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Executive Summary 
In 2017–18, New Leaders partnered with SRI Education to undertake a randomized control trial of 
the Emerging Leaders program in three sites: Arlington Independent School District and San 
Antonio Independent School District in Texas and Shelby County Schools in Tennessee. The 
Emerging Leaders program was implemented largely as designed and had a positive, statistically 
significant impact on participants’ data-driven instruction leadership knowledge. This large impact 
on leadership knowledge led to few measured impacts on the instructional practice of teachers on 
Emerging Leaders participants’ instructional teams. The program had positive impacts on the math 
achievement of some subgroups of students. Impacts on overall math achievement were mediated 
by (i.e., operated through) program impacts on participants’ leadership knowledge and by teachers’ 
participation on instructional teams. The Emerging Leaders program had no measured impact on 
students’ English language arts (ELA) achievement. Supplemental analyses suggest that these 
differences in student achievement impacts may have been driven by differences in how data-
driven instruction was enacted by math- and ELA-focused instructional teams.  

New Leaders launched the Emerging Leaders program in 2011 to develop the instructional leadership 
skills of teachers, instructional coaches, and assistant principals to support more robust school leadership 
pipelines in partner districts and to train teacher leaders to guide and support instructional improvement in 
their schools. New Leaders selects candidates for Emerging Leaders through a rigorous admissions 
process. During the1-year program, Emerging Leaders participants lead school-based instructional teams 
that they identify in consultation with principals, drawing on the program’s training and job-embedded 
assignments to guide their work. Emerging Leaders participants coach instructional teams to set goals, 
engage in regular data-driven instructional (DDI) cycles, design corrective instruction to address student 
misconceptions and instructional gaps, and monitor student progress. The program is therefore designed 
to develop the leadership skills of Emerging Leaders participants, expand the use of DDI strategies by 
instructional team members, and, ultimately, increase the achievement of students taught by instructional 
team members (Valdez, Broin, & Carroll, 2015). By the end of the year, Emerging Leaders participants 
are expected to demonstrate proficiency on the program’s target leadership concepts, signaling readiness 
to assume greater formal responsibility. 

Study Design 
In spring 2017, New Leaders recruited 112 Emerging Leaders candidates in the three study school districts. All 
candidates successfully completed New Leaders’ admissions process and worked with their principal to identify an 
instructional team to lead during the program year (e.g., 4th grade ELA, Algebra I). The research team then randomly 
assigned these candidates to two groups: Group I (treatment) participated in the Emerging Leaders program in 2017–
18, the randomized control trial (RCT) year, and Group II (control) delayed participation until 2018–19.  
The study estimated program impact on Emerging Leaders participants’ leadership skills, as measured by an 
assessment of DDI leadership knowledge. The research team also assessed impacts on the practice of teachers 
identified for instructional teams using a daily log with questions about instructional planning, use of student data, 
corrective instruction, and student efficacy strategies. We used state assessment data in math and ELA to measure 
impacts on the students of instructional team members in the subject aligned to the instructional team’s identified 
focus. We report impact estimates either as differences in predicted percentages (for binary outcomes) or as a 
standardized Cohen’s g (for continuous outcomes). We interpret statistical significance at the p < .05 level, although 
we also describe marginally significant results at the p < .1 level as “approaching but not meeting” significance.  
In addition to these impact estimates, we examined the implementation of the Emerging Leaders program in the RCT 
districts, drawing on program data, interviews, and observations of team meetings. We also investigated the extent to 
which Group I Emerging Leaders participants continued to use the leadership skills and strategies they developed in 
the program in the year after the RCT via a survey of program alumni, supplemented by interviews. 
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Emerging Leaders Program Implementation  
To support interpretation of the program’s impacts on participants, teachers, and students, we studied 
Emerging Leaders program implementation in the RCT districts to learn whether the program was 
delivered with fidelity to the New Leaders model and where there were specific successes or challenges.  

The Emerging Leaders program was largely implemented as designed.  

The program met (and often exceeded) most of the thresholds New Leaders set for fidelity of 
implementation, including the recruitment of larger-than-average cohorts of qualified candidates. Nearly 
all Emerging Leaders participants (93%) completed more than 80 hours of training and other program 
requirements, including summer intensive training, seven learning cycle meetings, and four job-
embedded assignments. Emerging Leaders participants also gave high ratings to both the relevance of 
this training and the quality of facilitation provided by local program directors. 

Implementation fell short of the New Leaders design in some ways, however. Approximately 40% of 
participants did not receive the level of personalized one-on-one coaching the program called for, in part 
because local program directors spent more time than expected on individualized follow-up with some 
program participants to ensure that they completed required assignments. Further, although most 
Emerging Leaders participants successfully completed all program requirements, very few (13%) 
demonstrated leadership proficiency at the end of the program (defined as scores of “proficient” or higher 
on at least 3 of 7 target leadership concepts, as measured by New Leaders assessments). These 
proficiency levels were defined by New Leaders to signal participants’ program success and readiness for 
greater leadership; proficiency level thresholds for program fidelity were set in line with prior cohorts’ 
performance at program completion. New Leaders implemented a new scoring process in the RCT year, 
however, which led to nationwide drops in proficiency rates across Emerging Leaders sites relative to 
prior years. As a result, it is difficult to determine whether these low proficiency rates signal a significant 
decline in participants’ success in the program compared with past cohorts, or simply reflect the change 
in scoring procedures. 

Instructional team members described their DDI work as more structured, rigorous, and effective 
than the DDI work they had attempted in the past, although teams sometimes failed to move 
beyond initial steps in reviewing and analyzing student work. 

Instructional teams engaged in regular DDI cycles and used Emerging Leaders program tools and 
protocols to frame their discussions. Although all the instructional teams we observed reviewed student 
data or samples of student work, the instructional teams varied in the extent to which they were able to 
develop actionable insights from the data. Some teams had difficulty following the protocol and 
completing a full analysis in the allotted time (often only 20–30 minutes) and as a result never engaged in 
discussion of student misconceptions or plans for corrective instruction. Other teams formulated 
hypotheses about student performance that were not grounded in the data (e.g., special education needs, 
recent bad weather). Similarly, in discussions about instruction, instructional team members often shared 
suggestions for new strategies without a strong rationale grounded in the data, rather than specifically 
focusing on diagnosing and addressing gaps in instruction that perpetuated student misconceptions.  

When observed instructional teams did engage in planning for corrective instruction, math-
focused teams identified a specific misconception or an academic skill that required additional 
instructional support; the observed ELA teams were unlikely to make this connection. 

The research team saw evidence of corrective instruction planning in math-focused instructional teams 
that aligned to program expectations. As they reviewed assessment data, math teachers quickly 
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generalized from specific assessment items to categories of math problems and underlying math skills, 
pinpointing gaps in students’ understanding by examining where their problem-solving process had 
broken down. Building on these insights, math teachers generated strong plans for corrective instruction, 
tightly aligned to the specific student misconceptions they identified in the data. In contrast, ELA teams 
we observed framed student misconceptions in terms that did not generalize beyond the specific 
assessment question or assignment under discussion (focusing, for example, on test-taking strategies). 
We caution that these observations were not representative of all instructional teams. Observations were 
neither sampled nor scheduled at random, and a minority of math- or ELA-focused teams engaged in 
corrective instruction planning while being observed. However, where observation teams did see planning 
for corrective instruction, the distinction between disciplines was clear and appeared to be facilitated by 
the math teams’ greater insight into students’ problem-solving processes. 

Impacts on DDI Leadership Knowledge and Instructional Team 
Practices  
We measured the program’s impact on Emerging Leaders participants’ DDI leadership knowledge using a 
written assessment of proficiency in DDI that the New Leaders staff developed as part of the larger suite 
of leadership skills assessments given to Emerging Leaders participants. To assess the program’s impact 
on teachers—both those Emerging Leaders who were themselves classroom teachers and members of 
instructional teams—we designed a daily log to capture Emerging Leaders-aligned instructional planning 
behaviors, including reviewing assessment data and student work, planning for corrective instruction, and 
implementing strategies to promote student self-efficacy. The log also included a measure of teacher 
efficacy. 

The Emerging Leaders program had a positive and statistically significant impact on all three 
facets of DDI leadership knowledge measured.  

Emerging Leaders were asked to complete New Leaders’ DDI assessment in spring of the RCT year; 
these assessments were scored blind to treatment status to ensure unbiased results. Group I Emerging 
Leaders participants (treatment) outscored Group II candidates (control) on all three facets of DDI 
leadership knowledge measured: using multiple forms of data to drive student achievement (g = .95, 
p < .01), leading a team through a DDI cycle (g = .90, p < .01), and understanding of efficacy concepts 
(g = .94, p < .01). There were no differences in impacts between Emerging Leaders assigned to math- 
and ELA-focused instructional teams.  

These impact estimates demonstrate that although few program participants met New Leaders’ standards 
for leadership proficiency (including on this DDI leadership knowledge assessment), the program did 
increase participants’ DDI leadership knowledge relative to candidates who had not yet completed 
training. 

The Emerging Leaders program had a positive impact on two corrective instruction practices 
among teachers in math-focused instructional teams. There were no notable impacts on teachers’ 
planning practice when teachers were analyzed without respect to team focus. 

Overall, teachers on instructional teams in Group I (treatment) and Group II (control) had generally 
comparable weekly instructional planning behaviors. However, Group I teachers on math-focused 
instructional teams displayed substantially larger, positive impacts on two key facets of corrective 
instruction. That is, they were more likely than Group II teachers to review assessment data looking for 
students’ incorrect answers (52% Group I; 24% Group II, p < .001) and more likely to select new 
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instructional strategies for revisiting past content (84%; 65%, p < .05). The program did not have these 
effects on teachers in ELA-focused teams.  

Impacts on Students  
Finally, we examined the extent to which the Emerging Leaders program affected student learning, both 
overall and by student subgroup, and the extent to which these impacts were mediated by teachers’ 
regular participation in instructional team work and by Emerging Leaders participants’ DDI leadership 
knowledge.  

The Emerging Leaders program’s overall impact on math achievement was positive and 
approached (but did not meet) the threshold for statistical significance. There were positive, 
statistically significant impacts on the math achievement of female students, Latinx students, 
English language learners, and economically disadvantaged students. 

Although the estimated impact of the Emerging Leaders program on overall student achievement in math, 
as measured by state assessments, was positive, it approached but did not meet the standard threshold 
for statistical significance (g = .20, p < .1) (Exhibit ES-1). However, the program had positive, statistically 
significant impacts on the math achievement of four student subgroups: female students (g = 0.22, 
p < .05), Latinx students (g = 0.32, p < .05), English learners (g = 0.41, p < .01), and economically 
disadvantaged students (g = 0.26, p < .05). For a student in the middle of the statewide math 
achievement distribution, these impacts translate into gains of 9 percentile points for female students (that 
is, moving from the 50th to the 59th percentile in the statewide math achievement distribution), 13 
percentile points for Latinx students, 16 percentile points for English learners, and 9 percentile points for 
economically disadvantaged students. The program had no statistically significant impact on subgroups of 
students who were African American, White, in the highest or lowest performing quartiles, or who 
received special education services.  

Program impacts on math achievement were mediated in ways that support Emerging Leaders’ 
theory of action: program impacts operated both through students having teachers regularly 
attend instructional team meetings and through Emerging Leaders participants’ DDI leadership 
knowledge. 

Students’ experience of the full dosage of the Emerging Leaders program (meaning that their Emerging 
Leader remained in the district and successfully completed the program, their teacher attended most 
instructional team meetings, and they remained in their teacher’s classroom for a full year) led to a 
statistically significant positive impact on math achievement (g = 0.23, p < .05) (Exhibit ES-1). An effect of 
this size is equivalent to 9 percentile points for students at the middle of the statewide math achievement 
distribution (that is, moving from the 50th to the 59th percentile). Similarly, Emerging Leaders participants’ 
gains in DDI leadership knowledge produced corresponding gains in student math achievement (g = 0.24, 
p < .05), an effect also equivalent to 9 percentile points on the distribution of state achievement. These 
mediating impacts suggest that greater engagement with the Emerging Leaders program drove the 
potential program effects on math achievement. 

The Emerging Leaders program had no measured effect on student ELA achievement. 

The estimated effect of the program on students’ state ELA assessments was close to zero (g = .04, 
p > .05), and there were no statistically significant program impacts in ELA for any student subgroups. 
Similarly, there was no measured impact for students who received the full dosage of the program 
(g = .08, p > .05), nor were program effects meditated by impacts on Emerging Leaders participants’ DDI 
leadership knowledge (g = .00, p > .05) (Exhibit ES-1). Both the small estimated effect size and lack of 
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statistical significance on both overall and mediation effects suggests the program did not have an impact 
in ELA in this study. 

Exhibit ES-1. Emerging Leaders Impacts on Student Achievement: Main Impacts and Impacts 
Mediated by Students’ Experience of the Program and Participants’ DDI Leadership Knowledge 

  

~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01. Grey brackets represent the 95% confidence interval of the estimated effect size.  
Source: State English language arts and math assessments, 2017–18. 
Samples: For ELA main impact, 33 instructional teams and 5,446 students. For math main impact, 28 instructional 
teams and 6,317 students. For ELA mediated impact (full dosage), 30 instructional teams and 4,986 students. For 
math mediated impact (full dosage), 28 instructional teams and 5,875 students. For ELA mediated impact (DDI 
leadership knowledge), 23 instructional teams and 3,765 students. For math mediated impact (DDI leadership 
knowledge), 23 instructional teams and 4,805 students.  

Sustaining Leadership Gains After the Emerging Leaders Year  
We examined whether leadership gains made during the Emerging Leaders program year continued into 
the next year (2018–19), when Emerging Leaders were no longer directly supported by the program.  

Emerging Leaders aspired to positions with greater leadership opportunities, and nearly half 
moved to new jobs or schools after completing the program. 

By 2018–19, almost half the Emerging Leaders (47%) had moved to a different job, a different school or 
district, or both. The subset who had changed jobs (33%) had typically moved into roles with greater or 
different leadership responsibility, such as principal, assistant principal, instructional coach, district-level 
instructional support staff, or other school administrator. Emerging Leaders saw themselves as future 
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administrators, if not immediately as principals. Some Emerging Leaders who did not find new positions 
were disappointed and reported that they planned to look for new positions outside their districts. 
Emerging Leaders across the board experienced a decreased sense of self-efficacy in the year after their 
training, when they no longer had access to the scaffolding and support of the Emerging Leaders 
program.  

In the year after the program, many Emerging Leaders faced challenges in finding opportunities 
for instructional leadership but continued to use program tools and strategies that were well 
aligned with their current responsibilities and the preexisting practice, structures, and policies of 
their schools and districts. 

Broadly speaking, Emerging Leaders were using some of the strategies and tools they learned in the 
program that aligned well with their responsibilities and the preexisting practice, structures, and policies of 
their schools. Of all tools and strategies, Emerging Leaders that we interviewed were most likely to report 
engaging in data analysis for DDI and planning corrective instruction. Most assistant principals and 
coaches were also using Emerging Leaders tools and strategies for engaging in difficult conversations, 
describing this as one of the most valuable aspects of their training.  

Emerging Leaders who were assistant principals found themselves with little time or opportunity for 
meaningful instructional leadership because of their management and discipline responsibilities. Of the 
Emerging Leaders surveyed who were teachers, half were continuing to lead an instructional team for 
instructional planning in the year after the program, a significant drop from the year before. Despite these 
challenges, Emerging Leaders believed that their experiences in the program were relevant to their work 
in the first post-program year, particularly those who had changed roles in 2018–19.  

Conclusions and Implications 
As New Leaders continues to improve the Emerging Leaders program and develop other training for 
instructional leadership, program staff may want to consider the following implications of this study’s 
findings: 

• Instructional teams engaged in DDI work benefit from trained leadership to guide them, protected 
time for teams to engage in this work, and strong tools to provide structure to their practice.  

• Despite Emerging Leaders’ similar effects on the DDI leadership knowledge of participants leading 
math- and ELA-focused teams, these leaders drove different changes in both their instructional 
teams’ instructional planning practice and student achievement in the instructional teams’ 
classrooms, suggesting that ELA-focused instructional teams may require different or additional 
supports to improve student achievement.  

• The Emerging Leaders program may provide a model for scaffolded leadership development that 
begins before assuming the principalship and operates via structured, job-embedded assignments 
with a focus on individual elements of leadership. Given that the structure, schedule, and 
responsibilities of different professional roles (e.g., teachers, coaches, and assistant principals) 
provide different affordances for instructional leadership training and development, any such training 
should be aligned to the needs of professionals’ current responsibilities.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Study Design 
New Leaders launched the Emerging Leaders program in 2011 to improve the instructional leadership 
skills and capacities of teacher leaders, instructional coaches, and assistant principals. Districts that 
partner with New Leaders to offer the Emerging Leaders program typically have two closely related goals: 
(1) to develop a more robust principal pipeline by identifying and preparing candidates for assistant 
principal positions, principal residency programs (either the New Leaders Aspiring Principals program or a 
local program), or the principalship itself; and (2) to train a cadre of teacher leaders who can effectively 
support schools’ instructional improvement efforts. In this 1-year program, Emerging Leaders work to 
develop instructional leadership skills, including skills related to corrective instruction through training 
embedded in the leadership of an instructional team in their school.  

In 2016, the U.S. Department of Education awarded New Leaders a Supporting Effective Educator 
Development (SEED) grant to implement and rigorously evaluate the Emerging Leaders program. In 
2017–18, the New Leaders staff leveraged these funds to undertake a rigorous evaluation of the impact 
of the Emerging Leaders program in three sites: Arlington Independent School District in Texas, San 
Antonio Independent School District in Texas, and Shelby County Schools in Tennessee. New Leaders’ 
research partner, SRI Education (the research team), designed and carried out a randomized control trial 
(RCT) to assess the program’s impact on participant knowledge and skills, teacher practice, and student 
achievement. As part of the RCT, the research team evaluated the implementation of the Emerging 
Leaders program in the RCT sites, including the extent to which the program was delivered with fidelity to 
New Leaders’ design.  

This report presents findings on the program’s implementation and impact on Emerging Leaders 
participants, instructional team members, and students in classrooms led by instructional team members. 
It also describes participants’ leadership roles and use of program tools and strategies in the year after 
their participation in the program, to investigate the extent to which they sustained the leadership 
practices they acquired during the Emerging Leaders program year. 

Study Design 
In preparation for the launch of the RCT during the 2017–18 school year, New Leaders recruited 
Emerging Leaders candidates through a rigorous admissions process in the three RCT sites. Each 
candidate identified an instructional team that he or she would lead as part of the program during the 
application process.1 In July 2017, before the beginning of the 2017–18 program year, the research team 
randomized the Emerging Leaders candidates to Group I (participation in the Emerging Leaders program 
in 2017–18) or Group II (delayed participation until 2018–19). Emerging Leaders, together with their 
principals, identified instructional team focus (e.g., 3rd grade math) and teachers prior to randomization; 
the research team verified instructional team teacher and student rosters for early fall 2017. This RCT 
offered the opportunity to demonstrate Emerging Leaders participants’ effectiveness with the strongest 
possible evidence because the two randomized groups should be similar on both observable (e.g., years 
of experience) and unobservable (e.g., motivation) characteristics. 

 
1 To facilitate the student impact portion of the study, participants were encouraged to lead a math or ELA team in a tested grade, 
although principals were given ultimate authority to assign teams according to their schools’ needs. 
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Research Questions 
To examine implementation of the Emerging Leaders program across the three sites, the evaluation 
addressed the following research questions:  

• Was the Emerging Leaders program implemented with fidelity?  
• To what extent and in what ways did implementation vary within and across sites? Under what 

conditions? 
• To what extent did participants’ leadership development under Emerging Leaders differ from the 

experiences of the control group? 

In addition, the evaluation examined the impacts of program implementation on Emerging Leaders 
participants, instructional team members, and the students taught by these instructional team members. 
The impact research questions were the following:  

• What was the impact of the Emerging Leaders program on participants’ leadership development, as 
measured by New Leaders’ assessment of DDI (data-driven instruction) leadership knowledge? 

• What was the impact of the Emerging Leaders program on instructional teams’ instructional planning 
practices, as measured by a daily instructional planning log? 

• What was the impact of the Emerging Leaders program on the math and ELA (English language arts) 
achievement of students taught by instructional team members, as measured by state assessment 
data? 

Last, the evaluation explored the extent to which the leadership gains made during the Emerging Leaders 
year (2017–18) continued into the next year (2018–19), when Emerging Leaders participants were no 
longer directly supported by the program. Relatedly, we explored whether the program met the 
participants’ and the participating districts’ expectations with respect to contributing to professional 
advancement and leadership pipelines. The sustainability research questions were the following: 

• To what extent have Emerging Leaders alumni taken on new leadership roles in 2018–19, both 
formal and informal? In what ways has the Emerging Leaders program prepared them for these new 
roles? 

• In what ways are alumni currently using the skills, strategies, practices, and tools that they acquired in 
the Emerging Leaders program? 

• What are the varied ways in which the Emerging Leaders program has met sites’ expectations and/or 
contributed to the development of a robust school leadership pipeline in each site? 

Emerging Leaders Program Logic Model 
The Emerging Leaders program logic model (Exhibit 1) offers a visual representation of the assumptions 
underlying the design of the yearlong program. The research team developed this logic model from a 
systematic review of program artifacts and in consultation with New Leaders program staff. The logic 
model presents the New Leaders theory of action about how program inputs (e.g., participant recruitment, 
selection, training, coaching, tools, assessments) support the development of participants’ leadership 
skills and the work of instructional teams, which in turn lead to changes in teachers’ practice and student 
achievement. We designed the evaluation to rigorously test this logic model and its underlying 
assumptions by choosing or, as necessary, developing, measures to assess whether the program was 
implemented as designed and had the intended impacts on participants, instructional team members, and 
students.
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Exhibit 1. Emerging Leaders Program Logic Model 
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The boxes titled “Emerging Leaders Program” in the leftmost column of the logic model show the key 
components of the program that have been designed by national program staff and delivered in each of 
the RCT sites by regional program staff. At the national level, program components include training and 
support for local program directors in each RCT site; rigorous admissions criteria and baseline 
assessments of DDI leadership knowledge and skills developed by a national assessment team;2 and 
program curriculum, readings, tools, assessments, and rubrics. At the local level, Emerging Leaders 
program directors facilitate a 5-day summer intensive course and seven monthly learning cycles3 during 
the academic year. Local program directors also provide one-on-one coaching and feedback on program 
assignments that require submission of written artifacts and videotaped recordings of instructional team 
meetings. Program directors coach participants to lead their teams in setting SMART goals4 for student 
achievement. For the program’s final assignment, participants review their teams’ progress against these 
SMART goals in a presentation to New Leaders staff, other Emerging Leaders participants, and local 
school and district leaders. Together, these program components ground participants in the theory and 
practice of DDI and prepare them to coach, motivate, and give feedback to the teachers on their 
instructional teams. In Chapter 2, we describe the extent to which the Emerging Leaders program was 
implemented with fidelity to this design in the three study sites. We also briefly describe the differences 
between the training provided to Emerging Leaders participants and the training they were likely to 
receive absent receipt of Emerging Leaders training.  

Emerging Leader participants who complete the program as designed are expected to develop the 
leadership skills represented in the box in the second column of the logic model titled “Emerging Leader 
Learning/Skill Set.” They include seven target leadership competencies under four leadership domains 
(personal, instructional, cultural, and adult/team) assessed via assignments that are administered and 
scored by a nationally normed Assessor Corps. They include the ability to lead a team through the DDI 
cycle, application of standards-aligned instructional knowledge, skills for coaching other teachers, and 
habits of reflective practice and continuous improvement. The development of these leadership 
competencies in participants is the first, most direct effect of the Emerging Leaders program. In Chapter 
3, we provide estimates of the program effects on participants’ instructional leadership knowledge. 

During the program year, New Leaders expects that Emerging Leaders participants will practice and hone 
new leadership skills in the context of work with instructional teams, represented in the box titled 
“Instructional Team Activities.” Participants lead a team of two to five teachers, chosen in consultation 
with their principals, to set SMART goals, assess the rigor of assessments, engage in DDI cycles that 
deepen their understanding of student learning, specifically student misconceptions and gaps in skills, 
and plan corrective instruction to address those misconceptions. Teams share ideas for corrective 
instruction (that is, planning for the use of new instructional strategies) as well as strategies for 
developing student self-efficacy and ownership of their learning. Although instructional team work is a 
required component of the program and Emerging Leaders participants receive assignments that they 
cannot complete without the participation of an instructional team, New Leaders staff have limited 
influence over whether or when instructional teams meet and how they use their time together (although 
New Leaders does require principals to commit to supporting participants work with instructional teams). 
Thus, the quality and quantity of instructional teamwork depends almost entirely on the initiative and skill 
of the Emerging Leader and on the support provided to the team by the building principal. As part of our 

 
2 A national assessment team leads the admissions assessment process in all Emerging Leaders sites and evaluates all application 
materials. In some local sites, program directors or district administrators have discretion to admit candidates who do not meet all 
admissions criteria. 
3 Each learning cycle includes a web-based tutorial, an in-person meeting, personalized coaching and work on a job-embedded 
assignment. 
4 Emerging Leaders SMART (Specific, Measurable, Ambitious, Results-oriented, Time-bound) goals set specific targets for 
achievement and growth on state or local benchmark assessments by the end of the program year.  
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description of the Emerging Leaders program implementation in Chapter 2, we describe the instructional 
teams’ work, along with barriers and facilitators to this work. 

New Leaders’ theory of action holds that the work of instructional teams will support teachers in planning 
instruction that is more responsive to individual student needs, based on formative assessment data, 
better aligned to state standards, and more effective in building student efficacy (the “Teacher Outcomes” 
box). Although New Leaders expects that these shifts will take place during the program year, they are 
more distal outcomes compared with the development of participants’ own leadership skills, because the 
program reaches teachers only through program participants (with the exception of Emerging Leaders 
who are themselves teachers and are expected to make changes to their own instructional practice at the 
same time that they are coaching others to do the same). We provide estimates of the program’s impact 
on instructional planning in Chapter 3. 

These teacher outcomes are, in turn, expected to lead to improved student achievement on standardized 
standards-aligned assessments (the “Student Outcomes” box). Prior impact studies of the New Leaders 
Aspiring Principals Program (APP) have found that it can take as long as 3 years to realize an impact on 
students from placing a newly trained principal in a school building (Gates et al, 2019). However, because 
New Leaders views the Emerging Leaders program as more directly targeted at teachers and their 
instruction, its theory of action holds that student achievement will improve even during the training year 
(Valdez, Broin, & Carroll, 2015). We provide estimates of program impact on student achievement in 
Chapter 4. In Chapter 5, we describe the sustainability of Emerging Leaders training following the training 
year. 

Data Sources 
The data sources for the evaluation of program implementation, leadership outcomes, and instructional 
outcomes were as follows. 

• Extant program data. New Leaders collected an array of diverse data on program participants in the 
delivery of the program, and we drew on all these to assess program fidelity. These data included the 
Emerging Leaders national community of practice sign-in sheets, baseline assessments used for 
admissions decisions, New Leaders admissions ratings, program director coaching logs, end-of-
learning-cycle surveys, learning cycle attendance logs, assignment results, the New Leaders end-of-
year participant survey, and the New Leaders assessment scores.  

• Interviews and observations of instructional team meetings. Approximately 7 months into the 
program year, we interviewed a sample of Emerging Leaders participants, instructional team 
members, principals, and district stakeholders in each of the RCT sites. Interviews addressed the 
implementation of the Emerging Leaders program, the work of the instructional teams and alignment 
with the program logic model, and respondents’ perceptions of the program.  

• End-of-year Emerging Leader survey, Groups I and II. The research team administered a survey 
to compare leadership development and engagement with instructional teams during the 2017–18 
school year in both treatment and control conditions. Group I Emerging Leaders participants also 
identified teachers who participated regularly on Emerging Leaders-led instructional teams to support 
exploratory analyses of impacts on teachers who actively participated in the program.  

