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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Success at the Core (SaC) is a freely available web-based professional 

development tool for teachers to provide practical methods to implement a 

shared vision of quality instruction in their classrooms, and for educational 

leaders to strengthen their ability to define and advocate for quality 

instruction. The materials include 24 Teacher Development strategies and 

seven Leadership Development modules. The materials are designed to 

work together to complement school-wide instructional improvement 

initiatives.  

 

At this time, there are approximately 12,000 registered SaC members from 

49 U.S. states and more than 35 countries. Members represent a variety of 

stakeholder groups, including teachers, principals and other school and 

district administrators, coaches, state education agency personnel, and 

education non-profit professionals. Although SaC is designed with middle 

schools in mind, its registered members include elementary and high school 

educators as well. 

 

In 2012, SaC’s designers and collaborative managers – Vulcan Productions, 

Inc., a company of the Paul G. Allen Family Foundation, and Education 

Development Center – engaged Goodman Research Group, Inc. (GRG) to 

help understand what role, if any, SaC has in improving student 

achievement. Recognizing that demonstrating the connection between 

teacher professional development and student achievement is difficult, the 

partners did not expect this evaluation to draw definitive causal links 

between SaC use and student achievement. Rather, the goal was to 

understand – on balance – whether SaC, if effectively used, is helping to 

positively influence student achievement.  

 

Two components of our evaluation accomplished this goal. Both efforts 

focused on Washington State because this is where SaC has the biggest 

presence. First, in order to study the relationship between teacher SaC use 

and student achievement, we obtained two years’ worth of Washington 

State Measurements of Student Progress (MSP) data (2012 and 2013) and 

linked it to a user survey we conducted in Summer/Fall 2012. Second, in 

order to study the relationship between SaC use and achievement-related 

attitudes and behaviors, we conducted primary data collection with 25 3rd-

8th grade teachers and their 732 students during the 2012-2013 school year. 

Methods included teacher surveys, student surveys, classroom 

observations, and teacher telephone interviews. 

 

While the primary goal of the evaluation was to understand SaC’s role in 

improving student achievement, the partners were also interested in better 

understanding how teachers employed and incorporated SaC into their 

work. Thus, a third component of our work was a survey of all registered 

users in spring 2013.  

  



 

G O O D M A N  R E S E A R C H  G R O U P ,  I N C .        F e b r u a r y  2 0 1 4     
iii 

KEY FINDINGS 

 

Teachers are using SaC for impact but are preoccupied with other 

priorities. 

 

Teachers browse the SaC website on a monthly basis and engage in other 

activities – including viewing videos, reviewing pdfs, and trying strategies in 

their classrooms – on a quarterly basis. Many teachers who use SaC are 

refining their practice for increased impact, integrating it with others for 

collective impact, and/or reevaluating and renewing their use. They report 

greater knowledge of effective teaching practices. However, they are not 

necessarily placing a high degree of urgency on SaC use. While there is 

interest in learning more about it, there are likely a number of other 

initiatives, tasks, and activities with which teachers are more occupied. 

 

A combination of SaC strategies and frequent use of strategies 

related to active and exploratory instruction are associated with 

greater student engagement. 

 

Teachers report greater student engagement as a result of their SaC use. 

Independent classroom observations show that selecting SaC strategies 

from more than one of the elements of quality instruction (i.e., Rigorous 

and Relevant Content, Active and Exploratory Instruction, Authentic and 

Student-Centered Assessment, and Support Structures to Help All Students 

Succeed) is associated with better student engagement than selecting 

strategies from only one of the elements. In addition, for SaC strategies 

related to active and exploratory instruction, in particular, more frequent 

use is linked to enhanced student engagement. 

 

If collaboratively used, SaC may help to positively influence student 

achievement. 

 

Collaborative use of SaC is linked to small but reliable improvements in 

student achievement. We define collaborative use as exploring the SaC 

strategies with a colleague, a small group of colleagues, or with a whole 

school faculty. Our measure of student achievement is student scores on 

the Washington State MSP Math and Reading exams. 

 

Frequent use of six strategies SaC plays a role in higher middle 

school Math achievement. 

 

At the middle school level, a set of related strategies (that teachers tend to 

use together) is linked to small but meaningfully higher MSP Math scores. 

More frequent use of these strategies is associated with even higher scores. 

These strategies are:  1) Building Content Vocabulary, 2) Generating Real-

World Connections, 3) Analyzing Data, 4) Checking for Understanding, 5) 

Guiding Self-Assessment, and 6) Reviewing Homework. 
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Leadership Development Modules contribute to higher middle 

school Math achievement. 

 

Use of SaC Leadership Development Modules has a small but positive effect 

on higher middle school MSP Math scores. We define use as exploration 

with a school-wide leadership team, a grade level team, or a department 

team. 
 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Promote educator collaboration. 

 

We recommend that SaC consider further promoting collaborative use of 

SaC by highlighting examples that are applicable across various types of 

collaboration, featuring more scenarios (particularly those that cut across 

grade levels and subject matter and those that an entire teaching staff can 

work on together), and providing videos of collaborating teachers in 

conversation (e.g., sharing reflections, discussing questions or adaptations, 

deciding on next steps, and brainstorming challenges. 

 

 

Promote integration of teacher and leadership development 

materials. 

 

We recommend that the partners expand upon the references that the 

teacher materials make to the leadership materials and vice versa, providing 

fuller descriptions of how the two sets of materials complement one 

another. As part of this, we raise a question for SaC to consider:  What role 

can teachers play in school change beyond being the recipients and 

implementers of change defined by leadership teams? 

 

 

Each of these factors related to student achievement – educator 

collaboration and combined use of teacher and leadership materials – 

would benefit from further research. 

 

 

Promote use of SaC. 

 
The partners should consider sharing approaches that schools have taken 
to finding time for professional development, such as SaC. These should 
include some examples of the implications of traditional school 
scheduling patterns for implementing teacher and leadership 
development activities and, most important, for providing adequate time 
for teachers to collaborate and interact with peers. 
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INTRODUCTION  
  

SUCCESS AT THE CORE 

 

Success at the Core (SaC), launched in 2009, is a free, publicly available, web-

based1 professional development tool with brief, high quality classroom videos 

as the centerpiece. The underlying belief in the design of the materials is that 

student achievement cannot be enhanced without strengthening teaching and 

leadership teams in schools, as well as improving the quality of instruction. 

 

One set of materials – 24 Teacher Development strategies – is designed for 

teachers. These materials, highlighting practical methods, are intended to help 

teachers strengthen classroom instruction, spark student interest, and improve 

student outcomes. Each strategy includes a brief, documentary-quality video 

featuring real classroom footage and teacher interviews, artifacts (including 

lesson plans, handouts, and student work), teacher commentary and reflections, 

and relevant resources from respected voices in the field. Teachers, coaches, 

and mentors, working as individuals or with colleagues, pick and choose from 

the strategies to build an experience customized to their professional 

development needs and goals. 

 

Another set of materials – seven Leadership Development Modules – is 

designed for educational leaders, in teams, to strengthen their ability to define 

and advocate for quality instruction. Each 120-minute Learning Experience, 

comprised of a facilitator’s guide and multimedia presentation, is designed to be 

completed by teams of educational leaders, including teacher leaders. The 

multimedia presentation, a slide-based presentation with videos, activities, and 

discussion questions, guide the team through the Learning Experience. After 

completing the first module, Leadership Teams and Quality Instruction, the 

school team select from the remaining six modules based on the priorities of 

their team and school. 

 

Since its launch in 2009, SaC has developed a significant user base of about 

12,000 registered members. While 40% of members reside in Washington State, 

remaining members reside throughout the U.S. and abroad. Registered 

members represent a variety of educators, including teachers, instructional 

coaches, principals, district administrators, state education agency personnel, 

university faculty, and independent consultants. 

 
 

GRG’S EVALUATION OF SUCCESS AT THE CORE 

 

In-depth, formative evaluations had previously been completed by an 

independent education evaluation and research group, Inverness Research. 

