
T
H

E
 N

A
T

IO
N

A
L

 C
L

E
A

R
IN

G
H

O
U

SE
 FO

R

 COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL REFORM

MONICA MARTINEZ | JAMES HARVEY

The National Clearinghouse for Comprehensive School Reform

IN PARTNERSHIP WITH

Annenberg Institute for School Reform
Consortium for Policy Research in Education

New American Schools

FROM
WHOLE SCHOOL

to
WHOLE SYSTEM

REFORM





MONICA MARTINEZ | JAMES HARVEY

FROM
WHOLE SCHOOL

to
WHOLE SYSTEM

REFORM

Report of a Working Conference

SPONSORED BY

The National Clearinghouse for Comprehensive School Reform

IN PARTNERSHIP WITH

Annenberg Institute for School Reform
Consortium for Policy Research in Education

New American Schools

The National Clearinghouse for Comprehensive School Reform



ii FROM WHOLE SCHOOL TO WHOLE SYSTEM REFORM

The National Clearinghouse for
Comprehensive School Reform
2121 K Street, NW, Suite 250
Washington, DC 20037
Telephone: 1 (877) 766-4CSR
Fax: 1 (877) 308-4995
Email: AskNCCSR@goodschools.gwu.edu
Website: www.goodschools.gwu.edu

Copyright © 2004 by the National Clearinghouse for Comprehensive School
Reform (NCCSR). Permission to reproduce or transmit the information in this
publication in any form or by any means must be sought in writing by NCCSR.
Please note that in all cases federal regulations prohibit the use of NCCSR publica-
tions and/or products for profit.

The mission of NCCSR is to collect and disseminate information that builds the
capacity of schools to raise the academic achievement of all students.

NCCSR is funded by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Elementary and
Secondary Education and is operated by The George Washington University under
Contract No. ED-99-CO-0137. The views expressed do not necessarily reflect the
views of the U.S. Department of Education. The mention of trade names, commer-
cial products, or organizations does not imply endorsement by the U.S. govern-
ment. Readers are free to duplicate and use these materials in keeping with accepted
publication standards. NCCSR requests that proper credit be given in the event of
reproduction.

Printed in the United States of America.



FROM WHOLE SCHOOL TO WHOLE SYSTEM REFORM iii

The National Clearinghouse for Comprehensive School Reform wants to
thank the many people and organizations who made this report possible.

Our first acknowledgment goes to the partners who make up the Clearinghouse:
the George Washington University, the Institute for Educational Leadership, and
the Council for Basic Education. We are grateful, in particular, to Monica Martinez,
the Clearinghouse’s Director of Outreach, for her skill in leading the
conceptualization and organization of this conference, which led to the develop-
ment of these proceedings. Christine Enyeart, Assistant Director of Outreach, and
Vincent Slatt, Program Assistant, were tireless in their efforts to coordinate and
manage the conference arrangements and to keep the partnership informed, and
provided pivotal support during the editorial and production process.

We are extremely grateful to the Annenberg Institute for School Reform, the
Consortium for Policy Research in Education, and New American Schools for
joining the Clearinghouse in planning and sponsoring the conference and for
assisting in the formation of this document. Specifically, we thank Warren
Simmons, Marla Ucelli, and Alethea Frazier-Raynor of the Annenberg Institute for
School Reform; Jon Supovitz of the Consortium for Policy Research in Education;
and Mary Anne Schmitt of New American Schools and Libia Gil of New American
Schools/American Institutes for Research. The Clearinghouse is deeply indebted to
them for their guidance and leadership.

Special thanks are extended to Judy Bray, President and CEO of State Policy
Services, Denver, CO, whose keen understanding and focus on policy was instru-
mental throughout this writing process.

Finally, we want to thank James Harvey, of Harvey and Associates in Seattle,
for his efforts in summarizing the meeting and in the drafting of this report.

Acknowledgments



iv FROM WHOLE SCHOOL TO WHOLE SYSTEM REFORM



FROM WHOLE SCHOOL TO WHOLE SYSTEM REFORM v

The National Clearinghouse for Comprehensive School Reform organized a
working conference, in partnership with the Annenberg Institute for School Re-
form, the Consortium for Policy Research in Education, and New American
Schools, to critically review the history of whole school reform. These four organiza-
tions brought together their expertise in school reform, system reform, technical
assistance, and research to inform and support this meeting. The program effec-
tively highlighted the evolution of whole school reform over the past two decades
and explored how whole school reform can be supported within the context of
system reform. Held in Chicago, IL, April 26–27, 2004, the two-day event, “From
Whole School to Whole System Reform” (see Appendix I), brought together
practitioners, policymakers, researchers, philanthropists, and representatives from a
variety of organizations involved in supporting education reform (see Appendix II).

Proceedings of this meeting served as the basis of this report. Written by
Monica Martinez and James Harvey, the following pages summarize the many
discussions held during the conference. These ideas were crafted into a set of
strategies and policy recommendations at the federal, state, and district levels for the
support of improved, whole school reform initiatives in the future. The policy
modifications outlined also provide guidance for reform support organizations,
foundations, and national organizations involved in the implementation and
facilitation of whole school reform and whole system change.

The policy recommendations presented within this document follow directly
from participants’ discussions and, therefore, take into account the perspectives of a
range of stakeholders, primarily model developers, intermediaries, and researchers
involved in education reform.

NCCSR, together with its partners, is pleased to present these recommenda-
tions for review by policymakers and educators throughout the country. It is our
hope that the policy modifications proposed in this document will help promote
whole school reform as an effective means for improving student achievement and
that, ultimately, the proposed changes will support schools in meeting goals for
adequate yearly progress and improved education for all students.

Arthur Gosling
Executive Director
National Clearinghouse for Comprehensive School Reform
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Without whole school and whole district reform,
policymakers’ demands on schools are only likely

to exacerbate existing program incoherence.

—WARREN SIMMONS
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In April 2004, the National Clearinghouse for Comprehensive

School Reform with the Annenberg Institute for School Reform,

the Consortium for Policy Research in Education, and New

American Schools convened a working conference, “From Whole

School to Whole System Reform,” focused on how to move from

whole school to whole system reform (see Appendix I). Held in

Chicago, the conference pulled together slightly more than 100

policymakers; funders; researchers; model developers; state, district,

and school leaders; as well as representatives from intermediaries and

national organizations (see Appendix II). Together, participants

explored how and to what extent whole school reform has contributed

to education reform generally, and what actions will be required to

take reform efforts to the next level.

