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eachers, like the students they serve, never stop learning. In-service teacher professional
development (PD) gives educators opportunities over the course of the year to learn more
about pedagogy and improve their own instruction methods to boost students’ academic
and social and emotional outcomes. On average, teachers participate in ten days of in-
service PD during the school year. Opportunities might include taking a formal course, attending
relevant conferences, engaging
in teacher learning networks

or peer mentoring, or taking

The Leading Educators Chicago Collaborative program, a teacher pro- part in observational visits to
fessional development program aligned to Common Core State Stan- other schools and organiza-
dards, was successfully delivered despite the challenges posed by the tions (Sellen, 2016).
coronavirus pandemic. Given the amount of
Implementation varied across districts and schools, and Chicago Public time spent in these activi-
Schools used a format closest to the original Leading Educators model. ties, teacher PD comes at a

Students attending schools that were randomly assigned to the Chi- high cost to districts. In fact,

cago Collaborative program had statistically significantly higher test according to some estimates,
scores compared with students attending schools that were randomly districts can pay as much as
aSSigned to the control group. $18’000 per teacher per Year

. : . (Hill, 2015; The New Teacher
Improvements in test score varied by subgroups, with larger effects ) ) o
in middle school. However, these differences were not statistically Project, 2015). Despite this sig-
significant. nificant financial investment,

research on the impact of
The Leading Educators Chicago Collaborative was effective at improv- b

ing test scores and is a promising model to study on a larger scale. teacher PD on teacher instruc-
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tional practices and student education outcomes has
been mixed. In addition, there are only a few studies
that examine the impact of teacher PD using rigorous
empirical evaluation designs (such as randomized
control trials) and consider PD across multiple con-
texts (public versus charter schools).

In this research, we evaluate the Chicago Col-
laborative, a teacher PD program that is aligned to
Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and imple-
mented by Leading Educators. Leading Educators
is a national nonprofit organization that partners
with districts and charter management organiza-
tions to help teachers develop the leadership skills
that they need to successfully transition from lead-
ing students to leading their peers. The Chicago
Collaborative is based on Leading Educators’ theory
of change—specifically, that developing teacher-
leaders to lead job-embedded content-specific cycles
of professional learning aligned to college- and
career-ready standards will result in successful
outcomes, including (1) high-performing teach-
ers retained in their jobs, (2) an increase in teacher
pedagogical content knowledge (how to teach), and
(3) a closing of the opportunity gap in high-needs
schools. An earlier version of the training model
used by Leading Educators has prior evidence of
effectiveness (Mihaly, Master, and Yoon, 2015) and
includes design features that are supported by theo-
retical evidence (Merchie et al., 2018).

Abbreviations

CCSS Common Core State Standards

COVID-19 coronavirus disease 2019

CPS Chicago Public Schools

ELA English language arts

ELL English language learner

FRPL free or reduced-price lunch

IEP individualized education plan

MAP Measures of Academic Progress

NWEA Northwest Evaluation Association

PARCC Partnership for Assessment of Readi-
ness for College and Careers

PD professional development

SD standard deviation

TOT treatment-on-the-treated

How the Research Was
Conducted

Our research took place during the 2018-2019 and
2019-2020 school years in 40 schools across three
school districts in the Chicago area. We sought
answers to two interrelated questions:

» How is the Chicago Collaborative PD pro-
gram implemented?

o Did the Chicago Collaborative PD program
impact student achievement?

Figure 1 summarizes the activities we under-
took to answer these questions. Details about our
data collection and analysis methods are presented
in the main body of the report and the accompany-
ing appendix.

What Do We Know About the
Impact of Teacher Professional
Development?

To provide both a foundation and context for our
analyses of the Chicago Collaborative PD program, we
conducted a review of the existing literature on teacher
in-service PD programs. This section summarizes the
main findings of the first stage of our research.

Key features of PD programs with positive
teacher and student outcomes: Meta-reviews as
of this writing have identified the key features of
teacher PD programs that are associated with posi-
tive teacher and student outcomes. The reviews dis-
tinguish between core features of programs, such as
the content and focus of the program, and structural
features of programs, such as the length and delivery.
The core features of teacher PD programs associated
with improved outcomes include having a content
focus, targeting improvement in teacher pedagogi-
cal content knowledge, being evidence-based, and
having designs in which teachers had ownership over
the activities (Merchie et al., 2018). Structural fea-
tures of programs that were associated with improved
outcomes included being sustained over time, being
embedded within teachers’ daily work, being related
to student learning and teaching standards, con-
taining opportunities for peer collaboration, and
engaging teachers afterward to reinforce material;




FIGURE 1

Chicago Collaborative Professional Development Program Research Methods in Brief

Literature review of
teacher in-service PD

Review of current literature on PD
programs to understand what works
and how features of Chicago
Collaborative compare

these programs show promise for improving student
outcomes (Dunst, Bruder, and Hamby, 2015; Merchie
et al., 2018; Wei, Darling-Hammond, and Adamson,
2010). Dunst, Bruder, and Hamby, 2015, highlighted
the value of providing teachers with coaching, while
Merchie et al., 2018, emphasized the importance of
trainer quality and customized feedback. Common
barriers to teacher PD implementation have also
been identified, including limited school resources,
time constraints, difficulties sustaining mandated
curricula, and classroom management problems
(Buczynski and Hansen, 2010). Sims and Fletcher-
Wood, 2021, challenged consensus views on benefi-
cial program features, including program duration,
practice-based content, and peer collaboration,
asserting that meta-reviews included studies that did

not use rigorous methods to identify program effects.