These evaluations have provided important insights about the tool’s use and 

have documented a continuum of use of SaC materials by teachers. In addition, 

the previous evaluations indicated that students of effective SaC users 

experienced important shifts in their attitudes toward the learning process.  

                                                 
1
 http://successatthecore.com 
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In 2012, Goodman Research Group, Inc. (GRG), a research firm based in 

Cambridge, MA that specializes in program evaluation, was contracted to design 

an evaluation to expand on the attitudinal findings from Inverness Research. 

The partners – Paul G. Allen Family Foundation, Vulcan Productions, and 

Education Development Center, Inc. – were also interested in better 

understanding how teachers employ and incorporate SaC into their work, in 

order to inform ongoing program design. First and foremost, though, GRG was 

tasked with helping the partners understand the extent of SaC influence, if any, 

on student achievement. This report is structured by the two overarching 

questions that prompted this evaluation: 

 

1. What is Success at the Core’s role in improving student 

achievement?  

2. How are teachers using Success at the Core? 

 

We developed three evaluation components to answer these questions: 
 

1. Analysis of the relationship between teacher SaC use and student 

achievement on the Measurements of Student Progress;  

 

2. A study of the relationship between Teacher SaC Use and student 

achievement-related attitudes and behaviors; and 

 

3. A survey of registered users. 

 

Exhibit 1 summarizes the evaluation methods associated with each activity. The 

following sections provide detail about each activity.  

 

Exhibit 1 

Evaluation Methods by Component 

 
Component 1: 

Achievement on 

MSP 

Component 2: 

Achievement-

related Attitudes 

and Behaviors 

Component 3: 

User Survey 

Analysis of MSP 

Data  
�   

Survey of WA State 

Registered Users  

� 

(data source) 

� 

(screener) 
 

Student and 

Teacher Surveys 
 �  

Classroom 

Observations 
 �  

Teacher Phone 

Interviews 
 �  

Survey of all SaC 

Registered Users 
  � 
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WHAT IS SUCCESS AT THE CORE’S ROLE IN 

IMPROVING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT?  
 

The evaluation provides evidence that SaC may help to positively influence 

student achievement under certain conditions. These conditions include:  

exploring the SaC Teacher Development strategies collaboratively, 

frequent use of a specific set of six Teacher Development strategies, and 

using the Teacher Development strategies together with the Leadership 

Development Modules. 

  
Recognizing that demonstrating the connection between teacher 

professional development and student achievement is difficult2, the 

partners did not expect this evaluation to draw definitive causal links 

between SaC use and student achievement. Rather, the goal was to 

understand – on balance – whether SaC, if effectively used, is helping to 

positively influence student achievement.  We developed two 

complementary evaluation components to accomplish this goal. The 

methods and results of each are described in turn in this section of the 

report. Both efforts focused on Washington State because this is where SaC 

has the biggest presence; the largest percentage of SaC member resides 

there.3 Before we turn to the studies, we briefly describe our baseline 

conceptualization of effective SaC use. 

 

 

EFFECTIVE USE 

 

Previous evaluations had documented a continuum of use of SaC materials by 

teachers. This continuum emerged out of naturalistic use of the materials and 

the partners expected there to be continuing variation in how teachers 

employed and incorporated SaC into their work in the future. This continuum 

included “effective” and “moderate” users as well as “very minimal users.” The 

previous evaluation described these users in the following way:  

 

The effective and moderate users settled on a small number of SaC 

strategies after a period of experimentation, used them repeatedly and 

consistently (the effective more so than the moderate), and adapted and 

combined them further through usage to serve their specific purposes 

(again, the effective more than the moderate). Very minimal users 

                                                 
2
 Examining more than 1,300 studies identified as potentially addressing the effect 

of teacher professional development on student achievement, a Regional 

Educational Laboratory Southwest report found only nine that met the evidence 

standards of What Works Clearinghouse, an initiative of the Institute for Education 

Sciences (IES) at the U.S. Department of Education.  
3
 At the start of our evaluation, there were 1,305 SaC members in Washington who had 

identified as classroom teachers at the time they registered. 
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ultimately lacked the capacity to use the strategies to any effect. 

(Inverness Research, 2011)  

 

In consultation with the partners, we studied the previous lessons learned about 

SaC users and developed a rubric that further described the users on the 

continuum from ‘minimal’ to ’moderate’ to ‘effective’ along eight dimensions, 

as shown in Exhibit 2. We included six of these eight dimensions in our study. 

We determined that “skillfulness of implementation” and “vision” were beyond 

the scope of this study because of the large number of classroom observations 

and teacher interviews they would have required. Further, data that we did 

gather on “confidence of content knowledge” lacked sufficient variability and 

thus precluded its further use.4 Finally, exploratory analyses of data that we 

collected on “skills in classroom management” suggested that it was subject to  

measurement error and that it was less critical than other dimensions and thus 

it was excluded.  

 

Exhibit 2 

SaC Effectiveness Rubric 

Dimension 
Effective 

User 

Moderate 

User 

Minimal  

User 

Number of strategies Focused (1-3 strategies) 
Lots of 

strategies 

Selection of strategies 
Deliberately aligned to student 

need 

Not aligned to 

student need 

Frequency of strategy used Nearly every day 
Uses 

sporadically 

Reflective Reflective 

Not reflective/does not revise 

based on how it is working in 

the classroom 

Skillfulness of implementation 

Close to 

quality 

portrayed on 

website 

Routine, superficial 

implementation; missed big 

idea of strategy 

Vision 

Has clear 

vision of 

active, 

student-

centered 

instruction 

Lacks clear vision 

Skills in classroom management 
Few classroom management 

issues 

Lacks skills in 

classroom 

management 

Confidence about content 

knowledge 
Confident 

Little 

confidence 

 

                                                 
4
 More than 80% of teachers felt somewhat or very confident about their depth of 

content knowledge. 

As we develop the new 

Guidance Curriculum for 

our school district, many of 

the strategies that are in 

Success at the Core are 

being used. 

What's great about the 

site is that you can search 

out videos of teachers 

using a range of strategies 

which gives me ideas of 

how I can apply these 

strategies in my classroom. 
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ANALYSIS OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TEACHER SAC USE AND 

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT ON THE MEASUREMENTS OF STUDENT 

PROGRESS (MSP) 

 
This evaluation was mandated to expand on earlier findings that students of 

teachers who were effectively using SaC experienced positive shifts in their 

attitudes toward the learning process. If practical, the evaluation was 

expected to utilize test scores, in addition to other measures. After 

consulting with the Washington State Office of Superintendent of Public 

Instruction and determining that this approach was feasible, we developed 

the following research questions to guide this component of our evaluation:   

 

� What is the relationship between 3rd-8th grade teachers’ SaC use 

and their students’ MSP scores?  

� Does teacher use – and frequency of use – of specific SaC strategies 

predict students’ MSP scores? 

� Does the way teachers explore SaC – as individuals or with others –

predict students’ MSP scores? 

� Does teacher use of the SaC Leadership Development Modules 

predict students’ MSP scores? 

 

To carry out these analyses, we obtained two years’ worth of MSP data 

(2012 and 2013) from the Washington State Office of Superintendent of 

Public Instruction. We then determined the subset of students in those data 

files whose teachers had completed the survey of Washington State 

registered users we conducted in Summer/Fall 2012, which provided us 

with information about their SaC use. We further pruned this list to include 

only elementary school teachers, and middle school ELA, Reading, and Math 

teachers. This provided us with a sample of 70 3rd-8th grade teachers and 

their 3,495 students.  

 

The majority of the teachers was either well-established (33%) in their 

teaching career, with 6-10 years of experience or considered a veteran 

(33%), with more than 20 years of teaching experience. Another fifth were 

seasoned teachers with 11-20 years of experience. Slightly more than one in 

ten was in the early stage of his/her teaching career with only 2-5 years of 

experience.  

 

  

It's an amazing website 

that is equipped with 

fabulous videos (the video 

on data is my favorite) and 

information to help with 

school improvement 

processes.  Not only do 

they have videos but they 

also provide facilitator 

guides to use with 

leadership teams.  This 

process helps all 

stakeholders to be laser 

focused in their learning 

which creates a 

professional learning 

community as student 

achievement is the 

ultimate goal. 