Contributions at the School Level

At a minimum, comprehensive school reform (CSR) has brought critical support
directly to the school level in the following ways:

� The programs of New American Schools helped catalyze the CSR move-
ment and influenced school design in some 4,000 schools.

� Since 1998, the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD)
program and CSR efforts in general have invested more than $1 billion in
school reform efforts, helping transform more than 5,000 schools that
enroll approximately 2 million students.

� The movement has had a positive effect on achievement. According to a
meta-analysis, conducted by Geoffrey Borman in 2002, of the 232 CSR
evaluations completed through 2001, “the average student from a CSR
school outperformed about 55% of [non-CSR] children.” CSR schools
were also significantly more effective than traditional compensatory
programs in raising student achievement.

Executive Summary
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� Federal support of this movement helped facilitate the rapid development of
extremely entrepreneurial enterprises with regionally based personnel who
are able to provide additional support structures for schools and systems.

Lessons about System Capacity for Change

Whole school reform and CSR can claim varied accomplishments specific to the
school environment and improvements in student performance. Along the way,
however, they have also provided important lessons about system capacity for
change and ways to advance school reform efforts. The ever-shifting role and focus
of school reform model developers has been central to the evolution of the whole
school reform movement. It is widely acknowledged that change agents serve as a
powerful catalyst for school-based improvement and for building the capacity
needed to sustain those changes. Little agreement exists, however, about how to
create a balance between the use of external assistance from reform model providers
or intermediaries and improvements needed in the capacity of the school and
district. To promote such a balance, the following recommendations were offered:

� Model developers and intermediaries must recognize that many complex
activities occur simultaneously within individual schools and their districts,
which need to be reconciled in order to maintain coherence when new
initiatives are adopted.

� All participants must recognize the importance of partnerships. The most
effective reform designs promote a team-based approach for building local
competence rather than allowing each entity to act independently by
importing expertise, which may be impervious to the local district context
in which the school is embedded.

� Reform models must have the capacity to adapt to the local district context,
a characteristic that should be developed alongside the capacity of the
school and district to carry out further reforms.

� An alternative support infrastructure needs to be established to provide
direct guidance and consultation to schools in the autonomous selection of
their own reform models.

� Districts must find ways to sustain multiple school reform programs—by
maintaining a so-called “portfolio of schools”—in an era when districts
demand greater alignment across professional development, the curriculum,
and instructional practice.
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Contributions to Policy

Knowledge of what it takes to make a school successful has blossomed in recent decades.
The successes and failures of whole school reform provide a rich array of knowledge
from which policymakers can draw. This new knowledge connects school-level
improvement with a supportive infrastructure that draws on the strengths and
contributions of various stakeholders rather than simply advocating continued federal
support for CSR. It compels schools and policymakers to act in new and different
ways. To date, CSR has influenced the school-system policy environment in several
important ways. According to conference participants, implementation of CSR has
accomplished the following:

� Shown that school change can be accomplished and that outside technical
assistance directed at the school level can make a difference.

� Molded practices that lead to school coherence around student achievement.
� Increased community demand for school improvement.
� Shifted the context of school change, resulting in greater receptivity to

external assistance and strategies.
� Reinforced two often conflicting ideas—that of system alignment, by

showing there are many ways for schools to align with standards and
assessments, and that of school autonomy, by showing that schools with a
clear and relevant focus do a better job.

� Increased the use of data-driven decision making.

This report outlines policy recommendations for federal, state, and district
leaders charged with implementing or integrating CSR effectively within the larger
context of education policy. Recommendations are organized around the three
following areas:

� Using data to align systems
� Addressing school context issues
� Strengthening teaching and school leadership.

Need for Whole District Reform

Consensus emerged among stakeholders at the meeting indicating that whole school
reform or CSR by itself is an incomplete theory of action. Individual schools do not
operate in a vacuum, but within a framework of district and state policies. Reforming
whole schools while preserving present district structures is not a viable option. Whole
district reform is needed to create an environment for improving learning of all
students—the central aim of policymakers at all levels. Through alignment of policy
at the federal, state, and district levels, teachers and school leaders will have the
appropriate tools and means to better serve all students through whole school reform.
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Just as the development of whole school reform has shown some success at the
school level, district-level reforms will certainly show comparable success as systems
make changes necessary to increase student achievement. Joining whole school
reform with whole district reform will guarantee that all citizens, regardless of
background, will receive the type of high-quality education required to grow and
prosper in a nation that grows and prospers with them. Indeed, in order to truly
raise performance expectations and close the achievement gap, the issue is not
whether implementing whole school reform or CSR is the best option for achieving
these goals. Rather, the next step must focus on how whole school reform or CSR
can be effectively implemented.
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Whole-school reform connotes a coherent strategy to

improve all aspects of a school, from instruction to

school structure, with a focus on improving the

learning of all students in all subjects rather than focusing solely on

particular populations of students within a school or performance

in specific subjects. This approach to school change was sparked by

research, entrepreneurs, and philanthropic initiatives and was

advanced through direct support from the federal government.

There is no single definition for whole school reform; rather, the

definition varies based on a wide range of distinct experiences.

In the past decade the terms “whole school reform” and “comprehensive
school reform” (CSR) have typically referred to the use of school reform models or
designs that offer an approach for changing the curriculum and the structure of a
school, a singular instructional or pedagogical strategy, or the school culture.
Regardless of these variations, the concept of whole school reform aims to dramati-
cally improve student performance and to close the achievement gap.

History

In the early 1980s, the Title I schoolwide reform programs, the effective schools
movement, and reform designs (e.g., the Coalition of Essential Schools and the
School Development Program) began to support the idea that individual schools
should serve as the unit of change for education reform. This approach required
shifting the culture and focus of an entire school, its staff, and the community. The
first schools to undertake this extremely difficult work were voluntary recruits,
whose staff and leadership were willing to try new approaches.