PD and teacher-related outcomes: Prior
research suggests that teacher PD can improve
teacher-related outcomes, albeit with some mixed
results. There is evidence that training programs
can develop teachers’ pedagogical content knowl-
edge, including their ability to address students’
content-related misconceptions (Morge, Toczek,
and Chakroun, 2010) and implement inquiry-based
practices (Buczynski and Hansen, 2010). However,
Jacob, Hill, and Corey, 2017, observed little effect on
teachers’ mathematical content knowledge despite
the intervention’s extensive overlap with characteris-
tics of effective PD (having a content focus, permit-
ting teacher collaboration, and encouraging teacher
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Chicago Collaborative
PD impact analysis

Analysis of impact on student
achievement using randomized
control trial design; 20 schools
adopt Chicago Collaborative
model, and 20 schools follow
business as usual

ownership of the work). Other research has sought

to identify instructional effects. Garet et al., 2008,
evaluated a content-focused teacher PD series that
occurred throughout the summer and much of the
school year. They observed improvements in teach-
ers’ knowledge of evidence-based reading instruction
and a greater likelihood of teachers using one of three
instructional practices taught in the series.

PD and student-related outcomes: Some early
studies found that teacher PD had no significant
effects on student test scores (Harris and Sass, 2011;
Jacob and Lefgren, 2004). However, a review by Yoon
etal,, 2007, estimated an increase of 21 percentile
points on student achievement among nine studies
that met What Works Clearinghouse Standards (and
five of the studies met standards without reserva-
tions). Results were sensitive to the duration of the
PD activities. The three studies that involved the least
amount of programming (i.e., five to 14 hours total)
showed no statistically significant effects. More-
recent research (2019 to 2022) has continued to iden-
tify positive effects on student test scores, although
the identified effects were small. In a meta-review of
more than 50 teacher PD programs, Garrett et al.,
2021, found that the average program effect on stu-
dent achievement was 0.09 standard deviations (SDs),
which was statistically significantly different from
zero. Professional learning programs that facilitated
teacher collaboration yielded larger average effects
than those that did not (Lynch et al., 2019). In addi-
tion to student test scores, modest positive effects on




students’ social-emotional skills, including emotional
comprehension and problem-solving skills, have been
observed (Bierman et al., 2008).

PD and teacher coaching programs: In PD pro-
grams that offer this option, peers observe teachers’
instruction and provide feedback. This kind of PD
has emerged as a potential alternative to traditional
PD interventions. Kraft, Blazar, and Hogan, 2018,
conducted a meta-analysis of 60 studies that employed
coaching. To be included, coaching needed to be
one-on-one with teachers, occur at least every couple
of weeks, be sustained over a long period of time, be
relevant to the context of teachers’ classrooms, and
focus on deliberate skill development.! They found
average effect sizes of 0.49 SD on instruction and 0.18
SD on achievement. Gains increased when, in addi-
tion to coaching, teachers participated in group train-
ing sessions (0.80 SD on instruction and 0.30 SD on
achievement) or received instructional resources and
materials (0.71 SD on instruction).

Although coaching programs are shown to have
positive effects, it is unclear which specific features
provide the necessary conditions for success. Blazar
and Kraft, 2015, estimated the impact of a coaching
program focused on improving teachers’ pedagogi-
cal practices, examining how differences in program
design were related to its effect on teacher cohorts.
Teacher-to-coach ratios, coaching dosage, coach
turnover, coach effectiveness, and content focus
were all factors identified as playing a role in student
achievement outcomes. However, the skill sets that
characterized a high-quality coach were uncertain
because neither the intensity of training nor coach
workload was a driver of coach effectiveness.

Overview of Chicago
Collaborative

Leading Educators is a 501(c)(3) organization that
partners with school districts to provide select
teachers with PD, job-embedded coaching, and
cohort-based learning experiences. The goal of

the organization is to empower promising teacher
leaders to raise the quality of instruction, improve
culture schoolwide, and improve student outcomes.
In 2016, Leading Educators received an Investing in

Innovation (i3) grant from the U.S. Department of
Education to launch the Chicago Collaborative, a
cohort-based experiential training program aligned
with CCSS. From January 2018 to March 2020,
Leading Educators provided the two-year teacher
PD program in 20 schools across three local district
partners: Chicago Public Schools (CPS) and two
local charter districts, anonymized here as District
B and District C. The program trained one to three
teacher-leaders from each participating school to
deepen their pedagogical content knowledge in
math and English language arts (ELA) and provided
bimonthly, job-embedded coaching support to help
them facilitate professional learning content cycles
within their schools.

The Leading Educators Chicago team consisted
of three leadership coaches, one program director,
one program manager, two designers partially allo-
cated to the program (to revise and refine profes-
sional learning sessions, content cycles, and learning
labs), a senior director who managed the designers,
and a managing director partially allocated to the
program who led the collaboration with district lead-
ers to customize the program. To inform program
priorities and understand the contextual environ-
ment, the Leading Educators Chicago team com-
pleted three visits to schools during the 2018-2019
and 2019-2020 school years, where they observed
two to five classrooms per school alongside school
and teacher-leaders. The observations used Achieve
the Core’s Instructional Practice Guide, a resource
that supports shifts in instructional practice required
by the college- and career-ready standards, including
the Common Core (Student Achievement Partners,
undated). After the observations, the team reflected
on what they saw and identified priorities for profes-
sional learning.