It provides our district 

strategies for effective 

practice and networks us 

to exemplars of 

implementation to effect 

change against the 

achievement gap. 
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Exhibit 3 displays the percentage of teachers in each of the various content 

areas, Exhibit 4 displays teachers’ use of the SaC materials, and Exhibit 5 

displays the basic demographics of students in the sampled classrooms. 

 

Exhibit 3 

Teacher Content Areas  

 Percentage 

(N=70) 

Elementary curriculum 44% 

Secondary curriculum  

� English Language Arts 

� Reading 

� Mathematics 

27% 

6% 

30% 

Note: Four teachers teach in more than one of the curricular areas listed. 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Profile of Use 

 Elementary 

Teachers 

Middle School 

Math Teachers 

Middle School 

ELA Teachers 

Viewed at least one SaC 

video 
17 12 12 

Used at least one SaC TD 

strategy 
14 9 9 

Explored SaC with others 

(collaborated) 
11 9 11 

Used at least one LD 

module (with others) 
3 5 5 

 

 

Exhibit 5 

Student Demographics  

 Percentage 

(N=3,495) 

Gender  

Female 48% 

Male 52% 

Grade (2012-2013)  

Third 0% 

Fourth 13% 

Fifth 8% 

Sixth 23% 

Seventh 25% 

Eighth 32% 

Met Math standard (2012) 67% 

Met Reading standard (2012) 56% 

 

 

  

I use the 

information/videos found 

in Success at the Core to 

assist me in the classroom 

with issues I may be facing, 

when my past experience 

or knowledge of situations 

is not enough to assist a 

student.   

I'm not too familiar with it, 

but my understanding is 

that it helps teachers 

implement common core. 
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What is the relationship between 3
rd

-8
th

 grade teachers’ SaC use and 

their students’ MSP scores? 

 
We first investigated the relationship between teacher SaC use and student 

achievement in a very basic way. We categorized teachers into two groups – 

those who had used any of the 24 Teacher Development strategies and 

those who had not – and we evaluated whether their students’ average 

MSP scores differed. We used the statistical method of Analysis of 

Covariance (ANCOVA) for this, which allowed us to statistically control for 

the effects of students’ 2012 MSP scores. We defined use as “more than 

browsing, e.g., sharing with others, implementing in your classroom, 

adapting.” On the other hand, the “non-users” may have viewed SaC 

Teacher Development videos, but had not applied the ideas from the videos 

to their classroom instruction.  

 

Four in ten elementary teachers and middle school math teachers had used 

at least one strategy, compared to three in ten middle school ELA teachers, 

as shown in Exhibit 6. About the same proportions had not engaged with 

the strategies at all, while a smaller number had viewed at least one video 

but had not gone on to try any of the strategies. 

 

Exhibit 6 

SaC Use by Teacher Grade Level and Content Area 

 Elementary 

Teachers 

Middle School 

Math Teachers 

Middle School 

ELA Teachers 

Did not view a video  14  9  10 

Viewed a video but did 

not use a strategy 
 4  6  6 

Viewed a video and 

used a strategy 
14  10  7 

Total  32  25  23 

 

 

  

I used the on-line SAC for 

my evaluation this year.  I 

watched lots of videos and 

created an on-line journal 

of what I learned.  The site 

was pretty easy to follow 

and I was most interested 

in the section of strategies 

for teachers. 
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After controlling for previous math achievement, students of teachers who had 

tried at least one of the strategies did not perform any better on either the MSP 

Math or Reading exam than did students of non-users. See Exhibits 7 and 8.  

   

Exhibit 7 

Mean 2013 MSP Scale Scores in Mathematics  

N = 1,573 for middle school; N = 1,028 for elementary school 
Note: Neither difference is statistically significant 

 

 

Exhibit 8 

Mean 2013 MSP Scale Scores in Reading 

N = 1,500 for middle school; N = 1,022 for elementary school 

Note: Neither difference is statistically significant 

 

 
 

200 250 300 350 400 450 500 550

Middle School

Elementary School

Mean Math Scale Score

Teacher watched video(s) and TRIED strategies

Teacher  DID NOT TRY strategies

275 300 325 350 375 400 425 450 475

Middle School

Elementary School

Mean Reading Scale Score

Teacher watched video(s) and TRIED strategies

Teacher  DID NOT TRY strategies
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Does teacher use – and frequency of use – of specific SaC strategies 

predict students’ MSP scores? 

 

Teachers pick and choose from among SaC’s 24 Teacher Development 

strategies, so we decided to explore the effects of different strategies on 

student achievement. We excluded from our analyses any strategies that 

had been used by fewer than five of the teachers for whom we had both 

use and achievement data. We also excluded some strategies from the 

Math score analyses and others from the Reading score analyses that we 

thought were not geared toward the content area. This left us with a 

manageable subset of 12 strategies to investigate in each content area. 

Exhibit 9 displays the number of teachers who used the various Teacher 

Development strategies, broken out by grade and, for middle school, 

content area. 

 

Exhibit 9 

Use of Teacher Development Strategies by Grade and Content Area 

 

Elementary 

Teachers 

Middle 

School 

Math 

Teachers 

Middle 

School ELA 

Teachers 

Building Content Vocabulary 5 4 4 

Connecting Content to Students’ Lives 6 2 1 

Generating Real-World Connections 1 3 2 

Making Inferences 6 3 3 

Posing a Challenge 1 2 0 

Writing for Different Purposes 5 0 4 

Analyzing Data 1 6 2 

Categorizing Ideas 1 0 0 

Conducting Investigations 1 1 0 

Cooperative Learning 1 2 2 

Facilitating Student-Centered Discussion 1 3 2 

Hands-On Learning 7 1 0 

Promoting Inquiry 4 1 2 

Teaching as Facilitation 1 2 0 

Using Models 1 1 0 

Writing with Detail 1 0 1 

Checking for Understanding 4 4 1 

Guiding Self-Assessment 2 2 2 

Reviewing Homework 2 2 0 

Structuring Peer-Assessment 2 1 0 

Using Rubrics 4 3 3 

Differentiating Instruction 3 3 3 

Scaffolding a Lesson 1 1 1 

Using Multiple Approaches 4 2 1 

I have used Success at the 

Core to watch videos of 

teacher development and 

leadership development.  

They give me ideas for my 

classroom lessons.  I am 

also on the school's 

instructional team and 

taking educational 

administrative classes, so I 

enjoy the ideas presented 

in the videos. 
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Using multiple regression, and controlling for students’ 2012 MSP scores, we 

found that a group of six strategies was a factor in middle school students’ 2013 

MSP Math scores:   

1) Building Content Vocabulary,  

2) Generating Real-World Connections,  

3) Analyzing Data,  

4) Checking for Understanding,  

5) Guiding Self-Assessment, and  

6) Reviewing Homework.  

 

This group of strategies – used on a weekly basis – equated to an average 

increase of about 18 points on the MSP Math scale score. Moreover, layering 

the strategy of Using Multiple Approaches on to this group of six predicted an 

increase of 26 points.  

 

A set of three strategies helped account for middle school students’ 2013 MSP 

Reading scores:   

1) Generating Real-World Connections,  

2) Connecting Content to Students’ Lives, and  

3) Making Inferences.  

 

Weekly use of Generating Real-World Connections predicted a nine-point 

increase in scores. Connecting Content to Students’ Lives and Making Inferences 

had less predictive power and the two strategies were also highly correlated, 

meaning that one did not add substantial predictive power over the other.  

 

In elementary school mathematics classrooms, our multiple regression results 

indicated that, after controlling for previous math achievement, the SaC teacher 

development strategy of Analyzing Data stood out as a predictor of 2013 MSP 

Math scores. However, only one teacher of the elementary curriculum used this 

strategy. While this teacher’s students outperformed others by 42 scale score 

points, other characteristics of this teacher may have contributed to the 

improved achievement. What we can say is that this teacher appears exemplary 

and that Analyzing Data is one of the tools in her repertoire and a tool that none 

of her other colleagues were using. In analyzing data, students are asked to look 

for patterns and trends in data findings. As they reflect on the data, students 

practice graphing skills and refine their higher-order thinking skills, critical for 

success in mathematics. 