Soon, networks of schools and districts began to form around certain reform
approaches. Outside partners brought educators and innovators together to share
experiences and to reinforce key ideas about school practice. Central ideas began to
surface—for instance, school practices must reflect the belief that all students can
learn. Another idea was that outside players, or “critical friends,” can identify gaps

1Whole School Reform
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between theory and practice within a school. The emergence of these partners as
central players shaped whole school reform in the 1980s. A stigma against using
external assistance providers permeated, however, delaying the development of a
market-based demand among states and districts for hiring external assistance.
Figure 1 provides an overview of different aspects of the whole school reform
movement as it has developed since 1980.

In the 1990s, with funding from grants, competitions, contracts, and spon-
sors, model developers began to formalize school reform approaches. They crafted a
market niche, offering support to schools that needed or wanted to undertake
changes. CSR exploded with the establishment of New American Schools in 1991.
Its mission was to use private funds and the corporate design structure to develop
entirely new concepts of what schools should be, what they should look like, and
what they should try to accomplish. New American Schools raised and invested
more than $130 million to identify, develop, and take to scale a diverse portfolio of
what they called “school designs.” Such models included Atlas, Modern Red
SchoolHouse, Co-nect, America’s Choice, Success for All, and later designs such as
Middle Start and Accelerated Schools. Through these efforts, New American
Schools served as a catalyst for scaling up whole school reform and helped shape
and develop new legislation to support this movement and further its potential.

Figure 1.

Characteristics of Whole School Reform Since 1980
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The United States Congress established the Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration (CSRD) program under the 1998 Fiscal Year Appropriations Act,
Public Law 105-78. Commonly known as Obey-Porter, the last names of its two
sponsoring congressmen, this legislation was designed to bring together critical
pieces within a school and to create an effective learning enterprise at the school
level. Curriculum, instructional practice, professional development, community
engagement, and technology were to be fused into a coherent whole during the
whole school reform process. Unlike Title I, Obey-Porter identified several reform
models by name as being illustrative of these concepts and outlined key elements of
what constituted CSR (see Figure 2).

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), signed into law in January 2002, saw
the expansion of the CSRD program from $145 million annually to $310 million
and removed the “demonstration” label, incorporating the CSR program into Title
I, Part F, of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the major program of
federal aid to elementary and secondary education. This new legislation did not
name specific model designs. This served to encourage multiple new designs and
underlined CSRD’s commitment to support coherent and comprehensive
schoolwide reform rather than simply the adoption and implementation of isolated
programs within a school. While maintaining much of CSRD’s basic formula and
key structure, the major changes wrought by the NCLB legislation centered on
scientifically based research. In addition to the original nine components of CSRD,
two new components were added, which focused on ensuring use of practices
grounded in scientifically based research (see Figure 2).

CSR has yielded measurable results but has also brought to light certain
tensions intrinsic to targeting change directly at the school level. Regardless of whether
a school used a national reform model or created a homegrown approach, the focus
of their reform was on the actual school as the point of intervention. This pattern
raised many questions about the meaning of coherence at the school level, the role
of external assistance, what it takes to develop and sustain a market-driven
approach, and definition of effective systems of support for school improvement.

Two decades into whole school reform, it is important to recognize what CSR
efforts have demonstrated and accomplished. More important, it is imperative to
use these lessons and their implications for better implementation of current
legislation and to inform future policy. At minimum, CSR has brought critical
support directly to the school level in several ways:

� The programs of New American Schools alone helped catalyze the CSR
movement and influenced school design in some 4,000 schools.

� Since 1998, the CSRD program and CSR in general have invested more
than $1 billion in new schools, helping transform more than 5,000 schools
that enroll approximately 2 million students.
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THE NINE COMPONENTS OF THE CSRD PROGRAM

Goals: Requires measurable goals for student perfor-
mance and benchmarks for meeting those goals.

Supportive staff members: Ensures that programs are
selected and supported by school faculty, administrators,
and staff before implementation.

Research-based methods: Employs strategies that are
based on reliable research and effective practices and that
have increased student achievement in schools with
diverse characteristics.

External assistance: Uses high-quality, external,
technical support from a CSR entity with experience or
expertise in schoolwide reform and improvement.

Parental and community involvement: Provides for the
meaningful involvement of parents and the local community
in planning and implementing school-improvement activities.

Staff development: Provides high-quality and continuous
teacher and staff professional development and training.

Coordination of resources: Identifies how all resources
available to the school will be used to coordinate services
to support and sustain the school reform effort.

Evaluation: Includes a plan for evaluating the implemen-
tation of the schoolwide reform and its impact on students’
academic achievement.

Comprehensive approach: Contains a comprehensive
design for effective school functioning, which includes
instruction, assessment, classroom management, profes-
sional development, parental involvement, and school
management, and for aligning the school’s curriculum,
technology, and professional development into a
schoolwide reform plan.

THE ELEVEN COMPONENTS OF THE CSR PROGRAM

Goals and benchmarks: Requires measurable goals for
student performance and benchmarks for meeting those
goals. The Department encourages districts to link these
goals to their state’s definition of adequate yearly progress
(AYP) in Section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA.

Supportive staff members: Ensures that programs are
selected and supported by school faculty, administrators,
and staff before implementation.

Proven methods and strategies based on scientifi-
cally based research: Employs strategies that are based
on scientifically based research and effective practices and
that have been replicated successfully in schools.

Strategies that improve academic achievement: Adapts
strategies found to significantly improve the academic
achievement of students or to demonstrate strong evidence
of improvement in the academic achievement of students.

External assistance: Uses high-quality, external,
technical support from a CSR entity with experience or
expertise in schoolwide reform and improvement.

Parental and community involvement: Provides for the
meaningful involvement of parents and the local community
in planning and implementing school-improvement activities.

Professional development: Provides high-quality and continuous
teacher and staff professional development and training.

Support of change agents: Provides support for
teachers, administrators, and other staff.

Coordination of resources: Identifies how all resources
available to the school will support and sustain the school
reform effort. In particular, the school should make efficient
use of federal, state, local, and private financial and other
resources to foster its improvement plan.

Annual evaluation: Includes a plan for evaluating,
annually, the implementation of the schoolwide reform and
its impact on students’ academic achievement.