Teacher-leaders participated in intensive train-
ing activities throughout the two-year program
(Figure 2). Starting in the spring of 2018, teacher-
leaders attended a one-day induction meeting
to begin formulating their identity as a regional
cohort, build rapport as a team, and establish a safe
learning culture. Next, they participated in a four-
day intensive teacher-leadership institute focused
on developing pedagogical content knowledge in
math and ELA, introducing teacher-leaders to con-




FIGURE 2

Chicago Collaborative Teacher-Leader Training Activities

Regional Institute
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(3, with last canceled due to COVID-19)
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Weekend workshops (3)

NOTE: COVID-19 = coronavirus disease 2019.

tent cycles, and deepening understanding of equity
and antibias education. The final summer session
was a two-day regional institute for school teams
to collaborate and create plans for the upcoming
school year and refine their content cycles. During
the school year, teacher-leaders attended three one-
day weekend workshops to develop skills to lead for
equity and continued to build on cycles of profes-
sional learning. Finally, there were two leadership
labs in the first year that allowed teacher-leaders

to discuss best practices in leading adult learning.
School leaders attended all of the same sessions as
teacher-leaders, apart from the leadership labs. Full-
day events were eight hours long, and leadership
labs were three hours long.

Learning sessions continued in year two.
Teacher-leaders attended two more workshops to
further improve their facilitation strategies with
their content cycle teams. In addition, school and
district leaders participated in half-day professional
learning communities to discover how to create the
learning environments that content teams need to
encourage growth in ELA and math, instructional
practice, and analysis of student data.

Between learning sessions, teacher-leaders
met with small groups of mentee teachers in their
departments (one to five teachers) to facilitate three-
week in-school professional learning content cycles
with support from Leading Educators. Content cycle
meetings occurred a few times each month and were
embedded in the school day or held after school
depending on teachers’ schedules. Teacher-leaders
noted that sessions occasionally needed to be post-
poned for school leaders to provide administrative

School leader professional
learning community meetings (2)

updates. Prior to the start of a new content cycle,
teacher-leaders analyzed student data and teacher
practice data to identify gaps in teachers’ pedagogi-
cal content knowledge as aligned with CCSS. With
this information, they then planned cycles designed
to increase their teams’ abilities to deliver rigorous
content and foster a culture of professional collabo-
ration. Examples of content cycle topics included
Building Knowledge and Vocabulary Through Lit-
erature, CCSS Math Shifts, Shifting the Lift in Lit-
eracy, Introduction to the Standards for Mathemati-
cal Practice, Close Reading with Complex Texts,
and Adapting Learning for All Students.

Generally, content cycles ran in three-week
patterns: shared learning (week one), planning
and practice of that shared learning through co-
planning (week two), and analysis of student data
(week three). Teacher-leaders commonly adjusted
the three-week pattern to spend more time on the
content from week one. Mentee teachers learned
about new material aligned with the topic of the
content cycle, reviewed artifacts, evaluated and
practiced lesson plans, and assessed student prog-
ress. Although Leading Educators’ resources offered
a starting point, teacher-leaders adjusted session
plans to accommodate the localized needs of their
schools. Teacher-leaders could also adjust the pace,
commonly choosing to spend additional weeks on
the shared learning component of the cycle. To
better prepare their facilitation, teacher-leaders
met bimonthly with Leading Educators leadership
coaches to update them on the content cycle’s prog-
ress and receive additional coaching. After admin-
istering surveys and completing school observa-




tions, leadership coaches completed reports for each
school to help school and teacher-leaders monitor
and analyze their own progress.

The Chicago Collaborative contains many
effective features identified in the research lit-
erature (e.g., Dunst, Bruder, and Hamby, 2015;
Merchie et al., 2018; and Wei, Darling-Hammond,
and Adamson, 2010). First, the program’s objective
was to improve teachers’ pedagogical knowledge
in math and ELA with content-focused training
aligned with teaching standards (i.e., the Common
Core). Second, teacher-leaders participated in inten-
sive training that was sustained over time. Over
the course of two years, teacher-leaders completed
up to 102 hours of required training activities, and
school leaders completed up to 88 hours of training
activities. Furthermore, teacher-leaders attended
one-hour coaching sessions bimonthly throughout
the program’s duration. Third, content cycles for
mentee teachers that were led by teacher-leaders
provided opportunities for coaching and peer col-
laboration and allowed teachers to assume owner-
ship over their professional learning. Content cycles
were embedded in mentee teachers’ regular work
hours and extended the reach of the professional
learning activities.

RAND’s Evaluation of the
Chicago Collaborative

The RAND Corporation’s implementation and
impact evaluation was conducted during the
2018-2019 and 2019-2020 school years in 40 schools
located across three local districts in Chicago:

CPS and two local charter districts. Given their
smaller size, we have anonymized the two charter
districts as District B and District C. Schools in

CPS are grouped into local networks; the RAND
research team worked with four of these networks
and included eight schools from each local network.
With assistance from Leading Educators, schools
were recruited in summer 2017 to participate in the
research. Prior to random assignment, the 40 school
principals who consented to participate in the
research selected teacher-leaders, such as grade-level
subject chairs, and identified mentee teachers to be

supported by teacher-leaders. In addition, principals
selected the subject area (i.e., math or ELA) and
grade-level range (i.e., grades 3 through 5, grades 6
through 8, or grades 3 through 8) that would be the
focus of the intervention. Notably, this meant that
the research team was able to identify the teachers
and students in the schools that eventually served

as control schools who would have been treated had
the school been randomly assigned to treatment.

