or nine teachers to pick from and only four applied because of other prior commitments
after school.” In this school, as was the case with two others, Saturdays were suggested by the
teachers but deemed problematic by the students. Coordinator #3 further elaborated on the
process:
It was up to the school team to decide what would work for them, for the kids. It was a
matter of talking with the faculty and also the kids. The kids said Saturday would not work
and the teachers said Saturday is fine, but if we weren’t going to get the students, there
was no point in having it [Success] on Saturday.
In the two schools that offered Saturday sessions, some students complained about coming on
the weekend but only two out of 117 surveyed in phase one reported it as a challenge and
neither explained why it was problematic. After school, however, provided specific challenges.
First, recall the findings from research question #1 that after school conflicts, specifically sports
and transportation issues, were the major reason students were unable to participate in Success.
This issue was also reported by 83% of the coordinators. Coordinator #1 summed it up by saying,
“A lot of the problems that I saw with the students not thinking about doing it is because they
were in sports and they couldn’t attend after school. And so it’s the time commitment more
than
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anything.” For those who did participate, and even successfully completed the program, 42%
reported challenges with the schedule with nearly half of the complaints coming from the
school that extended the program the longest, 2.5 hours, after school. For these students, the
biggest concerns were staying alert after a long day and managing time for homework
afterwards. A handful of students reported missing homework assignments and project due
dates because of long after school hours in the Success program.
Recommendation: Schedule Success Strategically. The data suggest that the schedule that
worked best was a combination of after school and Saturdays within the following guidelines:
(1) limit after school to two days per week and a maximum of 90 minutes for each session, and
(2) limit Saturdays to three hours maximum per session. An option that was not utilized, that might
work well, is a zero period.
Limited Preparation and PD Time. A need for additional preparation and PD time was cited by
89% (n = 19) of the teachers with all subjects areas reporting similarly. Specific needs included
more preparation time and more training to understand the program’s rationale as well as to
learn pedagogical practices such as pacing and differentiating instruction.
Preparation Time. More preparation time was requested by 58% of the teachers with greater
citations of this challenge coming from math and English teachers. English teachers mostly
discussed photocopying. When asked what advice she would offer a new Success teacher,
Teacher #3 said, “I would let them know that there’s a lot of copying.” In addition to the time
commitment, Teacher #12 explained an additional challenge when she explained, “copying
the material…with us being policed, we’re being monitored with our copies…I just had to do
them but that was a challenge not knowing if there was maybe a separate budget for that.”
Math teachers also discussed challenges associated with photocopying, but added time
assembling the program and specifically the materials for activities. Teacher #8, who attended
all of the PD sessions, was surprised at the extra amount of preparation work and shared, “I
thought it was rather cumbersome to put together and to organize. I spent about three hours on
the Sunday before I started just organizing and just figuring out where everything was.” Teacher
#10 explained, “student centered and group work was a whole lot of cutting to do, copies, cut
outs. I’m not sure how that can be lessened. But that was one of the things that was too much to
work with.”
All of the math teachers reported challenges with the amount of preparation time. About half of
them quantified the extra hours needed ranging from 10-20 with half of these hours spent
printing and cutting out materials.
Professional Development Time. A second request from teachers across content areas was for
more PD. Both wanted to see the entire program from start to finish to better understand how it
all fit together and what goals it was designed to achieve. As Teacher #1, an English teacher,
explained, “I wanted to know what the outcome was, so I wanted to see everything in
advance.” When it came to offering advice to future Success teachers, 58% of the teachers
recommended learning the entire program first. This was explained best by Teacher #5:
Read. Read. Read EVERYTHING that they give you. And I mean everything, because it was
like buried treasure. I would find stuff like this - I didn’t find this until day four - this is the one
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where they break it down and I’m sure they mentioned it in the training but like I said it was
so much last minute stuff. I found this and I was like oh my god, I can’t believe they have
the structured explanation of every day. So read everything. If they give us enough time
next time, well not us, but if they give the [new] teachers enough time, sit down and read
everything. On a Saturday, get yourself a cup of coffee and just sit down and just go
through the whole thing.
For the first run of the pilot, teachers who had not gone through the entire program found
themselves unsure of some elements. One example of confusion around the purpose of the
program was the inclusion activities, as Teacher #5 wondered:
There were some parts towards the end where things were not explained. Like when we
did the rock, paper, scissor activity and I didn’t know what was the objective, besides just
having fun. I don’t know if it was just a fun activity or if there was a lesson there.