Comprehensive approach: Contains a comprehensive
design for effective school functioning, which includes
instruction, assessment, classroom management, profes-
sional development, parental involvement, and school
management, and for aligning the school’s curriculum,
technology, and professional development into a
schoolwide reform plan.

Figure 2.

Side-by-Side Comparison of CSRD and CSR Programs



FROM WHOLE SCHOOL TO WHOLE SYSTEM REFORM 9

� The movement has had a positive effect on achievement. According to a
meta-analysis, conducted by Geoffrey Borman in 2002, of the 232 CSR
evaluations completed through 2001, “the average student from a CSR
school outperformed about 55% of [non-CSR] children.” CSR schools
were also significantly more effective than traditional compensatory
programs in raising student achievement

� Federal support of this movement helped facilitate the rapid development
of entrepreneurial enterprises with regionally based personnel who are able
to provide alternative support structures for schools and systems.

Lessons Learned

Whole school reform and CSR can claim a variety of accomplishments specific to
school environment and student achievement (see Appendix III). Along the way,
however, it has also provided important lessons about system capacity for change
and how to advance school reform efforts. The ever-shifting role and focus of school
reform model developers has been central to the evolution of the whole school
reform movement. It is widely acknowledged that change agents serve as a powerful
catalyst for school-based improvement and for building the capacity of schools to
sustain those changes. There is less consensus about how to create a balance between
using external assistance from reform model providers or intermediaries and im-
provements needed in the capacity of the school and district.

Model developers and other local intermediaries have learned that no school
provides a blank slate for reform efforts. All external change agents who wish to help
schools improve must recognize the need to reconcile the many complex activities
that occur in a school and district simultaneously in order to maintain coherence
when new initiatives are adopted.

The most effective reform designs have promoted the importance of teamwork
in building local competence, rather than allowing each entity to act as a single
resource of imported expertise, impermeable to local context. Some effective reform
models and intermediaries partner extensively with schools and districts, adapting
their reform model or design to fit the local context. In fact, a few have become key
advocates and collaborators in local efforts to improve schools, demonstrating the
critical importance of a balance between adoption and adaptation of a reform model.

Because of the nature of the development of a market-based demand for
whole school reform models, and the fact that poorly performing schools are so
diverse in their problems, there has been a lag in creating a group of models that can
support the expanding universe of diverse schools that are clamoring for assistance.
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It is clear that the capacity of the reform model to adapt itself to the local context is
as critical to the success of the reform as is the capacity of the school and district to
carry out those reforms.

In addition, developers and intermediaries must change the way they relate to
a school. Rather than presenting research for practitioners to absorb, there is now a
growing effort to develop an infrastructure through which consultants can work
collaboratively with a school over several years. Reform model developers and
intermediaries have had to develop a system that identifies the types of people who
must be hired, specifies how information is organized and delivered to the field, and
outlines how support is provided.

An infusion of funds through New American Schools, the Annenberg
Challenge Grant, and, most recently, the Gates Foundation, has supported this
direct assistance to schools. The result is an increase in the number of new
organizations supporting autonomy and whole school change. These proponents
have indirectly and directly advocated for more choice of reform models at the local
level, thus supporting the development of market-based approaches to school
reform that introduce the use of well-researched programs at scale within a local and
state accountability framework. This variety helps districts steer clear of a
monolithic, uniform approach toward improvement across all schools. For schools
to have this degree of autonomy in selecting their own model, however, an
alternative support infrastructure must be established whereby schools receive direct
guidance and consultation.

Although a diverse array of approaches to school change has emerged, creating
a strategy that encourages and supports school autonomy, central questions have
arisen concerning the various roles that other participants must play in the school
reform network. Many of the schools undergoing whole school change efforts,
whether using homegrown strategies or national reform models, must take into
consideration the extent to which the district’s central office directs and guides
school performance. In this era of greater alignment of professional development,
curriculum, and instruction, can districts sustain multiple-school reform programs,
a so-called “portfolio of schools”? Or possibly supporters of different approaches to
reform need their own subdistrict that comprises a local education support network?

Maintaining high standards while also fostering diverse schools in which staff
and community exercise solid professional judgment is the main challenge facing
education policymakers today. School reform model developers and intermediaries
have begun to demonstrate how systems can bridge that chasm and help create a
framework of state, district, and school support to drive a process of continuous
improvement and to get results for all children.
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The following policy recommendations address some of the lessons learned
from whole school reform. The recommendations came out of a meeting of diverse
stakeholders that was convened by the National Clearinghouse for Comprehensive
School Reform in conjunction with the Annenberg Institute for School Reform, the
Consortium for Policy Research in Education, and New American Schools and
harmonize with recommendations of several recent national reports. As with each
previous transformation of the CSR movement, proponents will have to determine
how their work addresses the central problems that schools and districts face today
within the greater context of dramatically improving academic performance and
closing the achievement gap.
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Our knowledge of what it takes to make a school success-

ful has blossomed in recent decades, and the successes

and failures of whole school reform have provided a rich

array of knowledge from which policymakers may draw. This new

knowledge connects school-level improvement with a supportive

infrastructure, which leverages the strengths and contributions of

various stakeholders rather than simply advocating for continued

federal support for CSR. It compels schools and policymakers to

act in new and different ways.

Consensus emerged among the stakeholders at the meeting that whole school
reform or CSR by itself is an incomplete theory of action. Schools do not operate in a
vacuum, but within a framework of district and state policies. When CSR is a fully
integrated tool in the hands of states and districts, it can address a system’s toughest
problems and facilitate opportunities for schools seeking to set and follow unique
paths to student success. In order to truly raise performance expectations and close the
achievement gap, the issue is not whether implementing whole school reform or CSR
is the best option for achieving these goals. Rather, the next step must focus on how
whole school reform or CSR can be effectively implemented.

District support for schoolwide reform is critical, particularly in the face of
frequent leadership changes. Identifying the proper match between whole school
reform models and school needs often taxes the capacity of both school leaders and
district leaders. School districts must play a crucial role in crafting the careful
balance between developing a school’s internal capacity to improve on its own and
managing the provision of external support when and where it is needed.

As with districts, states can also embrace or marginalize whole school reform
and CSR. State leaders can implement CSR in ways that empower schools to make
important decisions, but they can just as easily entangle these efforts in a maze of
competing reforms and requirements. They can put systems in place to help schools
and districts develop the capacity to make smart selections among external support
options, or they can leave localities to sort out competing claims themselves.