• New Leaders’ DDI assessment. New Leaders administered an assessment of DDI to all Emerging 
Leaders applicants before program enrollment. Participants worked independently using online 
materials and submitted their responses to be scored centrally by New Leaders staff. For this study, 
the instructional assessment was administered again to both Group I and Group II Emerging Leaders 
at the end of the school year to measure changes in understanding and use of DDI. 



 

6 Emerging Leaders Program 

• Daily instructional logs. To measure changes in instructional practice, we developed a tool to 
capture teachers’ daily planning and teaching. The instructional log was administered to both Group I 
and Group II Emerging Leaders instructional teams (inclusive of the Emerging Leader, if they lead a 
classroom) daily for 1 week at baseline and for two separate 1-week windows in the spring to 
measure changes in the ways teachers planned and delivered instruction.  

• Student achievement data. To measure changes in student achievement, we collected extant 
student achievement data in the form of state assessments and district benchmark assessments, 
where available. The state assessments, the Texas STAAR and the Tennessee TNReady, were 
collected from all three participating sites. The district benchmark assessment, the NWEA MAP 
(Measures of Academic Progress), was collected from two participating sites; the third did not use it. 

The remaining chapter sections describe the samples of districts, Emerging Leaders, instructional team 
members, and students recruited into this study to provide context for the analyses that follow. Formal 
tests of baseline equivalence are specific to the analytic sample of each outcome (i.e., the participants, 
instructional team members, and students who remained in the sample at the study’s conclusion) and 
vary by analyses; these are provided as supporting documentation in the Technical Appendix.  

Recruitment and Randomization  
In spring 2017, Emerging Leaders staff in each of the three districts recruited larger than average cohorts 
of program candidates to facilitate the randomization process. Emerging Leaders candidates in each of 
these districts were required to go through the same application and selection process as candidates in 
non-RCT sites. The Emerging Leaders program is designed and staffed regionally to serve up to 35 
program participants per cohort in each local site. Therefore, a double cohort of Emerging Leaders 
candidates recruited for the study (so that half could be assigned to treatment and half to control) could 
have enrolled up to 210 participants (70 per site; 105 in treatment total). Local staff were able to recruit 
larger than average cohorts in each district, though they did not meet recruitment goals, ultimately 
enrolling 112 candidates which is the same number of participants that would have been enrolled in a 
normal program year.  

One substantial barrier to meeting recruitment goals was New Leaders’ history in these districts: as 
described below, the Emerging Leaders program had been offered in two of the RCT sites for many 
years. Many of the assistant principals, instructional coaches, and teacher leaders in these sites who 
would have been good candidates for the program had already completed it, narrowing the pool of willing 
and eligible candidates. 

By early fall 2017, six Emerging Leaders (two from Group I and four from Group II) withdrew from the 
study because they left the district or took another position within the district that would have prevented 
them from completing the program. The actual numbers enrolled in the program were about the same as 
in a normal program year but about half of the numbers planned for the RCT, with 106 candidates at 
baseline (56 in treatment). As a result, study sample sizes and the study’s power to detect effects were 
both reduced. 

Before randomization, the research team and the New Leaders staff began with an outreach, education, 
and data collection process, holding webinars and contacting all Emerging Leaders candidates and their 
principals. Through this process, the research team ensured that the Emerging Leaders candidates 
understood the research and randomization procedure and collected names of instructional team 
members who had already been identified, as well as plans for instructional teams in which team 
members had not yet been identified, including focal grades and subjects.  
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The research team then split the sample of Emerging Leaders into randomization blocks by district, focal 
subject, focal grade, and, in selected cases, school improvement status and feeder pattern. We 
randomized half of each block into treatment (Group I) and half into control (Group II, who received no 
Emerging Leaders training in 2017–18 but instead received it in 2018–19). 

The research team communicated these randomization decisions in summer 2017, enabling local New 
Leaders staff to begin training Group I before the start of the 2017–18 school year. In fall 2017, we 
confirmed the membership of each instructional team, including the names of instructional team members 
identified after randomization, collected baseline instructional log data from both groups, and documented 
shifts in the instructional team sample between summer and fall 2017.  

No new Emerging Leaders participants were included in the study sample after randomization.  

Early Joiner Sample for Instructional Team Members and Students 
Between randomization and instructional team verification in fall 2017, 32% of the instructional team 
members left the initial sample; Group I lost more instructional team members and added more new 
instructional team members than Group II (Exhibit A-2 in the appendix).5 Much of the turnover on Group I 
instructional teams was due to changes in program participants’ job assignments between randomization 
in early summer and the beginning of the school year. As Emerging Leaders participants changed 
schools, changed roles, or adopted schedules that did not accommodate the originally intended teams, 
they recruited new teachers to participate on the instructional teams that they would lead as part of the 
program. In all analyses, we use the sample of instructional team members as defined at the time of 
baseline data collection in fall 2017. In What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) terminology, such a sample is 
said to include “early joiners,” study subjects who entered the sample after randomization but early in the 
cycle of program implementation.  

To identify students enrolled in an instructional team members’ classroom, we collected roster data from 
each district for the teachers in the early joiner sample. We requested districts provide us with student 
enrollment in teachers’ classrooms at the date schools reported formal enrollment to the state. In the two 
Texas districts, we used the date of the state accountability count (the last Friday in October 2017). In 
Shelby County, we used the “snapshot” date (the 40th day of the 2017–18 school year). Students were 
included in the assigned sample if they were in a tested grade and subject (Chapter 4 has more detail on 
tested grades and subjects). Students were analyzed according to their assigned condition as of the 
formal enrollment date (an intent-to-treat framework).  

Assigned Sample Sizes for Attrition Calculations 
In keeping with WWC standards, the research team provides cluster-level and individual attrition for each 
study outcome in later chapters of this report; attrition varied by outcome based on response rates to 
different data collection instruments. We identify the assigned sample in all attrition estimates as including 
112 Emerging Leaders (the number at the time of randomization in spring 2017) and 350 instructional 
team members (the number at the time of instructional team verification in early fall 2017). 

 
5 Group II Emerging Leaders were not asked to meet with their instructional teams during the RCT year; they were instructed to 
continue “business as usual.”. However, the research team needed to confirm and update instructional team rosters to support data 
collection from teachers in both treatment and control groups for the RCT.  
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Samples 
As delineated in the program’s logic model (Exhibit 1), the Emerging Leaders program works by 
developing participants’ DDI leadership knowledge and skills to change teachers’ instructional practice, 
thereby driving impacts on student achievement. Reflecting this theory of action, our study design 
depends on nested samples of students within teachers within instructional teams, which are in turn led 
by Emerging Leaders program participants. In this section, we describe the samples of districts, Emerging 
Leaders, and students, including sample eligibility and characteristics. We provide overall numbers for 
parsimony, as few differences existed between Group I and Group II. All descriptive statistics provided in 
this chapter are also presented by group membership in the Technical Appendix.  

Districts 
New Leaders recruited three districts to participate in the RCT—Arlington Independent School District 
(AISD), San Antonio Independent school District (SAISD), and Shelby County Schools (SCS). Although 
all three districts serve high populations of low-income students of color (Exhibit 2), several other 
important contextual factors vary across the districts.  

SCS is the largest school district in Tennessee, formed by the 2013 merger of Memphis City Schools and 
the surrounding countywide system, Shelby County Schools. SCS has a long history with New Leaders, 
dating back to 2005–06 when the first Memphis City Schools candidates enrolled in New Leaders’ 
national Aspiring Principals program. In 2012–13, Memphis City Schools partnered with New Leaders to 
offer Emerging Leaders as part of its local leadership development pipeline, a partnership that has 
continued through the start of the study. The RCT year, 2017–18, marked the sixth cohort of participants 
to enroll in Emerging Leaders. SCS actively partners with a number of national organizations, and 
Emerging Leaders was one of many instructional leadership development programs operating in the 
district during the RCT year. SCS is majority African American and serves relatively few Latinx students, 
white students, or English learners, compared with the Texas districts in the study. Tennessee adopted a 
revised set of academic standards in 2017–18, known as the Tennessee Academic Standards for math 
and ELA. Because these new standards were based on the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), 
albeit with some significant revisions, regional program staff were able to implement the Emerging 
Leaders program without modifications. 

AISD, in the Dallas suburbs, has partnered with New Leaders since 2012–13, offering the Emerging 
Leaders program as part of its principal pipeline (all Emerging Leaders candidates must have their 
administrative credential to be eligible for the program in this district). The RCT year marked the fifth 
cohort of Emerging Leaders candidates to enroll in the program. Approximately half of the district’s 
students are Latinx, a fifth are white, a fifth are African American, and 5% are Asian. About a third of 
AISD students are English learners. Texas has not adopted the CCSS), meaning that local Emerging 
Leaders program directors adapted some program materials to better align them with Texas Essential 
Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) standards.  

SAISD is a relatively compact urban district surrounded by several close-in suburban districts serving 
similar student populations. Because of their geographic proximity, SAISD competes with these other 
districts in the local labor market for principals, assistant principals, and teachers; and for this reason, the 
district’s talent development efforts are particularly focused on retaining highly effective educators by 
offering multiple avenues for career advancement within the district. SAISD offered the Aspiring Principals 
program in 2016–17; the RCT year was SAISD’s second year of partnership with New Leaders but its first 
experience with the Emerging Leaders program. District leaders expected that the Emerging Leaders 
program would help them to identify and prepare assistant principals and school implementation 
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specialists to enter SAISD’s principal residency program. At the same time, they expected that Emerging 
Leaders would also prepare master teachers and other highly effective classroom teachers to become 
coaches or school implementation specialists. SAISD’s student population is almost entirely Latinx, and a 
fifth of its students are English learners. Like AISD and the rest of Texas, SAISD uses TEKS. 

Exhibit 2.  School-Level Demographic Characteristics, Fall 2017 Baseline Sample 

 

 

Source: 2016–17 school enrollment and demographic data accessed via state websites. 

Emerging Leaders Participants 
Of the 106 Emerging Leaders in the program at the beginning of the 2017–18 school year, 80% were 
women and 72% were people of color.6 The average Emerging Leader participant had 17 years of 
experience. Exactly half of Emerging Leaders participants (53 of 106) were themselves classroom 
teachers (Exhibit 3). Of the remainder, 21 were assistant principals, 19 were school- or district-based 
instructional coaches or implementation specialists,7 7 provided district-level instructional support (e.g., 
content area advisors or curriculum specialists), and 6 were other school-based administrators (testing 
coordinators and other program coodinators). All of the Emerging Leaders participants interviewed for this 
study were teachers, assistant principals, or instructional coaches/implementation specialists during the 
RCT year, and findings based on interview data reflect the experience of participants in those roles. 

 
6 More descriptive statistics are in the Technical Appendix, with numbers disaggregated by Group I and II; where the two groups are 
similar, the overall descriptive numbers are provided for parsimony. The sample sizes in these report exhibits vary somewhat 
because of a small number of missing cases or Emerging Leaders participants who declined to allow their data to be used for 
research purposes. 
7 Implementation specialists are similar to instructional coaches in SAISD; they support teachers in implementing district curriculum 
and instructional strategies.  
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Exhibit 3.  Emerging Leader Job Assignments, Fall 2017 Baseline Sample 

 
n = 106 
Source: Emerging Leaders program enrollment forms and fall 2017 instructional team verification.  
Note: The “Instructional coach/Implementation specialist” category included school-based coaches but also PAR 
(peer assistance and review) coaches, instructional coaches who worked across schools, and special education 
coaches. 

New Leaders admissions staff had the option to accept some candidates for the program who 
approached but did not meet New Leaders admissions criteria (“discretionary admissions” in Exhibit 4). In 
total, 22% of Emerging Leaders candidates entered the program in this category. The proportion of 
discretionary admissions in the RCT sites was consistent with the proportion of discretionary admissions 
in Emerging Leaders sites nationwide (18% across 16 sites), suggesting that New Leaders did not alter 
its admissions criteria to accommodate the recruitment demands of the RCT. Candidates in each 
admissions category were evenly distributed across Groups I and II.  

Exhibit 4.  Emerging Leaders Admissions Criteria, Fall 2017 Baseline Sample 

 
n = 106  
Source: New Leaders application data. 
Note: Emerging Leaders candidates met program admissions criteria if they scored at least a 2 (“approaching 
proficient”) on 4 of 6 leadership concepts, and as low as 1.5 on no more than 2. Emerging Leaders candidates 
exceeded program admissions criteria if they scored at least a 2 (“approaching proficient”) on 6 of 6 leadership 
concepts. 
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Instructional Team Members 
Exhibit 5 presents the number of Emerging Leaders participants and instructional team members in the 
baseline study sample by subject and grade level. Local New Leaders staff’s requests that program 
participants and their principals designate an ELA or math focus for their instructional team were largely 
effective—only 26 of 350 instructional team members taught a different subject. In math, more than two-
thirds of the study sample taught in secondary schools (middle and high schools), while in ELA, a large 
majority taught in elementary schools.  

Exhibit 5.  Instructional Team Members by Grade Level and Subject Area, Fall 2017 
Baseline Sample 

 

n = 324 
Source: New Leaders application data and fall 2017 instructional team verification. 
Note: Does not include 26 teachers of subjects other than ELA and math. 

Report Overview 
The remainder of this report is divided into five chapters. Chapter 2 presents findings on the 
implementation of the program in the RCT sites, including the leadership development experiences of 
Group II Emerging Leaders (the control group) during the RCT year. Chapter 3 presents findings on the 
impact of the program on leadership outcomes and teacher practice. Chapter 4 presents findings on 
impacts on student achievement. Chapter 5 presents findings on sustaining the leadership practices and 
supporting sites’ leadership pipeline. The report concludes with a discussion of implications.  

 

0

20

40

60

80

Primary Upper Elementary Middle High School

To
ta

l n
um

be
r o

f i
ns

tr
uc

tio
na

l t
ea

m
 

m
em

be
rs

ELA Math



 

12 Emerging Leaders Program 

Chapter 2: Emerging Leaders Program 
Implementation 

• The program met (and often exceeded) most of the thresholds New Leaders set for fidelity of 
implementation, including the recruitment of larger-than-average cohorts of qualified candidates 
and these candidates’ attendance at training and completion of program assignments.  

• The program did not meet New Leaders’ stated goals for delivery of personalized coaching and 
for participants’ demonstration of leadership proficiency at the end of the program. The latter 
was likely due to changes in scoring procedures implemented by New Leaders during the RCT 
year. 

• Instructional coaches were often best positioned to meet program expectations related to team 
leadership because Emerging Leaders program requirements aligned well with their existing 
responsibilities. 

• Instructional team members described their DDI work as more structured, rigorous, and 
effective than the DDI work they had attempted in the past, though teams sometimes failed to 
move beyond initial steps in reviewing and analyzing student work. 

• When observed instructional teams did engage in planning for corrective instruction, math-
focused teams identified a specific misconception or an academic skill that required additional 
instructional support; the observed ELA teams did not make this connection. 

To test the Emerging Leaders program theory of action, we begin with a careful examination of program 
implementation. Examination of the implementation allows for a well-contextualized interpretation of 
estimated program impacts and information to guide future program investments and implementation. 
Defining and measuring implementation fidelity provide insight into whether impacts stemmed from the 
program (as designed by New Leaders and represented in the program logic model or from an 
intervention) that, as it unfolded in the program sites, deviated significantly from New Leaders’ original 
vision. Measures of fidelity also help to define those elements of the intervention that must be replicated 
to achieve the same impacts with future Emerging Leaders cohorts. They can also help program staff 
assess and revise the assumptions that originally informed the program’s theory of action. 

The fidelity measures developed for this evaluation focused on those aspects of the program over which 
New Leaders had the greatest control, namely New Leaders’ delivery of various elements of the program 
(the boxes in the leftmost column of the logic model; Exhibit 1) and the performance of Emerging Leaders 
participants (the boxes in the second column of the logic model). The program’s theory of action makes a 
series of assumptions about the impact of the Emerging Leaders program on instructional teams, about 
the impact of instructional teams’ DDI work on teacher practice, and about the impact of those changes in 
teacher practice on student achievement. As New Leaders have no direct touch points with instructional 
team members, the data previously available to understand the regularity and quality of their engagement 
had previously been limited. To supplement New Leaders’ program fidelity data, the research team visited 
each RCT site to conduct interviews and observe instructional team meetings. These interviews focused 
on better understanding the reasons for variations in program fidelity across sites and across instructional 
teams and on describing teams’ work and the extent to which teachers and others perceived the 
Emerging Leaders program work as a departure from their previous practice. 
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Finally, to better understand what would have happened to Group I participants in the absence of the 
Emerging Leaders program, the research team collected data on the experiences of Group II Emerging 
Leaders during the RCT year. We sought to determine whether the control group had participated in other 
leadership development programs in 2017–18, whether those leadership development programs 
resembled the Emerging Leaders program, and whether Group II Emerging Leaders had engaged with 
their designated instructional teams despite requests that they refrain from doing so as members of the 
control group. Group II Emerging Leaders who received training very similar to Group I’s may have had 
similar outcomes, diluting the impacts attributed to the Emerging Leaders program. Thus, understanding 
to what degree the experience of the control group under status quo conditions may have been similar to 
the experience of the treatment group provides context for understanding the practical significance of the 
program’s impacts. 

Data Sources on Emerging Leaders Program Implementation  
• New Leaders 2017–18 program data, including Emerging Leaders national community of practice sign-in sheets, 

baseline assessments used for admissions decisions, New Leaders admissions ratings, program director 
coaching logs, end-of-learning-cycle surveys, learning cycle attendance logs, assignment results, New Leaders 
end-of-year participant survey, and New Leaders assessment scores 

• 60 interviews with Emerging Leadership participants, instructional team members, principals, district leaders, and 
program staff members in the three RCT sites 

• Observations of 10 instructional team meetings 

• End-of-year survey of Emerging Leaders participants in Group I (treatment) and Group II (control) administered 
in May and June 2018. All Emerging Leaders participants still employed in the study sites in spring 2018 
received the survey and 87 completed it, a response rate of 78% (84% treatment, 70% control).  

Implementation Fidelity 
In consultation with program staff, we identified six key components of the Emerging Leaders program, 
each one aligned with a program input or activity as shown in the Emerging Leaders program logic model 
(Exhibit 1).  

• Training and support of local program directors 
• Recruitment and selection of Emerging Leaders candidates 
• Regional implementation of training (e.g., relevance, quality, delivery of personalized coaching) 
• Emerging Leaders participants’ completion of training 
• Emerging Leaders participants’ demonstration of leadership proficiency 
• Emerging Leaders participants’ work with instructional teams (e.g., leading meetings and coaching 

team members) 

For each of these key components, we developed one or more indicators to be measured using program 
data collected by New Leaders (Appendix Exhibits A-10 and A-11 provide more detail on data sources, 
individual thresholds, and site-level thresholds for fidelity of implementation). Exhibit 6 shows the 
percentage of program participants meeting each fidelity indicator and whether the sites met the threshold 
for fidelity of implementation during the RCT year. Taken together, these results summarize program 
implementation and the extent to which it was consistent with the assumptions underlying the New 
Leaders’ theory of action for the program.  
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Exhibit 6. Emerging Leaders Program Fidelity of Implementation, 2017–18 

Definition Individual-level threshold 
% Meeting 
Threshold 

Meets 
Fidelity? 

COMMUNITY OF PRACTICE  
Program directors attend and facilitate 
trainings  

Attendance at 14 community of practice 
meetings or national trainings during the 
program year 

100  

HIGHLY QUALIFIED CANDIDATES 
New Leaders recruit Emerging Leader 
candidates who meet rigorous 
selection criteria 

Candidates demonstrate “approaching 
proficient” on assessments scored with the 
Emerging Leaders rubric, earning at least a 
2.0 on the majority of concepts and as low as 
a 1.5 on no more than 2 concepts 

78  

RELEVANCE OF PROGRAMMING 
Emerging Leaders participants find 
trainings useful 

An average rating of “agree” or above across 
a bank of questions on perception of 
programming relevance 

92  

QUALITY OF FACILITATION 
Emerging Leaders participants find the 
quality of facilitation high 

A rating of “agree” or above on question on 
perception of facilitation quality 95  

ONE-ON-ONE COACHING 
Emerging Leaders participants receive 
personalized coaching  

At least 7 hours8 of personalized coaching, not 
including time spent in learning meetings 57 X 

LEARNING CYCLES 
Participants attend all induction, 
intensive, & learning cycle sessions 

Emerging Leader participants attend (or make 
up) induction, intensive, and all seven learning 
cycle sessions 

93  

JOB-EMBEDDED ASSIGNMENTS 
Participants complete assignments and 
attend associated learning meetings 

Emerging Leader participants complete all four 
assignments and attend all three learning 
meetings, as indicated by having a valid score 
for each assignment and learning meeting 

100  

LEADERSHIP SKILLS 
Participants demonstrate leadership 
proficiency 

Scores of “proficient” (3.0 on a scale of 1.0–
4.0) or higher on at least 3 of 7 target 
concepts and at least 2.0 on the remaining 
target concepts, as assessed by New Leaders 

13 X 

READINESS FOR ASPIRING PRINCIPALS 
Participants demonstrate readiness for 
the Aspiring Principals Program  

Scores of “proficient” (3.0 on a scale of 1.0–
4.0) or higher on at least five of seven target 
concepts and growth on the remaining 2 
concepts, as assessed by New Leaders 

2 X 

TEAM MEETINGS 
Participants led instructional team 
meetings regularly 

Emerging Leader participants lead a team 
meeting at least 10 times during year 95  

OBSERVATIONS 
Participants observe team members 
and give feedback 

Emerging Leader participants observe and 
provide feedback to team members at least 8 
times 

689 -- 

 
8 The program logic model assumes 9 hours of personalized coaching in addition to 3 hours spent in learning meetings. The fidelity 
threshold is set at 7 hours to account for incomplete record-keeping.  
9 Because the program was close to meeting the threshold for this indicator as measured by the end-of-cycle surveys, and because 
of the measurement error associated with this data source, we cannot say with confidence whether the program met (or failed to 
meet) the fidelity threshold.  
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The program met (and often exceeded) most of the thresholds New Leaders set for fidelity of 
implementation, including the recruitment of larger-than-average cohorts of qualified candidates 
and these candidates’ attendance at training and completion of program assignments.  

On components aligned with the leftmost column of the program logic model (New Leaders’ development 
of local program directors, recruitment and selection of highly qualified candidates, and delivery of 
Emerging Leaders training), the program met and often exceeded the thresholds New Leaders set for 
fidelity of implementation. Perhaps most significant, the New Leaders national admissions staff 
succeeded in recruiting larger-than-average cohorts of qualified program candidates to satisfy the sample 
requirements of the RCT while maintaining minimum standards for the number of candidates who fell 
short on some admissions criteria: 78% of Emerging Leaders candidates across the three sites were 
“highly qualified,” meeting all criteria for admission.  

Attrition from the program was low; of the 58 Group I Emerging Leaders who enrolled in the program in 
summer 2017, five dropped out because they moved to other districts or moved into new positions with 
time demands that precluded their participation in the Emerging Leaders program. Nearly all of the 
remaining 53 Emerging Leaders participants (93%) completed more than 80 hours of training and other 
program requirements, including summer intensive training, seven learning cycle meetings, and four job-
embedded assignments. In addition, almost all Emerging Leaders participants gave high ratings to both 
the relevance of the training regional offices provided and the quality of facilitation. Emerging Leaders 
participants led instructional team meetings as required by the program, and the majority observed 
members of their instructional teams and provided feedback as often as expected.  

The program fell short of benchmarks for delivery of personalized one-on-one coaching, in part 
because local program directors spent more time than expected on individualized follow-up with a 
relatively small number of Emerging Leaders participants who needed extra support to complete 
the program. 

Approximately 40% of participants did not receive the level of personalized one-on-one coaching the 
program called for (appendix Exhibit A-12). The overall percentage masks significant variation by site 
(appendix Exhibit A-10). Nearly all Emerging Leaders participants received the expected level of coaching 
at one site, compared with 59% in a second site and just 6% in the third. In interviews, all three regional 
program directors explained that they focused their coaching efforts on program participants who needed 
the most support. In particular, program directors spent considerable time following up with participants 
who had not completed program assignments or who were in danger of dropping out of the program, in 
order to maintain cohort size and prevent attrition from the RCT. These triage decisions explain some of 
the variation on this indicator across individual sites.  

Personalized coaching is intended to support participants as they practice new leadership skills in the 
context of their daily responsibilities, complete assignments, address roadblocks and challenges, and 
reflect on their growth. Coaching is the primary means by which Emerging Leaders participants learn to 
adapt and apply the program’s skills and tools to their daily work and their specific school contexts; it is 
also the means by which they receive the feedback critical for development of personal leadership skills 
(that is, the ability to self-reflect to continuously improve performance) (Valdez, Broin, and Carroll, 2015). 
Thus, the shortfall in coaching hours for a large portion of participants may be a shortcoming of the 
program as delivered in the RCT sites, in particular when considering Emerging Leaders’ ability to sustain 
the work outside of the structures and supports of the training year. 
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The program did not meet New Leaders’ stated goals for demonstration of leadership proficiency 
at the end of the program, likely due to changes in scoring procedures implemented by New 
Leaders during the RCT year. 

Although Emerging Leaders participants successfully completed all program requirements, very few 
(13%) demonstrated leadership proficiency at the end of the program, as determined by a set of written 
and performance assessments designed by New Leaders and scored by New Leaders’ Assessor Corps, 
a small group of specially trained, nationally normed staff responsible for scoring assessments from all 
program sites. These proficiency levels were defined by New Leaders to signal participants’ program 
success and readiness for greater leadership; program fidelity thresholds (that is, the percentage of 
participants expected to score proficient on at least 3 or 5 of 7 target leadership concepts) were set in line 
with prior cohorts’ performance at program completion. By the end of the program, the New Leaders 
national team expected that 80% of participants would demonstrate leadership proficiency and that 30% 
would demonstrate readiness for the Aspiring Principals Program, according to the thresholds shown in 
Exhibit 6. In 2017–18, just 13% and 2% of Emerging Leaders met these benchmarks, respectively. Most 
Emerging Leaders participants (72%) failed to demonstrate proficiency on any of the seven target 
leadership concepts assessed by the New Leaders national Assessor Corps, although many were near 
proficient (2.5–2.9 on a scale of 1–4, where 3.0 and higher is “proficient”) (Exhibit 7). 

Exhibit 7. Distribution of Scores on Assessments of Seven Target Leadership Concepts, 
2017–18  

 

n = 53. 
Source: New Leaders leadership assessments, 2017–18. 
Note: Concept 1.1: Reflective Practice and Continuous Improvement; Concept 1.2: Communication and Interpersonal 
Relationships; Concept 2.1: Pedagogy and Instructional Strategies; Concept 2.2: Data Driven Instruction; Concept 
2.4: Standards-Based Planning - Curriculum, Assessments, and Scope & Sequence; Concept 3.1: Urgency and 
Efficacy; Concept 4.2: Leadership Development. 

The most likely explanation for these low proficiency rates lies in the new scoring procedures 
implemented by New Leaders during the RCT year. Historically, program directors scored assessments 
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locally. In 2017–18, New Leaders established a new national Assessor Corps with responsibility for 
scoring assessments from all Emerging Leaders sites. The Assessor Corps was intended to establish 
greater consistency and reliability of scores across program sites. The Assessor Corps appears to have 
been more stringent in its interpretation of the Emerging Leaders assessment rubrics than local program 
directors had been in the past: across all program sites, Emerging Leaders proficiency rates at program 
completion dropped by 25 percentage points between 2016–17 and 2017–18. Such a remarkable drop in 
proficiency rates seems unlikely to be driven by a drop in the achievement of Emerging Leaders 
participants, especially given that—at least in the RCT sites—most implementation measures point to an 
otherwise successful program implementation. 

These lower scores from the Assessor Corps may represent an artificial depression of scores within the 
RCT sites if the corps applied the rubrics more strictly than the Emerging Leaders national team intended. 
Alternatively, it may be that in prior years local program directors—who had relationships with participants 
and had seen many of them put forth substantial effort to complete the program—gave participants the 
“benefit of the doubt” in applying the rubrics to participant practice, thereby inflating scores. Regardless, 
the change in scoring process makes it difficult to interpret the RCT cohort’s proficiency rates relative to a 
threshold.10 These more consistent scoring procedures, however, should provide more reliable data for 
measurement of program impacts discussed in the next chapter.  