 

Turning to elementary school ELA, the Teachers Development strategies that 

predicted student performance were not quite as clear as in middle school. Part 

of the lack of clarity might be attributed to the various content areas 

elementary teachers teach. Teachers working to enhance their instructional 

repertoire in mathematics likely selected different strategies than teachers 

focused on literacy skill development and yet elementary teachers are not 

classified by content area. 

 

Caveats aside, our analyses suggested that regular use of the strategy Making 

Inferences predicted a significant, albeit modest, increase in student reading 

performance. While not a silver bullet, incorporating the strategy into classroom 

instruction at least a few times a week equated, on average, to an increase of 11 

The videos are so helpful. 

So many ways to help you 

as the teacher increase 

your students vocabulary 

and to help the students 

utilize many reading 

strategies. 
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scale score points on the MSP5, compared to classrooms that never focused on 

making inferences. As part of this strategy, teachers invite students to draw 

conclusions based on contextual clues. Students hone their logical reasoning 

skills and learn to defend their thinking with evidence.  

 

 

Does the way teachers explore SaC – as individuals or with others –

predict students’ MSP scores? 

 
The SaC materials were designed to be used by individual teachers as well 

as groups of teachers, and so we examined the relationship between 

collaborative SaC use and student achievement. Again, we classified 

teachers into two groups – those who had explored the strategies with 

others only and those who had explored the strategies by themselves only – 

and we assessed whether their students’ average MSP scores differed, using 

ANCOVAs to control for students’ 2012 MSP scores.  

 

Exhibit 10 shows the numbers of teachers included in these analyses. In 

order to isolate the effects of collaboration, we excluded teachers who used 

SaC both on their own and with others. We defined collaborative use and 

use with one colleague, a small group of colleagues, or as a whole school 

faculty.  

 

Exhibit 10 

Collaborative SaC Use by Grade and Content Area 

  Elementary 

Teachers 
Middle School 

Math Teachers 
Middle School 

ELA Teachers 

Solo only 7 3 1 
Collaboratively only 6 6 3 
Total 13 9  4 

 
 

These analyses revealed that collaborative teacher use of SaC helped explain 

elementary school students’ 2013 MSP Reading score and middle school 

students’ 2013 MSP Math score, over and above any effect of students’ 2012 

MSP scores. In both cases, the impact was small (or small-to-medium in the case 

of middle school math), as illustrated by the effect size (i.e., partial eta squared).  

However, even a small effect size can be of practical importance. For example, a 

small increase can make a difference in whether a student reaches the 

proficient level. The following two exhibits display the mean 2013 MSP Scale 

Scores in Mathematics (Exhibit 11) and Reading (Exhibit 12). 

 

 

 

  

                                                 
5
 Regression Equation: Y= 175.90 + (.57 * 2012 scale score) + (1.72 * frequency of 

using rubrics); n = 691; adjusted r
2
 = .532 

 

Inspiring and motivational 

website, designed to 

collaborate and pool ideas 

with other educators to 

bring success to the 

classroom. 
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Exhibit 11 

Mean 2013 MSP Scale Scores in Mathematics 

N = 551 for middle school; N = 449 for elementary school 

Note: Middle school differences were statistically significant at the p < .001 level; 

Partial eta squared = .065 

 

Exhibit 12 

Mean 2013 MSP Scale Scores in Reading 

N= 449 for elementary school; N=94 for middle school 

Note: Elementary school differences were statistically significant at the p < .01 level; 

Partial eta squared = .017 

 

 

  

I use success at the core to 

learn about examples of 

how specific math topics 

could be taught in the 

classroom that incorporate 

standards and 

mathematical practices. 
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Does teacher use of the SaC Leadership Development modules 

predict students’ MSP scores? 
 

The SaC Leadership Development (LD) modules were designed to be used by 

school leadership teams, including groups of teachers. Because teacher 

collaboration was a significant predictor of student performance, we were 

also interested in the relationship between use of the Leadership 

Development modules and student achievement.  

 

Again, we classified teachers into two groups – those who had explored the 

modules and those who had no – and we assessed whether their students’ 

average MSP scores differed, using ANCOVAs to control for students’ 2012 

MSP scores. Exhibit 13 shows the numbers of teachers included in these 

analyses.  

 

Exhibit 13 

Leadership Development Module Use by Grade and Content Area 

  Elementary 

Teachers 
Middle School 

Math Teachers 
Middle School 

ELA Teachers 

Used LD modules 4 7 6 

Did not use LD 

modules 
12 5 4 

Total 16 12 10 

 
 

These analyses revealed that teacher use of SaC LD modules helped explain 

middle school students’ 2013 MSP Math score, over and above any effect of 

students’ 2012 MSP scores. The impact was small-to-medium as illustrated by 

the effect size (i.e., partial eta squared of .04).  
 

We also examined the effects of different types of LD use on student 

achievement, including use with a small group (i.e., grade level or department 

team) and use as a whole faculty. While there were a small number of teachers 

in each of these groups, the analyses suggest that with whom teachers used the 

modules helped explain students’ 2013 MSP Math score. The impact was small-

to-medium for elementary school teachers, favoring whole faculty involvement, 

and moderate for middle school teachers, favoring grade-level teams (as 

illustrated by the effect sizes:  partial eta squared of .05 for elementary teachers 

and .07 for middle school teachers).  

 
 

  

I heard of Success at the 

Core when a presenter 

showed a clip in a meeting 

with our Leadership Team. 

We have been looking at 

many of the resources so 

we can improve our 

Leadership Team. 
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A STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TEACHER SAC USE AND 

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT-RELATED ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS 

 

Bearing in mind the finding of the Inverness Research Impact Study that 

students of effective users experienced important shifts in their attitudes 

toward the learning process, and because student achievement manifests 

itself in different ways, we also designed an evaluation component in which 

achievement-related attitudes and behaviors were the outcome of interest. 

The research question guiding this component was:   

 

� What is the relationship between 3rd-8th grade teachers’ SaC use 

and their students’ achievement-related attitudes and behaviors?  

 

The sample was comprised of 25 3rd-8th grade teachers and their 732 

students. We selected teachers from among the respondents to the 

Summer/Fall 2012 Washington State registered user survey who had viewed 

at least one of the SaC videos.6  
 

Measures for this component of the evaluation included: 

 

� Teacher surveys administered online by GRG at the beginning and end 

of the 2012-2013 school year, regarding teaching practices and 

experiences 

� Student surveys administered by their teachers at the beginning and 

end of the 2012-2013 school year, assessing achievement-related 

attitudes and behaviors7 

� Classroom observations conducted by GRG staff and field researchers, 

focused on teacher SaC use and student engagement (two per teachers 

between February and April 2013) 

� Teacher telephone interviews conducted by GRG following the 

classroom observation, to profile teacher SaC use (modeled after the 

CBAM Levels of Use interview protocol) 

 

At the completion of the study, teachers who completed all requirements were 

compensated $350 for their participation. 

 
As shown in Exhibit 14, most teachers were relatively new (with less than 

five years of experience) middle school teachers. They represented a range 

of content areas. Nearly half of the teachers reported that they were in the 

first or second year of a major innovation or program, and more than half 

were quite satisfied in terms of their professional learning needs being met. 