Policy Implications 2
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Policy recommendations for federal, state, and
district leaders charged with implementing or integrating
CSR effectively within the larger context are described
below. The content is organized into three categories:

� Using data to align systems
� Addressing school context issues
� Strengthening teaching and school leadership.

Using Data to Align Systems

Most students can meet rigorous standards and
expectations when provided with the support needed.
Since the National Education Summit of 1989, convened
and led by President George H. W. Bush and then-
Governor Bill Clinton of Arkansas, raising expectations
and insisting on standards have become key to the federal
role in the American education system. States have since
made a commitment to implementing standards-based
reform, and eliminating the achievement gap has become
a national goal supported by a remarkably broad spectrum
of groups across the country and across partisan lines. To
attain a national goal of eliminating the achievement gap,
all levels of government must commit energy, attention,
and resources to whole school reform over several years.

One of the great advances in present education
policy is the insistence that reform be data-driven. While
educators may have considered data in the past, its
collection and analysis have now taken center stage in
school-improvement efforts within the profession and in
the public mind. Without a deep understanding of proper
application, data alone provide no valuable solutions.
Districts and schools need help as they struggle with how
to use data to improve student achievement and to close
the achievement gap. Most teachers, principals, and district
personnel are not trained in data analysis and, without
assistance, are likely to struggle with mountains of
information, failing to draw the appropriate conclusions.
States are in a position to help districts and schools review
test results, understand item-by-item analysis, focus on
the distribution of results rather than the averages, and
develop data profiles that can serve as action guides.

CSR Effects on the

Policy Environment

� CSR shows that school improvement can
be accomplished, and that outside
technical assistance directed at the school
level can make a difference.

� CSR molds school practices that lead to
greater coherence around student
achievement.

� CSR increases community demand for
improvement.

� CSR shifts the context of school change,
resulting in greater receptivity to external
assistance and strategies.

� CSR reinforces two often conflicting
ideas—that of system alignment, by
showing there are many ways for schools
to align with standards, and that of school
autonomy, by showing that schools with a
clear and relevant focus do a better job.

� CSR increases the use of data-driven
decision making.

� CSR helps raise and address the
question, “what will you do if your
students don’t demonstrate success?”



FROM WHOLE SCHOOL TO WHOLE SYSTEM REFORM 15

Policy Recommendations

Federal Role

� Continue to mandate high expectations and standards-based reform in all
reform initiatives, including support for and development of value-added
data approaches.

� Fully fund state efforts to measure progress regularly and provide students in per-
sistently failing schools with viable options for receiving an excellent education.

� Determine how to maintain a commitment to data-driven change without
imposing expensive new regulations and overburdening states and districts.

� Support research, development, and data analysis about the implementa-
tion of standards, teaching and learning practices and their relationship to
school improvement, and the work of intermediary organizations in
connecting policy to practice.

� Support intermediary organizations in their efforts to help states and
localities obtain valid, reliable data.

� Allow states and districts to use CSR funding to help schools plan and
prepare for whole school reform implementation.

State Role

� Build on the initial hard work of defining standards by confirming that the
standards describe what is required for success in learning and in work and
that state assessments are genuinely aligned with state standards.

� Set core standards for supplemental services, state exams, and other crite-
rion, while maintaining a waiver system for graduated compliance.

� Use data to support students in the most challenged circumstances (i.e., in
communities with high numbers or proportions of students from low-
income families).

� Establish methods to report achievement results that go beyond test scores
and serve as a means to show other important school outcomes such as
graduation rates and progress toward achievement goals.

� Shift from exclusive focus on working with CSR schools to an aligned
approach between the district and school with new competencies built at
the district level. Recruit employees who have experience with and a track
record of success at the district level.

� Inform districts of how students are performing compared to students of
comparable demographics from other areas of the state.

� Benchmark state standards and assessments against national standards and
requirements in neighboring states.

� Identify best practices and effective districts and build on those examples to
create models for district reform.
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� Develop the capacity to systematically review CSR programs, identify what
works and what doesn’t, and provide that information to educators.

� Collaborate with other states in developing model mechanisms to compare
school progress and outcomes with similar schools serving similar populations.

� Work closely with external providers who have experience improving low-
performing districts.

� Provide additional support for schools in communities that serve the most
challenged student populations.

� Provide superintendents with substantial technical assistance on data
analysis and data-driven reform and create learning communities so they
can discuss what works across district lines.

� Review state certification requirements to ensure that prospective teachers
and administrators receive training in data analysis and usage.

� Review and revise state codes that constrain districts and schools in their
pursuit of high standards and demanding expectations.

� Develop economies of scale in data management through regional state
contracts to share the costs and burden of data development.

District Role

� Ensure that principals, teachers, and parents understand the developing
data-driven, standards-based school environment, why it has arisen, and
what it means for each employee, parent, and student.

� Identify key attributes of state standards and assessments to help schools
align curriculum against the rubrics on which they and their students will
be assessed.

� Insist on greater clarity from states regarding district and school data needs.
� Use data to advance a culture of “continuous improvement” within the

district and its schools based on success in meeting achievement goals.
� Support ongoing intensive professional development for district staff,

teachers, and administrators on standards-based reform and data-driven
instruction.

� Identify outstanding administrators and teachers who have the capacity to
engage in data-driven decision making and provide assistance to others in
the district.

� Build data links among state standards and accountability measures, district
curricula, and individual school results to pinpoint effective practices.

� Align support for instructional practice with accountability structures.
� Review and improve the state-developed comparison mechanisms among

schools and students.
� Monitor emerging state and federal requirements and be prepared to identify

areas where requirements advance or hinder improved achievement.
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Addressing the School Context

Although policies directed at improving the school context might be the hardest to
define, they are the most critical imperatives for school reform. Reform initiatives
can no longer come as mandates from the upper echelons of administrative hierar-
chy, nor can they simply be imported strategies from researchers and model devel-
opers. Rather, such initiatives need to be incorporated, or modified to fit, within the
context of each individual school. A balance must be struck at the district level
between the adoption of a CSR model and the adaptation of that model to the
context of the school and district. Regardless of how well a model is grounded in
high-quality research, such a balance cannot be attained without assistance and
guidance from the state.