The fidelity indicators developed for this evaluation were not intended to be exhaustive or to cover every 
aspect of Emerging Leaders program implementation. Rather, they measured key program components 
that the New Leaders staff believed were critical for its success, and they summarized the extent to which 
the program, as delivered to participants in each of the three RCT sites, conformed to New Leaders’ 
expectations. In the remainder of this chapter, we look beyond the summary statistics represented in the 
fidelity indicators to examine particular successes and challenges to program implementation during the 
RCT year.  

Successes and Challenges to Program Implementation During the 
RCT Year 
Interviews with Emerging Leaders program directors, participants, instructional team members, and 
principals, as well as observations of a small sample of instructional team meetings, offered insight into 
specific successes and challenges to program implementation in the RCT sites. These included 
successes and challenges related to participant recruitment and selection; Emerging Leaders program 
training; and variations in the quality of instructional team work. 

Emerging Leaders Participant Recruitment and Selection 
The challenge of recruiting a larger-than-normal program cohorts may have undermined the 
perception of Emerging Leaders’ selectivity within districts.  

New Leaders recruited larger-than-normal cohorts of Emerging Leaders candidates that met 
implementation fidelity requirements (i.e., over 70% of candidates met all admissions criteria) in each 
RCT site. Recruiting these larger cohorts to satisfy the design requirements of the RCT (so that half of all 
admitted candidates could be randomized to treatment and half to control) posed a challenge for the New 
Leaders staff and district leaders. One site did not agree to join the study until April 2018, well after the 

 
10 We recommend the national team carefully review the instruments, rubrics, and artifacts used in scoring to ensure they accurately 
reflect expectations for higher score points. This review team may find it helpful to ask local program directors to identify candidates 
who scored lower than expected for the sake of reviewing assignments that were likely to have received a higher score in prior 
years. 
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recruiting season had begun. At another site, regional New Leaders staff members originally 
misunderstood the requirement for the double cohort. In both these sites, the recruiting process was 
rushed as staff scrambled to vet candidates and the admitted cohorts were not as large as initially 
planned. Although these candidates met New Leaders’ stated program requirements, the pressure to fill 
out the study sample may have contributed to a widespread perception among key stakeholders that the 
candidates were less qualified than those in prior years. In one site, district administrators expressed 
some disappointment at the results of their own recruitment efforts, and the program director reported that 
New Leaders staff had accepted virtually all program applicants.  

Many of the concerns with the quality of candidates may have been driven by district leadership and 
candidates’ contextual understanding of the program. In two of the districts, where New Leaders had 
been operating for several years, respondents noted the district’s brightest stars had already completed 
the program. New Leaders launched in these districts in response to pent up demand for programs that 
would prepare promising candidates to move immediately into assistant principal or principal positions. By 
the RCT year, district staff reported that this pent up demand had largely been met, and that they and 
New Leaders staff had recruited from a pool of candidates who were typically in earlier stages of the 
leadership development trajectory. Further, in reflecting on the candidates completing Emerging Leaders, 
several district staff seemed to confound the program with New Leaders’ Aspiring Principals Program 
(discussed in more detail in the next subsection). Given that Emerging Leaders trains leaders at a variety 
of points in the leadership pipeline (including e.g., current teachers), but Aspiring Principals supports 
candidates in their transition to the principalship, this comparison may have cast an unfair light on the 
current Emerging Leaders cohorts. 

Further, program directors worried that the need to recruit larger-than-average cohorts for the RCT may 
have diminished the perception of selectivity within the RCT cohort. Program directors in all three sites 
noted that they spent more time and effort in the RCT year than in the past chasing down candidates for 
late assignments and other program requirements. For prior cohorts, the perception of highly selective 
admissions and the implicit threat of being dropped from the program midstream led to a sense of 
urgency and a culture of healthy competition within the cohort, according to program directors. They 
reported this dynamic was notably absent in the RCT sites, believing that the participants knew the 
program was undersubscribed.  

Principals and district administrators frequently expressed confusion or contradictory views 
about the purpose of the Emerging Leaders program; in some cases, this confusion led to 
unrealistic expectations or ineffective support for participants.  

The Emerging Leaders program is designed to improve the instructional leadership skills and capacities 
of teacher leaders, instructional coaches, and assistant principals. This is the primary program goal 
(Valdez, Broin, & Carroll, 2015), although the most successful participants also complete the program 
prepared to enter Aspiring Principals or another principal residency program. Each of the three study 
districts had adopted the Emerging Leaders program in the hopes that that it would contribute to their 
local principal pipeline, although neither New Leaders nor its district partners expected that all program 
completers would go on to become principals. The district leaders who had made the decision to adopt 
the program noted that it was equally important to develop instructional leadership skills among those 
leaders who intended to remain in the classroom or to serve other teachers as instructional coaches. 

These dual program goals were often unclear to participants and school leaders, however, leading to 
unrealistic expectations about program content, how the program would advance participants’ careers, or 
confusion about who should participate Participants and their principals described the primary purpose of 
the program variously as professional development for participants in their current roles, preparation for a 
principal residency program (e.g., Aspiring Principals), or a stepping stone to an assistant principal 
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placement in the next year. Principals reported different approaches to evaluating Emerging Leaders 
candidates from their schools, reflecting these different perspectives on program goals. Some principals 
reported that they endorsed applications from all candidates, not wanting to serve as gatekeeper for a 
high-quality professional development opportunity. Other principals considered candidates much more 
carefully and were much more selective in their endorsements, signing off only on those they believed 
were ready for a school leadership role. 

Those principals and district leaders who viewed the Emerging Leaders program primarily as a principal 
development program were more critical of participants’ skills and of the effectiveness of the overall 
recruitment and selection process. Prior experience with the Aspiring Principals program in SCS and 
SAISD tended to exacerbate the criticism. In those sites, district and school personnel were often unable 
to distinguish between the Emerging Leaders program and Aspiring Principals in interviews, referring to 
both programs as simply “New Leaders.” District and school staff members commonly held expectations 
that did not align with the instructional focus of the Emerging Leaders program. For example, district and 
school staff cited the lack of training on budgeting, resource management, and human resources as a 
significant failing of Emerging Leaders. In addition, district and school staff often assessed the growth of 
the participants and the success of the program relative to whether they were ready for the principalship, 
rather than whether they were effective as a leader of an instructional team.  

Emerging Leaders Program Training  
Many Emerging Leaders participants reported making strides in their adult leadership skills in 
response to constructive critical feedback. Emerging Leaders regional program directors tended 
to triage participants for personalized coaching, meaning that some candidates received more 
time and support than expected, while others did not receive the minimum number of hours 
promised by the program.  

Emerging Leaders participants consistently reported they received specific, actionable feedback from 
their instructional teams, school leaders, and/or Emerging Leaders program staff (typically in the context 
of learning meetings). The feedback focused on inter- and intrapersonal skills, including how participants 
communicated with the instructional teams, participants’ comfort level with difficult conversations, and 
ways that participants could shift their behavior and mind-set to assume a leadership role on their 
instructional team. For example, participants who were teachers regularly struggled with the transition 
from peer to leader; this struggle led to some instructional teams making slow progress because of a lack 
of organization and direction. Emerging Leaders participants were aware of the specific interpersonal 
skills they needed to work on and viewed program assignments and protocols as opportunities for growth 
in these skills. In particular, both participants and instructional teams reported the difficult conversation 
protocol was a significant support for everyone involved to improve skills in being appropriately direct, 
providing critical feedback, and receiving critical feedback. Participants, instructional teams, and 
Emerging Leaders program directors shared similar perceptions of how specific participants had grown as 
leaders, suggesting open communication about participants’ growth and positive outcomes from the 
interpersonal feedback provided to participants. 

Regional program directors encountered several challenges to providing individualized coaching during 
the RCT year, and these experiences help to explain why some program participants did not receive the 
12 hours11 of personalized coaching consistent with the Emerging Leaders program design. Although 

 
11 The Emerging Leaders program agreement specifies 12 hours of personalized coaching for each Emerging Leader, including the 
time spent in learning meetings (approximately 3 hours total). The fidelity threshold reported in the previous chapter is set at 7 
hours, taking into account the time spent in learning meetings (reported separately), and the fact that the hours logged in the 
coaching tracker often did not include time spent on phone calls or other informal coaching interactions. 



 

20 Emerging Leaders Program 

program directors as a group provided the expected total number of coaching hours across all three sites, 
these hours were unevenly distributed among individual participants. Program directors reported that they 
spent much more time checking in with participants about basic program requirements during the RCT 
year than they had in the past, when participants who missed learning meetings or assignment deadlines 
might have been allowed to drop out of the program more readily. Thus, they sometimes reduced 
coaching time with participants who were already performing well in the program, in order to redirect that 
time to participants who required extensive scaffolding, support, or encouragement to complete the 
program successfully. In addition, program directors reported that the time they spent preparing to 
facilitate monthly learning cycle meetings (a responsibility previously assigned to specialized facilitators 
who traveled among sites) detracted from the time they spent coaching.  

Two of the program directors also worked remotely from the sites they served, traveling to the districts for 
one week each month. This limited time on site reduced their flexibility in scheduling (and rescheduling) 
face-to-face coaching sessions. When scheduled meetings with busy educators inevitably fell through, 
program directors often resorted to making them up by phone, rather than waiting until their next week on 
site; they did not always record these informal interactions in the program’s coaching tracker. For all of 
these reasons, program directors reported that they had been forced to triage their face-to-face coaching 
time, prioritizing participants who had the greatest need for additional support as one way of 
compensating for the lack of time available for personalized coaching overall. Among the Emerging 
Leaders participants we interviewed, reflections on coaching centered on required learning meetings. 
Participants had little to say about the coaching they may have received outside the context of formal 
learning meetings, which may reflect that these meetings were infrequent for some participants.  

Alignment of Instructional Team Work to Existing Roles and Practices 
Instructional teams were most likely to thrive in schools with an established culture of data use 
and strong norms supporting collaboration among teachers.  

The most effective instructional teams we observed were embedded in higher-capacity schools. 
Instructional teams at schools with existing schedules for collaborative planning time or for professional 
learning communities were more successful at meeting regularly. Emerging Leaders participants at 
schools with a positive culture of regular and routine classroom observations were more likely to be on 
track to complete the required instructional team observations, and instructional teams with prior use of 
data used more Emerging Leaders protocols and pushed their analysis and usage of the data to deeper 
levels (e.g., to identify student misconceptions, design corrective instruction plans to address them, and 
follow through on those plans). Program participants in schools where these practices were absent faced 
greater challenges in finding reliable times to hold instructional team meetings, gaining access to 
classrooms to conduct observations (specifically when observations were used mainly for formal teacher 
evaluations), and developing basic data literacy among team members. Additionally, Emerging Leaders 
participants in schools without an existing DDI culture faced greater challenges obtaining support from 
school leaders to complete their program work. 

Emerging Leaders participants who were instructional coaches were often best positioned to 
meet program expectations related to team leadership because of the flexibility in their schedules 
and because program requirements aligned well with their day-to-day responsibilities. 

Nearly all Emerging Leaders participants met the minimum program expectations for leading team 
meetings (at least 10 over the course of the year), and a majority met the threshold for conducting 
observations of team members (at least eight times over the course of the year, or about monthly). 
Participants varied widely in the amount of contact they had with instructional team members, both in 
team meetings and in observations. Among the Emerging Leaders participants we interviewed, some met 



 

Impacts on Students, Teachers, and Leaders in Three Sites 21 

with their teams several times a week and led team meetings at least weekly. Other Emerging Leaders 
had difficulty meeting as often as planned and convened on a less-than-optimal schedule (squeezing in 
short meetings before or after school, for example). Emerging Leaders participants faced similar 
challenges scheduling time to observe and provide individualized feedback to team members. 

Instructional coaches were best positioned to incorporate the Emerging Leaders work into their normal 
responsibilities because observations and coaching were directly related to their positions. While they 
struggled to balance their overall increased workload, the flexibility of their schedules and alignment of 
their responsibilities facilitated their ability to complete—or even exceed-- program requirements. Among 
the respondents we interviewed, assistant principal participants were the most likely to struggle with 
competing demands on their time and regularly reduced their desired level of Emerging Leaders work for 
the benefit of other responsibilities. Those participants with full-time teaching responsibilities were the 
most likely to struggle with program requirements due to the lack of flexibility in their schedules. These 
participants were typically either able to hold regular meetings or conduct observations; which 
requirement they were able to fulfill depended on whether they shared common planning time with their 
instructional team. Of the schools in the site visit sample, we did not encounter any examples of school 
leaders who adjusted participants’ schedules or reduced participants’ job responsibilities to make time for 
their work on Emerging Leaders. 

Instructional Team Implementation of DDI 
Both Emerging Leaders participants and teachers reported the DDI work they had done together 
in Emerging Leaders teams was more structured, rigorous, and effective than the DDI work they 
had attempted in the past.  

Instructional teams came to Emerging Leaders’ DDI work with varying levels of experience analyzing data 
or planning instruction collaboratively in teams. Those teams with no formal training in DDI or in districts 
without established norms for professional learning community (PLC) work were especially likely to report 
that Emerging Leaders was more structured, rigorous, and effective than what they had done in the past.  

Instructional teams consistently described several ways that Emerging Leaders participants supported 
and guided them toward improving their instructional practices related to student data. These 
improvements were relative to the existing capacities of each instructional team, such that teams with less 
data-driven instructional capacity saw different improvements (e.g., fully completing a DDI cycle) than 
teams with greater capacity (e.g., identifying and addressing specific student math misconceptions).  

Instructional team members provided examples of improvements, including identifying specific students 
who needed additional support or intervention, identifying and addressing specific content knowledge 
gaps, authoring intentional distractors on assessments to surface misconceptions, conducting rigor 
analyses, and scheduling and following through on reteaching key content. As one elementary Emerging 
Leader described the difference,  

Last year we took the data and said, “This is where [the students] are,” and left it there. It’s really 
bad because… we may speak to [the data], but there’s no plan. [This year], we had a vision, that 
this is where we are going to go .… Now, what do you do next? This program gives you the next 
steps. 

In addition to crediting Emerging Leaders participants for supporting their growth, instructional teams 
cited the structure of the DDI cycles, regular meetings, and related activities as protecting the time 
required for engaging in the collaborative work and creating accountability for changing their practices. 
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Emerging Leaders program directors assessed most instructional teams as meeting or making 
significant progress toward their SMART goals for student achievement; in many cases, however, 
we were unable to assess how ambitious team SMART goals actually were.  

SMART goals are intended to guide DDI work by setting a common goal to improve student achievement 
that then enables teams to focus and align their work. In their end-of-year review of participants’ 
instructional team progress, Emerging Leaders program directors reported that 43% of instructional 
teams met their SMART goals and an additional 38% of instructional teams made significant progress 
toward these goals. To ensure that SMART goals would be well aligned with the impacts on student 
outcomes to be measured in this evaluation, New Leaders staff members and program directors reviewed 
SMART goals together to ensure that each goal identified a specific student outcome measure, set 
performance goals for all students in the grade or class, and set ambitious goal(s) for growth, consistent 
with New Leaders’ guidance. One SMART goal that met each of these criteria read as follows:  

By March 2018, high school students enrolled in Unified Geometry will grow from 24% to 34% 
proficiency in geometry performance as measured by the NWEA MAP assessment. The 
remaining 66% of students will be approaching mastery with a [MAP] score of at least 225. 

Although Emerging Leaders participants and their program directors most likely developed a shared 
understanding of program SMART goals as they reviewed them together in learning meetings, our own 
independent review found that most were not readily interpretable without significant additional 
information. More than half set a target for growth but did not specify the baseline; for example, goals 
may have set a target as “10% growth” without specifying whether that growth referred to an additional 
10% of a student’s starting score, 10% of a student’s target score, or 10% of the gap between the starting 
score and the target score. A small number of goals were restricted in scope in some way: setting targets 
for only some groups of students or for narrowly defined achievement domains (e.g., setting goals for an 
isolated standard, such as phonemic awareness). It is possible that our external review – which did not 
include discussion with instructional team members—missed important facets of how teams used these 
goals. For example, narrowly defined goals may have been initial goals for teams who then moved onto a 
second SMART goal once they accomplished the first. Those teams with unclear quantitative goals may 
still have found that the focus on a particular standard or subgroup of students provided enough clarity to 
support the team’s needs. Our review suggests that New Leaders may want to review this particular facet 
of training to ensure it meets participants’ needs.  

Instructional teams engaged in regular DDI cycles and used the Emerging Leaders program tools 
and protocols to frame their discussions, though they did not consistently move beyond initial 
steps in reviewing and analyzing student work. 

Participants in all the observed instructional team meetings reviewed student data at some point during 
the meeting. The instructional teams varied in detail they used in discussing the data. For example, one 
observed team meeting included a focused collaborative conversation on formative assessment data and 
its aligned standards using the ATLAS “Looking at Data” protocol to identify specific student skill gaps 
and misconceptions. In other team meetings, instructional team members brought student data to review, 
but they spent the majority of the meeting discussing non-content-related reasons why students’ scores 
might be low (e.g., the timing of the test, either just before or after a holiday or day off), explaining why 
particular individual students may not have scored well (e.g., identifying specific students with special 
education needs), or discussing their preferred classroom polling app or other pieces of technology. 

Many of the instructional teams we observed had difficulty completing a full data analysis protocol or 
corrective instructional action planning protocol in the time allotted for the team meeting. Of the 10 team 
meetings we observed (six ELA teams and four math teams), four included extended discussions of 



 

Impacts on Students, Teachers, and Leaders in Three Sites 23 

student misconceptions and instructional strategies to address or correct those misconceptions. A fifth 
meeting focused on development of a common assessment and included a brief discussion of answer 
choices that would serve as distractors to surface student misconceptions. The remaining teams either 
did not attempt to review assessment data or student work, or they got entangled in unproductive 
processes (e.g., discussions of color-coding assessment data) and ran out of time before they could 
make meaning from the tables in front of them, let alone glean actionable insights into their students’ 
progress. Although most instructional team meetings that we observed allocated time for discussing 
instruction, only a few designed corrective instruction plans that identified a specific content standard, 
selected new instructional strategies, designated subgroups of students to receive corrective instruction, 
or set a timeline for the corrective instruction to occur. More often, teams discussed corrective instruction 
more broadly without establishing a clear action plan. For example, multiple teams identified a need for 
corrective instruction based on assessment results but did not set a clear timeline for when and how 
corrective instruction would occur. 

When the observed instructional teams did engage in planning for corrective instruction, math-
focused teams identified a specific misconception or an academic skill that required additional 
instructional support; observed ELA teams did not make this connection. 

In the two math-focused instructional team meetings that engaged in corrective instruction, math teachers 
quickly generalized from specific assessment items to categories of math problems (e.g., finding the area 
of composite figure, using slope to find the distance between two points on a coordinate plane), and from 
there considered the strategies that students used to solve those problems. In some instances, math 
teachers had presented students with an algorithm for solving a particular kind of problem. This enabled 
teachers to easily pinpoint the source of student error by examining incorrect answers or observing where 
large numbers of students had gotten stuck and abandoned the question, because the steps students 
were expected to take were so well understood by the teachers. They could also easily identify pre-
requisite knowledge and skills. In some cases, teachers identified instances where their own reliance on 
algorithms in teaching had limited their students’ understanding of the math they had been trying to teach 
(see text box). Building on these insights, teachers generated strong plans for corrective instruction, 
tightly aligned to the specific student misconceptions they identified in the data.  
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Examples of Student Misconceptions and Next Steps  

Math Instructional Team Meetings 

In a high school math team meeting, teachers noted that students had scored poorly on an item 
asking them to find the length of a line segment plotted on a coordinate plane, if the distance from one 
end of the line segment to a point somewhere on the line is given. Students had calculated the slope of 
the line incorrectly, had started at the wrong end point when calculating ratios, or had found the length 
of the unknown segment but then had failed to add it to the known segment to get the full length of the 
line. After some discussion, teachers agreed that students’ poor understanding of slope was a critical 
misconception. Near the end of the discussion, teachers had this exchange:  

Teacher 1: I started [teaching this problem] very traditionally, as in step 1, step 2.… I was going, 
these are the points, take the ratio and find the distance ratio. Because I wasn’t being so creative 
with it, students were more inclined to memorize the steps [without understanding the significance 
of the slope in the problem, a concept they had covered in an earlier unit].  

Teacher 2: I hear what you’re saying. You showed steps without any instruction other than the 
steps. A high-impact strategy when you go back to correct is to provide … some way where you 
can start with this and then say, “Ok, how about everyone take 2 minutes and figure out how to do 
it?” That way you can address misconceptions when they have come to consensus. Give them 
something where they can see how one step leads to the next. 

An elementary math team discussed a problem relating the area of rectangles to properties of addition 
and multiplication. Students had been given a six-sided composite figure (a rectangle and a square 
joined together) with the lengths of only some sides given and were asked to find the area of the figure. 
In discussion, teachers identified the central misconception as students’ assumption that they only 
needed to find one area (rather than decomposing the figure into a rectangle and a square and solving 
for the missing sides). Teachers discussed the rigor of the item, based on the number of steps 
required, as well as strategies for helping students identify known and missing information and plan to 
solve multi-step problems:  

Teacher 1: That procedure would be to know when to divide into two figures. All the children got 
that 11 times 4 area, but the missing information was in the square, so you had to determine that 
before you start. I want to go over to where it says planning and evidence. Use what you have. 
First, you have to know that you have missing information there. I have to plan—decompose into 
two different figures. Now, I have to find the area for two plain figures. That takes a lot of planning.  

Teacher 2: Also, for this it takes three operations. It is three operations because you have to add, 
subtract, multiply, then add again… and in a certain order, like you said, using reasoning and 
planning… In our reasoning steps now, we have to think about increasing the rigor of each item.  

For corrective instruction, this teacher planned a week-long spiraling review, beginning with finding the 
area of simple figures, and helping students talk through their plans for solving multi-step problems. As 
evidence of progress, she noted, “Today [students had] no problem at all, and it was the same thing. 
But I heard more talk. I heard more talk.” 

 

By contrast, in the two ELA-focused instructional team meetings that engaged in corrective instruction, 
the ELA teachers we observed struggled to articulate generalizable insights about student 
misconceptions or understanding. These teachers were more likely to focus on their own thought 
processes as they considered specific test questions, possible sources of misunderstanding in the 
questions themselves, and test-taking strategies more generally, without generalizing to the underlying 
reading or writing skill being assessed (see text box). As a result, teachers had fewer ideas for corrective 
instruction, grounded in the data, that might have developed students’ skills and understanding. 
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Examples of Student Misconceptions and Next Steps  

ELA Instructional Team Meetings 

An elementary ELA team reviewed an item assessing a standard on using a glossary or dictionary to 
determine the meaning of unknown words. Students were asked to use context clues from the passage 
and choose the correct meaning of “bank” as it appeared in the reading. A teacher shared how she 
explained to her students how to eliminate the meanings of “bank” that did not fit the context: 

So, “bank” could mean many different things. It’s how it is used. So, it’s that context again. 
Okay, Bessie Coleman was the first African American to fly a plane. … So, “she learned how to 
bank turns and loop the loop” would have to do with some of these barnstormers doing these 
tricks. So, the other [answer choices], the heaping, sound like something you would do to put 
things in a place or something like that… So, if they can eliminate these actions, the heap, and 
the build and surround, that doesn’t fit in this context. This is about movement … “turns” [in the 
dictionary definition] really helps, the word “turns.” 

After this reflection, however, the team did not identify the misconception that had prevented students 
from replicating this kind of thought process. The team discussed several more multiple choice 
assessment items in this way, without drawing any conclusions about what students’ thought 
processes might have been. When the discussion moved on to instruction, this teacher described 
general test-taking strategies, rather than ways to help students think strategically about using context 
clues to discern the meaning of unfamiliar words:  

We have the acronym S-T-A-A-R, and the T is think about the question and underline the hot 
words or the important words…. A is analyze your answer choices and eliminate the silly 
answers, the ones that don’t fit. And the second A… is to always prove. So, they have to write 
their paragraph number.  

The Emerging Leader on this team, who was also a classroom teacher, proposed experimenting with a 
tool for vocabulary instruction that would help students identify word structure, appositives, and context 
clues to identify meaning. The other teachers on the team did not commit to using this new tool, 
however. 

A middle school ELA team met to review samples of student work, discuss misconceptions, and 
make plans for corrective instruction. In one classroom, students had read Martin Luther King’s “I Have 
a Dream” speech and annotated examples of repetition as a rhetorical device and examples of 
imagery, using two different highlighter colors. No examples of repetition were highlighted on the 
sample of student work circulated among the group. Teachers identified the following examples of 
student misconceptions or errors related to annotation:  

• Annotating too much (e.g., one student had turned in a paper where all of the text was 
highlighted except for names and pronouns) 

• “Coloring” rather than using highlighting in a meaningful way 

• Repeating the words of the text verbatim in marginal notations (e.g., one student wrote “MLK 
had a dream” in the margin of her paper) 

Teachers shared strategies for providing feedback to students, including sharing examples of poor work 
from other classes. In their discussion, teachers focused on the characteristics of the student work 
(e.g., overuse of highlighting), but did not reflect on the reasons why students might find it difficult to 
select only key words or phrases for highlighting or to recognize any of the repetition in the passage or 
its function as a rhetorical device. As a result, the group failed to gain much, if any insight, into student 
misconceptions and the kinds of corrective instruction that might best address those misconceptions, 
as grounded in the evidence contained in the student work being discussed. 
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In planning corrective instruction, ELA teachers were also much more likely to discuss plans for providing 
students with additional instruction, looking to tutoring programs, resource teachers, or opportunities for 
additional small group instruction to supplement the regular ELA block. These additional resources are 
often offered in ELA but not in math, especially in elementary schools (Bitterman, Gray, and Goldring, 
2013). Several ELA teams with such services available to them discussed how to coordinate logistics and 
identify students for small group instruction and tutoring groups. These discussions may have had an 
opportunity cost, however, as they appeared to distract teachers from discussing changes to their own 
instruction that might also have helped their students.  

Treatment-Control Contrast 
In this section, we transition from describing the Group I implementation of the Emerging Leaders 
program to contrasting the leadership development experiences of Group I and Group II. Examining the 
treatment-control contrast was a key element in this rigorous evaluation as it established the extent to 
which there were meaningful differences in leadership development experiences or activities between the 
treatment group (Group I) and the control group (Group II). If meaningful differences existed between the 
groups, as we would expect, then we can more confidently claim that any impacts on instructional 
practices or student outcomes did indeed arise from the Emerging Leaders program.  

A majority of Group II Emerging Leaders participated in some kind of intensive leadership 
development program in 2017–18. Although these programs were about as time intensive as the 
Emerging Leaders program, they were much less likely to have a strong focus on data analysis 
and corrective instruction strategies.  

Although New Leaders asked Group II Emerging Leaders to refrain from joining any other leadership 
development programs in 2017–18, most did not heed that request. More than half (55%; Exhibit A-21) of 
Group II Emerging Leaders participated in some form of leadership training in 2017–18, such as a 
graduate program, principal certification, instructional coach training, or another leadership development 
program (Exhibit A-24). Group II’s leadership development programs met with similar frequency 
(Exhibit A-25). 

These alternative leadership development programs differed from the Emerging Leaders program in their 
focus on some key content and objectives, however. Emerging Leaders in Group I were much more likely 
than those in Group II to report that analyzing data to identify student misconceptions, setting student 
achievement goals, creating a team vision and goals, aligning instruction with state standards, and 
planning corrective instruction were a critical focus of their leadership development program 
(Exhibit A-26). 

Group I Emerging Leaders were more likely to have led instructional teams on a regular basis in 
2017–18.  