                                                 
6
 There were 216 respondents to that survey. 199 were employed as classroom 

teachers. 118 had viewed a Teacher Development video. 62 taught 3
rd

-8
th

 grade 

ELA, Math, or Science. 30 (48%) enrolled in the study and, of those, 25 completed 

the study, for a response rate of 83%. 
7
 Seven teachers administered the student survey online and 19 used a paper and pencil 

version. We developed two versions of the survey, one tailored for elementary school 

students and one for middle school students.  
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Exhibit 14 

Profile of Participating Teachers 

 Number of 

teachers 

Content areas taught ELA 16 

Math 15 

Science 11 

Social 

Studies 
9 

Other* 6 

Grades taught Elementary 8 

Middle 17 

High 4 

Average years teaching (range)  3.8 (2-5) 

In first or second year of major innovation or 

program  

 
11 

Professional learning needs “mostly” or 

“completely” met 

 
16 

* “Other” classes were: Health/Nutrition/Family Life; Integrated; Leadership (elective); 

Special Education (self-contained); Technology & Media Applications; Visual and 

Performing Arts 

 

During the study period, aside from SaC, teachers had participated in a 

variety of professional development opportunities, specifically geared 

towards instructional strategies: 

� 21 had participated in collaborative learning teams 

� 12 had attended a workshop 

� 9 were coached or mentored 

� 9 had participated in an in-school retreat or workshop 

� 6 had attended an online webinar 

� 5 had attended a professional association conference 

� 1 had taken a college course 

 

The major focus area of the collaborative learning teams included Math, 

ELA, writing, problem solving, assessment, data-driven instruction, 

differentiated instruction, student learning goals, and teacher evaluation.  

 

 

What is the relationship between 3
rd

-8
th

 grade teachers’ SaC use and 

their students’ achievement-related attitudes and behaviors? 

 
In order to answer the question that guided this component of the evaluation, 

the student surveys assessed students in two key areas – attitudinal and 

behavioral – at two different time points: November 2012 (pre) and May 2013 

(post). These two outcomes were measured by having students indicate their 

agreement with a set of statements (attitudinal) or the frequency with which 

they engaged in certain behaviors (behavioral). The items required students to 

respond on five-point Likert scales, from strongly disagree to strongly agree or 
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from never to almost every lesson. Some of these items were used or adapted 

from existing measures in the literature.    

 

After conducting statistical tests to confirm that each set of items reliably 

assessed the overall outcome of interest, we used students’ average response 

to the items as a “score.”  Each outcome of interest and the items used to 

measure it are identified in Exhibit 15. 

 

Exhibit 15 

Outcomes of Interest 

Attitudinal:  Self-efficacy(αααα=.78) 

� All students are expected to work hard during class.  

� I can do good work if I try hard and participate fully in classroom activities. 

� It is easy to sit back and not participate or pay attention. 

� I think reading is fun. 

� I am a hard worker. 

� I’m pretty smart. 

� I can’t do well in school. 

� Trying hard is the best way for me to do well in school. 

� If I want to do well in school, I can.  

� I will fail no matter how hard I try. 

� When homework is hard, I want to give up. 

� I get good marks or grades in school. 

� Making mistakes is a part of learning. 

Behavioral:  Engagement (αααα=.79) 

� Try my best at school 

� Work hard on my schoolwork 

� Pay attention in class 

� Just pretend I am working in class 

� Come to school NOT prepared 

� Not try very hard in school 

� Feel excited about what I am learning in school 

� Enjoy the work I do in class 

� Daydream in class 

� Not finish my homework because it is too hard  

 

 

Our approach to analyzing these scores was to use regression analysis, to be 

able to account simultaneously for multiple confounding factors.  Since this 

was a program evaluation (rather than a theory-building exercise), our 

primary interest was in whether exposure to SaC explained the outcomes of 

interest, so before turning to student results we provide information on 

teachers’ SaC use.   

 

As summarized in Exhibit 16, all but a handful of teachers had used at least 

one of the Teacher Development strategies and more than half had used at 

least one Leadership Development module. Between the two times we 

surveyed teachers, there were notable increases in the number who used 

Analyzing Data and Checking for Understanding. About half reported that 

other teachers in their schools were using SaC; this is as much information 

as we have about potential collaborative use. 
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Exhibit 16 

Profile of Use 

 Survey 1 Survey 2 

Used at least one SaC TD strategy 21 23 

� Building Content Vocabulary 10 12 

� Making Inferences 8 11 

� Analyzing Data 4 11 

� Checking for Understanding 5 10 

� Writing for Different Purposes 6 9 

� Using Rubrics 7 8 

� Facilitating Student-Centered 

Discussion 

6 8 

� Reviewing Homework 6 7 

� Promoting Inquiry 5 7 

� Generating Real-World Connections 3 6 

� Connecting Content to Students’ 

Lives 

3 6 

� Cooperative Learning 5 5 

� Writing with Detail 5 5 

� Differentiating Instruction 4 5 

� Conducting Investigations 2 5 

� Hands-On Learning 1 4 

� Structuring Peer-Assessment 1 4 

� Using Multiple Approaches 2 3 

� Scaffolding a Lesson 2 3 

� Teaching as Facilitation 3 2 

� Guiding Self-Assessment 2 2 

� Posing a Challenge 0 2 

� Categorizing Ideas 2 1 

� Using Models 0 1 

Other teachers in school using SaC  12 11 

Used at least one LD module  12 16 

 

 

We also studied the personal side of the SaC implementation process from the 

teacher’s point of view. The Concerns-Based Adoption Model (C-BAM) is a 

framework that articulates the process of implementing an innovation; the SaC 

designers have turned to it to provide context for their tool. One of three 

diagnostic dimensions of CBAM is the Stages of Concern (SoC). It addresses the 

affective aspects of implementing change, such as people’s reactions, feelings, 

perceptions, and attitudes. Seven Stages of Concern have been identified, from 

Unconcerned to Refocusing (i.e., exploring ways to reap more benefits). 

 

We modified CBAM’s Stage of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) and presented 

teachers with 24 of the 35 SoCQ items or statements and asked them to 

respond in terms of how true the statement was of them, or that it seemed 

irrelevant. Exhibit 17 displays the distribution of peak stage scores within the 

group at each of the two times we surveyed them. Six of the eight teachers who 

were at Stage 1-2 the first time we surveyed them had moved to a different 
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stage by the time of the second survey; three had moved to Stage 0 and three 

had moved to Stage 5. The results suggest that most teachers are more 

concerned with priorities other than SaC, while a small subset is engaged in 

thinking about the impact of SaC. 

 

Exhibit 17 

Frequency of Highest Concerns Stage for the Individual Teachers 

Stage of Concern 

Number of teachers 

Survey 1 Survey 2 

0 14 17 

1-2 8 2 

3 1 1 

4 0 0 

5 2 5 

6 0 0 

Total 25 25 

 

 

Our teacher surveys also included a measure of teachers’ confidence in their 

ability to teach successfully and their beliefs that teaching will have a 

favorable result. Results were similar at the two survey time points and 

indicated that teachers were moderately confident and motivated. 

 

Teachers felt quite well prepared to meet the learning needs of students who 

do and do not struggle academically and students who are exceptionally bright 

or gifted. They felt somewhat prepared to meet the needs of students with a 

learning disability or other special learning need and students whose first 

language is not English. 

 

Our analyses also explored the influence of grade level, gender, and teacher 

instructional behavior, as reported by students.   

 
The results indicate that students of teachers who used a Teacher 

Development strategy had higher self-efficacy scores than students whose 

teachers did not (a mean score of 4.04, compared to 3.79). This was the only 

SaC use variable that predicted either student outcome. Otherwise, 

students’ grade level and teacher instructional behavior (not specifically 

related to SaC) predicted both outcomes. The higher the grade, the lower 

the self-efficacy and engagement scores, and the higher the Teacher 

Instructional Behavior score, the higher the self-efficacy and engagement 

scores. Being female also predicted greater engagement. 
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HOW ARE TEACHERS USING SUCCESS AT THE 

CORE? 
 

Nearly half of school-level users are either refining their SaC practice for 

increased impact, integrating it with others for collective impact, or 

reevaluating and renewing their use. About one-fifth are displaying 

stabilized use or attempting to master strategies. One-third are either 

acquiring information about SaC or preparing to use it for the first time. 

The remaining 10% have no plans to become involved. The primary 

reported benefits of SaC were greater knowledge of effective teaching 

practices and greater student engagement.  

 
While the primary goal of this evaluation was to understand SaC’s role in 

improving student achievement, the partners were also interested in better 

understanding how teachers employ and incorporate SaC into their work, in 

order to inform ongoing program design. Thus, a third component of our 

evaluation was a survey of registered users, conducted in May 2013. GRG 

launched the user survey to 11,791 registered users, domestic and 

international, in June 2013. By September, after several reminders, a total of 

981 registered users had completed the survey yielding a response rate of 8%. 