Random assignment was conducted in October
2017 using a rerandomization procedure described
in the appendix. At the recruitment stage, districts
participating in the research were asked to provide
school-level administrative data about student
achievement, student demographics, and scores on
the 5Essentials school climate surveys. Schools were
grouped into strata based on the local network, with
four strata from CPS and one each from District B
and District C, for a total of six strata. Schools were
then randomized to the treatment or control condi-
tion within a stratum. All schools were contacted
in November 2017 with their treatment assignment,
and Leading Educators began working with school
leaders to prepare for the delivery of the program
in January 2018. Schools in the control condition
operated under business-as-usual conditions, imple-
menting teacher PD programs as they would in a
typical school year.

The research team received implementation
data from Leading Educators on teacher-leaders’
participation in program activities, the frequency
of coaching received by teacher-leaders from Lead-
ing Educators, and the frequency of content cycles
overseen by teacher-leaders with their mentee
teachers. We also obtained student-level administra-
tive data from the three districts, which included
demographic characteristics of students, such as
gender, race, ethnicity, and free or reduced-price
lunch (FRPL) status. Scores for the spring wave of
the Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA)
Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) mathemat-
ics and ELA assessment were also obtained in each
of the school years of 2016-2017, 2017-2018, and
2018-2019.2 The students’ subject-specific percen-
tile growth from the 2017-2018 school year to the
2018-2019 school year served as the main outcome
measure for the impact evaluation.?




The analytic sample thus consisted of all stu-
dents in the grade band and subject combination
named by the principal prior to random assignment
who had prior test scores. In this analytic sample,
we defined students’ treatment status using the
school they were enrolled in immediately prior to
the randomization in November 2017.# The sample
for the research is summarized in Table 1, which
reports the demographic characteristics and base-
line standardized test scores for students across
the three districts. The sample is about 50 percent
male, with a high fraction of minority students, and
almost all students received FRPL.

How Was the Chicago
Collaborative Implemented?

Leading Educators considered three key components
of implementation: (1) school conditions, (2) program
participation, and (3) teacher-leader interactions with
mentee teachers.

TABLE 1
Sample Summary Statistics

Variable Name CPS District B District C
Male 50.2% 48.6% 49.7%
Black 62.8% 88.0% 26.2%
Hispanic 35.9% 9.4% 67.4%
White 0.6% 0.2% 2.3%
Received FRPL 91.4% 100.0% N/A
Student has IEP 16.4% 15.8% 13.2%
ELL student 0.0% 2.2% 42.0%
Math percentile 38.0 56.9 25.4
score in 2018 (26.1) (26.7) (24.1)
ELA percentile 44.3 54.4 294
score in 2018 (27.0) (25.0) (25.0)
Number of 6,115 779 1,016
students

Number of schools 32 4 4

SOURGCE: Based on authors’ calculations using data provided by
districts.

NOTE: ELL = English language learner; IEP = individualized education

plan; N/A = not applicable. Sample includes all students in the estima-
tion sample for the regressions. Districts B and C did not provide data
on FRPL. However, District B noted that all students qualified for FRPL.

School conditions: Before the program began,
school and district leaders assessed their schools’
strengths and challenges according to six domains of
school conditions that facilitate team-based, content-
specific professional learning in schools. Leading
Educators used this data to guide the implementation
strategy and priorities. The domains were

o distributed instructional leadership (teachers
are involved in improving instruction)

o diverse instructional leadership (leadership
team is diverse across race, experience, etc.)

o aligned curriculum (embraces college and
career readiness standards)

o aligned assessment (uses assessment data
based in CCSS)

o master schedule (allocates time for teachers to
participate)

o limited priorities (minimizes additional
teacher responsibilities to ensure focus on
planning and instruction).

Program participation: Leading Educators
collected information about teacher-leaders” and
school leaders’ attendance at required training ses-
sions (Table 2) and the frequency of teacher-leaders’
attendance at bimonthly coaching sessions held by
Leading Educators staff. Overall, program atten-
dance rates were high. Most teacher-leaders and
school leaders attended required training sessions.
The average attendance rate of training activities
among teacher-leaders was 84.9 percent across both
years and in all three school districts. The aver-
age attendance rate was 79.5 percent among school
leaders. Table 2 displays the average attendance
rates by school districts and school year. Although
participation among teacher-leaders declined in the
second year, most of the training sessions occurred
in year one, and therefore the decline in attendance
in year two did not significantly decrease the overall
attendance rate.

Teacher-leader interactions with leadership
coaches: There was variation in teacher-leaders’ par-
ticipation in coaching sessions with Leading Educa-
tors leadership coaches. Given responses to a survey
of teacher-leaders’ engagement in coaching sessions,
each school received a fidelity rating from Lead-
ing Educators, grouped into three categories: high




TABLE 2

Average Attendance Rates of Chicago
Collaborative Training Activities

School District 2018-2019 2019-2020
All teacher-leaders 88.7% 67.8%
CPS 87.5% 79.3%
District B 85.7% 50.0%
District C 96.3% 91.7%
All school leaders 79.4% 80.0%
CPS 76.1% 79.5%
District B 92.9% 83.3%
District C 85.7% 62.5%

fidelity, medium fidelity, or low fidelity.> Across the
20 schools, nine received a rating of high fidelity
(45 percent), four received a rating of medium fidel-
ity (20 percent), five received a rating of low fidelity
(25 percent), and two schools (10 percent) withdrew
from the partnership after being assigned to the
treatment group but before the program’s launch.®
Figure 3 shows the fidelity scores by school district.
Teacher-leader interactions with mentee

teachers: Leading Educators surveyed leadership
coaches to assess the interactions between teacher-
leaders and mentee teachers at three points during
the research period (fall 2018, spring 2019, and fall