As part of the admissions process, and before randomization, New Leaders asked each Emerging 
Leaders candidate to identify an instructional team that he or she would lead during the program year. 
New Leaders asked Group II Emerging Leaders to engage in “business as usual” practice during the RCT 
year. That is, New Leaders did not explicitly ask Group II candidates to lead their identified teams during 
the 2017–18 year. However, leading the team may have been an existing responsibility of their current 
position (for example, as a grade-level lead, department chair, or instructional coach). As expected, 
Group I Emerging Leaders were much more likely to lead their instructional teams in the kinds of tasks 
required by the Emerging Leaders program on a regular basis during the RCT year. Group II Emerging 
Leaders also engaged in this work, albeit less frequently. For example, 78% of Group I Emerging Leaders 
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reported leading instructional teams biweekly or more often, compared with 42% of Group II participants 
(Exhibit A-20). Many Group II Emerging Leaders engaged with their identified instructional teams 
sporadically; about half reported occasionally leading teams in analysis of student data and lesson 
planning (every few months or less often). 

Group I Emerging Leaders were much more likely to report significant growth in instructional 
leadership skills during the RCT year; they also believed they were better prepared to lead a 
school.  

Despite Group II’s participation in other leadership development experiences, Group I Emerging Leaders 
were much more likely to report their leadership skills had improved “to a great extent” during the 2017–
18 school year. Approximately 70% of Group I Emerging Leaders reported they had gained the skills 
necessary to lead an instructional team, analyze student data, and direct a team to plan corrective 
instruction, compared with just 13–22% of Group II Emerging Leaders (Exhibit A-26). Similarly, 71% of 
Group I Emerging Leaders reported they gained the skills necessary to lead a school compared with 30% 
of Group II. 

Summary and Discussion 
New Leaders’ theory of action for the Emerging Leaders program assumes a long chain of influence, from 
the program as delivered by national and local teams, through Emerging Leaders participants and their 
developing leadership skills, to teachers, and finally, to students. The program reaches classrooms only 
through the work of Emerging Leaders participants and the teachers on the instructional teams that they 
lead.  

The Emerging Leaders program was delivered by New Leaders largely as designed, including recruitment 
of a larger-than-normal cohort and supporting nearly all candidates through the designated training and 
assignments. Further, the evidence suggests that the Emerging Leaders program was, in fact, a 
significant departure from the status quo for Group I. Although a majority of Group II Emerging Leaders 
also participated in a leadership development program of some kind during the RCT year, Group I 
Emerging Leaders were much more likely to lead instructional teams and were also more likely to report 
significant growth in leadership skills. We are therefore assured that this RCT is a meaningful test of the 
Emerging Leaders logic model.  

Our study of the Emerging Leaders implementation did provide several insights into meaningful barriers 
and facilitators of program implementation. First, New Leaders’ coaches were unable to deliver nine 
hours of personalized coaching to all Emerging Leaders participants as intended. This coaching is 
intended to support participants in adapting program strategies and tools to the particular circumstance of 
their own schools and teams and as such, plays a potentially critical role in helping participants maximize 
the benefits of their training. During the RCT year, the New Leaders coaches found themselves triaging 
their supports to focus on those candidates most in need. Coaches may have been hampered by barriers 
to this coaching, including physical distance and increased program responsibilities. But New Leaders 
would be well served to examine the role of this work within the context of their logic model: do they think 
all Emerging Leaders participants benefit from coaching, or is coaches’ time best spent supporting the 
needs of struggling candidates?  

We also noted that the frequency of instructional team work, which depended largely on the nascent 
leadership skills of program participants, varied significantly. Our interviews and observations of 
instructional team meetings offered a window on that variation. New Leaders own data on instructional 
teams, gathered via end-of-cycle surveys, is more limited. Because instructional team work is such a 
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critical component of the program, New Leaders may want to consider what other kinds of data collection 
(e.g., a log of instructional team work that includes a record of tools and protocols used) could give 
program staff better insight into team activity.  

Participants’ experience of the Emerging Leaders program—most significantly, their ability to engage in 
instructional team work—differed depending on whether participants were teachers or held some other 
role (instructional coaches, assistant principals). New Leaders may consider whether adapting the 
program to take into account to the constraints and affordances of these specific roles may help 
participants integrate new knowledge and skills into their practice more quickly.  

In addition, although our sample was small, the kinds of work we observed on ELA-focused instructional 
teams compared with math-focused teams suggests that the program’s approach to DDI might play out 
very differently in each discipline, with math-focused teams finding it easier to abstract from a single 
question into a larger skill. New Leaders may consider whether to provide additional training and supports 
to Emerging Leaders to practice these skills across disciplines, as they are likely to be in position to 
coach more than their single subject.  

We turn next to a discussion of the program’s effects on Emerging Leaders participants and on their 
instructional team members. 



 

Impacts on Students, Teachers, and Leaders in Three Sites 29 

Chapter 3: Impacts on Leaders and 
Instructional Team Practices 

• Emerging Leaders had a positive and statistically significant impact on all three facets of DDI 
leadership knowledge measured: using multiple forms of data to drive student achievement, 
leading a team through a DDI cycle, and building understanding of efficacy concepts. 

• The Emerging Leaders program had a positive impact on two corrective instruction practices for 
teachers in math-focused instructional teams. There were no notable impacts on teachers’ 
planning practice when teachers were analyzed without respect to team focus. 

The previous chapter explored various aspects of Emerging Leaders program implementation: Although 
New Leaders delivered the program largely as designed, both the quantity and quality of the DDI work 
carried out by instructional teams varied, depending participants’ leadership skills and on the constraints 
of their roles, school context, and instructional team focus. This chapter shifts from a focus on program 
implementation to adult outcomes, first for Emerging Leaders participants, and then for members of the 
instructional teams. We examine the program’s impact on participants’ DDI leadership knowledge as a 
measure of the instructional leadership capacity that participants develop in the program. We then 
investigate whether Emerging Leaders impacts instructional team members’ instructional practices in 
alignment with the program’s theory of action. 

Impacts on DDI Leadership Knowledge 
A central focus of the Emerging Leaders program is the use of data to inform instruction. New Leaders 
staff developed an assessment of DDI leadership knowledge to assess candidates’ knowledge of key 
skills for leading a team of instructors through a DDI cycle. Our primary measure of leadership skills is 
New Leaders’ Data Driven Instruction assessment, an externally validated and reliable instrument (α=.81; 
Goff & Hyun, 2014), which provides impact data on three key facets of candidates’ DDI leadership 
knowledge.  

• Using multiple forms of data to drive student achievement (Leadership Competency 2.2a) 
• Leading a team through a DDI cycle (Leadership Competency 2.2b) 
• Building understanding of efficacy concepts (Leadership Competency 3.1c) 
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Data Sources and Methods 
• New Leaders data-driven instruction assessment was administered to all Emerging Leaders at baseline as part 

of the application process (spring 2017) and again to Group I and Group II Emerging Leaders in February/March 
2018.  

• The DDI was scored on a 1–4 scale. Half points were allowed, creating a 7-point scale.  

• New Leaders national assessor corps members double-scored each outcome assessment blind to treatment 
condition, achieving inter-rater reliabilities of .79 – .90, depending on the measure.  

• At follow-up, 84 of 112 Emerging Leaders completed DDI assessments, resulting in overall attrition of 25% and 
differential attrition of 16%. The final analytic sample, after attrition, remained equivalent at baseline.  

• Impacts on the DDI were measured using ordinary least squares (OLS) models, controlling for baseline DDI 
scores and other key covariates (grade level, subject, district, school characteristics, and New Leaders 
assessor).  

• Graphs provide model-adjusted mean scores for Group I and Group II Emerging Leaders (i.e., predicted values).  

• The estimated treatment effect, in raw scores, is the difference between the predicted DDI scores for Group I and 
Group II. This raw difference is translated into an effect size (g) to provide context for the size of the effects 
relative to the distribution of scores.  

• The Technical Appendix provides additional detail on the measure, impact models, and analysis. 

The Emerging Leaders program had a positive and statistically significant impact on all three 
facets of DDI leadership knowledge measured: using multiple forms of data to drive student 
achievement, leading a team through a DDI cycle, and building understanding of efficacy 
concepts.  

The DDI assessment is part of the larger suite of assessments given to Emerging Leaders participants to 
assess their progress and proficiency on leadership. Group I Emerging Leaders outscored Group II 
candidates on all three facets of DDI leadership knowledge measured by the DDI assessment (Exhibit 8): 
using multiple forms of data to drive student achievement (2.34 Group I; 2.20 Group II, g = .95, p < .001), 
leading a team through a DDI cycle (2.12; 1.75, g = .90, p < .001), and understanding of efficacy concepts 
(2.23; 1.78, g = .94, p < .001). As noted in the previous chapter, very few candidates scored in the 
proficient range on this assessment (Exhibit 7), although New Leaders has designed these assessments 
to set the bar for proficiency high and instituted new scoring procedures in 2017–18 that likely depressed 
scores across all Emerging Leaders sites. Within these overall low scores, however, Group I participants 
outscored Group II candidates by a substantial margin. While the measured difference between groups 
on the 4-point scale used to score the DDI assessment is fairly small, it translates into nearly a full 
standard deviation difference.  
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Exhibit 8. Impacts on DDI Leadership Knowledge Competencies  

 

~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
Source: DDI assessment scores, spring 2018. 
Note: Assessment score range: 1 = unproductive; 2 = approaching proficient; 3 = proficient; 4 = advanced. 

The Emerging Leaders program was equally effective at improving participants’ DDI leadership 
knowledge across subject areas. Program impacts were also similar across participants’ roles 
with the school.  

We ran a series of subgroup analyses to test whether the program worked differently for different groups 
of program participants. In particular, we compared participants leading math-focused instructional teams 
compared with participants leading ELA-focused teams and participants who were themselves teachers 
with those who held other positions. None of these sets of estimated impacts revealed differences 
between the two subgroups being compared, indicating that the New Leaders program’s impacts were 
consistent across all groups. Complete estimates of each subgroups’ effects on the DDI are available in 
appendix Exhibits A-51 and A-52. 

We turn next to the impacts of the Emerging Leaders program on instructional team members to examine 
whether these impacts on DDI knowledge translate into consistent differences in teachers’ instructional 
practice. 

Impacts on Teacher Instructional Practice 
The instructional log asked instructional team members with their own classrooms to document their daily 
instructional planning behaviors on a given day. We designed the log to measure instructional practices 
related to DDI cycles as conceptualized in the Emerging Leaders program. We defined instructional 
planning broadly, including any work teachers do to prepare to teach. In addition to completing written (or 
unwritten) lesson plans, these tasks might include reviewing standards, curricula, or pacing guides; 
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reviewing formative or interim assessment data (e.g., exit tickets, benchmark assessment data, etc.); 
reviewing student writing, classwork, or homework; setting learning targets; and assigning students to 
groups. Most of the items included on the logs focused on the planning work a teacher executed that day. 
A smaller set of items asked teachers to document instructional activities designed to develop student 
efficacy and ownership of their growth and achievement. The log had four main topics:  

• General instructional planning activities: These items asked teachers to record the amount of time 
they spent planning, whether they planned with others (and with whom), and what activities they 
completed during daily instructional planning, including whether they reviewed assessment data or 
samples of student work.  

• Review of assessment data or student work: These items were designed to assess whether 
teachers had adopted the data analysis strategies that Emerging Leaders participants had been 
trained to engage in with their teams in their own daily instructional planning. Specifically, the logs 
asked what types of data or student work samples teachers had reviewed in daily planning, whether 
teachers reviewed disaggregated data, and whether they reviewed incorrect answers to individual 
questions or samples of student work in order to identify student misconceptions or 
misunderstandings. These last two steps—review of incorrect answers and identification of student 
misconceptions—is a key element of the DDI cycle as reflected in Emerging Leaders program tools 
and training (New Leaders, 2016a).  

• Corrective instruction action planning: These items were designed to assess whether teachers 
had adopted the corrective instruction planning strategies that are a key element of the Emerging 
Leaders DDI cycle as a regular part of their own daily instructional planning. Log items asked whether 
teachers planned to revisit and reteach past content and skills, whether they selected instructional 
strategies specifically designed to address student errors or to convey the material in a new manner, 
whether they grouped students for corrective instruction based on data, and whether they planned to 
reassess students’ understanding after corrective instruction (New Leaders, 2016b). 

• Activities to develop student efficacy: Program participants lead instructional teams in setting 
goals for student achievement and in engaging students in pursuit of those goals. Emerging Leaders 
participants were trained in strategies for developing student efficacy and ownership over their growth 
and achievement (New Leaders, 2016b) and coached their teams in using these strategies in their 
classrooms. The logs assessed whether teachers had adopted these strategies as a regular feature 
of their instruction. Log items asked teachers whether their students had engaged in the following 
activities in class that day: revising their work in response to feedback, reviewing assessment data, 
setting goals for their performance on future assessments, and conferencing with their teachers about 
those goals.  

In addition to the instructional log questions, we asked teachers to respond to two sets of survey 
questions: 

• Teacher self-efficacy measures: Teachers rated their own effectiveness on two survey scales 
replicated from earlier research on the relationship between instructional leadership and teacher self-
efficacy (Bellibas et al., 2017; Klassen et al, 2009). The scales measured teachers’ self-efficacy 
related to implementing alternative instructional strategies and efficacy related to engaging students 
in learning. 

 



 

Impacts on Students, Teachers, and Leaders in Three Sites 33 

Data Sources and Methods 
• The research team developed a daily instructional planning log for this study. Notably, these logs measure only 

frequency, not quality, of teacher instructional planning activity. They will, therefore, identify shifts in how 
teachers on instructional teams spend planning time but do not measure any improvements in the quality of 
planning. The appendix contains a detailed description of log items and tests of reliability.  

• Administered to all Emerging Leaders instructional team members in Group I and Group II, with team 
membership confirmed at baseline (6 weeks after the beginning of the 2017–18 school year). This “early joiner” 
sample includes teachers who joined teams after randomization but early in the implementation of the Emerging 
Leaders program. 

• Teachers completed instructional planning logs daily for 1 week at baseline (early fall 2017) and for 2 separate 
weeks at follow-up (spring 2018).  

• Although outcome data was collected for 12 days of instructional planning (Sunday–Friday of 2 weeks), these 
data were collapsed into a binary (i.e., 0/1 or yes/no) value for each week. The data in the model therefore 
represent whether teachers engaged in each practice over the week and sample n’s represent weeks, not 
teachers. 

• At follow-up, 313 teachers on 97 Emerging Leaders teams completed logs, resulting in cluster-level attrition of 
13% overall (7% differential) and teacher-level attrition of 17% overall (3% differential).  

• Impacts on the teacher instructional log were measured using hierarchical linear models (HLM), controlling for 
baseline log scores and other key covariates (grade level, subject, school-level demographics, and district) while 
accounting for clustering of log weeks within teachers and teachers within instructional teams.  

• Binary outcomes were estimated with logit link function, with results presented as predicted percentage of weeks 
in which teachers did each type of instructional activity for ease of interpretation.  

• The Technical Appendix provides additional detail on impact models and analysis. 

Instructional logs have been found to be valid, reliable substitutes for observational data on teachers’ 
practices and time usage in the classroom (Gallagher, Arshan, & Woodworth, 2017; Gallagher et al. 
2012; Rowan & Correnti, 2009; Rowan, Jacob, & Correnti, 2009). The log asked teachers to document 
instructional planning and class activities on that day, maximizing the likelihood they would accurately 
remember and report planning and instruction. Each daily log also included two different teacher efficacy 
survey items to provide the full scale over the course of the week. Exhibit 9 shows the 21 primary teacher 
outcomes measured via these daily logs (results for other teacher outcome measures less closely aligned 
to the Emerging Leaders theory of action are included in the appendix). As some practices may have 
diminishing returns or even be counterproductive when done multiple times in the same week, we 
analyzed whether the Emerging Leaders program had an impact on whether Group I teachers were more 
likely to engage in a particular activity at any point during a single week, rather than whether they 
engaged in these activities on a larger proportion of days. 
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Exhibit 9. Primary Teacher Outcomes Measured  

General Instructional Planning Activities 
(instructional planning today, via daily log) 

• Total planning time (minutes) 
• Collaborated with others in planning (e.g. teacher 

team, informal group, instructional coach, resource 
teacher, aide) 

• Reviewed student work or assessments 

Corrective Instruction Action Planning 
(instructional planning today, via daily log) 

• Decided to revisit content or skills covered in 
previous lessons 

• Selected new instructional strategies to address 
specific student errors and/or strategies that were 
different from the way skills or content was 
previously taught 

• Grouped students based on assessment data 
• Planned to re-assess students using a quiz, test, or 

writing sample 
• Planned to address gaps in skills not previously 

taught 

Review of Assessment Data or Student Work 
(instructional planning today, via daily log) 

• Reviewed student progress against goals 
• Reviewed disaggregated assessment data (e.g., by 

class period, by student sub-group, by standard) 
• Reviewed item-level scores 
• Examined incorrect answers  
• Identified errors or misunderstandings in 

assessment data or samples of student work 

Activities to Develop Student Efficacy 
(student activities in today’s class, via daily log) 

• Corrected, revised, or improved work in response 
to feedback (their own or a classmate’s) 

• Reviewed assessment results 
• Set goals for next assessment 
• Made an action plan  
• Conferenced with teacher about progress or goals 
• Completed post-assessment reflection sheet 

Teacher Self-Efficacy Survey Measures 
(teacher self-assessment on a 5-point scale, via one-time survey) 

• Instructional efficacy (e.g., craft good questions, implement a variety of assessment strategies, provide 
alternate explanations, implement alternative instructional strategies) 

• Student engagement efficacy (e.g., motivate students who show low interest, get students to believe they can 
do well, help students value learning, assist families) 

 

Impacts on Instructional Practice Among Math and English Language Arts 
Teachers 
As described in the previous chapter, our observations of math- and ELA-focused instructional teams 
suggested that the DDI cycle and corrective instructional action planning played out differently in math-
focused instructional teams compared with ELA-focused teams. Thus, we examined impacts on teacher 
practice among math and ELA teachers separately, using a similar process to the subgroup estimations 
described using the DDI data above. In these analyses we considered whether the Emerging Leaders 
program had an impact on math and ELA teachers, and whether those impacts differed by subject.12  

 
12 Such subgroup analyses can lead to a high risk of finding a statistically significant result by chance (i.e., Type 1 error or false 
positive), especially when working with an instrument with as many potential outcomes as the instructional log. To minimize the risks 
of such a result we took two steps. First, we only ran subgroup analyses for the instructional log questions we deemed most closely 
related to the program’s logic model; in the technical appendix we refer to these as the “instructional log primary outcomes.” 
Second, in this section we only report on findings if (1) an impact in one of the subgroups has a p-value of less than .05, indicating a 
statistically significant result for that subgroup and (2) the difference in impacts between the subgroups has a p-value of less than 
.05, indicating that the difference is also statistically significant. In this section, we do not report marginally significant results (those 
with a p value between .1 and .05). 
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The Emerging Leaders program had a positive impact on two key practices among math teachers: 
examining incorrect answers and selecting new instructional strategies to address student errors 
and misconceptions.  

Relative to math teachers on Group II instructional teams, math teachers on Emerging Leaders 
instructional teams were more likely to review assessment data for students’ incorrect answers (52% 
Group I; 24% Group II, p < .001, Exhibit 10), whereas there was no impact for ELA teachers (35%; 35%, 
p > .05). Math teachers on Emerging Leaders instructional teams were also more likely to select new 
instructional strategies for revisiting past content (84% Group I; 65% Group II, p < .05), whereas there 
was no similar impact for ELA teachers (78%; 79%, p > .05). 

Exhibit 10. Impacts on Math Teachers’ Instructional Practices: Reviewing Assessment Data 
and Corrective Instruction Action Planning 

 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
Source: SRI instructional log, spring 2018. 
Note: The exhibit shows 2 of 10 possible teacher outcomes in the areas of reviewing assessment data and corrective 
instruciton action planning (items highlighted in green). There were no measurable impacts on other outcomes for 
math teachers.  
Sample: For ELA, 59 instructional teams, 302 log weeks. For math, 45 instructional teams, 249 log weeks. 

Group I English language arts teachers were more likely to ask students to review their 
standardized assessment data and less likely to ask students to revise their work in response to 
feedback, compared with Group II English language arts teachers. Math teachers demonstrated 
the opposite pattern. 

ELA teachers in Emerging Leaders instructional teams were more likely to ask students to review 
assessment data (49% Group I; 32% Group II, p < .05, Exhibit 11) and less likely to revise their own work, 
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(52%; 66%, p < .05), as shown in Exhibit 11. There were no statistically significant differences for math-
focused instructional team members, though results trended in the opposite direction, with non-significant 
post estimates indicating math teachers on Emerging Leaders instructional teams were, if anything, were 
less likely to have students review assessment data (25%; 37%, p < .05) and more likely to revise their 
work (50%; 42%, p < .05). 

Exhibit 11. Impacts on ELA and Math Teachers’ Instructional Practices: Activities to Develop 
Student Efficacy 

 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
Source: SRI instructional log, spring 2018. 
Sample: For ELA, 59 instructional teams, 302 log weeks. For math, 45 instructional teams, 249 log weeks. 

Impacts on Instructional Practice of Emerging Leaders Program Participants 
The Emerging Leaders program had different instructional impacts on the Emerging Leaders participants 
who were still teaching relative to the other instructional team members. There are two possible 
explanations for this differential impact on program participants compared with other teachers. First, 
Emerging Leaders participants’ direct exposure to New Leaders training may have increased the 
likelihood that they would change their own instructional practices compared with instructional team 
members who received training and coaching under a train-the-trainers model.  

Another possible explanation for the strong impacts among program participants is that Group I Emerging 
Leaders had a better understanding of and commitment to the program’s objectives than members of 
instructional teams and a better understanding of the kinds of responses to the daily instructional logs that 
would reflect desirable behavior. As with most self-reported data, the small, positive differences on these 
measures could reflect an unconscious bias toward socially desirable responses among program 
participants.  
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The Emerging Leaders program had several statistically significant positive impacts on the 
instructional practices of Emerging Leaders who were teachers themselves. 

As with math teachers, these impacts showed up in two areas measured by the instructional logs: review 
of assessment data and corrective instruction action planning (Exhibit 12). Relative to Group II Emerging 
Leaders who were themselves teachers: 

• Group I Emerging Leaders were more likely to review assessment data specifically looking at 
students’ incorrect answers (55%; 11%, p < .001), whereas there was no similar effect for 
instructional team members who were not Emerging Leaders (39%; 32%, p > .05). 

• Group I Emerging Leaders were more likely to review students’ progress against learning goals when 
reviewing assessment data (58%, 23%, p < .01), whereas there was no similar effect for instructional 
team members who were not Emerging Leaders (52%; 49%, p > .05). 

• Group I Emerging Leaders were more likely to decide to revisit content covered in prior lessons (98%; 
82%, p < .05), whereas there was no similar effect for instructional team members who were not 
Emerging Leaders (95%; 95%, p > .05). 

• Group I Emerging Leaders were more likely to group students based on assessment data (56%; 22%, 
p < .01), whereas there was no similar effect for instructional team members who were not Emerging 
Leaders (34%; 35%, p > .05). 

Although there were impacts on Emerging Leaders who were themselves teachers, we did not find any 
statistically significant effects of the Emerging Leaders program on the instructional practices of teachers 
who were not Emerging Leaders themselves. 

Exhibit 12. Impacts on Emerging Leaders Program Participants: Reviewing Assessment 
Data and Corrective Instruction Action Planning 

 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
Source: SRI instructional log, spring 2018. 
Note: The exhibit shows 5 of 10 possible teacher outcomes in the areas of reviewing assessment data and corrective 
instruction action planning (items highlighted in green). There were no measurable impacts on other outcomes for 
Emerging Leaders participants who were also teachers.  
Sample: 45 instructional teams, 86 log weeks.  
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Overall Impacts on Instructional Practice 
We began this section by examining instructional impacts for math teams and ELA team separately. We 
now present impacts of Emerging Leaders on the instructional practices of all instructional team 
members, using the entire study sample; these results include both the teachers lead by Emerging 
Leaders and Emerging Leaders who are also classroom teachers.  

The Emerging Leaders program had limited impacts on teacher outcomes when analyzed without 
respect to subject focus or Emerging Leaders participation.  

Group I teachers spent an average of 33 additional minutes on instructional planning each week, over 
and above the time spent by teachers in the control group (252 minutes; 219 minutes, p < .08, Exhibit 13), 
although this difference approached (but did not meet) the threshold for statistical significance. On 
average, teachers on Emerging Leaders instructional teams were more likely to examine students’ 
incorrect answers when reviewing assessment data (42% Group I; 30% Group II, p < .05). They were 
also more likely to examining question-/item-level scores (43%; 34%, p < .1), although this difference 
approached (but did not meet) the threshold for statistical significance.13 Teachers were generally 
comparable across groups on other teacher outcome measures, including corrective instructional action 
planning, activities to develop student efficacy, and teachers’ own ratings of self-efficacy were small and 
not statistically significant.  

Exhibit 13. Emerging Leaders Program Impacts on Teacher Outcomes 

Teacher Outcome Group I Mean 
(% weeks) 

Group II Mean 
(% weeks)  Sig. 

General Instructional Planning Practices  
Total weekly planning time (in minutes) 252a 219a ~ 
Collaborated with others in planning 97 95  
Reviewed student work or assessments 89 86  
Review of Assessment Data or Student Work 
Reviewed student progress against goals 53 46  
Reviewed disaggregated assessment data (e.g., by class 
period, by student sub-group, by standard) 67 65  

Reviewed item-level scores 43 34 ~ 
Examined incorrect answers  42 30 * 
Identified errors or misunderstandings in assessment data or 
samples of student work 68 64  

Corrective Instruction Action Planning 
Decided to revisit content or skills covered in previous 
lessons 96 93  

Selected new instructional strategies to address specific 
student errors and/or strategies that were different from the 
way skills or content was previously taught 

79 74  

Grouped students based on assessment data 38 34  
Planned to re-assess students using a quiz, test or writing 
sample 51 43  

 
13 In this report, we use the standard p < .05 threshold to determine statistical significance. Under this standard, these results and all 
others we describe as “approaching (but not meeting) the threshold for statistical significance" are considered marginally significant 
at p < .10.  
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Teacher Outcome Group I Mean 
(% weeks) 

Group II Mean 
(% weeks)  Sig. 

Planned to address gaps in skills not previously taught 37 31  
Activities to Develop Student Efficacy 
Corrected, revised, or improved work in response to 
feedback (their own or a classmate’s) 51 55  

Reviewed assessment results 38 33  
Set goals for next assessment 8 9  
Made an action plan  87 85  
Conferenced with teacher about progress or goals 82 80  
Completed post-assessment reflection sheet 60 68  
Teacher Self-Efficacy 
Instructional efficacy (scale of 0–4) 3.17b 3.23b  
Student engagement efficacy (scale of 0–4) 3.43b 3.45b  

~p < 0.10, ∗p < .05. ∗∗p < .01. ∗∗∗p < .001. 
Note: Group means are reported as the proportion of log weeks. For example, Group I teachers reviewed student 
work in 89% of log weeks, on average, controlling for other variables. aTotal weekly planning time is reported in total 
number of minutes spent in instructional planning. bTeacher efficacy is reported on a Likert scale from 0–4. 
Sample: 97 instructional teams, 590 log weeks. 

Summary and Discussion 
The Emerging Leaders program had large, statistically significant impacts on the three facets of DDI 
knowledge measured: using multiple forms of data to drive student achievement, leading a team through 
a DDI cycle, and understanding of efficacy concepts. The program was equally effective for different 
subgroups of Emerging Leaders participants: both teachers and others (coaches/assistant principals), 
and leaders of both math- and ELA-focused teams. Our interpretation of these findings was tempered by 
the low overall scores on the DDI assessment: although Group I outscored Group II Emerging Leaders on 
each of these three skills, few Group I participants scored in the proficient range. However, these low 
scores may be due in part to new scoring procedures adopted in 2017–18. 