Placing both the responsibility and authority for reform on those who are
most accountable for and affected by student performance is a sound, strategic
principle rarely applied by states and districts. Authority and accountability for
student performance must be assigned to those closest to the problems and oppor-
tunities. Like many private and parochial schools throughout the United States,
CSR initiatives stress the importance of the individual school and its community as
the primary partners in educating all children.

Policy Recommendations

Federal Role

� Provide incentives that encourage states to enable districts to exchange
greater school autonomy for increased accountability.

� Create authority for states to bundle and deregulate federal categorical
programs for districts with approved district-wide, school-improvement plans.

� Provide continued support for intermediary organizations that help states,
districts, and individual schools develop well-grounded plans for school
autonomy harnessed to data-driven accountability.

� Develop leadership academies in which state and federal officials can
explore theories of systems analysis and change in large, complex systems.

� Maintain continued support for a national clearinghouse of information on
and concerning whole school reform, its history, programs, and
development, thus providing a central body of knowledge available to all
districts, states, model developers, and intermediary organizations.
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State Role

� Envision state policies organized as much around school outcome
(e.g., graduation rates or closing the achievement gap) as around school
inputs (e.g., enrollment and per-pupil allocations).

� Authorize schools to offer time-individualized and performance-based
programs in addition to standardized grade promotion and credit-based
programs.

� Involve district leaders in refining statewide goals and their implementation.
� Grant regulatory waivers to schools and districts interested in new perfor-

mance-based or whole school reform approaches.
� Convene regular meetings that collect advice and recommendations of

parents, community members, and educators in order to identify public
perceptions concerning issues surrounding a school’s implementation of
whole school reform initiatives.

� Create opportunities for district and school leaders to explore theories of
systems analysis and change in large, complex systems.

District Role

� Ensure that schools have the autonomy and authority to develop in differ-
ent ways, with distinct personalities, and then allow families to choose from
among all public schools in local districts.

� Transform local-district financial mechanisms so that funds follow students
and to ensure that schools in desirable neighborhoods do not receive more
funding simply because more senior (and more expensive) teachers
congregate there.

� Invest in outside expertise, by using local funds for CSR in addition to
federal and state dollars, to obtain technical help for supporting district
staff during the reform process.

� Prepare school leaders to select their own staff with the understanding that
hiring teachers with greater experience and higher salaries means fewer
adult professionals in the school; hiring more junior—yet equally quali-
fied—teachers with lower salaries means more adult role models in
the school.

� Insist that school autonomy be accompanied by school accountability and
be prepared to intervene if a particular approach to reform does not yield
expected results.

� Open schools to the public by inviting parents and community members to
play a central role in school design and analyzing results; transmit the
results of this more open process to state and federal leaders.
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Strengthening Teaching and School Leadership

Radical reforms to the education environment will require targeted support to
strengthen the professional knowledge and skills of teachers and other school leaders.
Although the quality of certification varies widely from state to state and even within
districts, recent analyses reveal that there are more than enough certified teachers and
school principals in the United States to meet national needs. Unfortunately, many of
these certified teachers and principals have left the field of education. As well, schools
in challenging communities have trouble attracting qualified candidates for teaching
and administrative positions. It must also be recognized that some community
members, often those with political power, will oppose necessary structural changes
when they feel that schools are already serving their children well.

The current system of selecting and promoting teachers and principals within
schools has shown that not all students receive the best quality of instruction. CSR
has shown the potential benefit of improving the capacity of all teachers and school
leaders around commonly understood goals. In pushing for a system of certified,
well-trained professionals—a system that can incorporate current employees and
future hires—the results of whole school reform provide a strong argument for
significant changes in education policy.

Policy Recommendations

Federal Role

� Support a national research program focused on the best means of provid-
ing professional support.

� Provide incentives to encourage students and young professionals to enter
teaching and school administration.

� Create multi-tiered levels of support for school-based planning and com-
munity development.

State Role

� Establish teams of high-quality consultants who can provide professional
development assistance and leadership skills training to schools and districts
engaged in CSR.

� Review and, if necessary, modify certification requirements to ensure that
only the highest quality teachers are placed in the classrooms.

� Support new teachers and leaders as they advance their skills once in the field.
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District Role

� Develop partnerships with reform support organizations to redesign the
district leadership structure and make it more efficient and beneficial to
schools and employees.

� Move district hiring practices away from placing any available applicant
into any available position and toward a system of promoting and hiring
the person who is the best fit for an open position.

� Critically examine the capacity of school leaders and the culture within the
individual school to determine how to shift from a command-and-control
approach to a service-and-support approach.

� Help school staff members coalesce into learning communities that,
working with collective bargaining representatives, could counsel ineffective
teachers and administrators out of education and encourage qualified
educators and staff on ways to advance in their careers.

� Foster norms of continuous staff learning and school improvement by
building teachers’ knowledge and skills through peer-mentoring, focused
professional development centers, and the establishment of formalized
teacher and school networks.
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Shifting from Whole School to
Whole System Reform 3

As the nation looks back on 20 years of efforts to advance

whole school reform, it also shifts toward whole system

reform. Knowing that no one entity has all the answers, a

consensus is growing—improvements at the school level require

professional learning communities and strong, open partnerships

between all stakeholders. More importantly, policymakers have

abandoned the idea that schools will improve on their own and

have embraced a role of encouraging and facilitating change.

Comprehensive approaches to reform provide the best results and

also require the most diverse forms of assistance.

Developing internal capacity to create demanding, disciplined, and high-trust
cultures is also required of schools in the twenty-first century. Individual skill,
professional learning communities, the integration of coherent programs, flexible
resource utilization, and excellent leadership at all levels are excellent goals that can
be attained through whole school reform. These goals can be achieved not through
embracing whole school reform as a “silver bullet,” but rather through policies
aimed at continuous improvement. From the very first stage of policy implementa-
tion, embracing a commitment to using data, contextual evidence, and leadership
experience can provide effective learning environments for all students.