FIGURE 3
Teacher-Leader Coaching Fidelity
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2019). In these surveys, leadership coaches reported
on the frequency of content-cycle meetings overseen
by teacher-leaders, mentee teachers’ attendance at
scheduled meetings, the use of Leading Educators’
materials, and barriers to implementation. The
surveys suggest that schools followed through on
implementation to reach mentee teachers, but some
variation existed. Figure 4 shows the meeting fre-
quency by district. In most schools, content cycles
met a couple times a month or weekly. Throughout
the program, fewer schools had leadership coaches
who completed the survey, and all districts saw a
decrease in meeting frequency over time. Among
the responding teacher-leaders, CPS schools had the
highest meeting frequency on average.

Finally, there is some additional implementation
information collected in the survey about the con-
tent cycle meetings” quality. Across the three sur-
veys, 95.7 percent of teacher-leaders reported that all
or most mentee teachers were attending their sched-
uled content cycle meetings. Leading Educators’
guiding materials were also widely used: 93.3 percent
of teacher-leaders reported using the materials in
some manner, and most either used the materials as
written or made thoughtful modifications.

In fall 2018, Leading Educators reported little
evidence that teachers were applying learning
from the content cycles to their instructional plan-
ning and practice. Observations from the school
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FIGURE 4
Content Cycle Meeting Frequency

16
14
%) I l Weekly
78 12 — [l A couple of times a month ——
S 10 l Once a month |
u“— ever
5 | .
S 6
£
=] 4
pzd
: Il I
0
Fall Spring Fall Fall Spring Fall Fall Spring Fall
2018 2019 2019 2018 2019 2019 2018 2019 2019
CPS District B District C

School districts

NOTE: Responses were averaged across teacher-leaders within a school. Generally, teacher-leaders within schools reported the same meeting
frequencies. In spring 2019, one school from CPS had an average meeting frequency between once a month and a couple of times a month,
which was rounded up to a couple of times a month. The number of schools completing the survey differed at each checkpoint. N = 16 (fall 2018),

17 (spring 2019), and 14 (fall 2019).

visits suggested improved uptake of content cycle
materials by the spring 2019 check-in, particularly
in instructional planning, although some schools
still experienced little evidence of change. Teacher
leaders’ facilitation of content cycle meetings also
improved, and by fall 2019, most were reported

to have strong leadership skills or had markedly
improved throughout the program. Some common
barriers to successful implementation of the content
cycles that were listed by teacher-leaders were insuf-
ficient meeting time, inconsistent pacing of content
cycle material, infrequent follow-ups between meet-
ings to internalize materials, competing school
priorities, difficulties aligning curriculum to stan-
dards, and difficulty translating content cycle con-
tent to instructional practice.

How Did the Chicago
Collaborative Impact Student
Outcomes?

We found robust evidence that the Chicago Collab-
orative increased student test scores. In our preferred
specification, we compared the average test score

growth in the targeted subject of students in schools
randomly assigned to the treatment group with
average test score growth in the subject that would
have been targeted of students in schools randomly
assigned to the control group, while including fixed
effects for the schools’ district or network.” We found
that students in treated schools had higher test scores
than students in control schools by 1.68 percentile
points, which amounts to a difference of 0.05 SDs.
The average for all schools is marked in the green
column in Table 3. This estimated effect is statisti-
cally significantly different from zero at the 5-percent
level and holds across a variety of specifications, such
as when we controlled for a variety of student and
school characteristics. Further validating the results,
we found no impact on students’ test scores in the
nontargeted subject (see column five in Table 3). In
other words, if the principals announced that their
focus would be on math—as nearly all of the princi-
pals did—we found no impact on ELA test scores.
Although relatively small in magnitude, this
effect is still meaningful, especially when consid-
ering the fact that teachers are only one driver of
student test scores. When viewed from a teacher’s




TABLE 3

Chicago Collaborative Impact on Student Achievement

) @

(©] @) (5)

Test Score Test Score Test Score Test Score Test Score
Percentile Growth  Percentile Growth  Percentile Growth  Percentile Growth  Percentile Growth

Treatment effect 1.678** 1.719** 0.774 2.648** -0.298

(0.731) (0.850) (1.047) (1.046) (1.008)
Subject Targeted subject Targeted subject Targeted subject Targeted subject  Nontargeted subject
Covariates None Student None None None

demographics

Population All All Elementary schools Middle schools All
Number of 251 246 177 184 249
clusters
Number of 7,911 6,891 2,748 4,252 7,708
students

NOTE: ** indicates significant at p < 0.05. Green shading indicates the average for all schools.

perspective, for example, the effect moves a teacher
from being an average teacher to one who is better
than two-thirds of teacher peers at increasing stu-
dent test scores.®

Given the small school-level sample size, we
were unable to explore in detail whether the pro-
gram had differential effects across subgroups and
whether the program had effects on other outcomes.
We found suggestive evidence that the Chicago
Collaborative had a larger impact in middle schools
than in elementary schools. However, we cannot
reject (at the 5-percent level) the null hypothesis
that average effects in the two subgroups are identi-
cal. Similarly, although we found no evidence that
the Chicago Collaborative impacted the 5Essentials
school climate measures, the low school-level
sample size meant that the estimates were quite
uncertain. We likewise cannot rule out the possibil-
ity that the program had a meaningful impact on
school climate. We can rule out the possibility that
the program increased or decreased student atten-
dance by more than 0.5 percentage points.’