The Emerging Leaders program had large, statistically significant impacts on two key facets of math 
teachers’ corrective instruction: examining incorrect answers and selecting new instructional strategies to 
address student errors or misconceptions. Further, the program shifted the use of student work in 
different ways by subject area, with ELA teams becoming more likely to have students review 
standardized assessments and less likely to revise their own work, while math teachers trended in the 
opposite direction. These differing log impacts by subject area are consistent with differences in DDI work 
observed in math and ELA instructional team meetings, where we observed math and ELA instructional 
teams interpreting corrective instruction differently.  

When analyzed without regard to subject area, the Emerging Leaders program had few notable impacts 
on teachers’ self-reported instructional practice, and no impact on teachers’ self-efficacy. 

Shifts in teacher practice are difficult to measure and the instructional logs designed for this study had two 
significant limitations. First, teachers in both treatment and control were already engaged in many of the 
practices measured by the instructional logs at baseline, leaving little opportunity for the program to shift 
the frequency of these practices among teachers on Emerging Leaders teams. To highlight one example, 
about two-thirds of teachers in Group I and Group II reported that they reviewed assessment data at least 
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weekly to identify student errors or misunderstandings, a key element of the DDI cycle as designed by the 
Emerging Leaders program. Teachers on Emerging Leaders teams may have reviewed assessment data 
more carefully or arrived at better insights about student misconceptions, but instructional logs are best 
suited to measure low-inference frequency measures. Second, some of the items included on the logs did 
not have high rates of interrater reliability, suggesting that the measures may have been too noisy to 
detect small but still meaningful differences in teacher practice (the appendix has more detail on reliability 
testing). 

We next turn to the program’s effects on student academic achievement in math and ELA. 
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Chapter 4: Impacts on Student Achievement 
• The Emerging Leaders program’s overall impact on math achievement was positive and 

approached (but did not meet) the threshold for statistical significance. There were positive, 
statistically significant impacts on the math achievement of female students, Latinx students, 
English language learners, and economically disadvantaged students. 

• Program impacts on math achievement were mediated in ways that support the Emerging 
Leaders program theory of action: program impacts operated both through students having 
teachers regularly attend instructional team meetings and through Emerging Leaders 
participants’ DDI leadership knowledge. 

• The Emerging Leaders program had no measured effect on student English language arts 
achievement. 

In Chapter 3, we saw that the Emerging Leaders program had substantial impacts on participants’ DDI 
leadership knowledge, leading to modest impacts on instructional team practices, which included the 
examination of incorrect answers and selection of new instructional strategies to address student errors, 
and key shifts to the math teachers’ corrective instruction practices. In this chapter, we continue the 
exploration of the impacts of the Emerging Leaders program by moving to the final element of the logic 
model, effects on student learning. 

We first present the main impact estimates: those on all students taught by Emerging Leaders 
instructional team members. To unpack and further explore the program’s impacts, we also present 
several exploratory estimates to help understand how the impacts may function. We begin by presenting 
impacts on student subgroups to understand whether the overall lack of program effects may hide 
meaningful impacts for particular groups of students and next turn to impacts on district benchmark 
assessments. While there were problems with these benchmark assessment data—most notably, one 
district did not systematically collect these data and was therefore excluded from the analysis—these 
results help us understand whether program effects may be detected with the data that teachers are more 
likely to use in their regular instructional practice. Once we present a clear picture of the program’s direct 
effect on student achievement, we describe whether either students’ exposure to the program or 
Emerging Leaders participants’ growth in leadership skills mediated the program’s impact on student 
achievement. The methods used in these analyses are summarized below. Full analysis details are in the 
Technical Appendix. 
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Data Sources and Methods 

• State assessments of math: STAAR (TX) or TNReady (TN) grades 3–8 and end-of-course exams in Algebra I. 

• State assessments of English language arts: STAAR (TX) or TNReady (TN) grades 3–8 and end-of-course 
exams in ninth-grade English I and 10th grade English II. 

• Benchmark assessment data (SAISD and SCS only): grades 2–11 NWEA MAP. 

• State assessment scores were standardized within grades using the relevant statewide mean and standard 
deviation. MAP scores were standardized within grades and within districts using national means and standard 
deviations.  

• We include the student’s own baseline score for both math and ELA from the prior year as baseline controls. In 
SAISD and SCS we supplement the baseline state assessment data with the 2nd grade NWEA scores for the 
3rd grade students; as these data are unavailable in AISD, we omit 3rd grade teaching teams from the analysis 
for this district only. 

• Students were identified in fall 2017 from student rosters of teachers confirmed as members of Emerging 
Leaders instructional teams at baseline (6 weeks after the beginning of the 2017–18 school year). Such a 
sample includes "early joiners," or teachers and students who entered the study sample after randomization but 
early in the implementation of the Emerging Leaders program. 

• Our analytic sample includes all students assigned to treatment who completed the aligned state assessment in 
spring 2018. This sample includes 6,317 students of teachers on 28 math teams and 5,446 students of teachers 
on 33 ELA teams. These analytic samples meet the WWC requirements for a low-attrition RCT under liberal 
assumptions. The Technical Appendix provides additional detail on attrition rates. 

• Impacts on student outcomes were estimated using 2-level HLM models, clustering students within instructional 
teams and controlling for student and school characteristics.  

• The Technical Appendix provides additional detail on impact models and analysis. 

Primary Impacts on Math and English Language Arts Achievement  
We selected state assessments in math and ELA to be the main outcomes for the analyses because they 
are the most policy-relevant outcomes for districts and schools. State test scores are frequently used in 
education evaluation studies given that they are consistently available starting in grade 3, as required for 
federal accountability. Moreover, the Emerging Leaders program trained participants to lead instructional 
teams in conducting standards-based rigor analyses of lesson plans and instructional materials. 
Participants worked with teachers to more deeply understand what content was required for students to 
demonstrate proficiency of specific state content standards and to design and teach learning activities 
aligned with the required content. State assessments are designed to measure the content of their 
content standards, making them well suited to assess whether the Emerging Leaders program creates 
learning gains for students. While the specific content of state tests varied somewhat by state, we 
adjusted the state assessment data to make cross-state comparisons meaningful (May, Perez-Johnson, 
Haimson, Sattar, & Gleason, 2009). The treatment coefficients are standardized and can be interpreted 
as an effect size (see text box).  



 

Impacts on Students, Teachers, and Leaders in Three Sites 43 

Interpreting the Size of Student Impacts 
In this report, we present the estimated magnitude of student impacts in effect sizes, as estimated by our statistical 
models. Presenting the results in effect sizes allows us to use 95% confidence intervals to display not just the 
estimated impact of findings but the relative certainty with which we estimate these effects. The standardized 
treatment coefficient is interpreted as the treatment effect size in accordance with WWC effect size reporting 
guidance for state-normed tests.  
Educators and policymakers often find post hoc translations of effect sizes into other metrics more easily 
interpretable. Percentile growth provides the best performing of these translations (Baird & Pane, 2019). In addition to 
relying on fewer assumptions than other post hoc translations, percentile points are used by WWC to translate effect 
sizes into an “improvement index.” This translation therefore allows for comparison to other rigorous evaluations 
within the field.  
A 1 percentile point impact indicates that the median control student in our study at the 50th percentile of statewide 
achievement would have moved, on average, to the 51st percentile of statewide achievement. We provide percentile 
translations for all student impact estimates with statistically significant (p < .05) findings on state assessments, our 
primary outcome measure. We include both these percentile translations for statistically significant findings and 
improvement indices for all student impact results in the Technical Appendix (Exhibits A-86–A-88). 

The Emerging Leaders program’s overall impact on math achievement was positive and 
approached (but did not meet) the threshold for statistical significance.14 

The Emerging Leaders program had a positive impact on student math achievement on state standards-
aligned assessments which approached but did not meet the standard threshold for statistical significance 
(g = .20, p < .1, Exhibit 14). That is, although the size of the measured effect was promising, it was 
estimated imprecisely enough that it may have arisen by chance. The error bars on the impact estimates 
shown in Exhibit 14 represent this imprecision; they show a 95% confidence interval for the estimated 
effect size.  

 
14 In this report, we use the standard p < .05 threshold to determine statistical significance. Under this standard, results we describe 
as “approaching (but not meeting) the threshold for statistical significance" are considered marginally significant at p < .10.  
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Exhibit 14. Estimated Treatment Effects on State Assessment Outcomes  

  

~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Grey brackets represent the 95% confidence interval of the estimated effect 
size. 
Source: District data, state assessment outcomes, 2017-18 school year. 
Samples: For math, 28 instructional teams and 6,317 students. For ELA, 33 instructional teams 5,446 students.  

The Emerging Leaders program had no measurable impact on students’ English language arts 
achievement on state assessments. 

There was no measurable impact of the Emerging Leaders program on students’ ELA achievement 
(Exhibit 14). In addition to being statistically nonsignificant, the estimated effect of the program on ELA 
was close to zero (g = .04, p > .05), indicating that the Emerging Leaders program as implemented in 
these three districts is unlikely to have had meaningful impacts on students’ ELA achievement. 

Impacts by Student Subgroup 
High-quality corrective instruction requires that teachers employ instructional practices, provide 
resources, and create learning opportunities tailored to the needs of the students receiving the instruction 
and requires different pedagogical approaches for different groups of students (Bellert, 2015; Guskey, 
2007, 2016; Marzano, 2010). Accordingly, we recognized the possibility that Emerging Leaders practices 
may benefit some student subgroups more than others and investigated it.  

We analyzed state assessments related to different subgroups of students based on student 
demographics. We began by analyzing student outcomes according to the major demographic 
characteristics of race/ethnicity (African American, Latinx, White) and gender (female, male). We then 
analyzed student outcomes according to the common student status designations of English learner 
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status, special education status, economically disadvantaged status, and high- and low-performing 
status.15 

We investigated student subgroups using a within-subgroup approach. This means, for example, that we 
analyzed female student outcomes to answer the question, “Does the Emerging Leaders program have a 
measurable impact on female students?” without comparing these effects with those of male students. 
We did so because, unlike with the adult subgroups, not all student subgroups had a clear single control 
group. 

The Emerging Leaders program had positive effects on math achievement for students who were 
female, Latinx, English learners, or economically disadvantaged.  

Several student subgroups experienced positive effects from the Emerging Leaders program in math. The 
Emerging Leaders program had positive effects on math achievement for female students (g = 0.22, 
p < .05), Latinx (g = 0.32, p < .05), English learners (g = 0.41, p < .01), and economically disadvantaged 
students (g = 0.26, p < .05) (Exhibits 15 and 16). For a student in the middle of the statewide math 
achievement distribution, these impacts translate into gains of 9 percentile points for female students 
(moving from the 50th to the 59th percentile), 13 percentile points for Latinx students, 16 percentile points 
for English learners, and 9 percentile points for economically disadvantaged students. The program had 
no measurable impact on the math achievement of students who were African American, receiving 
special education services, male, or high or low performing. 

The imprecision in our estimates of the overall impact of the Emerging Leaders program on math 
achievement may be the result of the variation in the program’s impact across student subgroups. 
Student subgroup impacts for math ranged from g = -0.02 (p > .05) for special education students to 
g = 0.41 (p < .01) for English learners. The size of this range is much larger than it is for the subgroup 
impacts in ELA. The imprecision of the overall estimate in math was most likely due—at least in part—to 
the differences in the impact estimates across groups of students. 

 
15 High-performing students are students in the highest quartile of baseline student achievement. Low-performing students are 
students in the lowest quartile of baseline student achievement. 
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Exhibit 15. Estimated Treatment Effects by Student Subgroup 

 

~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Grey brackets represent the 95% confidence interval of the estimated effect 
size. 
Source: District data, state assessment outcomes, 2017–18 school year. 
Samples: For African American students, 27 instructional teams in math and 3,181 students, 31 instructional teams in 
ELA and 1,907 students. For Latinx students, 27 instructional teams in math and 2,370 students, 32 instructional 
teams in ELA and 2,805 students. For White students, 21 instructional teams in math and 497 students, 24 
instructional teams in ELA and 387 students. For female students, 28 instructional teams in math and 3,047 students, 
32 instructional teams in ELA and 2,663 students. For male students, 28 instructional teams in math and 3,270 
students, 33 instructional teams in ELA and 2,783 students. 
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Exhibit 16. Estimated Treatment Effects by Student Subgroup  

 
~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Grey brackets represent the 95% confidence interval of the estimated effect 
size. 
Source: District data, state assessment outcomes, 2017-18 school year. 
Note: “Low performing” is the bottom quartile of the achievement distribution at baseline, and “High performing” is the 
top quartile.  
Samples: For economically disadvantaged students, 28 instructional teams in math and 3,440 students, 33 
instructional teams in ELA and 3,711 students. For English learner students, 25 instructional teams in math and 932 
students, 28 instructional teams in ELA and 1,295 students. For special education students, 28 instructional teams in 
math and 584 students, 31 instructional teams in ELA and 467 students. For high-performing students, 27 
instructional teams in math and 1,480 students, 32 instructional teams in ELA and 1,493 students. For low-performing 
students, 28 instructional teams in math and 1,644 students, 33 instructional teams in ELA and 1,248 students. 

The Emerging Leaders program had no measurable impact on any student subgroup in English 
language arts. 

We did not find a measurable impact of the Emerging Leaders program on ELA achievement for any of 
the student subgroups we analyzed (Exhibits 15 and 16). The estimated subgroup effects ranged from 
g = -0.12 (p > .05) for White students through g = 0.11 (p > .05) for special education students and 
generally fell close to the estimated overall effect of 0.04. We interpret this collection of subgroup 
analyses to confirm the overall impact finding that the Emerging Leaders program did not have a 
measurable impact on student achievement in ELA in this study. 
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Impacts on Student Achievement on District Benchmark 
Assessments 
Two of the three participating sites used the NWEA MAP assessment in ELA and math as their district 
benchmark assessments: SAISD and SCS. The NWEA MAP data provided us with the opportunity to 
investigate student achievement across state lines using identical outcome measures, unlike the state 
assessment data. AISD did not use the NWEA MAP assessment, so this site is not included in the 
analyses presented here.  

The student data for the NWEA MAP analyses contained significant baseline differences between the 
treatment students and control students which were not present in the state assessment data. We 
weighted the NWEA MAP data appropriately to establish baseline equivalence before conducting impact 
analyses. However, it is still possible that unobserved factors may have contributed to any measured 
impact of the Emerging Leaders program. These limitations did not exist for the main impact analysis 
based on state assessment data: baseline equivalence was established, and all three participating sites 
were represented. We therefore provide these results as supplemental findings to our main impact 
analyses. 

For the two sites with data, the Emerging Leaders program had a statistically significant positive 
effect in math achievement on district benchmark assessments. 

We found a positive impact for the Emerging Leaders program on students’ math achievement on the 
district benchmark assessments (g = 0.39, p < .05, Exhibit 17) for the two sites with NWEA MAP data. 
This was similar in direction to the main finding from the state assessments (g = 0.20, p < .10) and 
exceeds the threshold for statistical significance. 

The Emerging Leaders program had no measurable impact on students in ELA on district 
benchmark assessments.  

We did not find a measurable impact for the Emerging Leaders program on students’ ELA achievement 
for the two participating sites with NWEA MAP data (g = .06, p > .05, Exhibit 17). These estimates are 
similar in scale and significance to the overall main impact findings on state assessments (g = .04, 
p > .05), indicating that the Emerging Leaders program as implemented is unlikely to have had 
meaningful impacts on students’ ELA achievement. 
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Exhibit 17. Estimated Treatment Effects on District Benchmark Outcomes  

  
~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Grey brackets represent the 95% confidence interval of the estimated effect 
size. 
Source: NWEA MAP assessment data from SAISD and SCS, 2017–18. 
Samples: For ELA district benchmark assessments, 29 instructional teams and 3,370 students; for math district 
benchmark assessments, 22 instructional teams in ELA and 4,388 students.  

Relationship Between Elements of the Emerging Leaders Logic Model 
and Student Achievement 
Emerging Leaders’ theory of action posits an indirect, or mediated, relationship between program 
activities (training, coaching, and assessments) and student outcomes: The program develops 
instructional leaders who in turn coach teachers who in turn affect students. Our main impact analyses 
provide evidence as to whether the offer of participation in an Emerging Leaders team impacts students 
achievement. This model provides the strongest possible test of the program logic model, as it accounts 
for any differences between the two groups in who would choose to participate in the work if given the 
chance. However, it does not provide evidence as to the extent to which key facets of the work (e.g., 
engagement in the teams, Emerging Leaders’ success in the assignments) directly relate to student 
outcomes.  

Mediation analyses explore the extent to which a middle factor, or “mediator,” affects the relationship 
between an initial change and an outcome (Baron & Kenney 1986; MacKinnon, Fairchild & Fritz, 2007). 
We used mediation analysis to explore whether two middle elements of the Emerging Leaders program 
logic model affected whether students benefited from the program. First, we analyzed whether the “full 
dosage” of the Emerging Leaders program affected student outcomes. Experiencing the full dosage 
refers to three measurable activities: (1) Emerging Leaders participants remained employed in the district 
and, if in Group I, successfully completed the Emerging Leaders program, (2) teachers on instructional 
teams attended all or most of the instructional team meetings, and (3) students completed a full year of 
instruction in the classroom led by one of these teachers. If any one of these did not occur, students 
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would not have had the full opportunity to receive the potential impact of the Emerging Leaders program. 
We consider this analysis to represent the treatment-on-treated impact of the Emerging Leaders program 
on student achievement, as these students were best positioned to experience instruction from teachers 
who were themselves best positioned to fully experience Emerging Leaders data-driven instruction 
practices led by participants who successfully completed the program. 

Second, we analyzed whether Emerging Leaders participants’ increased DDI leadership knowledge as 
measured by New Leaders’ DDI assessment affected student outcomes. The theory of action of the 
Emerging Leaders program is that Emerging Leaders participants will lead instructional team meetings 
that guide members through identifying student misconceptions, collaboratively planning and 
implementing corrective instruction and then observing and coaching instructional team members to 
improve their classroom instruction. These instructional leadership activities require Emerging Leaders 
participants to have significant DDI leadership knowledge, which is measured by the New Leaders DDI 
assessment. Our prior analysis of the impacts of the Emerging Leaders program on the participants 
themselves found a positive impact of the program on participants’ DDI leadership knowledge.16 If the 
Emerging Leaders program theory of action is accurate, we would expect to see higher levels of DDI 
leadership knowledge cause positive effects in student achievement. In other words, we would say that 
participants’ DDI leadership knowledge mediates the impact of the Emerging Leaders program on 
students. We explored participants’ DDI leadership knowledge through a mediation analysis of whether 
students of Group I or Group II instructional teams led by participants with greater DDI leadership 
knowledge outperformed students of Group I or Group II instructional teams led by participants with 
lesser DDI leadership knowledge. 

Emerging Leaders had a positive, statistically significant impact on math achievement students 
who experienced the full dosage of the Emerging Leaders program.  

We found a positive impact for the Emerging Leaders program on the math achievement (g = 0.23, 
p < 0.05, Exhibit 18) of students who experienced the full dosage of the Emerging Leaders program. An 
effect of this size is equivalent to 9 percentile points (that is, moving from the 50th to the 59th percentile 
on the statewide math achievement distribution). Unlike the main finding on math achievement (g = 0.20, 
p < .10), this mediation estimate exceeds the threshold for statistical significance. This finding indicates 
that greater engagement with the Emerging Leaders program across all actors (Emerging Leaders 
participants, instructional team members, classroom students) has a meaningful influence on the 
program’s impact on student math achievement. 

 
16 In Chapter 3, we analyzed three facets of DDI leadership knowledge separately. For parsimony, in this chapter we have averaged 
the three scores and standardized the resulting averages (the Technical Appendix provides supporting detail). 
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Exhibit 18. Estimated Treatment-on-Treated Effect for Students Who Experienced the Full 
Dosage of the Emerging Leaders Program 

  

~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Grey brackets represent the 95% confidence interval of the estimated effect 
size. 
Source: District data, state assessment outcomes, 2017–18 school year; New Leaders program data, DDI 
assessment, 2017–18 school year. 
Samples: For ELA state assessments, 30 instructional teams and 4,986 students. For math state assessments, 28 
instructional teams and 5,875 students. The Technical Appendix provides additional detail on the sample. 

Increases in participants’ DDI leadership knowledge lead to statistically significant improvements 
in student math achievement. 

Exhibit 19 illustrates the mediated treatment effect of increased Emerging Leaders participants’ 
knowledge on student achievement. These mediated impacts can be interpreted as the effect of scoring 1 
standard deviation higher on the DDI assessment on student achievement. As the overall impact of the 
program on participants' leadership knowledge is approximately 1 standard deviation, the estimated 
impact roughly translates to an effect size. 

We found a positive and statistically significant mediating impact of DDI leadership knowledge on 
students’ math achievement (g = 0.24, p < .05) for Emerging Leaders participants. An effect of this size is 
equivalent to 9 percentile points (that is, moving from the 50th to the 59th percentile on the statewide 
math achievement distribution). Put another way, increases in participants’ DDI leadership knowledge 
lead to greater student math achievement.  
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Exhibit 19. Estimated Mediated Treatment Effect of DDI Leadership Knowledge. 

  
~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Grey brackets represent the 95% confidence interval of the estimated effect 
size. 
Source: District data, state assessment outcomes, 2017–18 school year; New Leaders program data, DDI 
assessment, 2017–18 school year. 
Samples: For ELA state assessments, 23 instructional teams and 3,765 students. For math state assessments, 23 
instructional teams and 4,805 students. The Technical Appendix provides additional detail on the sample. 

Interpreting a mediated effect size required the combination of two estimates: the impact of the program 
on participants’ DDI leadership knowledge and the mediated effect of DDI leadership knowledge on 
student achievement. The mediated effect size of 0.24 means that each 1 standard deviation increase in 
DDI score (the measure of DDI leadership knowledge) would result in a corresponding increase of 0.24 
effect size in math. Given the estimated effect sizes of .90–.94, we can say that this estimated effect is 
similar to the main finding on math achievement (g = 0.20, p < .10), although estimated with greater 
precision such that it achieved statistical significance. 

Among students who experienced the full dosage of the Emerging Leaders program, there was no 
measurable impact on ELA achievement. Increased DDI leadership knowledge as measured by the 
DDI assessment also had no mediating effect on students’ ELA achievement on state 
assessments. 

The Emerging Leaders program had no measurable impact on the ELA achievement (g = .08, p > .05, 
Exhibit 18) of students who experienced the full dosage of the program. Similarly, we did not find a 
measurable mediating effect of DDI knowledge on students’ ELA achievement (g = .00, p > .05, 
Exhibit 19). This further reinforces the overall finding, namely that Emerging Leaders did not have a 
measurable impact on student achievement in ELA. 

Summary and Discussion 
Our main impact analysis examined the extent to which the Emerging Leaders program had direct effects 
on student achievement, estimating the impact of enrolling a participant in the Emerging Leaders program 
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on the math and ELA achievement of students taught by members of the participants’ instructional team. 
This is the most relevant question for district leaders who are considering implementing the Emerging 
Leaders program to drive impacts on student achievement within the training year.  

The Emerging Leaders program had generally positive but inconsistent effects on math achievement. Its 
overall impact was positive and marginally significant, and the program had positive and statistically 
significant impacts on student math achievement for several student subgroups—those who were female, 
Latinx, English learners, or economically disadvantaged. The program also had positive, statistically 
significant impacts on student math achievement for students who experienced the full dosage of the 
program and for students within teams lead by Emerging Leaders with greater impacts on DDI leadership 
knowledge. In contrast, we found no evidence of a programmatic effect on student achievement in ELA, 
on either the state or district benchmark assessments, for any student subgroup, or evidence of a 
mediated effect through greater program engagement or success.  

Looking beyond the present study, we compared our findings with other evaluation studies of DDI 
programs. Broadly speaking, education research literature lacks many well-implemented rigorous 
evaluations of DDI programs. Despite long-standing practitioner interest in DDI (Halverson et al., 2007; 
AASA, 2002), there is a scant body of causal evidence to examine its effectiveness on student 
achievement (Hamilton et al., 2009). This study (with Cavalluzzo et al., 2014 and Gleason et. al., 2019) is 
only the third RCT to estimate the effects of instructional teams working through a structured DDI 
process. Both prior studies found null impacts of the DDI work on student achievement, making this study 
particularly relevant for educators looking to use data to drive student achievement gains. While these 
results suggest that the different patterns in program impacts between math and ELA may have arisen 
due to the specifics of sampling or implementation in our study, we have also been able to examine 
differences on the programs’ impacts on math- and ELA-focused Emerging Leaders and instructional 
team members to contextualize these results. 

The differences in student achievement do not appear to be driven by differences in the DDI leadership 
knowledge of the Emerging Leaders leading math-focused instructional teams, as there was no 
statistically significant difference in impacts on DDI leadership knowledge between these two groups of 
Emerging Leaders (p < .05 for all three measures). Emerging Leaders’ DDI leadership knowledge seem 
to translate into different practices within math- and ELA-focused instructional teams, however, leading to 
a positive impact on math teachers on two key facets of corrective instruction: reviewing assessment data 
looking for students’ incorrect answers (52% Group I; 24% Group II, p < .001) and selecting new 
instructional strategies for revisiting past content (84%; 65%, p < .05). These differences in instructional 
practices were relatively large and there were no comparable impacts on ELA-focused instructional team 
practice. ELA-focused instructional teams, in contrast, were more likely to have students review their own 
assessment data (49%; 32%, p < .05) and less likely to have students review and revise their own work 
(52%; 66%, p < .05). These differences in impacts by subject area also emerged during our observations 
of instructional team meetings: The ELA teams that we observed engaging in corrective instruction did 
not generalize beyond the specific assessment question or assignment under discussion, whereas math 
teams were more likely to identify the skill associated with the assessment question and could use the 
incorrect answer to understand students’ misconceptions. Despite the fact that Emerging Leaders 
participants and teachers reported that the DDI work they had done together in Emerging Leaders teams 
was more structured, rigorous, and effective than the DDI work they had attempted in the past, it may be 
that DDI—or at least DDI as enacted by Emerging Leaders—operates differently in math and ELA 
classrooms.  

We next turn to an analysis of the program’s sustainability following the training year. 
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Chapter 5: Sustaining Leadership Gains After 
the Emerging Leaders Year 

• Emerging Leaders aspired to positions with greater leadership opportunities, and nearly half 
moved to new jobs or schools after completing the program. 

• In the year after the program, Emerging Leaders faced challenges in finding opportunities for 
instructional leadership because of competing demands on their time and because of the 
leadership opportunities available in their current positions. 

• In their jobs, Emerging Leaders still continued to use program tools and strategies that were 
well aligned with their current responsibilities and the preexisting practice, structures, and 
policies of their schools and districts.  

During the Emerging Leaders year (2017–18), the RCT examined program impacts on Emerging 
Leaders, instructional team members, and students in alignment with the program’s logic model. In this 
chapter, we move beyond this logic model to better understand how the training executed during the RCT 
year shaped participants’ career steps, their leadership of instructional teams, and districts’ leadership 
pipelines in the year following the program (2018–19). Following the completion of all Emerging Leaders 
training, were participants’ ambitions for career advancement realized? Did they have opportunities in 
their jobs to lead instructional teams as they were trained to do? Did they use the tools and strategies 
they learned in the program, and were they also influencing others to use them? To what extent did 
district administrators feel the Emerging Leaders program was providing them with a robust leadership 
pipeline, and how did they envision the role of the program in the future?  

Data Sources and Methods  
• Emerging Leaders follow-up survey of participants in Group I, administered in February/March 2019. All 53 

Emerging Leaders still employed in the study sites in winter 2019 received the survey and 43 completed it, a 
response rate of 81%.  

• 44 interviews with Emerging Leadership participants, instructional team members, principals, district leaders, and 
program staff conducted in March 2019. 

• The Technical Appendix provides additional detail on analysis of qualitative and survey data.  

Leadership Opportunities Following Emerging Leaders Training 
Emerging Leaders participants apply to and complete the program to meet a variety of professional goals, 
including a desire to advance to more formal professional leadership roles. In this section, we examine 
Emerging Leaders’ professional aspirations and the extent to which they took on new roles following 
training. 