Reforming whole schools while preserving present district structures is not a
viable option. Whole district reform will create the environment needed to improve
the learning of all students, which has been the central aim of policymakers at all
levels. Through alignment of policy at the federal, state, and district levels, teachers
and school leaders will have the appropriate tools and means to better serve all students
through whole school reform or CSR. Just as the development of whole school reform
has shown some success at the school level, it will certainly show comparable success
at the district level. In order to truly raise performance expectations and close the
achievement gap, the issue is not whether implementing whole school reform or
CSR is the best option for achieving these goals. Rather, the next step must focus on
how whole school reform or CSR can be effectively implemented.
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“From Whole School to Whole System Reform”

April 26, 2004 to April 27, 2004

Conference Agenda

April 26, 2004

Welcome
Arthur Gosling, Executive Director, National Clearinghouse for Comprehensive

School Reform
Margaret McNeely, Comprehensive School Reform Team Leader, Academic

Improvement and Teacher Quality Programs, U.S. Department of Education
Monica Martinez, Director of Outreach, National Clearinghouse for

Comprehensive School Reform

Setting the Stage: What was intended by whole school reform?
The introduction provided participants a starting point for discussion by estab-
lishing a common definition of whole school reform and attempting to make
explicit the efficacy of the theory of whole school reform—from its roots and
multiple meanings, embedded in federal, state, and local policy, as well as from
philanthropic or entrepreneurial initiatives.

Warren Simmons, Executive Director, Annenberg Institute for School Reform
Mary Anne Schmitt, President, New American Schools

Session One: In what ways has whole school reform made a difference?
Panelists established a common definition and theory of whole school reform and
discussed how whole school reform has made a difference, which contributions have
proven by research, and how it applies as a reform strategy within a school, system
of schools, or a district.

Jonathan Supovitz, Senior Researcher, Consortium for Policy Research in
Education (Facilitator)

Toks Fashola, Senior Research Scientist, American Institutes for Research, Johns
Hopkins University

Sam Stringfield, Principal Research Scientist, Center for Social Organization of
Schools, Johns Hopkins University

Marc Tucker, President and CEO, America’s Choice

Appendix I
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Session One: Breakout groups
Conference participants met in mixed-role groups of approximately 20 participants,
randomly created from the different entities represented at the conference (state-
level CSR coordinators, researchers, reform model developers, and representatives
from foundations and national organizations, national and regional intermediaries,
and local and district intermediaries), to identify which aspects of whole school
reform have or have not been successful and to provide evidence for these assertions.

Session One: Reconvene
In a plenary session, participants reported findings from their small-group discus-
sions, bringing to closure discussion on the topic of the definition, role, and
effectiveness of whole school reform.

Marla Ucelli, Director of District Redesign, Annenberg Institute for School Reform

Keynote Luncheon: “From Whole School to Whole System Reform”
Dr. Fullan reviewed whole school reform models, concluding that the use of such
models has been beneficial in certain circumstances, but that the strategy itself
represents an incomplete approach to school improvement. Alternatively, he
introduced a tri-level approach to school reform, which represents a transition from
CSR models to whole system reform, that encompasses three levels—school and
community, district, and state.

Michael Fullan, Dean, Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, University of Toronto

Session Two: Fishbowl—How do reform support organizations develop and
sustain a school’s capacity to initiate and sustain change?
Designed to unearth the tensions between school-level practitioners and reform
support organizations, this session identified how the capacity of schools can be
developed to implement and sustain whole school change. Central to this debate
were issues surrounding system leadership in building capacity and coherent
alignment between multiple, technical-assistance providers within the same district.

Warren Simmons, Executive Director, Annenberg Institute for School Reform
(Facilitator)

Alan Bersin, Superintendent, San Diego Unified School District
Libia Gil, Chief Academic Officer, New American Schools
Ellen Guiney, Executive Director, Boston Plan for Excellence
Laurie Levin, Director, Institute for Research and Reform in Education
Steve Jubb, Executive Director, Bay Area Coalition for Equitable Schools
Jennifer O’Day, Senior Research Scientist, American Institutes for Research
Sam Stringfield, Vice-Chair, Board of School Commissioners, Baltimore City

Public Schools
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Session Two: Breakout groups
Using a small-group discussion format, major stakeholders involved in whole school
reform (e.g., state-level CSR coordinators, researchers, reform model developers,
and representatives from foundations and national organizations, national and
regional intermediaries, and local and district intermediaries) met to identify action-
oriented policies relevant for implementing CSR at the local, state, and federal levels
and for ensuring that whole school reform could be an effective means for improv-
ing school and district capacity to sustain change.

Session Two: Reconvene
Again in plenary session, participants reported findings from each small-group
discussions to other conference participants in order to create a broad understand-
ing of the perceived needs for policy reform from each of the major players engaged
in whole school reform.

Marla Ucelli, Director of District Redesign, Annenberg Institute for School Reform

Wrapping Up—Summary of Day One
Monica Martinez, Director of Outreach, National Clearinghouse for

Comprehensive School Reform

April 27, 2004

Opening and Setting Stage—Day Two
Monica Martinez, Director of Outreach, National Clearinghouse for

Comprehensive School Reform

Session Three: The efficacy of policy
Federal and state governments, philanthropies, and districts themselves expend
enormous sums of money and energy to initiate and sustain various forms of whole
school and system change. This session analyzed the efficacy of previous policies and
examined modifications needed to start and sustain whole school and whole system
change more effectively at the federal, state, and district levels. Panelists specifically
discussed the types of rigorous, evidence-based data that can be used to create
stronger links between the outcomes of philanthropic initiatives and federal, state,
and local policy.

Mary Anne Schmitt, President and CEO, New American Schools (Facilitator)
Gordon MacInnes, Assistant Commissioner, New Jersey Department of Education
Cheryl Smith, Professional Staff Assistant, Appropriations Committee, U.S.

House of Representatives
Constancia Warren, Senior Program Officer and Director of Urban High

School Initiatives, Carnegie Corporation of New York
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Session Three: Plenary discussion on policy reform

Participants responded to panelists from the previous session in an intensive ques-
tion-and-answer session, which was designed to incorporate previous discussions,
synthesize new ideas, and to identify specific policy recommendations concerning
the future of comprehensive school reform.