Limitations of This Research

Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, the implemen-
tation of the program was cut short, and the research
was only able to analyze the first year of implemen-

tation of the two-year PD program. Specifically,
spring 2020 test scores would have served as the
primary outcome for analysis, but because of school
closures in March 2020, these test scores were never
collected. Leading Educators’ theory of change sug-
gests that our estimate of the program’s impact on
student achievement is conservative. This is because
it takes time for teacher-leaders to effectively transfer
the knowledge and skills gained in training to their
own practice, additional time for teacher leaders to
pass this knowledge to their peers, and even more
time for mentee teachers to transfer this knowledge
into improved outcomes for their students.

Another limitation of the research is that addi-
tional outcomes of interest were not available for
analysis. First, we were unable to analyze the impact
of the program on such important teacher outcomes
as retention because of the shortened time frame
for data collection. Also, although we had intended
to analyze teacher pedagogical content knowledge
through the use of valid and reliable scales col-
lected in online surveys, our survey response rates
were too low to be included in the research. Lastly,
the research had intended to analyze PARCC test
scores that are designed to assess CCSS. Because
these scores were not available, the research used
NWEA MAP test scores instead. Although there
is evidence that the test scores in our model are
aligned to CCSS for a different state, they were not
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Our research found that the Leading Educators
Chicago Collaborative was implemented overall as
intended and had a statistically significant positive
effect on student achievement.

the intended outcome for an intervention that is
focused on CCSS in Illinois (Set, 2018).

Summary and Next Steps

Our research found that the Leading Educators
Chicago Collaborative was implemented overall as
intended and had a statistically significant posi-

tive effect on student achievement. The variation

we observed in implementation was what could be
expected were the program to be scaled to a larger set
of schools (with relatively high attendance in train-
ing sessions and variation in leadership coaching and
content cycle frequency). The positive and statisti-

cally significant effect of the program on student
achievement was observed despite the fact that the
assessment we analyzed was not specifically aligned
to CCSS, which was a focus for the intervention, nor
were we able to fully capture the effects of the two-
year program (because we were missing test scores
from spring 2020). We were able to document sug-
gestive evidence of differential effects of the program
on some subgroups, but this analysis was hampered
by small sample sizes at the level of treatment (the
school). Given the positive findings, additional evalu-
ations are needed to understand which features of the
program are effective and whether they are effective
for subgroups of schools or students.

1



APPENDIX
Methods

Data cleaning and merging: CPS and Districts B
and C provided administrative data for four school
years: 2016-2017 through 2019-2020. The data
included the NWEA MAP test scores for all tested
grade levels. Because of the program’s attention

to the Common Core, we would have preferred
PARCC test scores or an equivalent Common Core-
aligned assessment. However, the project was not
able to obtain these data. Furthermore, test scores
were unavailable for spring 2020, the end of the
second year of program implementation, because

of lockdowns associated with the COVID-19 pan-
demic. We also received student-level demographics
(e.g., age, gender, race, IEP, FRPL, and ELL), atten-
dance, and discipline data. We cleaned these admin-
istrative data to facilitate merging across all districts
and creating uniform demographic indicators. We
also identified students who had transferred schools
or repeated grades.

To merge the data, we first defined our sample
only to include students attending the schools
involved in this research during the randomization
school year, 2017-2018. We combined these data
with the other school years via student identifica-
tion cards, resulting in data sets for each school
from 2016-2017 through 2019-2020 of only active
students in the randomization school year. Next, we
merged the three districts. Finally, we merged these
data with the school-level treatment assignment
and 5Essentials survey data of school climate. Note
that the 5Essentials survey data is measured at the
school level, and unlike the rest of our analysis, this
information necessarily includes joiners. Our ana-
lytic sample therefore does not include students who
joined schools after random assignment.

Rerandomization procedure: We assigned treat-
ment to schools using a rerandomization procedure
(Morgan and Rubin, 2012). In this procedure, we first
divided schools into six strata (four local networks
in the three districts). To measure the difference
in characteristics between the two groups (within
strata), we calculated the Mahalanobis distance, a
measure of group difference (Tanton, 2005), between
the treated and control schools. The covariates used