Emerging Leaders aspired to positions with greater leadership opportunities, and nearly half 
moved to new jobs or schools after completing the program. Some moved into positions with 
more formal leadership opportunity; many coaches made lateral moves to other coaching or 
instructional support positions.  

In the year following training, almost half the Emerging Leaders (47%) were in a different job, a different 
school or site, or both, than in the RCT year (Exhibit 20). The subset who changed jobs (33%) typically 
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moved into roles with greater or different leadership responsibility, such as principal, assistant principal, 
instructional coach, district-level instructional support staff, or other school administrator. The general 
pattern across the districts was that new school- or district-level instructional support staff/coaches came 
from the teaching ranks, and new principals were former assistant principals. Movement patterns among 
other positions varied, with a significant number of lateral moves from one kind of instructional support 
role to another. No Emerging Leaders who changed job titles became teachers. A small majority (54%) of 
Emerging Leaders surveyed remained in the same job and school/site between 2017–18 and 2018–19, 
including most of those who started out as teachers (n = 17 of 23, 74%). 

Exhibit 20.  Emerging Leaders Who Changed Positions Between 2017–18 and 2018–19 

 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 

Some participants described themselves as having greater career ambitions as a result of their 
Emerging Leaders training.  

The Emerging Leaders program raised some participants’ expectations that they were ready for and 
would be able to get a different position afterward. For example, an Emerging Leader who became a 
principal said, “If I hadn't gone through Emerging Leaders, I think my career would just be assistant 
principal from here on out.” An Emerging Leader who moved from teacher to coach said: 

I like the leadership opportunity I was given my first year….To be honest, without Emerging 
Leaders, I wouldn’t have even thought about [becoming a coach]….It really gave me the 
confidence and really showed me my leadership skills that I just didn’t really know in the way that 
I had. 

Emerging Leaders did see themselves as future administrators, if not immediately as principals. When 
asked about their interest in moving into a variety of roles in the short- or long-term future, Emerging 
Leaders were most likely to express interest in becoming assistant principals, principals, and district-level 
administrators (Exhibit 21). Of the 10 assistant principals who completed the program, two became 
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principals in 2018–19. On the survey, 12% of Emerging Leaders reported that they were “completely 
ready” to be principals, even though this was not an immediate expectation, as each of the RCT sites 
required completion of a principal residency program prior to assuming the principalship. The majority 
(52%) reported that they were “quite ready” (52%), consistent with their aspiration to become assistant 
principals as a next step (Exhibit 22). Emerging Leaders believed they were most prepared for team and 
personal leadership and least prepared for the operational leadership aspect of the principal position, 
which is not a focus of the Emerging Leaders program.  

Exhibit 21.  Jobs to Which Emerging Leaders Aspired 

Q: What kinds of leadership roles interest you? (Mark all that apply.)  

  

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
Note: Excludes those who responded that they already serve or have served in the role.  

27

26

30

36

40

41

62

63

66

0 20 40 60 80 100

Other (n = 22)

Superintendent (n = 43)

Government or Public Policy (n = 42)

Principal (n = 43)

Education Non-profit Administrator (n = 42)

Instructional Coach (n = 42)

District-level Administrator (n = 43)

Principal (n = 43)

Assistant Principal (n = 43)

Percent of Emerging Leaders interested or very interested in the role



 

58 Emerging Leaders Program 

Exhibit 22.  Emerging Leaders’ Perceptions of Readiness for the Principalship 

Q: [If not already a principal] To what extent do you feel ready to become a principal?  

 

n = 25. 
Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 

Some Emerging Leaders expressed frustration at not being considered for either a principal 
residency program or an open assistant principal position at the end of the Emerging Leaders 
year.  

Some Emerging Leaders who did not find new positions were disappointed. For example, an Emerging 
Leader who had been and remained in a teaching position said, “They [the district] say there is nothing 
available. That's always that, and I've already waited 8 years.” One Emerging Leader reported that the 
encouragement received from the Emerging Leaders program staff contrasted with the lack of 
encouragement received from the district: 

My plans were to become a principal. Not to speak ill of the district, but I don't know what they're 
thinking because [my Emerging Leaders coach] kept saying, “You're ready, you're ready, you’re 
ready.” I decided not to apply because I had some indication that it wasn't going to happen. 

In interviews, Emerging Leaders who did not receive hoped-for position changes after the Emerging 
Leaders year were likely to say that they would look for positions outside the district.  

Emerging Leaders experienced a drop in efficacy in the year after their training.  

In the year after their training, Emerging Leaders no longer had access to the scaffolding and support of 
the Emerging Leaders program. In that year, Emerging Leaders generally reported that they were 
“established” in their roles, particularly those who remained teachers (Exhibit 23). Despite this level of 
comfort, the 2019 follow-up survey data revealed a statistically significant drop in all areas of leadership 
efficacy (reporting that they were “extremely effective”) between 2017–18 and 2018–19. This was true for 
Emerging Leaders whether or not they were in formal leadership positions in 2018–19 (Exhibit 24 shows 
responses from those who reported having leadership responsibilities; response patterns for the full 
sample were similar).  
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Exhibit 23.  Emerging Leaders Reporting They Were “Established” in Their 2018–19 Roles  

 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 

Exhibit 24.  Emerging Leaders Self-Reported Leadership Efficacy, 2017–18 and 2018–19  

Q: This school year, how effective do you feel as a leader in each of the following roles?

 
~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019 and SRI end-of-year leadership survey, spring 2018. 
Note: Includes only Emerging Leaders who responded to the survey in both years and who held formal leadership 
roles in 2018–19.  

District representatives and managers’ comments supported the importance of efficacy for leaders. In 
commenting on Emerging Leaders who were not considered ready for the principalship, they most often 
cited a need for them to develop greater confidence. One manager said, “[The Emerging Leader] gives 
feedback, but I think it’s not quite, it’s not natural just yet.” Another principal of an Emerging Leader said: 
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It's the confidence. It's the taking initiative of different tasks. The risk-taking behavior is needed. 
As a principal, you are faced with multiple issues throughout the day, some of which staff know 
about, some of which staff don’t know about and don't need to know about. They are constantly 
dealing with issues, and I can't constantly ask my supervisor, “What do you think about this, what 
do you think about that?” I can't do that. That's something that [the Emerging Leader] needs to 
improve on in order to be able to be, I think, principal quality. 

The lower 2018–19 self-efficacy scores were not significantly correlated with Emerging Leaders’ program 
proficiency scores. Therefore, the Emerging Leaders’ self-efficacy was not related to their knowledge of 
leadership strategies. However, their lower sense of self-efficacy may limit their willingness and ability to 
apply this DDI leadership knowledge, particularly in situations that did not provide them with formal 
leadership roles. 

Sustainability of Emerging Leaders Work Following the RCT Year 
In addition to formal title changes, we expected that Emerging Leaders would continue to look for 
opportunities to leverage the skills, strategies, and tools they trained on during the RCT year. In this 
section, we examine how Emerging Leaders perceived opportunities to leverage their training and the 
extent to which they used particular skills, strategies, and tools when given the chance. 

Opportunities to Lead Instructional Teams 
Leading instructional teams gives Emerging Leaders the clearest opportunity to leverage Emerging 
Leaders program skills, strategies, and tools. We begin with an examination of participants opportunities 
to lead instructional teams and any facilitators or barriers to this work.  

Emerging Leaders described their instructional team leadership opportunities similarly during the 
RCT year and the year following their training.  

In the 2018–19 survey, Emerging Leaders overall reported leading instructional teams about as often as 
they had in 2017–18 (Exhibit 25; differences between 2017–18 and 2018–19 were not statistically 
significant).  
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Exhibit 25.  Emerging Leaders’ Teacher Leadership Opportunities in 2017–18 and 2018–19 

Q: How often did you do each of the following during the 2017–18 or 2018-19 school year? Please consider all of the 
teachers in your building, not just the teachers on your Emerging Leaders team. 

 

~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019 and SRI end-of-year leadership survey, spring 2018. 
Note: Includes only those Emerging Leaders who responded to a survey in both years. 

About half the Emerging Leaders we interviewed were still leading teams in the year after the program, 
and about half were providing individual coaching (some were doing both and some neither). However, 
the distribution of leadership opportunities was uneven across the three districts in the study. In one 
district, all but one interviewed Emerging Leader was leading a team, for example, but in another district, 
only one Emerging Leader was consistently doing so.  

Emerging Leaders saw their training as relevant to their ongoing work and were excited to apply 
their coaching and team leadership skills.  

Emerging Leaders believed that their experiences in the program were relevant to what they were doing 
in the first post-program year. In the survey, 77% answered that the Emerging Leaders program was 
“quite a bit” or “a great deal” relevant to their role in the year after the program, and among those who had 
changed roles for 2018–19—changes that were associated with greater or different leadership 
responsibility—85% gave that answer (Exhibit 26).  
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Emerging Leaders particularly 
appreciated and wanted to apply 
what they had learned about 
coaching and working with 
teams. For example, one 
instructional coach said:  

I’m still using the skills that 
they taught me and trying to 
implement [them] with my 
other grade levels. For me, 
because I’ve been a coach, 
I’ve always tried to change or 
help people change 
individually to help them be 
successful. Whereas, to me, 
Emerging Leaders taught me 
how to work with teams, and to me that impacts more.  

Absent the direct structures and supports of the training (e.g., protected time, job-embedded 
assignments), Emerging Leaders working as teachers or assistant principals faced more barriers 
to applying their training than those working in other roles.  

Assistant principals struggled to sustain the instructional leadership focus of the Emerging Leaders 
program following the training year. The difficulty that assistant principal Emerging Leaders had in finding 
opportunities for instructional leadership without the structures of the Emerging Leaders training is 
notable because, in the survey, the assistant principal was a role to which the greatest number of 
Emerging Leaders participants aspired (Exhibit 21). When Emerging Leaders did become assistant 
principals, they struggled to make time or opportunity for meaningful instructional leadership. In 
interviews, Emerging Leaders who were serving as assistant principals described how the teachers they 
were assigned to formally evaluate were not the ones they led and coached in professional learning 
communities (PLCs. Additionally, they noted that their duties overseeing discipline and operational issues 
crowded out instructional leadership. For example, one assistant principal Emerging Leader described 
teacher leadership challenges: 

I evaluate them, but I am not responsible for their PLCs.…So, I actually work with the eighth- 
grade science team in their PLC, but I don’t supervise them. It's something I've been fighting all 
year because it makes no sense to me at all. I don’t understand and nobody seems to be able to 
get me to understand how I can support teachers when I’m not actually working with them. That 
makes no sense to me. 

Another assistant principal Emerging Leader found little time to support instruction: 

So, as an assistant principal here, one of the bigger things that I do all day is discipline....The part 
that I really like the most but I don’t get to do enough of is just being an instructional leader, going 
in the classroom and observing, coaching teachers, being in PLCs and helping to support the 
leaders and the teachers in the PLCs. 

Another Emerging Leader assistant principal struggled to stay focused on instructional leadership in the 
new position without the structure of the Emerging Leaders program and in the face of serious challenges 
and daily emergencies that commanded most of the available time and attention: 

Exhibit 26.  Emerging Leaders Found the Program Relevant 
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[A]t least last year, in Emerging Leaders, I had my homework…it kind of kept me on track. Here 
it's kind of like you lose your way and once everything starts coming up and happening....I 
already had to put two trespass warnings on two parents....We have a behavior unit here and we 
didn’t have it fully staffed for half the year, and so that was taking up a lot of our time and parents 
were…calling the cops on each other. 

Even in cases where instructional leadership was a stated component of the assistant principal job, the 
reality was often different, according to one Emerging Leader: 

I am supposed to be in the classroom, I think it’s three times a week, and I’m lucky if I make it 
once. It’s bad. It’s really bad. I went to two classes yesterday, which was phenomenal for me. 
Handling all the discipline, the parents coming up, wanting to talk about whatever happened….I 
know one of the books that we used in Emerging Leaders had a sample schedule…but it’s not at 
all the reality here on my campus…because we have these radios and they are calling us 
constantly.  

Like the Emerging Leader assistant principals, Emerging Leaders who remained teachers reported 
challenges in finding formal or informal opportunities for instructional leadership. While the overall cohort 
of Emerging Leaders reported similar leadership opportunities in the year following training to those in the 
RCT year, this finding did not hold for the subsample of Emerging Leaders who remained teachers. Only 
half (53%) of these Emerging Leaders reported that they were still leading teams in instructional planning 
twice a month or more often, compared with 91% of these same respondents the year before. In settings 
that lacked formalized opportunities to serve as a teacher leader, Emerging Leaders did not often report 
finding informal opportunities either. Of the Emerging Leader teachers we interviewed, only one was 
continuing to lead an instructional team in the year after the program. Another continued supporting new 
teachers as a mentor, but this was a position that predated Emerging Leaders program participation. One 
teacher team member explained that an Emerging Leader’s leadership opportunity ended with the 
program, at the end of the previous year: 

Last year, [the Emerging Leader] had an assigned Emerging Leaders group that she worked with, 
it was fifth-grade reading. She worked with them once a week, and she didn’t this year because it 
wasn’t part of the requirement because she is finished with the program. 

In interviews, Emerging Leaders who remained teachers seldom mentioned finding informal opportunities 
for leading their colleagues. However, some were able to take on additional leadership responsibility by 
volunteering when a need arose. For example, one Emerging Leader teacher recalled:  

Then the principal’s like, “Oh my gosh. We’ve got to make sure we’re keeping up with the data, 
and there’s nobody there to hold them accountable like the dean was…. We need somebody to 
help these teams that are not being successful.” And I was like, “OK, well, I can take them on, 
and then start trying to implement some of the [Emerging Leaders strategies].” 

Use of Emerging Leaders Skills, Strategies, and Tools 
Broadly speaking, Emerging Leaders were using the strategies and tools they learned in the program. 
Implementation was constrained by available opportunities for instructional leadership. 

Teachers learned from Emerging Leaders’ coaching. 

Qualitative data indicated that teachers who worked with Emerging Leaders largely found their coaching 
and team leadership helpful. One teacher mentioned “the intentional meetings and really making sure that 
we are also focusing on that goal and not getting off track, and I think it has helped so much these last 2 
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years, improving my students’ learning.” Another teacher described the coaching support as building her 
confidence:  

[The Emerging Leader] is not giving me the answers….She says, “What do you think the problem 
is? What do you think you can do about it?”….getting me to come up with the answer to my own 
questions. 

Another teacher mentioned how the Emerging Leaders coaching made it easy for her to ask for help: 

[The Emerging Leader] has had my back, too…. She always was there…. She was just so good 
that I want to be just like her…. She’s a very good leader. I feel like I’ve learned so much.…The 
actual experience with her and not feeling that loneliness or being so scared to ask questions. 
She’s very open to taking in our feedback. 

Emerging Leaders most commonly used strategies and tools for data analysis and corrective 
instruction and were less likely to report using strategies and tools for goal-setting and rigor 
analysis. 

Of the program strategies, Emerging Leaders were most likely to report doing data analysis for data-
driven instruction and doing and supporting others in corrective instruction. Accordingly, the most 
commonly reported Emerging Leaders program tools were those related to data analysis and corrective 
instruction: Analyzing Student Work, the Corrective Instruction Action Plan (CIAP), and the Data Analysis 
Guide (Exhibit 27).  

Exhibit 27.  Emerging Leaders Program Tool Use, 2018–19 

Q. To the best of your knowledge, are instructional teams in your school currently using any of the following Emerging 
Leaders tools, or tools similar to Emerging Leaders tools? (Select all that apply) 

 
n = 43. 
Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 

Emerging Leaders in all three districts said that data use was a priority. Specific data analysis 
practices varied between schools. Most Emerging Leaders who discussed supporting DDI used a 
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calendar and analysis approach that was largely consistent with the Emerging Leaders program 
approach. In SAISD, for example, Emerging Leaders were reviewing data with their instructional teams in 
set cycles. Implementing DDI was sometimes challenging because of lack of timely access to data, poorly 
timed district assessments, fear among teachers about being judged by student data, uneven data 
literacy among teachers, lack of data in noncore subjects, and lack of alignment between data sources 
and resources for responsive instruction. Several Emerging Leaders described having to go through the 
district data office for student data that were available only in limited ways at limited times rather than 
being able to pull data directly when they wanted it. Another had to work through issues with data 
availability before it was possible to use data to guide instruction: “We've just had to sit down with student 
work, and that’s something again where I would say it took us a little bit to even get there. We were 
having technical glitches within district.” 

In the year after the program, some Emerging Leaders reported working on data analysis with teachers in 
a more informal way than they had during the Emerging Leaders program. One teacher team member 
noticed the difference, and said:  

Last year, we were more looking at test questions and the analysis of the reports of the test 
together, and this [year] is more, “Hey, how is it going? What’s strong this year versus last year?” 
It’s more of a conversation than a sit-down and looking at everything as a whole. 

Emerging Leaders across all schools and districts reported supporting corrective instruction. As 
most teachers have students who need additional help with difficult concepts, Emerging Leaders found 
corrective instruction to be one of the most popular program strategies to implement. One Emerging 
Leader who provided coaching to a group of schools was able to spread corrective instruction to faculty in 
all of them, according to the instructional support manager: 

[The Emerging Leader] has truly been a proponent of corrective instruction. She’s made sure that 
the entire team knew about corrective instruction. She’s made sure that teachers that she 
supported knew about it….Immediately when people say “reteaching,” [the Emerging Leader] is 
the one that always says, “No, it's called corrective instruction. Because if you’re reteaching, 
you’re teaching it the same way that you taught at first. With corrective instruction, you want to 
correct whatever that instruction was and provide it in a different way for the students.” 

Not all Emerging Leaders doing corrective instruction were using the CIAP tool; in some cases, Emerging 
Leaders were helping teachers address student misconceptions in a way that was more informal than 
what they learned in the program. 

Emerging Leaders from each participating district reported using SMART goals, but the level of 
implementation varied between districts. Rigor analysis was seldom mentioned in interviews with 
Emerging Leaders or their teams. 

Emerging Leaders at each district discussed using SMART goals with teachers. Their 
implementation of SMART goals varied across districts, partly because the three districts took different 
approaches to SMART goal use. In SCS, for example, SMART goals were often set by the district and 
sometimes only for tested grades or subjects; in the other districts, SMART goals were set at the school 
or grade level or left up to teachers and teams to set. Some Emerging Leaders took the fairly generic 
SMART goals they got from the district and set smaller, more actionable goals within them that 
instructional teams could track throughout the year. Other Emerging Leaders seemed frustrated by the 
different approaches to SMART goals that they were expected to implement or were not able to see value 
in implementing SMART goals. Emerging Leaders may not always have labeled the goals they set with 
teachers as SMART goals: One teacher team member said she was not familiar with SMART goals but 
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went on to describe how, with the Emerging Leader, she set goals that that were specific, measurable, 
actionable, and so forth. 

In interviews, few Emerging Leaders reported doing rigor analysis. AISD had its own rigor analysis 
protocol, which the few Emerging Leaders who did rigor analysis said they used instead of the Emerging 
Leaders program rigor frameworks. In the other two districts, very few Emerging Leaders said that they 
used the rigor analysis framework. Therefore, rigor analysis did not appear to be an area of strategic 
focus for the three districts participating in the study. 

Those in leadership roles appreciated strategies and tools for difficult conversations.  

Most Emerging Leaders who were in leadership or coaching positions described using what they had 
learned in the program to engage in difficult conversations. Across schools and districts, they said that 
this was one of the most valuable aspects of the Emerging Leaders program, some calling it “life 
changing” and “super necessary.” Coaches, for example, reported using the difficult conversation 
framework in such situations as addressing legal compliance with special education plans and in 
supporting teachers when their school was designated as in need of improvement. An Emerging Leader 
liked using the FAST form for feedback meetings because it let teachers know what to expect from the 
conversation, which reduced teachers’ fear and led to more productive dialogue. One Emerging Leader 
said that these difficult conversations had helped her see past her own frustrations with some teachers to 
understand that the teachers did want to learn and grow. An Emerging Leader who was new to a 
leadership position described how the program helped her listen to others’ perspectives: 

Framing difficult conversations is something that I really, truly, value because we’re adults and it’s 
not like talking to a child. And so, I have to respect what they say, and in respecting what you say, 
that means you have to be heard. And then at the same time you have to hear me. I really hadn’t 
had a chance to do before I got into this position. And I think that had I not had Emerging 
Leaders, I might’ve gotten just shoved in there like, “Oh, figure it out.”  

Emerging Leaders’ use of tools for difficult conversations was influenced by the norms of their districts 
and schools and the affordances of their positions. Alone or with colleagues, some Emerging Leaders 
were able to instantiate the use of tools from the program when aligned with district needs or established 
practices. For example, one Emerging Leader said, “We use the FAST form, everybody, because that’s 
something that [another Emerging Leader] and I brought back from Emerging Leaders, and it aligns with 
what they want to use in the district.” Another was able to implement the IPG and get departmental 
colleagues to use it as well. 

The benefits of the support for difficult conversations appeared to be limited to the minority of Emerging 
Leaders whose roles had formalized opportunities or expectations for these interactions. 

Emerging Leaders did not uniformly use the same skills, strategies, and tools across all settings. 
Rather, the extent to which they sustained their work and the ways in which they implemented 
these skills, strategies, and tools were shaped by their current roles and school environments. 

Emerging Leaders were adapting program strategies and tools to the preexisting traditions and 
affordances of their settings. If they were still teaching, Emerging Leaders used the tools and strategies in 
their own instruction and influenced others to use them if they saw an opportunity to do so. In all roles, 
evidence of informal leadership was not strong: Emerging Leaders grappled with how to assert authority 
that they were not formally given. And for some schools and districts, Emerging Leaders strategies 
represented a substantial shift from previous practices. Some Emerging Leaders arrived at new positions 
ready to implement Emerging Leaders practices but found that teachers and administrators were not 
completely receptive. One Emerging Leader described using adaptive leadership to tailor her approach: 
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Adaptive pieces…have been huge this year…. At the beginning of last year, I was like, “This is 
great and we’re going to be able to do this, and we’re going to rock it, and I think we should work 
on this, this and this.” Pretty quickly, I had to step back and go, “You need to slow down. Just 
because you’re on board and ready to go doesn’t mean that everybody else is.” 

Emerging Leaders saw their selective implementation of program components as consistent with the 
guidance they had been given. For example, one Emerging Leader told us that they had been 
encouraged to take this “do what works” approach in the Emerging Leaders program: 

[T]here was a huge variety of protocols and we tried different ones all the time, and I really 
appreciated [Emerging Leaders program staff] telling us, “Take the ones that work for you. Try the 
other ones, because in practice, it might work better than you think it will." I really appreciated that 
you could customize it for yourself and for your team. 

District Perceptions of Program Impact and Longevity 
Emerging Leaders focus on instructional leadership aligns to district needs for leadership 
pipeline development.  

At the district level, administrators reported that they had wanted the Emerging Leaders program to 
improve their current and potential leaders’ instructional leadership capacity, providing a perspective for 
local needs that aligns well to the Emerging Leaders logic model. One administrator explained that 
assistant principals within their district did not spent their time on instructional leadership and so—absent 
Emerging Leaders—were not ready to implement school leadership that “translated into student 
achievement increases.” An assistant superintendent said that they wanted leaders who could “lead with 
the desire to change outcomes for students” and “support teachers around what is necessary in order for 
them to be successful themselves” in improving student learning.  

District administrators perceived that overall the Emerging Leaders program had contributed positively to 
their leadership pipelines by providing additional instructional leadership capacity. One district 
administrator, who had previously been concerned about principal candidates’ instructional leadership 
capacity, said: 

[W]e promoted a lot of people out of the [Emerging] Leaders program. Not everybody, because fit 
is a real important thing for us, and not everybody who goes through the program masters what 
you’re looking for, but it has made a difference. Our pipeline is actually pretty good right now. 
We’ve been able to fill a lot of our roles with people from the inside. The preparation of our 
assistant principals for the principalship is much stronger. 

Districts did not forecast a long-term need for a program with the scope and intensity of Emerging 
Leaders.  

Looking ahead, district leaders were uncertain about the growth of the Emerging Leaders program in their 
districts. In interviews, leaders in two districts were concerned about the limited capacity of a cohort 
model. One district mentioned that the Emerging Leaders program may not be renewed in the future 
because the district had “outgrown” a cohort model, and instead they were working on developing internal 
capacity for leadership professional development through a badging system. This district leader said, “We 
really want to go bigger than the principal and the assistant principal. We want to make sure that 
everybody feels like they’re being grown and developed and there’s a systematic way in which we do 
that.” Another district intended to play a more active, directive role in working with professional 
development providers and planned to offer a portfolio of options to employees.  
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Summary and Discussion 
Emerging Leaders were changed by their experience in the program. They had a new set of strategies 
and tools and the desire to implement them in positions in which they could provide instructional 
leadership. In the next year, when they were no longer supported by the program, many of the Emerging 
Leaders worked at new sites, new jobs, or both. Those who changed job titles typically moved into roles 
with greater or different leadership responsibility. Whether Emerging Leaders remained in their jobs or 
moved, their intention to implement program strategies and tools encountered the conditions of the real 
world, in which opportunities for instructional leadership varied. In many cases, Emerging Leaders wanted 
to focus on instructional leadership more than their roles required or allowed them to. Their sense of 
effectiveness in their jobs dropped from where it had been during the program year. In the year after the 
program, Emerging Leaders’ implementation of program tools and strategies varied, heavily influenced by 
the possibilities for instructional leadership they found in their roles. Emerging Leaders adapted to their 
schools’ contexts by choosing the program strategies and tools that seemed most aligned with their 
responsibilities and least in conflict with existing practices. They implemented these tools and strategies 
generally with greater informality than during the program year. District leaders had hoped that the 
Emerging Leaders program would increase district instructional leadership capacity and agreed that it had 
generally done so. 
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Chapter 6: Conclusions and Implications 
Implementation of New Leaders’ Emerging Leaders program in the three districts was executed largely as 
designed; the program met and often exceeded the thresholds New Leaders set for fidelity of 
implementation, including the recruitment of qualified program candidates and those candidates’ 
completion of most program activities. Implementation fell short of the New Leaders design in several 
ways, however. Approximately 40% of participants did not receive the level of personalized, one-on-one 
coaching specified in the program design. Further, although Emerging Leaders participants successfully 
completed all required elements of the program, very few (13%) demonstrated leadership proficiency as 
defined by New Leaders—though these proficiency rates may have been driven by changes in the 
scoring processes implemented during the RCT year. Nevertheless, the program had an impact on all 
three facets of participants’ DDI leadership knowledge measured by the DDI assessment: using multiple 
forms of data to drive student achievement, leading a team through a DDI cycle, and understanding of 
efficacy concepts.  

While impacts on this DDI assessment were consistent across different subgroups of Emerging Leaders 
participants, these impacts translated inconsistently into impacts on instructional team members’ practice 
and student achievement. The Emerging Leaders program had a positive impact on math teachers on 
two key facets of corrective instruction, shifted ELA teachers away from having students revise their own 
work and towards looking at their own assessment data, and had several positive impacts on the 
instructional practice of Emerging Leaders participants who were themselves teachers.  

These differential impacts on instructional practice by subject matter appear to have translated into 
differences in student achievement impacts. Impacts on students’ math achievement were promising. 
While we did not find an overall impact on student math achievement, we did find that the Emerging 
Leaders program had a statistically significant impact on student achievement in math for female, Latinx, 
low-income, and English learner students. Further, we found that impacts on math achievement were 
mediated by impacts on Emerging Leaders participants’ DDI leadership knowledge and student exposure 
to participating teachers and Emerging Leaders. We found no impacts of the Emerging Leaders program 
on students’ ELA achievement, even for students whose teachers participated regularly on Emerging 
Leaders instructional teams or whose teams were led by program participants who experienced the 
greatest impacts on DDI leadership knowledge. 

Notably, although this study tested impacts on students during the training year, the program’s purpose is 
not solely to improve achievement of students in that year. Rather, New Leaders developed the Emerging 
Leaders program to improve participants’ instructional leadership skills, develop districts’ principal 
pipelines and the distributed leadership capacity of schools and lay the groundwork for improved student 
achievement in the medium- and long-term. We were assessing a more proximal outcome by measuring 
the programs’ impacts on students in the immediate short-term, as Emerging Leaders participants were 
training on these new skills via job-embedded performance tasks.  