 

We did not re-survey Washington State teachers who had completed a similar 

survey in summer/fall 2012 (conducted in order to screen teachers for 

participation in the smaller of the two achievement studies), so we also refer to 

results from the summer/fall 2012 survey where applicable. We sent the 

invitation for the summer/fall 2012 survey in Washington State to 1,260 email 

addresses. Four percent of the email addresses were reported undeliverable. In 

early September, the survey was re-launched and active for three additional 

weeks to try to reach teachers who may not have been checking their school 

email over summer vacation. A final count of 217 completed surveys, 

representing a 17% response rate, was received.   

 

Both surveys were conducted online, with weekly reminders sent to non-

respondents to yield higher response rates. For each survey, some teachers may 

have registered more than once under different email addresses, such as school 

email and home email.  

 

 

Profile of Respondents 

 

More than half (56%; n=541)) of the respondents to this survey held positions in 

schools and one-fifth (20%; n=196) were in positions at the district level. Fewer 

than 10% each were in educational organizations (9%; n=87), universities (6%; 

n=58), state departments of education (4%; n=37), or some other location (6%; 

n=53).  

 

Because of SaC’s priority to consider impact on teaching and learning, this 

presentation of results focuses on SaC use at the school level, by one or more 



 

G O O D M A N  R E S E A R C H  G R O U P ,  I N C .        F e b r u a r y  2 0 1 4  20 

teams or by individuals. Exhibit 18 profiles the 56% (N=541) of respondents at 

the school level. Most were teachers or principals/schools administrators. 

Respondents generally taught, supported, or led elementary or middle school 

grades. Among teachers, department chairs, and instructional coaches, English 

or Language Arts and Math were the content areas most commonly taught or 

supported. 

 

Exhibit 18 

Profile of School-Level Respondents 

Primary Role 
Content Areas Taught or 

Supported 
Grades Taught or 

Supported 

51% Teachers 71% ELA 
55% Elementary  

(K-5) 

25% Principals or School 

Administrators 
64% Math 

49% Middle  

(6-8) 

11% Instructional Coaches 55% Science 
26% High  

(9-12) 

8% Department Chairs/ 

Teacher Leaders/Mentors 
52% Social Studies  

5% Other 30% Other  

N=541 

 

Respondents most commonly found out about SaC through referral or from a 

formal presentation (e.g., workshop, seminar, conference). Most referrals were 

from administrators (e.g., principal, assistant superintendent, dean) or educator 

colleagues, co-workers, or classmates.  Exhibit 19 displays the ways in which 

respondents heard about SaC. 

 

Exhibit 19 

How School-Level Respondents Heard about SaC 

 Percentage 

(N=513) 

Referred by someone 37% 

From a formal presentation  31% 

Searching the web for a particular topic 20% 

In an email 17% 

From a newsletter, article, or book 7% 

Social media  5% 

Another web-based location 4% 

Browsing the web  2% 

An online conversation 1% 
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The most commonly cited reason for exploring SaC was to keep informed of the 

latest trends, research, ideas and innovations; 38% selected this reason, as 

shown in Exhibit 20. 

 

Exhibit 20 

Why School-Level Respondents Explored SaC 

 Percentage 

(N=541) 

To keep informed of the latest trends, research, ideas and 

innovations 
38% 

It was part of a professional development program I was involved 

with 
16% 

To learn more about particular interests/topics 15% 

To supplement learning in a class or classes I’m teaching 12% 

I was asked to view the site 6% 

To learn something new in general 5% 

To supplement learning in a class or classes I am taking 3% 

I don’t have time to take a class and this is very convenient 2% 

 
 
Extent of SaC Implementation 

 

As mentioned earlier, the SaC partners have used the Concerns-Based Adoption 

Model (C-BAM), a framework that articulates the process of implementing an 

innovation, to help define SaC use (Gleason, Miller, & Sauer, 2012). Specifically, 

the partners have mapped CBAM Levels of Use (LoU) – behavioral profiles of 

eight different approaches to using an innovation – onto SaC engagement, 

resulting in the SaC Levels of Engagement. We presented user survey 

respondents with the eight C-BAM behavioral profiles and asked them to select 

the profile that best characterized their intentions or use regarding SaC Teacher 

Development strategies. We then collapsed the profiles into the corresponding 

levels of SaC engagement. 

 

The results, depicted in Exhibit 21, suggest that 45% of school-level users were 

what SaC partners refer to as “Sustained Implementers,” meaning they were 

either refining their SaC practice for increased impact, integrating it with others 

for collective impact, or reevaluating and renewing their use. About one-fifth 

(17%) could be considered “Engaged Members,” users attempting to master 

strategies or with stabilized use. One-third (32%) of respondents were best 

characterized as “Visitors”; they were either acquiring information of SaC or 

preparing to use it for the first time. The remaining one in ten respondents (7%) 

were “Non-Users,” who had little or no knowledge of or involvement in SaC, and 

no plans to become involved. These results are quite similar to those of the 

Washington State teachers who completed the summer/fall 2012 user survey. 

 

 

 

A great tool for 

professional development, 

the videos are excellent 

and it helps me keep 

current on the latest 

research for low 

performing schools. 
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Exhibit 21 

Success at the Core Levels of Use and Engagement 

2013 User Survey Respondents with Positions in Pre K-12 Schools (N=494) 
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Instructional coaches were the most likely to be Sustained Implementers 

(57%), followed by Principals/School Administrators (45%), and then 

Teachers (39%). 

 

 

Online and Offline Use 

 
Use of SaC involves exploring the website as well as other offline activities. Our 

user survey sought to better understand online as well as offline use, 

particularly among K-12 teachers. Teachers rated the frequency, over the past 

academic year, in which they engaged in various online and offline activities 

regarding SaC, as shown in Exhibits 22 and 23.  

 

On average, teachers browsed the SaC website on a monthly basis and engaged 

in other activities – including viewing videos, reviewing pdfs, and trying 

strategies in their classrooms – on a quarterly basis. The two activities they 

engaged in less frequently were working with an instructional coach, which they 

did once or twice a year, and visiting the Facebook page, which they did even 

less frequently. 

 

Exhibit 22 

Frequency of Online Use 

 Never 
Once or 

twice  a 

year 

Three or 

four times 

a year 

Once a 

month 

Every 

couple of 

weeks 

Once a 

week 

Browse 11% 14% 21% 24% 20% 10% 

Review PDFs 15% 26% 19% 14% 17% 8% 

View videos 14% 27% 21% 18% 16% 4% 

Follow links to 

non-SaC sites 
31% 18% 18% 13% 14% 6% 

Read Core 

Connections  
33% 17% 17% 14% 11% 8% 

Visit SaC 

Facebook Page 
76% 8% 5% 7% 3% 1% 

N=541 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

G O O D M A N  R E S E A R C H  G R O U P ,  I N C .        F e b r u a r y  2 0 1 4  24 

Exhibit 23 

Frequency Offline Use 

 Never 
Once or 

twice  a 

year 

Three or 

four 

times a 

year 

Once a 

month 

Every 

couple 

of weeks 

Once 

a 

week 

Try a strategy in a 

classroom or with a 

team 
14% 23% 23% 16% 15% 9% 

Read downloaded 

documents 
20% 26% 18% 14% 19% 4% 

Engage in 

professional 

learning experience 

with colleagues 

27% 21% 19% 13% 10% 10% 

Work with an 

instructional  coach, 

instructor, or 

supervisor 

46% 20% 16% 9% 5% 4% 

N=541 

 
 
If teachers had at least some online and offline use, we then asked them to 

estimate about what proportion of their engagement with SaC was online 

compared to offline. On average, about two thirds of teachers’ use was online 

and one-third was offline. 

 

 

Exploration of Teacher Development Strategies 

 

SaC offers 24 Teacher Development strategies designed to help teachers 

strengthen classroom instruction, spark student interest, and improve student 

outcomes. The centerpiece of each strategy is a video featuring classroom 

footage and a teacher interview. The survey contained a set of questions asking 

respondents about their exploration of these strategies/videos. 