Another area of confusion was pacing. For math particularly, 63% of the teachers reported
challenges with pacing where the program either moved too slowly or there was too much
material to cover in the given time period. As Teacher #2 recalled, “Sometimes there was more
than enough to fill the block but I didn’t realize that some days would be shorter, so I didn’t
extend those activities.” On a deeper level, Teacher #11 expressed the students’ difficultly with
some challenging content:
I mean the materials for students, they are happy to do it. But at the same time they
found it very difficult and started to break it up a little bit. So we had to go back to the
basics and start with something simple and then start building up from there.
There are two important notes to these concerns that additional PD would have cleared up.
First, differentiation was built into the program but that was not evident to some of the teachers.
The plan was to begin with easier problems and build on it. Not knowing this, the students were
presented with all of the problems at once. Second, blocks of times varied from school to school
and the teachers had the flexibility to extend or truncate lessons as they saw fit. Again,
additional PD could have covered those ideas more thoroughly.
Additional PD was also necessary around the program’s goals, objectives, and rationale. This
was evident when Teacher #8, who attended all PD sessions, commented, “there was some
educational value to it but I think that it [Success’s rationale] was not always clear. I think
they’re not clear what is the actual objective we’re going to accomplish. That was
challenging.”
Recommendation: Expand Professional Development (PD). Teachers discussed several
challenges relating to the Success curricula that could all be addressed through the strategic
use of expanded PD. Researchers on the effect of teacher professional development on
student achievement have concluded that teachers who receive an average of 49 hours of PD
over six to 12 months can boost their students' achievement by 21 percentile points (Yoon,
Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, & Shapley, 2007). In stark contrast, PD lasting 14 hours or less shows no
statistically significant effect on student achievement (Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree,
Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009). Additionally, the most effective PD is job-embedded providing
teachers with five critical elements: (1) collaborative learning, (2) coherent and contextualized
curriculum, assessment, and professional-learning decisions, (3) active learning, (4) deeper
content
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pedagogical knowledge, and (5) sustained learning over the entire school year (DarlingHammond et al., 2009).
As such, the evaluation team recommends continuing with the format of off-site training paired
with co-teaching with the initial PD rolled out to teachers over three consecutive days,
preferably when schools are not in session. We recommend the initial PD includes a program
binder with the following:
•
•

•
•
•

Theory of change (logic model)
Success standard policies and practices, including
o Attendance policy,
o Participation policy,
o Passing criteria, and
o Student discipline policy,
Literature and assessments on resiliency and growth mindset
Full program materials
Options for differentiating instruction

The training should include both macro and micro level analyses of Success’s approach. On a
macro level, we recommend that teachers are explicitly trained on the theory of change and
rationale for the program so they can understand Success holistically. On a micro level, Success’s
scope and sequence should be covered with a sharpened focus on universal access and
explicit approaches to differentiate instruction. Additionally, teachers should be trained on
grading the assessments with a sample of student work including a rubric and a norming
activity.
The initial training should also include time to collaborate with their content area colleagues and
higher education counterparts, specifically focused on pedagogical practices. During this time
past Success instructors can model practices that worked well for various lessons and student
populations.
The remaining PD time should be take place in the classroom through co-teaching with their
higher education counterparts or other Success program experts, prefaced by a brief coplanning session. This experience will help the teachers maintain the fidelity of the program.
RQ #6: What are the Best Practices for Success?
The four best practices that emerged from the data are: (1) use a student-centered,
participatory, and personalized curriculum, (2) utilize resiliency and growth mindset as vehicles to
deliver the content, (3) co-teach with professors for combined professional development and
student motivation, and (4) enlist counselors for student recruitment.
Best Practice #1: Use student-centered, participatory curricula. The Success curricula were the
components most often cited by both teachers and students in terms of what they liked best
about the program. For students, 44% (n = 231) of them stated that they most enjoyed the
student-centered activities and interaction with their peers. From the student data, there was a
sense that they were in this together, as a group. They were not alone in their struggles. Student
4(2) revealed, “I like how we all work on things together and no one shames you for getting the
wrong answer. We also have fun and make new friends.” As Student 4(2) alludes, a sense of
trust
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was developed through collaboration, and a sense of comradery. The terms “teamwork” and
“fun” arose several times in the data about what students liked best. Most responses were similar
to Student 5(2) who succinctly stated, “The activities, they were fun and educational.”
The students were not alone in their appreciation of the participatory elements of the curricula.