in the Mahalanobis distance calculation were school-
level scores from the 2016 5Essentials school climate
survey (domains were effective leaders, collaborative
teachers, supportive environment, ambitious instruc-
tion, and involved families) and school-level scores
from the spring 2016 PARCC tests (mean standard-
ized math score, mean standardized ELA score, per-
centage of students who are proficient in math, and
percentage of students who are proficient in ELA).
Prior to the assignment of schools to treatment
and control groups, we defined a strict cutoff for an
acceptance difference in the Mahalanobis distance as
0.5. This meant that if the Mahalanobis distance was
more than 0.5, we rejected the treatment assignment
and repeated the random assignment of schools to
treatment (within strata) and recomputed the Maha-
lanobis distance. We repeated this procedure until we
found a random assignment where the Mahalanobis
distance was less than 0.5. This cutoff meant that the
procedure would accept only one out of every 30,000
randomization attempts, ensuring very strong balance.
The fact that we eventually found a solution
indicates that there was a treatment assignment
with a Mahalanobis baseline balance of less than
0.5. Because exactly half of the schools were treated,
an assignment in which all the treated schools were
instead assigned to the control and all the control
schools assigned to treatment would also have a
Mahalanobis baseline balance of less than 0.5. As is
clear from our randomization inference procedure
described next, there were many assignments that
have a Mahalanobis baseline balance of less than 0.5,
indicating that our assignment was not deterministic,
and the cutoff was not set to be too stringent.
Balance between treatment and control groups:
The rerandomization procedure was done to ensure
that we had balance across treatment and control
groups on the 5Essentials measures and PARCC test
scores. We now show that the rerandomization pro-
cedure balanced not only these outcomes but also
a handful of other measures. We start by showing
balance on the measures which are only available at
the school level, displayed in Table A.1. Note that the
number of schools is less than 20 in each column due
to the fact that we did not have school-level baseline
measures for District C schools.
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TABLE A1

Baseline Equivalence, School Level

Treatment Condition

Control Condition

Number of Standard Number of Standard
Category Measure Schools Mean Deviations Schools Mean Deviations
S5Essentials Ambitious instruction 17 70.10 17.60 17 69.50 16.20
S5Essentials Effective leadership 17 51.90 18.60 17 50.20 14.80
5Essentials Collaborative 17 58.60 18.60 17 58.20 17.20
teachers
S5Essentials Involved families 17 58.50 15.90 17 59.20 14.60
S5Essentials Supportive 17 49.90 15.20 17 4710 22.40
environment

PARCC test Average math scores 17 -0.51 0.49 17 -0.53 0.40
scores
PARCC test Average ELA scores 17 -0.45 0.49 17 -0.46 0.46
scores
PARCC test Percentage of 17 0.34 0.14 17 0.36 0.09
scores students who are

proficient in math
PARCC test Percentage of 17 0.43 0.14 17 0.45 0.11
scores students who are

proficient in ELA
School size Number of full-time 18 30.40 12.00 18 28.90 14.80

employees

School size Number of students 18 511.00 219.00 18 512.00 335.00

We next show the balance of characteristics at
the student level, focusing only on students in the
analytic sample. This is displayed in Table A.2.

Methods to adjust for student demographics:
To estimate the effect of the treatment, we estimated
Ordinary Least Squares regressions of the form

yit = astmm + T]—‘s(i,t—l) + ﬁXit+ eit

where y, is the outcome of interest for individual i

inyear £,T,, , isa dummy variable that indicates

it-1
whether indiv)idual i was attending a treated school
in the previous year when the random assign-
ment was done, and X, are a set of student i’s
demographics.

In all specifications, we included strata fixed
effects ( @, ) and clustered the error term (€, ) at
the school level. Our preferred specification did not
include any student covariates X, because doing so

slightly lowered the sample size. In the one specifica-

tion where we did include covariates, we included the
students’ grade, gender, race, and ethnicity; whether
they qualify for FRPL; whether they are classified as
an ELL; and baseline test score percentile growth.
Imperfect compliance: In our main analysis,
we conducted an intent-to-treat estimate, in which
we considered any individual treated if they were
in a school that was randomly assigned regardless
of whether they were exposed to the treatment. We
also estimated a treatment-on-the-treated (TOT)
effect in which we used treatment assignment from
the rerandomization procedure as an instrument for
whether students received treatment or not. In this
context, there were two reasons why students might
not have received the treatment to which they were
randomly assigned. First, some students might have
moved from schools assigned to the treatment group
to other schools—either schools that were assigned
to the control group or schools that were not in the
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TABLE A.2
Baseline Equivalence, Student Level

Treatment Condition

Control Condition

Number of Number of Standard  Number of Number of Standard
Measure Individuals  Schools Mean Deviations Individuals Schools Mean Deviations
Black 4,003 20 0.63 0.48 3,764 20 0.60 0.49
Hispanic 4,003 20 0.35 0.48 3,764 20 0.38 0.49
Male 4,139 20 0.50 0.50 3,769 20 0.50 0.50
ELL 4,004 20 0.04 0.20 3,764 20 0.06 0.23
FRPL 3,585 16 0.92 0.27 3,309 16 0.93 0.25
Homeless 3,608 16 0.05 0.20 3,381 16 0.05 0.22
Repeat grade 4,142 20 0.13 0.12 3,769 20 0.12 0.11
Test score percentile 3,527 20 -1.40 16.70 3,296 20 -1.15 17.60

growth

research at all.!1 Second, two of the schools assigned
to the treatment status (Kipling and Hendricks) did
not implement the program.!!

To estimate the TOT, we ran a two-stage least
squares regression, using the treatment assignment
as an instrument for treatment receipt. Doing so
increased the estimated impact of the treatment from
1.68 percentile points—reported in column (1) of
Table 3—to 2.12 percentile points, with a standard
error of 0.95 and a p-value of 0.03.

Attrition: Because we used administrative data,
we had very low attrition. Specifically, we did not
have any attrition at the school level. The only attri-
tion from the analytic sample occurred when stu-
dents left the district between the time of randomiza-
tion and the time of the analysis. The level of attrition
is shown in Table A.3.!2 The overall student attrition
rate was 11.0 percent, and the differential student
attrition rate was 1.1 percent.