When examining the program’s sustainability following the training year, we found that program graduates 
aspired to positions with greater leadership opportunities, and nearly half moved to new jobs or schools 
after completing the program. In the year after the program, Emerging Leaders faced challenges in 
finding opportunities for instructional leadership but continued to use program tools and strategies that 
were well aligned with their current responsibilities. 
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This evaluation may provide valuable lessons learned for districts, schools, and programs engaging in 
data-driven instruction or developing a leadership pipeline, in addition to lessons specific to the Emerging 
Leaders program. We discuss implications for each of these in turn. 

Implications for Data-Driven Instruction 
Instructional teams engaged in DDI work benefit from trained leadership to guide them, protected 
time for teams to engage in this work, and strong tools to provide structure to their practice. 

Both Emerging Leaders participants and teachers reported the DDI work they had done together in 
Emerging Leaders teams was more structured, rigorous, and effective than the DDI work they had 
attempted in the past. Instructional teams cited the structure of the DDI cycles, regular meetings, and 
related activities as protecting the time required for engaging in the collaborative work and creating 
accountability for changing their practices. These perspectives put into context our observational findings, 
where we noted that while instructional teams engaged in regular DDI cycles and used the Emerging 
Leaders program tools and protocols to frame their discussions, they sometimes failed to move beyond 
initial steps in reviewing and analyzing student work. Further, these instructional teams were intended to 
drive toward the execution of SMART goals for student achievement; in many cases, however, we were 
unable to assess how ambitious team SMART goals actually were. Together, these improvements 
suggests that the complexities of DDI work benefit from trained leadership, protected time, and strong 
tools to provide structure.  

Despite Emerging Leaders’ similar effects on the DDI leadership knowledge of participants 
leading math- and ELA-focused teams, these leaders drove different changes in both their 
instructional teams’ instructional planning practice and student achievement in the instructional 
teams’ classrooms, suggesting that ELA-focused instructional teams may require different or 
additional supports to improve student achievement.  

Using the New Leaders corrective instruction framework in the study districts and classrooms, we found 
that DDI may operate very differently in math and ELA. Members of math-focused instructional teams 
displayed substantially more positive impacts on two key facets of corrective instruction: examining 
incorrect answers and selecting new instructional strategies for revisiting past content. Our observations 
of instructional team practice supported these quantitative findings: ELA teams that discussed specific 
assessment items focused on the specifics of the test question, whereas math teams saw the question as 
measuring a skill with specific steps that could be broken down to more easily understand students’ 
misconceptions. Correspondingly, these differential approaches to corrective instruction led to different 
impacts on student achievement.  

Further, we understand that even in math instruction, DDI may operate differently for different subgroups 
of students. In some cases, this differential impact may work to narrow the achievement gap for some 
student historically underserved by math instruction: girls, Latinx students, and English learners. 
However, special education students, another historically underserved group, did not benefit from the 
program. Not only were the impacts for these students not statistically significant, but the point estimates 
also suggested near-zero, or even negative, impacts.  

Implications for Leadership Development 
The Emerging Leaders program may provide a model for scaffolded leadership development that 
begins before assuming the principalship and operates via structured job-embedded 
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assignments. Given that the structure, schedule, and responsibilities of different professional 
roles (e.g., teachers, coaches, and assistant principals) provide different affordances for 
instructional leadership training and development, any such training should be aligned to the 
needs of professionals’ current responsibilities.  

Prior studies of New Leaders’ Aspiring Principals Program provided some of the most rigorous causal 
estimates of leadership programs; these impacts were not estimated until the third year of implementation 
(Gates et al., 2019; Gates et al., 2014). These prior studies were centered on principal leadership and 
included all facets of leading a school. In contrast, the Emerging Leaders program trained leaders on a 
smaller subset of those skills—primarily instructional leadership—before they took on other new 
responsibilities. In doing so, Emerging Leaders participants drove some positive impacts on student 
achievement during even in this initial training year. This kind of smaller-scale training before assuming 
the principalship may provide candidates with a scaffolded opportunity to develop skills over time. A 
leadership development pipeline could thus be assembled so that leaders are positioned to achieve 
positive student impacts from the onset of assuming the principalship.  

This kind of pipeline would need to be assembled with an eye toward the affordances of different roles. 
The job-embedded nature of Emerging Leaders training appeared to lend itself most naturally to roles 
with available and flexible time—specifically, assistant principals and coaches. At the same time, 
assistant principals who completed the program struggled to use their newly developed instructional 
leadership skills without the additional structures and support the program provided. Providing assistant 
principals with job-embedded assignments to develop operational leadership may provide training better 
aligned with the role, at least in the districts studied.  

Finally, we found that the clarity of goals among the staff designing and executing the leadership 
development, district staff, principals, and participants would help align expectations. In this study, 
program expectations and outcomes were not consistently clear to district staff or participants. The 
misalignment of program goals and individuals’ expectations led to confusion or disappointment on the 
part of some participants, their principals, and even the district leadership.  

Implications for New Leaders Program Development and the 
Emerging Leaders Program in Particular 
New Leaders is currently developing instructional leadership programs tailored to individual district needs 
in addition to offering the Emerging Leaders program as originally designed. Given that this would have 
been our primary recommendation, we instead suggest elements of district context for leadership 
development that we consider crucial to tailoring these Emerging Leaders programs and support. 

Consider breaking New Leaders’ job-embedded training materials into a multiyear, 
microcredentialed badging system. Such a system could provide flexibility in leadership 
development over multiple years and before assuming the principalship. Further, the badging 
system could provide a clear indication to a leader’s supervisors of the leader’s skill set.  

We discussed the promise of developing leaders throughout their careers and before they assume the 
principalship, the affordances of different roles to support the training and development of key leadership 
skills, and the need to communicate clearly throughout the system about the expectations regarding 
training. A microcredentialed badging system could help ease each of these barriers. Further, it would 
help districts track and manage their leadership pipelines by providing them data on where leaders in the 
district are positioned relative to assuming a principalship. New Leaders already has an extensive set of 
job-embedded training materials that cover other aspects of leadership (e.g., operational leadership, 
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cultural leadership) from the Aspiring Principals program. These preexisting materials may provide a 
strong basis for a series of smaller stand-alone microcredentials.  

Emerging Leaders participants would benefit from more explicit coaching to help them adapt the 
training, skills, and tools to their own local contexts and roles.  

Throughout this study, we saw several instances of New Leaders participants struggling to adapt the 
training, skills, and tools to their own local contexts and roles. Some of these struggles may have been 
due to structural issues that cannot reasonably be overcome (e.g., a lack of common planning time with 
their instructional team members). But we also saw instances where participants may, with more training, 
have found ways to align the tools and materials with their own contexts (or adapted the tools to their 
newly developed skill set). Some of these struggles may have been from a lack of coaching, which is the 
primary means by which Emerging Leaders participants learn to adapt and apply the program’s skills and 
tools to their daily work and their specific school contexts; it is also the means by which they receive the 
feedback critical for development of personal leadership skills (that is, the ability to self-reflect to 
continuously improve performance) (Valdez, Broin, and Carroll, 2015). We encourage New Leaders to 
revisit the resources dedicated to one-on-one coaching and ensure that coaches offer explicit guidance 
on adapting Emerging Leaders program strategies and tools to local contexts in ways that are faithful to 
the program. Coaching may also help prepare Emerging Leaders find opportunities for informal teacher 
leadership regardless of their positions.  

*** 

We caution that while this was a rigorously conducted RCT, it has limitations: The generalizability of all 
findings and the small sample number of clusters in the student outcomes models are particularly worth 
noting. Thus, we caution that these results provide answers in one specific setting and context and with 
the particular populations and implementation used, but they should not be taken as the definitive work on 
these issues. We encourage future researchers to build on this work, by not examining just the impacts of 
leadership and DDI programs, but also using the variation seen in this study’s results to guide design and 
data collection to determine why results vary between subjects and types of students.  
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Technical Appendix  
In 2017–18, funded by a Supporting Effective Educator Development (SEED) grant from the U.S. 
Department of Education, New Leaders undertook a rigorous evaluation of the impact of the Emerging 
Leaders program in three sites: Arlington Independent School District (AISD) in Texas, San Antonio 
Independent School District (SAISD) in Texas, and Shelby County Schools (SCS) in Tennessee. New 
Leaders’ research partner, SRI Education, designed and conducted a randomized control trial (RCT) to 
assess four things: (1) the extent to which the Emerging Leaders program was delivered with fidelity to 
the New Leaders design in the RCT sites, (2) the program’s impact on participants’ DDI leadership 
knowledge and skills and teachers’ instructional practice (3) the program’s impact on student 
achievement, and (4) the extent to which the effects of the program were sustained the year following the 
program when participants were no longer directly supported. This technical appendix provides 
supporting detail for the analysis described in the report Emerging Leaders Program: Impacts on 
Students, Teachers, and Leaders in Three Sites. 

Districts 
Exhibit A-1 shows school-level student demographics for study schools in the three RCT sites. 

Exhibit A-1.  Student Demographic Characteristics in Study Schools 

  
All Three 
Districts AISD SAISD SCS 

% Free and reduced-price lunch 81.3 69.7 90.2 87.2 
(SD) (19.5) (23.4) (8.7) (14.5) 
% English learner 20.5 30.3 22.0 6.3 
(SD)  (19.2) (24.1) (9.7) (7.8) 
% Special education  9.7 8.2 10.2 11.3 
(SD) (3.7) (2.9) (3.1) (4.6) 
% African American  35.2 20.4 7.6 83.4 
(SD) (34.6) (11.3) (12.1) (15.6) 
% Latinx 50.7 50.5 89.1 10.7 
(SD)  (35.4) (23.9) (12.7) (11.1) 
% White  10.8 21.1 2.4 6.2 
(SD) (16.1) (20.9) (2.8) (8.4) 
% Asian  2.7 5.3 0.4 1.6 
(SD) (4.3) (5.6) (0.9) (2.4) 
% Native American  0.4 0.4 0.1 0.7 
(SD) (0.4) (0.2) (0.1) (0.4) 
School n 77 30 24 23 

Note. One school in AISD did not have data on school-level characteristics; therefore, the descriptive statistics for 
AISD do not include that school. 
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Randomization and Baseline Samples: Emerging Leaders Participants 
and Instructional Team Members 
In preparation for RCT launch in 2017–18, New Leaders staff identified 112 Emerging Leaders 
candidates who successfully completed the application process for the program and met its selection 
criteria in AISD, SAISD, and SCS. Before randomization, the research team collected names of 
instructional team members who had already been identified, as well as plans for instructional teams in 
which team members had not yet been identified, including focal grades and subjects. The research team 
then split the sample of Emerging Leaders plus their instructional teams into randomization blocks by 
district, focal subject, focal grade, and, in selected cases, school improvement status and feeder pattern. 
We randomized half of each block into treatment (Group I) and half into control (Group II, who received 
no Emerging Leaders training in 2017–18 and instead received it in 2018–19). 

The blocked randomization process was conducted to achieve equal numbers of Emerging Leaders 
participants within ELA and math because an even division of the number of candidates maximizes 
statistical power (provides the smallest possible minimum detectable effect size), although small 
imbalances in numbers (as seen in some of the tables) have minimal impact on statistical power. Slightly 
uneven numbers of instructional team members between the two groups arose by chance in some 
instances and are not believed to have impacted the statistical analysis. 

The research team communicated these randomization decisions in summer 2017, enabling the local 
New Leaders staff to begin training Group I before the start of the 2017–18 school year. In fall 2017, we 
confirmed the membership of each instructional team, including the names of instructional team members 
identified after randomization and those who had shifted over the summer (due to, e.g., staffing changes), 
collected baseline instructional log data from both groups, and documented shifts in the sample between 
summer and fall 2017. 

Early Joiner Samples of Instructional Team Members and Students 
At randomization in summer 2017, the sample comprised 112 Emerging Leaders candidates and their 
instructional teams: 58 in Group I and 54 in Group II (Exhibit A-2). Between randomization and baseline 
data collection in fall 2017, the beginning of the RCT school year, the following changes occurred 
(Exhibit A-2):  

• 6 Emerging Leaders (2 from Group I and 4 from Group II) withdrew from the study.  
• 111 instructional team members (63 from Group I and 48 from Group II) left the study, an attrition rate 

of 32% and differential attrition of 8% (i.e., 36% in Group I compared with 28% in Group II).  

To identify students enrolled in an instructional team members’ classroom, we collected roster data from 
each district for the teachers in the early joiner sample. We requested districts provide us with student 
enrollment in teachers’ classrooms at the date schools reported formal enrollment to the state. In the two 
Texas districts, we used the date of the state accountability count (the last Friday in October 2017). In 
Shelby County, we used the “snapshot” date (the 40th day of the 2017–18 school year). Students were 
included in the assigned sample if they were in a tested grade and subject (Chapter 4 has more detail on 
tested grades and subjects). Students were analyzed according to their assigned condition as of the 
formal enrollment date (an intent-to-treat framework).  

Attrition Calculations 
In keeping with What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) standards, the research team provides attrition for 
each outcome, which varied based on response rates to different data collection instruments. Attrition 
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tables for each outcome measure are provided in the sections of this technical appendix along with 
analyses of those outcomes. In these tables, we use the randomized sample of Emerging Leaders (58 
from Group I and 54 from Group II). Consistent with our use of the early joiner teacher sample, we also 
use this sample to calculate attrition (183 from Group I and 167 from Group II).  

Exhibit A-2.  Samples at Randomization and Fall 2017 Baseline Movement  

  Emerging Leaders Participants  Instructional Team Members 

 Group I Group II Total Group I Group II Total 
Number at randomization 58 54 112 180 170 350 
Left study from randomization 
to baseline (%) 3 7 5 36 28 32 

Stayer (%) 97 93 95 64 72 68 
Number of early joiners 0 0 0 68 44 112 
Baseline sample size in 
fall 2017 56 50 106 183 167 350 

Note. Early joiners are subjects who entered the sample after randomization but early in the cycle of Emerging 
Leaders program implementation.  

No new Emerging Leaders participants were added to the participant sample after randomization. The 
sample of instructional team members was limited to Emerging Leaders teams as defined at the time of 
baseline data collection in fall 2017. In WWC terminology, such a sample is said to include “early joiners,” 
study subjects who entered the sample after randomization but early in the cycle of program 
implementation.  

Much of the turnover in instructional teams for Group I was due to changes in job assignments, as 
program participants changed schools, changed roles, or adopted schedules that did accommodate the 
originally intended teams. While this could potentially introduce bias in the sample, the researchers 
collected data on instructional teams’ school assignments and schedules from the Emerging Leaders 
program at the end of the year.  

Exhibit A-3 presents the number of Emerging Leaders participants and instructional team members in the 
baseline sample by subject in fall 2017. Local New Leaders regional staff members coached participants 
and their principals to designate an ELA (English language arts) or math focus for their instructional 
team—only 7 of the 106 remaining Emerging Leaders participants had an instructional team focused 
outside these two subjects. Emerging Leaders participants working with ELA instructional teams were 
more likely to be in K-5 elementary grades (42) than other grades (19) whereas participants working with 
math teams were less likely to be in K-5 (13) than other grades (25).  
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Exhibit A-3.  Fall 2017 Baseline Sample, by Subject and Grade-Level Focus  

    Emerging Leaders Participants   Instructional Team Members 

  Group I Group II Total  Group I Group II Total 

        
Primary (K–2)  9 9 18  35 25 60 
Upper elementary (3–5)  13 11 24  39 27 66 
Middle school (6–8)  5 4 9  17 21 38 
High school (9–12)  4 6 10  12 22 34 
Total  31 30 61  103 95 198 

        
Primary (K–2)  1 1 2  4 2 6 
Upper elementary (3–5)  7 4 11  17 14 31 
Middle school (6–8)  5 8 13  21 26 47 
High school (9–12)  9 3 12  27 15 42 
Total  22 16 38  69 57 126 

Primary (K–2)  - - -  - - - 
Upper elementary (3–5)  - 1 1  - 3 3 
Middle school (6–8)  1 1 2  3 5 8 
High school (9–12)  2 2 4  8 7 15 
Total  3 4 7  11 15 26 

Grand Total   56 50 106   183 167 350 

Emerging Leaders Descriptive Statistics at Baseline 
The baseline descriptive statistics on Emerging Leaders participants in Exhibits A4–A-8 demonstrate the 
similarity of Group I and Group II at randomization. The sample sizes in these tables vary somewhat 
because of a small number of missing cases or Emerging Leaders participants who declined to allow the 
data to be used for research purposes. Emerging Leaders participants in Groups I and II were similar in 
gender, race/ethnicity, years of experience, and performance on the Emerging Leaders application 
criteria. Group I Emerging Leaders participants were more likely than those in Group II to have been 
teaching (Exhibit A-4).  

Exhibit A-4.  Emerging Leaders Demographics, Fall 2017 Baseline Sample 

 Group I Group II Total 
% Female 79 81 80 
% Non-white 75 69 72 
Emerging Leaders n 53 48 101 

Source: New Leaders application data. Total n represents the number of Emerging Leaders at baseline who provided 
consent for New Leaders to share this data 
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Exhibit A-5.  Emerging Leaders Experience, Fall 2017 Baseline Sample 

    Group I Group II Total 

Average years’ total experience 
Mean 17 18 17 

SD (9) (8) (8) 
Emerging Leaders n 54 48 102 

Source: New Leaders application data. Total n represents the number of Emerging Leaders at baseline who provided 
consent for New Leaders to share these data 

Exhibit A-6. Emerging Leaders Assessment Scores, Fall 2017 Baseline Sample 

    Group I Group II Total 

Use of multiple forms of data (2.2a) 
Mean 1.99 1.89 1.94 
SD (0.50) (0.55) (53) 

DDI leadership (2.2b) 
Mean 2.20 2.12 2.16 
SD (0.33) (0.36) (0.34) 

Analysis of rigor and CCSS alignment (2.4a) 
Mean 2.25 2.18 2.22 
SD (0.38) (0.34) (0.36) 

Emerging Leaders n 53 49 102 
Source: New Leaders application data. Total n represents the number of Emerging Leaders at baseline who provided 
consent for New Leaders to share these data 

Exhibit A-7.  Met Emerging Leaders Admissions Criteria, Fall 2017 Baseline Sample 

 Percent of Emerging Leaders 

 Group I Group II Total 
Exceeded Emerging Leaders criteria 30 18 24 
Met Emerging Leaders criteria 52 55 53 
Discretionary admissions 17 27 22 
Emerging Leaders n 56 50 106 

Source: New Leaders application data. Total n represents the number of Emerging Leaders at baseline who provided 
consent for New Leaders to share these data. 

Exhibit A-8.  Emerging Leader Job Assignments, Fall 2017 Baseline Sample 

 Number of Emerging Leaders 

 Group I Group II Total 
Teacher 30 23 53 
Assistant principal 12 9 21 
Instructional coach/implementation specialist 6 13 19 
District-level instructional support 5 2 7 
Other school-based administrator 3 3 6 
Emerging Leaders n 56 50 106 

Source: New Leaders application data, fall 2017 instructional team verification.  



 

A-6 Emerging Leaders Program 

Implementation Fidelity 
In consultation with New Leaders staff, we identified six key components of the program, each aligned 
with one of the four logic model elements (first four boxes shown in Exhibit 1 of the report). For each key 
component, we developed one or more indicators to measure implementation fidelity using data the New 
Leaders program collects (Exhibit A-9). New Leaders collects an extensive array of data on program 
participants as part of normal operations, and we drew on all these to assess program fidelity—Emerging 
Leaders national community of practice sign-in sheets, baseline assessments used for admissions 
decisions, New Leaders admissions ratings, program director coaching logs, end-of-learning-cycle 
surveys, learning cycle attendance logs, assignment results, New Leaders end-of-year participant survey, 
and the New Leaders assessment scores.  

Exhibit A-9. Emerging Leaders Fidelity Indicators Aligned with Logic Model 

Logic Model Element Key Component Fidelity Indicator 

New Leaders National Team(s) 

1. Training and support of local 
program directors Community of practice (COP) 

2. Recruitment and selection of 
Emerging Leaders 
candidates 

Highly qualified candidates 

Regional Team/Local Program 
Director 

3. Regional implementation of 
training 

Relevance of programming 
Quality of facilitation 
One-on-one coaching 

4. Emerging Leaders 
completion of training 

Learning cycles 
Job-embedded assignments 

Emerging Leader Learning/ Skill 
Set 

5. Emerging Leaders 
demonstration of leadership 
proficiency 

Leadership skills 

Readiness for aspiring principals 

Instructional Team Activities 6. Instructional teamwork 
Team meetings 
Observations 

We set thresholds defining fidelity for each individual study participant on each indicator, as well as 
district-level thresholds defining fidelity of implementation in each RCT site (Exhibit A-10). Implementation 
fidelity was calculated for each individual site and then aggregated up to the sample level. At the sample 
level (across all three sites), we counted the overall sample as achieving fidelity if all three individual sites 
met the district-level threshold for fidelity. If one or more sites did not meet that threshold, the sample 
overall did not attain fidelity. Site-level outcomes were similar for all indicators except one-on-one 
coaching, which a single district met (Exhibit A-11).  

By the end of the 2017–18 program year, of the 58 Emerging Leaders participants originally enrolled in 
the program and assigned to Group I, 53 remained in the study, along with their associated instructional 
teams. These 53 Emerging Leaders constituted the sample for each of the fidelity measures. One 
important exception is the indicator on admission of highly qualified candidates, which included all 
Emerging Leaders selected for the program pre-randomization (and later assigned to either Group I or 
Group II). 
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Exhibit A-10. Emerging Leaders Fidelity of Implementation Definitions, Thresholds, and Indicators by District  

Conceptual Operational Individual-Level Threshold 
District-Level 

Threshold 
Percent Meeting Fidelity Meets 

Fidelity?a AISD SAISD SCS 

Community of 
Practice (COP) 

National office 
hosts COP and 
facilitation 
trainings  

Emerging Leaders program directors 
attend 14 COP meetings or national 
trainings during the program year 

Regional program 
director attends 
required meeting 

100% 100% 100%  

Highly Qualified 
Candidates 

New Leaders 
recruits Emerging 
Leader candidates 
who meet rigorous 
selection criteria 

Emerging Leaders candidates meet 
program admissions criteria by 
demonstrating “approaching 
proficient” on assessments scored 
with the Emerging Leaders rubric, by 
earning at least a 2 on the majority of 
concepts and as low as a 1.5 on no 
more than 2 concepts 

High fidelity: 
100% of 
candidates met 
criteria 
Fidelity: At least 
70% of 
candidates met 
criteria 

70% 82% 83%  

Relevance of 
Programming 

Emerging Leaders 
find trainings 
useful 

An average of “agree” or above 
across a bank of questions on 
perception of programming relevance 

80% of Emerging 
Leaders  89% 94% 94%  

Quality of  
Facilitation 

Emerging Leaders 
find the quality of 
facilitation to be 
high 

Rating of “agree” or above on 
question on perception of facilitation 
quality 

80% of Emerging 
Leaders  84% 100% 100%  

One-on-one 
Coaching 

Emerging Leaders 
receive 
personalized 
coaching  

At least 7 hours of personalized 
coaching,b not including time spent in 
learning meetings 

80% of Emerging 
Leaders  95% 59% 6% X 

Learning Cycles 

Attendance at all 
induction, 
intensive, and 
learning cycle 
sessions 

Emerging Leader attends (or makes 
up) induction, intensive, and all 7 
learning cycle sessions  

80% of Emerging 
Leaders 80% 100% 100%  
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Conceptual Operational Individual-Level Threshold 
District-Level 

Threshold 
Percent Meeting Fidelity Meets 

Fidelity?a AISD SAISD SCS 

Job-Embedded 
Assignments 

Completion of 
assignments and 
participation in 
associated 
learning meetings 

Emerging Leader completes all 4 
assignments; attends all 3 learning 
meetings, as indicated by having a 
valid score for each assignment and 
learning meeting 

80% of Emerging 
Leaders  100% 100% 100%  

Leadership Skills 

Participants 
demonstrate 
leadership 
proficiency 

Scores of “proficient” (3.0) or higher 
on at least 3 of 7 target concepts and 
scores of at least 2.0 on the 
remaining target concepts 

80% of Emerging 
Leaders 5% 18% 19% X 

Readiness for 
Aspiring Principals 

Participants 
demonstrate 
leadership 
proficiency and 
readiness for 
Aspiring Principals 
program 

Scores of “proficient” (3.0) or higher 
on at least 5 of 7 target concepts and 
growth on the remaining 2 concepts 

30% of Emerging 
Leaders 5% 0% 0% X 

Team Meetings 

Emerging Leader 
participants lead 
teacher team 
meetings regularly 

Emerging Leader leads a team 
meeting at least 10 times during year 

80% of Emerging 
Leaders 88% 100% 88%  

Observations 

Emerging Leader 
participants 
observe teacher 
team members to 
give feedback 

Emerging Leader observes and 
provides feedback to team members 
at least 8 times 

80% of Emerging 
Leaders 63% 69% 75% --c 

a The program achieved fidelity of implementation if each of the three sites met the district-level threshold for fidelity. (One indicator included a threshold for high 
fidelity, which was not met.) 
b The Emerging Leaders program agreement specifies 12 hours of personalized coaching for each Emerging Leader, including the time spent in learning meetings 
(approximately 3 hours total). Starting with 9 hours as the threshold for this indicator (not including time spent in learning meetings), the target shown here 
(7 hours) takes into account the fact that the hours logged in the coaching tracker often did not include time spent on phone calls or other informal coaching 
interactions.  
c Because the program was close to meeting the threshold for this indicator as measured by the end-of-cycle surveys, and because of the measurement error 
associated with this data source (appendix), we cannot say with confidence whether the program met (or failed to meet) the fidelity threshold. 
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Exhibit A-11. Emerging Leaders Fidelity of Implementation Definitions, Data Sources, and Notes on Analysis 

Conceptual Operational Data Source Population Analysis Notes 

Community 
of Practice 
(COP) 

National office 
hosts COP and 
facilitation trainings  

COP and 
training sign-in 
sheets 

Regional program 
directors in the 3 RCT 
sites 

Count of the number of trainings each director attended 
based on New Leaders' sign-in sheets. 

Highly 
Qualified 
Candidates 

New Leaders 
recruits Emerging 
Leader candidates 
who meet rigorous 
selection criteria 

New Leaders 
application data 

All Emerging Leaders 
applicants 

Candidates met the selection criteria by demonstrating 
"approaching proficient" on admissions assessments using 
the Emerging Leaders rubric. Candidate's applications must 
earn a 2 on the majority of the 6 concepts assessed and they 
may earn as low as a 1.5 on at most 2 concepts. 

Relevance of 
Programming 

Emerging Leaders 
find trainings useful 

End-of-year 
program survey 
item Q1a 

End-of-year program 
survey respondents 

A Q1a scale was calculated as a simple mean of 5 survey 
items. The indicator was then calculated for each site as the 
percent of respondents where that mean score was greater 
than or equal to 3. 

Quality of 
Facilitation 

Emerging Leaders 
find the quality of 
facilitation to be 
high 

End-of-year 
program survey 
item Q1b 

End-of-year program 
survey respondents 

A Q1b scale was calculated as a simple mean of 3 survey 
items. The indicator was then calculated for each site as the 
percent of respondents where that mean score was greater 
than or equal to 3. 

One-on-one 
Coaching 

Emerging Leaders 
receive 
personalized 
coaching  

Coaching 
tracker 

Emerging Leaders 
participants who did 
not formally withdraw 
from the program 

This indicator was calculated using a coaching tracker 
provided by New Leaders which included each meeting and 
its duration in minutes. For each participant the time was 
summed across all meetings to get the total amount of 
coaching received. The indicator for each site was then 
calculated as the percent of respondents where the total 
amount of coaching was at least 7 hours (420 minutes). 