Of the teachers, 79% (n = 19) of them also reported this as the best part of the program. Much
like the students, Teacher #9 observed, “the team building was actually the highlight of the
lesson for the day.” Team building was usually built into the inclusion activity, but set the tone for
the academic collaboration that would occur later in the lesson. The progression is illustrated by
Teacher #3 who reflected, “The students discussed, analyzed, and were participating. They
were focused on what was going on because…well, they were all for talking to one another. So,
I thought that worked really well.” The team building and academic collaboration were possible
because of another element of the curricula, the focused content. This was reported by
teachers in all content areas who appreciated the ability to work more deeply on specified
concepts. Teacher #10 explained this best:
It was student centered of course, that’s the part that I like. The class focused on not
everything but just picked up the few essential topics, which will help them succeed in
whatever topics they will be working on next.
The term “focused” to describe the curricula was used by 42% of the teachers.
Best Practice #2: Utilize resiliency and growth mindset as vehicles to deliver the content. The
Success program was built on the theoretical frameworks of resiliency and growth mindset
given that the target demographic is students in danger of failing core courses required for
graduation. The underlying assumption was that their current grades may be causing the
students to view their academic ability through a deficit model, and that this perspective would
hinder future academic success. As such, all elements of the program from the PD for the
teachers, to the team-building activities, to the academic rigor, and the co-teaching with
professors were designed to foster a growth mindset in the students. A few specific examples
within the curriculum include pair-share discussions to answer prompts such as “Think of
something you worked really hard at and feel you got better at” and “What are some obstacles
to academic success that you have seen?” For the latter, an obstacle/solution chart was
created.
In response to these efforts, the evaluators and teachers witnessed a transformation take place
in classrooms. On day one, students appeared apprehensive and defensively discussed their
grades. On the first day in a math class in school #1, a student exclaimed, “I’m not stupid. I just
don’t do my homework.” Survey data later revealed that 75% of the students did not do their
homework because they struggled with the content. Teachers also observed this behavior.
Teacher #2 recalled, “A lot of students come in and it seemed like they felt ashamed of getting
a D. And so their attitudes when they came in, it was a little bit, you know, not necessarily ready
to participate.”
Within a few sessions a complete change in attitude was observed. Teacher #2, who
described the first day like “pulling teeth” shared that, “the inclusion activity - it just gets them
engaged. So by doing that I got them to do things that were more challenging than what I
would do in my
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Algebra I class.” The evaluation team witnessed changes as well. The defensive language from
the first day turned to a positive mindset where students used terms like “challenging,” “hard,”
and “struggling” to describe their learning. On day three in high school #2 a math student was
overheard saying, “I’m struggling with this. This is good.”
In addition to students changing their behavior and language, post-survey data revealed that
students’ self-perceptions changed as a result of the program. These results are provided earlier
in this report in the section titled, Impact on Students. In addition to those data, when asked
what students think should stay the same about the program, 31% (n = 231) reported,
“everything.” An additional 27% noted the activities and videos. These components were
strategically selected to foster a growth mindset in the students. In describing what was liked
best, Teacher #4 said, “showing the video about the growing of the mindset. It was essential for
the student to understand that there’s a reason why you’re failing but there’s always a chance
to come back, recap, work harder and then they can improve.” The students asked to keep this
aspect of the program as well. For example, when asked what to keep the same about the
program, Student 5(17) replied, “I would keep the inspiring videos” and Student 4(7) responded,
“The ‘you can do it’ part of the session.”
Best Practice #3: Co-teach with professors for combined PD and student motivation. A
collaboration with university professors served three purposes in the program. First, the professors
revised the curricula to ensure academic rigor. Second, the professors provided job-embedded
professional development through a co-teaching model. And third, a college mindset would be
fostered by exposing students to the university through the co-teaching model.
In terms of the teachers who co-taught, 95% (n = 14) reported a positive experience with 42%
reporting that co-teaching with the professor was an element of the program that worked best.
It is important to recall that 60% (n = 5) of the teachers interviewed who both co-taught and
taught alone preferred the former. The co-teaching was discussed in two ways by the teachers:
(1) as professional development to learn how to better teach the program and grow as
educators, and (2) as a motivation to students.
Co-teaching as job-embedded PD. The co-teaching structure varied depending on plans made
by the professor and teacher. Some teachers wanted to see a lesson modeled such as Teacher
#4 who explained, “I think the co-teaching was great because by reading those materials,
sometimes I didn’t get the whole idea completely. So, there’s certain things that when she
demonstrates, then I see, oh, this is how they want to do it.” Additionally, being there for
planning purposes helped the teachers learn the rationale of the program. An example of this
was provided by Teacher #5 who shared, “So anything I had questions about - not what to do
but the objective, like why are we doing this particular lesson. And she was able to fill in those
holes. So I liked that. That’s one of the great things.”