 
Three-quarters (75%) of respondents had viewed at least one of the SaC 

Teacher Development videos. Of those who had not, half (50%) were gathering 

information about the Teacher Development strategies and exploring what is 

involved in using them, and one-fifth (21%) were preparing to use the Teacher 

Development strategies for the first time. The remaining quarter (23%) had little 

or no knowledge of, or interest in, the strategies and had no plans to learn more 

about SaC. 

 

Of those who had viewed at least one video, almost half (47%) had explored the 

strategies on their own and not with anyone else; three in ten (33%) had delved 
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into the strategies both on their own and with others (a colleague, a small group 

of colleagues, or as a whole school faculty); and two in ten (20%) had 

investigated them only with others and not on their own. Thus, 55% of teachers 

had used the strategies with others. This counters the finding from the in-depth 

qualitative impact study done by Inverness Research in 2011, in which none of 

the 11 teachers worked in a context of collaborative planning and reflection 

because they could not find the time or create the opportunity (Inverness 

Research, 2011). 

 

As depicted in Exhibit 24, collaboration was associated with level of SaC 

engagement. Engaged Members and Sustained Implementers were more likely 

to have explored the Teacher Development strategies with others.  

 

Exhibit 24 
Collaborative Exploration by SaC Level of Engagement 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This was the first user survey to ask respondents about use of individual SaC 

strategies. Use was defined for respondents as “more than browsing, e.g., 

sharing with others, implementing in your classroom, adapting.” The survey 

listed each of the strategies along with the title and screen shot of the featured 

video in order to stimulate recall. Exhibit 25 shows the results. The most used 

strategy – used by nearly four in ten respondents – was Building Content 

Vocabulary.  
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Exhibit 25 

Use of Teacher Development Strategies 

Strategy Percentage 

Building Content Vocabulary: Using a Warm-Up to Review Content 37% 

Analyzing Data: Analyzing Data in Small Groups 34% 

Differentiating Instruction: The Workshop Model 30% 

Making Inferences: Preparing Students to Read: Word and Inference Walls 29% 

Using Rubrics: Quality Evidence Rubrics 28% 

Checking for Understanding: Show Your Cards! 27% 

Facilitating Student-Centered Discussion: Facilitating Academic Discourse 24% 

Cooperative Learning: The Big Brain: A Cooperative Learning Protocol 23% 

Writing for Different Purposes: Understanding Author’s Purpose 22% 

Promoting Inquiry: Inquiry-Based Discussion 22% 

Generating Real-World Connections: Grounding Content 21% 

Guiding Self-Assessment: Guided Groups 21% 

Using Multiple Approaches: One Problem, Many Approaches 19% 

Teaching as Facilitation: Facilitating Peer Learning 18% 

Connecting Content to Students’ Lives: Supply and Demand Made Relevant 17% 

Hands-On Learning: Fraction Manipulatives 17% 

Scaffolding a Lesson: Preparing for Mineral Identification 15% 

Structuring Peer-Assessment: Peer Conferencing 14% 

Reviewing Homework: Student-to-Student Assessment 12% 

Writing with Detail: A Descriptive Writing Experience 12% 

Categorizing Ideas: Moving Beyond Brainstorming 11% 

Conducting Investigations: Exploring Predictions 10% 

Posing a Challenge: Challenging Students to Discover Pythagoras 8% 

Using Models: Building a 3-D Model 7% 

N=727 

 

 
Teachers, administrators, and coaches tended to use individual strategies at 

about the same rate, with three exceptions: Building Content Vocabulary, 

Analyzing Data, and Connecting Content to Students’ Lives. Teachers were more 

likely than others to use Connecting Content to Students’ Lives and Building 

Vocabulary, while administrators and coaches were more likely to use Analyzing 

Data. As shown in Exhibit 26, these differences are statistically significant.  
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Exhibit 26 

Use of Teacher Development Strategies by Role 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

N=335 

Note: All three strategies statistically significantly different in use (* p<.05; *** p<.001). 

 

 

Respondents’ primary reasons for using the particular strategies they did were 

because the strategies were either a good match for an issue they were 

interested in (34%) or a good match for what their students needed (32%). 

Other reasons were that the strategies looked interesting (14%) or that they 

were recommended by a colleague (3%) or by a supervisor, principal, or dean 

(3%). 

 

 

Exhibit 27 shows the number of strategies used by teachers. Of those who had 

used at least one strategy, 27% had used one or two strategies, another 27% 

had used three or four strategies, and 46% had used five or more strategies. 

Compared to previous User Surveys, this represents an increase in the number 

of strategies used by respondents. 
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Exhibit 27 

Number of Strategies Used, By Year of User Survey 

 
 

 

Each of seven specific components within the Teacher Development strategies 

section of the website had been accessed by a majority of respondents. 

Respondents found the SaC videos highly useful (and quite a bit more useful 

than the Web Picks). Related materials and additional resources were also 

regarded as very useful by a majority of respondents who had used them. 

Exhibit 28 displays percentages of teachers accessing and rating the Teacher 

Development components. 

 
Exhibit 28 

Usefulness of Teacher Development Components 

 Accessed 
Very or 

Extremely Useful 

Featured SaC Video 96% 83% 

Other Related SaC Videos 91% 74% 

Related Materials - Instructional Plan 88% 70% 

Related Materials  - Other PDF documents 91% 65% 

Related Materials - Teacher Commentary 85% 61% 

Additional resources  80% 61% 

Web Picks (Videos) 72% 57% 

N=710-726 

 

 

Perceived Benefits 

 

We asked respondents to think about all of the Teacher Development strategies 

and Leadership Development modules they had used, and then to identify up to 

three primary benefits (from a list of 12) that they had begun to experience or 

observe. While the results differed by the role of the respondent, the single 

greatest benefit by far – regardless of role – was greater knowledge of effective 

teaching practices. As shown in Exhibit 29, approximately seven in ten teachers 
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cited this. Six in ten teachers also cited changes in their classroom practice as a 

key benefit.  

  

Exhibit 29 

Teachers’ Perceptions of Primary Benefits  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

N= 274 

 

 

Exhibit 30 displays benefits as perceived by principals and instructional coaches. 

Greater knowledge of effective teaching practices was cited by six in ten 

instructional coaches and by five in ten principals/administrators. Nearly half of 

principals and administrators pointed to greater capacity of their teams to 

improve instruction and four in ten underscored gains in their confidence as a 

leader. Three instructional coaches also identified leadership gains as a primary 

benefit and close to half reported dialogue among teachers that was more 

focused on teaching and learning. These findings mirror those of the June 2011 

User Survey.8 

 

                                                 
8
 The Inverness May 2011 User Survey allowed respondents to check all the benefits 

that had begun to experience or observe, whereas our survey limited respondents 

to checking three primary benefits, thus the results are not directly comparable. 

However, the same items emerged as the most beneficial in both surveys. 
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Exhibit 30 

Principals’ and Instructional Coaches’Perceptions of Primary Benefits 

N=188 

 

 

With this evaluation project’s goal of understanding SaC’s role in improving 

student achievement, we expanded on SaC’s previous user surveys to also ask 

respondents to point to the greatest benefits to students they had begun to 

experience or observe as a result of SaC. Again, we directed respondents to 

zero-in on up to three primary benefits, in this case from a list of nine. Exhibit 31 

displays the results. The item perceived to be the greatest benefit to students 

was ‘greater engagement in learning.’ About three in ten respondents identified 

increased content learning as a primary benefit. There were no differences in 

perceived benefits to students by role (i.e., between teachers, administrators, 

and coaches). 
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Exhibit 31 

Perceived Primary Benefits to Students  

N = 358 (includes only school-level respondents who had used at least one Leadership 

Development Module or Teacher Development Strategy) 

 

 

Exploration of Leadership Development Strategies 

 

Success at the Core offers seven Leadership Development modules designed to 

help educational leaders, in teams, to strengthen their ability to define and 

advocate for quality instruction. Each module is comprised of a facilitator’s 

guide and a multimedia presentation. The multimedia presentation, a slide-

based presentation with videos, activities, and discussion questions, guides the 

team through the learning experience. The survey contained a set of questions 

asking respondents about their exploration of these modules. 