Marla Ucelli, Director of District Redesign, Annenberg Institute for School Reform

Closing Remarks: The future of whole school reform in the context of
systems change

Warren Simmons, Executive Director, Annenberg Institute for School Reform
Monica Martinez, Director of Outreach, National Clearinghouse for

Comprehensive School Reform
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Denise Alston
National Education Association
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Council for Basic Education

Raymond Bartlett
Council for Basic Education

Valerie Bass
Colorado Department of Education

Julie Bender-Yuda
Pennsylvania Department of Education
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New Jersey Department of Education

Alan Bersin
San Diego Unified School District

Barbara Bianchi
State of New Mexico
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State Policy Services
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KnowledgeWorks Foundation
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The Grable Foundation
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Conference Participants

Melissa Busch
American Institutes for Research

James Candela
Michigan Department of Education

Janet Carroll
Rhode Island Department of Education
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National Center for Accelerated Schools
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The GE Foundation
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The Ball Foundation
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American Institutes for Research
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Academy for Educational Development
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Institute for Educational Leadership
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Catherine Fromme
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The George Washington University
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Co-nect Schools
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Education
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Institute for Educational Leadership
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High/Scope Education Research
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National Center for Restructuring
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Appalachian Educational Laboratory
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Jane Heidt
Expeditionary Learning Outward Bound

Thomas Herd
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David Huie
National Clearinghouse for
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Jacquelyn Jackson
U.S. Department of Education
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Instruction
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Idaho State Board of Education
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Trenace Richardson
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Quality Educational Systems, Inc.
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Pittsburgh Federation of Teachers
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SETTING THE STAGE

Cross, C. (Ed.). (2004). Putting the pieces together: Lessons from comprehensive school
reform research. Washington, DC: National Clearinghouse for Comprehensive School
Reform. This book informs readers about the history and context for the development
of CSR, the challenges faced in implementing CSR programs, evidence supporting
the effectiveness of various models, and the perspectives of both a researcher and a
practitioner who have been involved with this effort for well over a decade.

Desimone, L. (2000, May). Making comprehensive school reform work. Urban
diversity series, no. 112. New York, NY: ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education
and Institute for Urban and Minority Education. CSR has the potential to help
overcome inequities in education, to provide a vehicle for a combination of state
and local control, and to allow reform to permeate the classroom. This monograph
focuses on principles learned from evaluations of CSR, especially large-scale imple-
mentation of CSR designs.

Rotberg, I. C. & Harvey, J. J. (1993). Federal policy options for improving the
education of low-income students: Vol. I. Findings and recommendations. Santa
Monica, CA: RAND Corporation. In this report, the authors conclude that Title I’s
impact on education in low-income communities would be greatly increased
through schoolwide reform and they encourage the federal government to expand
the funding to include schoolwide rather than selective programs.

WHOLE SCHOOL REFORM MAKING A DIFFERENCE

Borman, G. D., Hewes, G. M., Overman, L. T., & Brown, S. (2002). Comprehen-
sive school reform and student achievement: A meta-analysis. Baltimore, MD:
Center for Research on the Education of Students Placed At Risk, Johns Hopkins
University. This meta-analysis was conducted to review the overall achievement
effects of CSR; to study the specific effects of 29 of the most widely practiced and
externally developed models; and to assess how various CSR components, contextual
factors, and methodological factors associated with the studies mediate the effects of
CSR. The report found that the overall effect of adopting CSR models on student
achievement was significant. In addition, CSR schools were found to be significantly
more effective than traditional Title I-targeted or compensatory programs.

Appendix III

Annotated Bibliography on Whole School Reform
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Camburn, E., Rowan, B., & Taylor, J. (2003). Distributed leadership in schools:
The case of elementary schools adopting comprehensive school reform models.
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 25(4), 347–373. This article uses data
from a study of three of the most widely adopted CSR models to examine distrib-
uted leadership in the context of elementary schools’ adoption of comprehensive
school reforms.

Datnow, A., Borman, G., Stringfield, S., Overman, L. T., & Castellano, M.
(2003, Summer). Comprehensive school reform in culturally and linguistically
diverse contexts: Implementation and outcomes from a four-year study. Education
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 25(2), 25–54. This paper presents findings from a
four-year study of 13 culturally and linguistically diverse elementary schools that
implemented CSR designs. Students from CSR schools had achievement outcomes
that were generally equivalent to those for students from matched comparison
schools. Under some circumstances, though, Limited English Proficient students
and their English-speaking peers from CSR schools outperformed their comparison
school counterparts.

Herman, R., Aladjem, D., McMahon, P., Masem, E., Mulligan, I., O’Malley, A.,
et al. (1999). An educators’ guide to schoolwide reform. Washington, DC: Ameri-
can Institutes for Research. This guidebook offers educators assistance in identify-
ing effective CSR models that meet their schools’ needs. Twenty-four specific model
designs are included. Researchers rated each model’s relative strengths in three areas:
evidence of student achievement, technical support provided to schools implement-
ing the models, and first-year costs.

Ross, S. M., Sanders, W. L., Wright, P., Stringfield, S., Wang, L. Weiping, &
Alberg, M. (2001). Two- and three-year achievement results from the Memphis
restructuring initiative. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 12(3), 323–
346. The purpose of this study was to analyze student achievement data from 1995
through 1998 collected from the Memphis Restructuring Initiative (MRI) and to
examine the effects of the initiative, if any, on student achievement. Analyses of
academic achievement focused on “value-added” assessments.

REFORM SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS DEVELOPING AND
SUSTAINING SCHOOLS’ CAPACITY FOR CHANGE

Bauer, S. C. (2001). Caught in the middle: District administrators’ experiences in
comprehensive school reform. Unpublished manuscript. The paper focuses on the
question of how district-level stakeholders mobilize themselves to support whole
school reform. The paper was based on a case study of a district, using a participa-
tory, action-research process. Findings are presented in four areas: district context,
strategic capacity, administrative capacity, and human resource capacity.
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Berends, M., Kirby, S. N., Naftel, S., & McKelvey, C. (2001). Implementation
and performance in New American Schools three years into scale-up. Santa Monica,
CA: RAND Corporation. This interim progress report describes trends in imple-
mentation, school performance, and related factors for a sample of 104 schools in
eight partner jurisdictions participating in the New American Schools program.
Factors found to affect implementation were teacher perceptions, school characteris-
tics, the nature of the design, design-team assistance, and school-district support.
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