Randomization inference: In addition to test-
ing the null hypothesis that the program had no
effect using traditionally estimated standard errors
and p-values, we also used randomization infer-
ence to test the null hypothesis without employing
asymptotic analysis. In this procedure, we repeated
the random assignment of schools to treatment and
control groups using the same process described in

the “Rerandomization Procedure” section. We ran
this procedure numerous times, leading to many
other potential treatment assignments. For termi-
nology, we called the schools assigned to treatment
the placebo-treated schools and the schools assigned
to control the placebo-control schools because they
were not the realized treatment assignment. We then
compared the average outcome of the placebo-treated
schools with the average outcome of the placebo-
control schools for each of these other potential treat-
ment assignments. This gives rise to a distribution of
potential effect estimates under the null hypothesis of
no treatment effect.

When we compared our estimated effect with
the distribution potential effect estimates under the
null hypothesis, we found that only 5.7 percent of the
distribution consisted of effects with a larger absolute
magnitude than the estimated effect distribution.

By definition, this corresponds to a p-value of 0.057,
which is similar to the p-value we found using the
traditional methods.

Other outcomes: In Table A .4, we report the point
estimates, standard errors, and sample size for the
other outcomes we measured. As mentioned in the
main body of the report, we found a relatively precise
zero effect on attendance rates and noisy estimates on
all of the 5Essentials survey outcomes.
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TABLE A.3
Attrition at the School and Student Level

Treatment Control
Count Condition Condition
Number of clusters randomly 20 20
assigned
Number of clusters in the 20 20
analytic sample
Number of students in clusters 4,684 4,208
before random assignment
Number of students in analytic 4,142 3,769
sample
TABLE A.4

Chicago Collaborative Impact on Attendance and 5Essentials Survey Measures

@)

(5)

(6)

1) (2 Collaborative 4) Supportive Ambitious
Attendance Effective Teachers Involved Environment Instruction
Rate Growth Leaders Growth Growth Families Growth Growth Growth
Treatment effect -0.0028 0.58 -1.58 4.82 1.38 6.70
(0.0018) (4.65) (4.68) (4.95) (7.02) (8.00)
Covariates None None None None None None
Population All All All All All All
Number of clusters 251 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Number of students 7,924 33 33 33 33 33

NOTE: N/A = not applicable.
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Notes

I The study excluded teacher preparation and school-based

teacher induction programs and coaching programs directly
engaging with students.

2 We also received the winter wave of NWEA MAP scores for
two of the three districts (CPS and District C). The estimated
effects that are reported next are similar when using the winter
wave of test scores as the outcome and restricting the sample to
CPS and District C.

3 The MAP scores used in the analysis have a test-retest reliabil-
ity of 0.72 to 0.87 and a predictive validity of 0.57 to 0.73 (Wang,
Jiao, and Zhang, 2013). The study team had planned to use the
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers
(PARCC) assessment for the outcome analysis. However, in 2019,
the PARCC was replaced with the Illinois Assessment of Readi-
ness. Then, because of the COVID-19 pandemic, there was no
testing in 2020.

4 Thus, the only students who attrited from the study were

ones that left the district. Our analytic approach also means that
resulting estimates are intent-to-treat estimates. We discuss attri-
tion and adjustments for imperfect compliance in the appendix.
We also included in our analytic sample the two schools that
were assigned to the treatment group but never implemented the
program.

> To receive a score of high fidelity, coaching must occur at least
bimonthly throughout the year. Medium fidelity indicated that
coaching consistency varied, meaning that teacher-leaders were
not present at all sessions or a few coaching sessions were can-
celed entirely. Low fidelity meant that coaching was sporadic, and
teacher-leaders missed several months of sessions.

6 Asdiscussed next, the two schools that withdrew were still
included in the analysis and so did not officially attrit from the
study.

7 Because all the schools in the same strata chose the same sub-
ject, these fixed effects also serve as subject fixed effects.

8 This calculation uses the fact that a one-standard-deviation
increase in teacher quality, as measured by their value-added
scores, increases student test scores by approximately 0.2 SDs
(Mulhern and Opper, 2022).

9 The appendix presents the results from the analysis of the
program impact on school climate and student attendance.

10" 1n theory, students could also move from the control schools
to the treated schools. In practice, that never happened. Although
students moved into the treated schools from outside the study,
we omitted these joiners from the analysis. Similarly, all of the
students who moved from treated schools to other schools during
the time frame moved to schools outside the study rather than to
control schools inside the study. We considered those moving to
control schools for this analysis.

11 Two other schools (Burke and Colemon) stopped implemen-

tation after the first year, but we consider them as fully treated
for this analysis because most of the training received by teacher-
leaders occurred in year one of the program.

12 To calculate the number of students in clusters before
random assignment, we counted students in the schools but
omitted those in grade 8, who would have naturally graduated
out of the sample by the time of the analysis.
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About This Report

The authors evaluated the Chicago Collaborative, a teacher professional devel-
opment program that is aligned to Common Core State Standards and imple-
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the leadership skills that they need to successfully transition from leading stu-
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evaluation using data from 40 schools across three school districts in the Chi-
cago area during the 2018-2019 and 2019-2020 school years. They examined
how the Chicago Collaborative program was implemented and whether the
program impacted student achievement. The authors found that the Chicago
Collaborative was successfully delivered, despite the challenges posed by the
coronavirus pandemic at the end of the research period in 2020. The authors
also found robust evidence that the Chicago Collaborative increased student test
scores.
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