 

One-quarter (25%) of respondents had used at least one of the SaC Leadership 

Development modules. Of those who had not, almost half (47%) were gathering 

information about the Leadership Development modules and exploring what is 

involved in using them and about one-third (32%) had little or no knowledge of, 

or interest in, the modules and had no plans to become involved. The remaining 

fifth (21%) were preparing to use the Leadership Development modules for the 

first time. 

 

Of those who had used at least one module, nearly three-fourths (72%) had 

explored the modules as part of a team (district team, school-wide leadership 

team, or part of a professional learning community). Roughly one-quarter (24%) 

had delved into the modules on their own and not with anyone else. 
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As shown in Exhibit 32, the most used module – though used by only 15% of 

respondents – was Using Data Effectively. Three other modules, Leadership 

Teams and Quality Instruction, Common Formative Assessments, and 

Professional Development, were also explored by at least 10% of the 

respondents. Despite this low usage, of those who have used these modules, 

most have accessed at least six of the seven specific components within the 

Leadership Development modules section of the website. Only two-thirds have 

accessed the non-SaC resources. 

 
Exhibit 32 

Use of Leadership Development Modules 

Module Percentage 

Using Data Effectively 15% 

Leadership Teams and Quality Instruction 12% 

Common Formative Assessments 12% 

Professional Development 10% 

Aligning Curriculum 6% 

Instructional Expertise 5% 

Implementing New Programs 4% 

N=541 

 

 

Of the seven Leadership Development Components shown in Exhibit 33, 

respondents found the Facilitators’ Guide and SaC videos highly useful (and 

quite a bit more useful than the additional non-SaC resources). Handouts, 

Activities, Readings, Facilitator tools, and the multimedia presentation were also 

regarded as very useful by a majority of respondents who had used them. 

 
Exhibit 33 

Usefulness of Leadership Development Components 

 Accessed 
Very or 

Extremely Useful 

Multimedia Presentation 95% 79% 

Facilitator Guide 93% 86% 

Assessment Tool 92% 70% 

Videos 98% 84% 

Additional non-SaC resources 66% 57% 

Facilitator Tools 86% 80% 

Handouts, Activities, Readings 95% 83% 

N=127-131 

 

 
  

A wonderful resource, 

especially useful for 

leadership teams in 

guiding PD support for the 

rest of the staff. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
 

Teachers are using SaC for impact but are preoccupied with other 

priorities. 

 

Teachers browse the SaC website on a monthly basis and engage in other 

activities – including viewing videos, reviewing pdfs, and trying strategies in 

their classrooms – on a quarterly basis. Many teachers who use SaC are 

refining their practice for increased impact, integrating it with others for 

collective impact, and/or reevaluating and renewing their use. They report 

greater knowledge of effective teaching practices. However, they are not 

necessarily placing a high degree of urgency on SaC use. While there is 

interest in learning more about it, there are likely a number of other 

initiatives, tasks, and activities with which teachers are more occupied. 

 

 

A combination of SaC strategies and frequent use of strategies 

related to active and exploratory instruction are associated with 

greater student engagement. 

 

Teachers report greater student engagement as a result of their SaC use. 

Independent classroom observations show that selecting SaC strategies 

from more than one of the elements of quality instruction (i.e., Rigorous 

and Relevant Content, Active and Exploratory Instruction, Authentic and 

Student-Centered Assessment, and Support Structures to Help All Students 

Succeed) is associated with better student engagement than selecting 

strategies from only one of the elements. In addition, for SaC strategies 

related to active and exploratory instruction, in particular, more frequent 

use is linked to enhanced student engagement. 

 

 

If collaboratively used, SaC may help to positively influence student 

achievement. 

 

Collaborative use of SaC is linked to small but reliable improvements in 

student achievement. We define collaborative use as exploring the SaC 

strategies with a colleague, a small group of colleagues, or with a whole 

school faculty. Our measure of student achievement is student scores on 

the Washington State MSP Math and Reading exams. 

 

 

Frequent use of six strategies SaC plays a role in higher middle 

school Math achievement. 

 

At the middle school level, a set of related strategies (that teachers tend to 

use together) is linked to small but meaningfully higher MSP Math scores. 

More frequent use of these strategies is associated with even higher scores. 

These strategies are:  1) Building Content Vocabulary, 2) Generating Real-



 

 

G O O D M A N  R E S E A R C H  G R O U P ,  I N C .        F e b r u a r y  2 0 1 4  34 

World Connections, 3) Analyzing Data, 4) Checking for Understanding, 5) 

Guiding Self-Assessment, and 6) Reviewing Homework. 

 

 

Leadership Development Modules contribute to higher middle 

school Math achievement. 

 

Use of SaC Leadership Development Modules has a small but positive effect 

on higher middle school MSP Math scores. We define use as exploration 

with a school-wide leadership team, a grade level team, or a department 

team. 

 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This evaluation provided some evidence that SaC use is associated with 

small but reliable improvement in student achievement. We offer 

recommendations for SaC designers and managers that follow from the 

conditions under which we found improved achievement, reasoning that if 

more teachers were to use SaC in these ways, the tool may have a broader 

impact. 

 

 

Promote educator collaboration. 

 

First, because collaboration among teachers was related to student 

achievement, we recommend that SaC continue to seek new ways to 

promote educator collaboration. We note that SaC’s Teacher Development 

User Guide examines how Teacher Development strategies can be explored 

in collaborative settings, including one-on-one, in a small group, and with a 

large group, and that successatthecore.com features Success Stories in 

which individuals talk about how teams are using the materials to help 

improve leadership and instruction.  

 

We recommend the following: 

• Consider highlighting collaborative strategies that are applicable 

across scenarios (one-on-one, small group, and large group 

collaboration). 

• Generate more scenarios that cut across grade levels and subject 

matter. 

• Provide more scenarios and collaborative strategies that an entire 

teaching staff can work on together (possibly breaking out into 

smaller groups of that cut across grade levels or content areas and 

then coming back together into the large group).  

• Provide suggestions for role-playing with “prompts” (in addition to 

discussion) that can occur after exploring the strategy materials 

and/or videos.    
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• It may be motivating for teachers to be able to actually see some 

teams (grade-level teams, content-area teams, and professional 

learning groups) in action, having conversations. These 

conversations could include:  sharing reflections on the resources, 

discussing viewing questions, deciding on next steps, discussing 

adaptations, and brainstorming implementation challenges. 

 

 

Promote integration of teacher and leadership development 

materials. 

 

Second, because combined use of Teacher Development strategies and 

Leadership Development modules was linked to student achievement, we 

recommend that SaC also pursue additional means of highlighting the ways 

in which these materials work together. For instance, the Teacher 

Development Strategies are mentioned at the end of the Leadership 

Development Overview as something the leadership team may want to 

explore. Here and in other places is an opportunity to provide richer 

description of how the Teacher Development strategies complement the 

modules.  

 

The Teacher Development Overview, on the other hand, does not reference 

the Leadership Development Modules. SaC may wish to think about this in 

terms of teacher users interested in encouraging school leaders to engage in 

school improvement initiatives, or in terms of teachers intent on pursuing 

reform without the help of traditional school leaders. The question is how 

SaC might define the role that teachers can play in school change – beyond 

implementing quality improvement in their own classrooms or being the 

recipients and implementers of change defined by leadership teams. 

 

Finally, each of these factors related to student achievement – educator 

collaboration and combined use of teacher and leadership materials – 

would benefit from further research. 

 

 

Promote use of SaC. 

 
In order to further promote use of SaC, the partners should consider sharing 

approaches that a variety of schools have taken to make time for 

professional development, such as SaC. These should include some 

examples of the implications of typical school schedules for implementing 

teacher and leadership development activities and, most important, for 

providing adequate time for teachers to collaborate with peers.  

 

Scenarios should also highlight how schools have dealt with any opposition 

from stakeholders (i.e., when restructuring the school day or even the 

school year). Finally, SaC could also share research that shows the link 

between effective professional development opportunities (including 

collaborative time with fellow teachers) and higher job satisfaction. 
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