Other teachers chose to divide the lessons where the professor would lead one section and the
teacher another. In this model, the instructors shared the teaching responsibility as team
teachers. A basic example of team teaching was provided by Teacher #10 who explained, “It’s
nice to know that not everything rests on my shoulders. And where I may forget something, the
professor can jump in and fill in the gap.”
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A deeper example of team teaching that drew on different pedagogical practices was
provided by Teacher #7 who described:
When my kids were fumbling she would come up with maybe a more collegiate kind of
an idea and then when her kids were fumbling, I’d come back to the high school
mentality of kids with some goofiness and we both looked at each other and smiled
because it was a really nice balance.
A third of the teachers reported that the balance of the high school and university approach
was a learning experience for them as well as a benefit for the students.
Co-teaching for student motivation. Co-teaching was also viewed as a motivational strategy for
students to help them foster a growth mindset. In terms of working with the professor, Teacher #3
contrasted the experience to traditional intervention programs and explained, “I think they
gained a little bit more maturity and confidence and focus on the future. And I think they kind of
feel special in a way. A lot of times when you have intervention, you feel like a loser.” The idea
that the professors provided a focus for their future college aspirations was further discussed by
Teacher #2 who pondered:
I think it makes a difference for the students. Because sometimes students don’t see
college as something that’s accessible. I know when I was a student, I didn’t think about
college. But talking to a professor - I would never have talked with a professor. But if
someone’s there who’s a professor and you have the chance to work with them then it
might not seem like it’s a big deal but it might - just by having that title - that might make
them see things differently. Like oh yeah, maybe I can go to college. It might just
change, just by having that one little moment.
When asked about their experience working with the professors, 92% (n = 117)of the students
responded favorably. Their comments included, “that was actually pretty inspiring,” “the
professor made me feel more confident,” “she was really supportive of our ideas,” and “quite
enjoyable and comfortable for a person who has major social anxiety.” The term “fun” was used
18 times to describe the experience and the word “helpful” was used 16 times. Even realizations
about college were made such as the one described by Student 1(32) who said, “I learned that
even college students make mistakes.”
Best Practice #4: Enlist counselors for student recruitment. The coordinators were tasked with the
process of student recruitment. Three coordinators were school administrators; two held other
administrative roles at the school site, and one was a teacher. Two of the Success coordinators
had roles closely tied to student counseling.
A first step in student recruitment process was using the MiSiS system to screen for students within
the targeted grade point range. Two coordinators specifically mentioned the benefit of the
MiSiS system which was in sharp contrast to the teacher who served as a coordinator at one site
and did not have direct access to MiSiS.
After identifying potential students, 100% of the coordinators (n = 6) discussed the important role
of relationships with staff, parents and students in the remainder of the selection process. When
asked what advice to offer future coordinators, Coordinator #4 responded, “I would say you
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don’t have to do it on your own. You are responsible for the leg work but collaboration with all
the stakeholders is extremely important to have the prime candidates for this program.”
In terms of stakeholders, teachers were generally called upon first to recommend students for
the program. In one instance, the Success teachers were tasked with communicating the
program to their colleagues and asking for student recommendations. This, reportedly, worked
well.
The next step employed by 67% of the coordinators (n = 6) were student interviews. The personal
connection with the students was reported as the most important component of the
recruitment process. Coordinator #1 illustrated the importance of the interviews by sharing, “We
brought them in individually and spoke to students. Individual conversations work well. I mean
we passed out a flyer but you know a flyer can’t speak.”
It was also important who spoke with the students. Half of the coordinators discussed the
importance of existing relationships with, and a sense of trust between, the adult and student.
Coordinator #2 explained, “You definitely need to know the students. It’s about rapport, you
know, you definitely have to connect.”
In addition to the importance of a trusting relationship, maintaining the students’ privacy was
also discussed. Coordinator #5 best presented this by describing:
The best thing about student selection is I allowed the teachers to recommend.
However, one-on-one contact with the students was important. I interviewed them. Not
together because I feel like they need to have this feeling of, ‘I’m important.’ Not like I’m
a part of the herd but that it’s just for me. I think it’s also the privacy thing. I didn’t want
other students to know that I got a D in the class. So, one-on-one worked.
Either the Success coordinator or counselor conducted individual interviews.
Parents were involved in the recruitment process in two of the schools. The coordinators who did
not involve parents or counselors in the student recruitment process recommended future
coordinators do so.
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