Learning 
Cycles 

Attendance at all 
induction, intensive, 
and learning cycle 
sessions 

Learning cycle Emerging Leaders 
participants who did 
not formally withdraw 
from the program 

Participants passed this indicator if they were listed in the 
New Leaders attendance roster as having either "Attended" 
or "Made Up" the induction session, all 4 days of intensive 
sessions, and all 7 learning cycle sessions. 

Job-
Embedded 
Assignments 

Completion of 
assignments and 
participation in 

Emerging 
Leaders 
assessment 
team data 

Emerging Leaders 
participants who did 
not formally withdraw 
from the program 

Participants passed this indicator if they received a score for 
each assignment and learning cycle session, based on the 
New Leaders assessment data. 
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associated learning 
meetings 

Leadership 
Skills 

Participants 
demonstrate 
leadership 
proficiency 

Emerging 
Leaders 
assessment team 
data 

Emerging Leaders 
participants who did not 
formally withdraw from 
the program 

Participants met this indicator if they received a weighted 
concept score of 3 or higher ("proficient") on at least 3 of the 
7 target concepts, and a score of 2 or higher ("approaching 
proficient") on at least 2 concepts.  

Readiness 
for Aspiring 
Principals 

Participants 
demonstrate leader-
ship proficiency and 
readiness for 
Aspiring Principals 
program 

Emerging 
Leaders 
assessment team 
data 

Emerging Leaders 
participants who did not 
formally withdraw from 
the program 

Participants met this indicator if they received a weighted 
concept score of 3 or higher ("proficient") on at least 5 of the 
7 target concepts and demonstrated growth on the remaining 
2 concepts. Participants demonstrated growth if their scores 
increased in each subsequent assignment in which the 
concept was assessed. 

Team 
Meetings 

Emerging Leader 
participants lead 
teacher team 
meetings regularly 

Learning cycle 
session post-
surveys  

Emerging Leaders with 
sufficient data, read 
analysis notes 

Because the surveys were anonymous, responses were 
linked across cycles using a non-case-sensitive combination 
of 4 questions included on each survey to generate a 
respondent ID (e.g., “What is the first letter of the town where 
you grew up?”). Fuzzy matching was used to link responses 
where 3 of the 4 ID questions matched. Where there were 
multiple responses for a given respondent in a single cycle, 
one response was dropped at random. Where respondents 
were missing surveys for 1, 2, or 3 cycles (of 7), the missing 
cycles were imputed using the mean of the existing surveys. 
Where respondents were missing surveys for 4 or 5 cycles (of 
7), if the existing surveys responses were consistent (within 
2), the missing cycles were imputed using the mean of the 
existing surveys. If they were not consistent, those 
respondents were dropped from the analysis. Respondents 
with only 1 cycle were dropped from the analysis. Once the 
sample was identified and missing data imputed, both 
indicators were calculated by summing the number of team 
meetings and observations across the 7 cycles for each 
respondent. The team meetings indicator for each site was 
calculated as the percent of respondents who reported 
leading at least 10 meetings during the year. The 
observations indicator for each site was calculated as the 
percent of respondents who reported observing teacher team 
members at least 8 times during the year. 

Observations Emerging Leader 
participants observe 
teacher team 
members to give 
feedback 

Learning cycle 
session post-
surveys 

Emerging Leader with 
sufficient data, read 
analysis notes 
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Approximately 40% of Emerging Leaders program participants did not receive the level of personalized, 
one-on-one coaching called for in the implementation fidelity threshold (appendix Exhibit A-12). Program 
directors logged a total of 386 individualized coaching hours, or an average of 7.3 hours per participant. 
Although 40% of participants received less coaching than expected, a substantial number of participants 
received more.  

Exhibit A-12.  Personalized Coaching for Group I Emerging Leaders  

  
n = 53 
Source: Emerging Leaders program director coaching logs. 
Note: The Emerging Leaders program agreement specifies 9 hours of personalized coaching in addition to 3 hours 
spent in learning meetings. The fidelity threshold is set at 7 hours to account for incomplete record-keeping.  

The majority of Emerging Leaders participants (72%) failed to demonstrate proficiency on any of the 
seven target leadership concepts addressed by the New Leaders national Assessor Corps (Exhibit A-13), 
with “proficient” being a score of at least 3.0 on a scale of 1.0–4.0, including half-points. Only 13% of 
Emerging Leaders participants demonstrated proficiency on at least three target concepts, the minimum 
threshold set for demonstrating leadership proficiency at the conclusion of the Emerging Leaders 
program, and only 6% demonstrated proficiency on five of the seven, the minimum required to determine 
readiness for New Leaders’ principal residency program, Aspiring Principals Program (APP) (in addition 
to growth on the remaining two concepts). 
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Exhibit A-13.  Emerging Leaders’ Proficiency on Seven Target Leadership Concepts  

  

n = 53. 
Source: New Leaders leadership assessments. 

Exhibit A-14. Emerging Leaders Instructional Team Meetings, 2017–18 

 
n = 37. 
Note: Because responses were anonymous, some could not be linked across cycles. The sample shown here 
includes only those Emerging Leaders with at least four linked end-of-cycle surveys. Data for missing cycles were 
imputed (appendix for detail).  
Source: Emerging Leaders end-of-cycle surveys, 2017–18. 
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Exhibit A-15. Emerging Leaders’ Observation of Instructional Team Members, 2017–18 

 
n = 37. 
Note: Because responses were anonymous, some could not be linked across cycles. The sample shown here 
includes only those Emerging Leaders with at least four linked end-of-cycle surveys. Data for missing cycles were 
imputed.  
Source: Emerging Leaders end-of-cycle surveys, 2017–18. 

Qualitative Methods 

Site Visits During the RCT Year 
In late winter 2018, the research team visited each of the three RCT sites to interview Emerging Leaders 
participants, instructional team members, principals, district administrators, and New Leaders staff and to 
observe instructional team meetings. We chose a convenience sample for all qualitative data collection, 
maximizing the number of instructional team meetings the team members could observe and the number 
of Emerging Leaders they could interview while on site. In total, the team interviewed 60 respondents in 
16 schools and observed 10 instructional team meetings (Exhibit A-16). We requested an interview with 
every Emerging Leader participant whose instructional team was meeting during the site visit window and 
ultimately interviewed 17 of them, approximately one-third of the Group I cohort. 

Exhibit A-16. Interview Sample and Observations During Spring 2018 Site Visit  

 AISD SAISD SCS Total 
Interviews     

Principals 4 4 4 12 
Emerging Leaders participants 5 7 5 17 
Instructional team members 5 9 9 23 
District administrators 0 2 1 3 
New Leaders program directors and senior 
directors  2* 2* 2 5 

Total 16 24 21 60 
Instructional team meetings observed 3 2 5 10 

*Includes a single respondent who served as senior director of program implementation at both Texas sites.  
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The Emerging Leaders logic model was the organizing framework for the interview protocols; each 
section of the protocol addressed a key component of the program as appropriate for each respondent 
type. Respondents described how the Emerging Leaders program supported the leadership development 
pipeline in each partner district and participants’ own growth and development as leaders; their 
experiences with the program and the elements that were most useful or relevant to their work; the work 
of the instructional teams and the factors that facilitated or hindered their collaboration; changes in 
teachers’ practice that resulted from their experience with Emerging Leaders-style rigor analysis, data-
driven instruction (DDI) cycles, and corrective instruction action planning; and the perceived outcomes of 
the program for participants, teachers, and students. Site visits took were late February and early March 
2018, approximately 7 months into the program year.  

Data from the interviews were synthesized in structured debrief guides aligned with the protocols and 
research questions to compare responses within and across respondent types, levels, and organizations 
and to present evidence—concrete examples, illustrative quotations, and documents—of common 
themes as well as divergent perspectives in each site. We subsequently used these within-site findings to 
design a framework for systematic cross-site analysis. We followed the key topics in the structured 
debriefing guides to examine any consistencies, common factors supporting implementation, range in 
implementation, and factors explaining differences in implementation across all sites. Themes that cut 
across the districts and schools were identified in cross-case meetings and then verified through careful 
review of interviews and debrief summaries to identify all supporting and contradictory evidence. 
Validated themes were included in the report. 

The analysis of interviews and team meeting observations focused specifically on respondents’ 
perceptions of the Emerging Leaders program, on explaining the variation in participants’ experiences, 
and on describing and evaluating the instructional teams’ work. The findings selected for reporting were 
those most relevant to the interpretation of findings presented in other sections of this report and address 
Emerging Leader recruitment and selection, leadership development, the work of the instructional teams, 
and evidence of student outcomes. 

Group I Emerging Leaders Follow-up Site Visits 
The research team conducted follow-up site visits at all three RCT sites in spring 2019 to learn from 
Emerging Leaders program alumni about their experiences after the program, with a particular focus on 
any changes in their positions or leadership roles and their ongoing use of Emerging Leaders program 
tools, approaches, and protocols. We interviewed Emerging Leaders program alumni’s principals (or 
supervisors or managers for alumni no longer working in schools) and instructional team members (for 
alumni who continued to lead instructional teams) to gather additional perspectives on alumni’s 
leadership roles and whether the Emerging Leaders program was successful in preparing them for the 
principalship. We interviewed district administrators and regional Emerging Leaders program directors to 
understand how the Emerging Leaders program operated within the district context and the extent to 
which it was meeting district expectations for growing the leadership pipeline.  

The sampling approach prioritized deeply understanding the Emerging Leaders program alumni’s 
different experiences. We selected an intentionally broad sample of Emerging Leaders program alumni to 
interview for qualitative analysis. The qualitative analysis was complemented by the alumni survey data, 
which provided a representative understanding of Emerging Leaders program alumni experiences. We 
used alumni survey data to inform the alumni selection process and considered several factors of 
variation for the sampling: (1) whether and how frequently alumni reported meeting with the teacher 
teams they led, (2) alumni’s current position and whether they were in a new position since completing 
the Emerging Leaders program, and (3) alumni’s perception of the training they received in the Emerging 
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Leaders program. In total, we interviewed 17 Emerging Leaders program alumni in 16 schools, about 
one-third of the Group I cohort (Exhibit A-17).  

Exhibit A-17. Interview Sample During the Spring 2019 Site Visit  

 AISD SAISD SCS Total 
Emerging Leaders alumni 6 6 5 17 
Principals 5 3 5 13 
Instructional team members 3 4 3 10 
District administrators 1 0 1 2 
New Leaders program directors and senior 
directors  1 1 1 2* 

Total 16 14 15 44 
*Includes a single respondent who served as senior director of program implementation at both Texas sites.  

The following sustainability research questions were developed based on the Emerging Leaders program 
logic model to explore the extent to which the Emerging Leaders program supported leadership pipeline 
growth and created a lasting change in instructional leadership practice: 

1. To what extent have Emerging Leaders alumni taken on new leadership roles in 2018–19, both 
formal and informal? In what ways has the Emerging Leaders program prepared them for these new 
roles? 

2. In what ways are alumni currently using the skills, strategies, practices, and tools that they acquired in 
the Emerging Leaders program?  

3. In what ways have alumni’s DDI leadership knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy grown as a result of 
their participation in the Emerging Leaders program? In what ways have their leadership skills 
continued to grow in 2018–19?  

4. With the benefit of hindsight, how do Emerging Leaders alumni reflect on their experience in the 
program? 

5. What are the varied ways in which the Emerging Leaders program has met sites’ expectations and/or 
contributed to the development of a robust school leadership pipeline in each site? 

6. How have school and district contexts of support and existing practices influenced Emerging Leaders 
alumni leadership demonstration, application of and growth in knowledge and skills, and the 
Emerging Leaders program’s impact on the school leadership pipeline? 

We created semi structured interview protocols to investigate the research questions for each group of 
interviewees: Emerging Leaders program alumni, principals or supervisors, instructional team members, 
district administrators, and Emerging Leaders program directors. The research team conducted the 
interviews in person when possible and remotely when needed. The interviews were audio-recorded and 
transcribed for analysis. 

The transcript analysis proceeded in five stages.  

1. We analyzed each individual transcript to capture data related to the sustainability research 
questions.  

2. We drafted summary statements for each research question within each cluster of Emerging Leaders 
program alumni, principals or supervisors, and teaching teams to understand instructional leadership 
practice from multiple perspectives and within the school context.  
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3. We drafted summary claims for each research question within each of the three participating sites by 
analyzing across summary statements of the clusters within each site.  

4. We drafted summary claims for each research question according Emerging Leader alumni positions: 
summary claims for Emerging Leader alumni who were principals or assistant principals, alumni who 
were instructional coaches or in similar school-based support roles, and alumni who were teachers. 
This indicated whether there was any pattern based on the positionality or leadership roles of the 
alumni.  

5. We looked across the site summary claims and the alumni positionality summary claims to identify 
overall patterns, differences, and outliers for each research question.  

The result of this process was a draft of the overall sustainability claims for this study. 

Survey Methods 

End-of-Year Emerging Leaders Survey 
The research team developed an end-of-year survey for the Emerging Leaders participants in Groups I 
and II. The survey was identical for both groups and was designed to (1) capture participation in 
leadership development programs during the 2017–18 school year and the extent to which those 
programs included similar activities or content to the Emerging Leaders program, (2) assess the degree 
to which Group II participants engaged with instructional teams in 2017–18 (both leading team meetings 
and coaching colleagues), and (3) collect Emerging Leaders’ self-reports of their leadership skill growth 
during 2017–18. 

The survey asked the teachers to indicate any school leadership or instructional leadership development 
programs they participated in during the 2017–18 school year, gauge the intensity of the programs, and 
rate the importance of various characteristics across the programs. The survey also asked them to 
indicate the frequency of various activities in the leadership programs they participated in, including 
attending in-person trainings, receiving feedback on their leadership of teachers, and demonstrating skills 
through assignments. Finally, the teachers were asked to indicate the extent to which they believed their 
skills had grown in such areas as leading a team of teachers, improving their knowledge of data-driven 
instruction, and gaining the skills they would need to lead a school. 

The survey asked Emerging Leaders participants to report on their own coaching activities, such as how 
often they observed the instruction of teachers on their team and how many times during the 2017–18 
school year they provided feedback (both formally or informally) to team members. They were also asked 
about their leadership of instructional team meetings, including reviewing and analyzing student data and 
leading the lesson planning process. 

All Group I and Group II Emerging Leaders in the baseline sample received an email link to the electronic 
survey in May 2018. They were given 2 weeks to fill out the 10-minute survey and received a modest 
financial incentive for completion. We followed up with phone calls to nonrespondents to encourage their 
participation. 

The response rate was 78% (84% for Group I and 70% for Group II) (Exhibit A-18). 
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Exhibit A-18.  End-of-Year Emerging Leaders Survey Response Rates, Spring 2018 

 Group I Group II Total 
Emerging Leaders 
participants 58 54 112 

Respondents 49 38 87 
Response rate (%) 84 70 78 
Attrition (i.e., non-
response rate) (%) 16 30 22 

Differential attrition (%)   14 

Key elements of treatment-control contrast were participation in leadership development programs during 
the RCT year, engagement with instructional teams, and self-reported growth in leadership skills. 
Exhibits A-19–A-26 summarize the survey results. 

Exhibit A-19.  Teacher Leadership Roles, 2017–18 

Q: Do you hold any of the following roles in your school building? (mark all that apply) 
  No (%) Yes (%)  n 

Grade level or department 
chair 

Group I 76 24  50 
Group II 66 34  38 

Instructional team leader 
Group I 54 46  50 
Group II 66 34  38 

Other 
Group I 80 20  50 
Group II 74 26  38 

None of the above 
Group I 74 26  50 
Group II 76 24  38 

Source: SRI end-of-year leadership survey, spring 2018.  
~p < .1,*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Exhibit A-20. Group I and Group II Team Leadership, 2017–18  

Q: How often did you do each of the following during the 2017–18 school year? Please consider all of the teachers in 
your building, not just the teachers on your Emerging Leaders team.  

  

Never 

Once or 
twice 
this 

school 
year 

Every 
few 

months Monthly 

About 
twice per 

month 

Weekly 
or more 

often Mean 

 

n 
Led a team 
of teachers 
for any 
reason 

Group I 2 2 2 16 22 55 5.2 *** 49 

Group II 5 8 24 21 13 29 4.2  38 

Led a team 
of teachers 
in the lesson 
planning 
process 

Group I 4 2 14 27 20 33 4.6 * 49 

Group II 18 16 18 11 13 24 3.6  38 

Led a team 
of teachers 
analyzing 
student 
achievement 
data 

Group I 2 4 2 33 29 31 4.7 ** 49 

Group II 18 18 11 16 16 21 3.6  38 

Observed 
teachers' 
instruction 

Group I  10 21 15 13 42 4.5  48 

Group II 5 13 11 11 3 58 4.7  38 

Provided 
teachers w/ 
feedback on 
their 
practice 

Group I  10 10 16 14 49 4.8  49 

Group II 11 16 13 5 8 47 4.3  38 

Source: SRI end-of-year leadership survey, spring 2018. 
Scale: 1 = Never, 2 = Once or twice this school year, 3 = Every few months, 4 = Monthly, 5 = About twice per month, 
6 = Weekly or more often. 
~p < .1,*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 

Exhibit A-21. Group I and Group II Leadership Development, 2017–18 

Q: Did you participate in any school leadership or instructional leadership development programs in 2017–18?  
  No (%) Yes (%)  n 

Any school leadership or instructional 
leadership development programs 

Group I 29 71  49 
Group II 45 55  38 

Source: SRI End-of-year leadership survey, spring 2018. 
~p < .1,*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Exhibit A-22. Group I and Group II Leadership Development Programs, 2017–18 

Q: In which program(s) did you participate? (mark all that apply) 
  No (%) Yes (%)  n 

Emerging Leaders Program 
Group I 6 94 *** 35 
Group II 79 21  19 

NTC Instructional Coach training 
Group I 97 3  35 
Group II 84 16  19 

Relay Residency Program or M.A.T. 
Group I 100 0  35 
Group II 100 0  19 

Teacher Leadership Academy 
Group I 100 0  35 
Group II 100 0  19 

TNTP (The New Teacher Project) 
Group I 100 0  35 
Group II 100 0  19 

Another program offered by district 
Group I 94 6 ** 35 
Group II 63 37  19 

Master's, doctorate, or other graduate 
program 

Group I 86 14 * 35 
Group II 58 42  19 

Principal certification, district training, admin 
internship 

Group I 89 11  35 
Group II 84 16  19 

Source: SRI end-of-year leadership survey, spring 2018. 
Note. Sample includes only those respondents who reported that they had participated in a leadership development 
program on the prior question. 
~p < .1,*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 

Exhibit A-23. Frequency of Participation in Leadership Development Programs, 2017–18 

Q: For the leadership program(s) in which you participated, approximately how often did you participate in program 
activities? 

 

Percent of Emerging Leaders 

Mean 

 

n Never 

Once or 
twice this 

school 
year 

Every few 
months Monthly 

About 
twice per 

month 

Weekly or 
more 
often 

Group I 0 0 3 40 14 43 5.0  35 
Group II 10 5 14 33 5 33 4.2  21 

Source: SRI end-of-year leadership survey, spring 2018. 
Scale: 1 = Never, 2 = Once or twice this school year, 3 = Every few months, 4 = Monthly, 5 = About twice per month, 
6 = Weekly or more often. 
~p < .1,*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Exhibit A-24. Focus of Leadership Development Programs, 2017-18 

Q: Across the leadership program(s) you participated in this past year, how important were each of the following 
elements? 

  Less Than 
Critical (%) Critical (%)  n 

Creating a vision and goals 
Group I 34 66 * 35 
Group II 70 30  20 

Setting student achievement goals 
Group I 26 74 *** 35 
Group II 76 24  21 

Analyzing data to identify 
misconceptions 

Group I 18 82 *** 34 
Group II 67 33  21 

Differentiating instruction 
Group I 40 60  35 
Group II 67 33  21 

Aligning instruction to state standards 
Group I 40 60 ** 35 
Group II 81 19  21 

Planning corrective instruction 
Group I 49 51 * 35 
Group II 81 19  21 

Rigor analysis 
Group I 57 43  35 
Group II 62 38  21 

School budgeting 
Group I 86 14  35 
Group II 86 14  21 

Hiring and staffing 
Group I 82 18  34 
Group II 81 19  21 

How to lead other adults 
Group I 46 54  35 
Group II 67 33  21 

How to plan agendas and lead 
meetings 

Group I 57 43  35 
Group II 76 24  21 

Source: SRI end-of-year leadership survey, spring 2018. 
~p < .1,*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Exhibit A-25. Components of Leadership Development Programs, 2017-18 

Q: For the leadership program(s) in which you participated, what was the frequency of the following activities? 
  Percent of Respondents  

Mean 

 

n 

  

Never 

Once or 
twice 
this 

school 
year 

Every 
few 

months Monthly 

About 
twice per 

month 

Weekly 
or more 

often 
Trainings 
(in-person or 
virtual) 

Group I 3 0 3 71 17 6 4.2  35 

Group II 10 5 14 38 14 19 4.0  21 

Demon- 
strate skills 
through 
artifacts 

Group I 0 0 0 51 29 20 4.7  35 

Group II 19 5 5 24 14 33 4.1  21 

Receive 
feedback on 
leadership 
of teachers 

Group I  6 34 31 17 11 3.9  35 

Group II 24 14 5 29 14 14 3.4  21 

Have a 
coach 
observe a 
team 
meeting 

Group I 29 17 29 11 9 6 2.7  35 

Group II 33 24 14 19 0 10 2.6  21 

Source: SRI end-of-year leadership survey, spring 2018. 
Scale: 1 = Never, 2 = Once or twice this school year, 3 = Every few months, 4 = Monthly, 5 = About twice per month, 
6 = Weekly or more often. 
~p < .1,*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 

Exhibit A-26. Self-Reported Growth in Leadership Skills, 2017–18  

Q: To what extent do you feel you've grown in each of the following skills during the 2017–18 school year? 

  
Less than a 
great deal 

(%) 
A great deal 

(%)  n 

Gained the skills necessary to 
lead teacher team 

Group I 29 71 *** 35 
Group II 78 22  23 

Improved knowledge of data- 
driven instruction 

Group I 31 69 *** 35 
Group II 87 13  23 

Improved ability to analyze 
student data 

Group I 31 69 *** 35 
Group II 87 13  23 

Increased ability to support 
corrective instruction 

Group I 46 54 * 35 
Group II 78 22  23 

Gained skills needed to lead a 
school 

Group I 29 71 ** 35 
Group II 70 30  23 

Source: SRI end-of-year leadership survey, spring 2018. 
~p < .1,*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Emerging Leaders Follow-up Survey  
The research team developed a follow-up survey for Emerging Leaders participants in Group I to learn 
about the roles they held the year after their participation in the program and to assess the degree to 
which they engaged with instructional teams in 2018–19 (both leading team meetings and coaching 
colleagues) as well as roles they aspire to.  

The survey asked the participants to indicate how often then engaged in leadership activities in their 
current role and how effective they feel in particular leadership roles aligned with the Emerging Leaders 
program. The survey also asked Group I Emerging Leaders participants how established and effective 
they feel in their professional assignment. They were asked about roles they are interested in moving into 
in the future and what skills they feel they need to develop for those roles. In particular, Emerging 
Leaders participants were asked how ready they feel to become a principal (if they are not already in that 
role).  

The survey asked participants to report on the spread of Emerging Leaders at their site, both in terms of 
colleagues engaged in the program and the adoption of Emerging Leaders practices and tools.  

All Group I Emerging Leaders participants received an email with a link to the electronic survey in 
January 2019. Participants were given 3 weeks to fill out the 15-minute survey and received a modest 
financial incentive for completion. We sent follow-up emails and conducted follow-up phone calls to 
nonrespondents to encourage their participation. 

The response rate was 81% (Exhibit A-27). Exhibits A-28–A-45 summarize the survey results. 

Exhibit A-27. Emerging Leaders Follow-up Survey Response Rates, Winter 2019 

 Group I 
Emerging Leaders 53 
Respondents 43 
Response rate (%) 81 

Exhibit A-28. Teacher Leadership Roles, 2018–19 

Q: If you are currently a classroom teacher, do you hold any of the following roles in your school?  
 No (%) Yes (%) n 

Grade level or department chair 67 33 12 
Instructional team leader 100 0 12 
Other 92 8 12 
None of the above 42 58 12 
Not currently a classroom teacher 92 8 12 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
Note: Sample includes only those who were teachers in 2018–19. 
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Exhibit A-29. Emerging Leaders’ Teacher Leadership Opportunities, 2018–19  

Q: How often have you done each of the following so far in the 2018-19 school year? 
 Percent of Respondents  

Mean n  Never Infrequently Monthly 
About twice 
per month 

Weekly or 
more often 

Led a team of teachers 
in instructional planning 14 9 14 16 47 3.7 43 

Led a team of teachers 
in analyzing student 
data 

12 12 26 33 19 3.3 43 

Led a team of teachers 
for any other reason 5 12 12 21 51 4.0 43 

Observed teachers' 
instruction 12 21 12 2 53 3.7 43 

Provided teachers 
feedback on 
instructional practice 

12 19 12 5 53 3.7 43 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
Scale: 1 = Never, 2 = Infrequently, 3 = Monthly, 4 = About twice per month, 5 = Weekly or more often. 
Note. Sample limited to those Emerging Leaders participants who responded to this item in both 2017–18 and  
2018–19. 

Exhibit A-30. Emerging Leaders’ Self-Reported Efficacy, Among Those Who Were Classroom 
Teachers, 2018–19  

Q: If you are currently a classroom teacher, how effective do you feel using data in your own instructional planning? 
 Percent of Respondents   
 Not at all 

effective 
Hardly at 

all effective 
Somewhat 
effective 

Quite  
effective 

Extremely 
effective Mean n 

Using data in 
instructional planning 0 9 18 36 36 4.0 11 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
Scale: 1 = Not at all effective, 2 = Hardly at all effective, 3 = Somewhat effective, 4 = Quite effective, 5 = Extremely 
effective. 
Note. Of those who are teachers in 2018–19. 
  



 

A-24 Emerging Leaders Program 

Exhibit A-31. Emerging Leaders’ Self-Reported Leadership Efficacy, 2018–19 

Q: This school year, how effective do you feel as a leader in each of the following roles? 
 Percent of Respondents 

Mean n  Not at all 
effective 

Hardly at 
all effective 

Somewhat 
effective 

Quite 
effective 

Extremely 
effective 

Leading a team of 
teachers 0 5 14 45 36 4.1 42 

Improving your own 
practice of DDI 0 7 12 52 29 4.0 42 

Analyzing and 
interpreting student 
data 

0 7 7 45 40 4.2 42 

Supporting teachers' 
corrective instruction 0 5 31 45 19 3.8 42 

Coaching others 
through DDI cycles 0 2 26 43 29 4.0 42 

Using tools and 
protocols from ELP 0 7 19 57 17 3.8 42 

Engaging in difficult 
conversations 0 2 26 45 26 4.0 42 

Exercising adaptive 
leadership 0 5 19 48 29 4.0 42 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
Scale: 1 = Not at all effective, 2 = Hardly at all effective, 3 = Somewhat effective, 4 = Quite effective, 5 = Extremely 
effective. 

Exhibit A-32. Emerging Leaders Self-Reported Leadership Efficacy, Among Those in Formal 
Leadership Roles, 2018–19 

Q: This school year, how effective do you feel as a leader in each of the following roles? 

 
Percent of Respondents  

Mean n 
Not at all 
effective 

Hardly at all 
effective 

Somewhat 
effective 

Quite 
effective 

Extremely 
effective 

Leading a team 
of teachers 0 0 12 42 46 4.4 26 

Improving your 
own practice of 
DDI 

0 4 15 54 27 4.0 26 

Analyzing and 
interpreting 
student data 

0.0 4 8 42 46 4.3 26 

Supporting 
teachers' 
corrective 
instruction 

0 0 35 39 27 3.9 26 

Coaching others 
through DDI 
cycles 

0 0 27 42 31 4.0 26 
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Percent of Respondents  

Mean n 
Not at all 
effective 

Hardly at all 
effective 

Somewhat 
effective 

Quite 
effective 

Extremely 
effective 

Using tools and 
protocols from 
ELP 

0 4 15 58 23 4.0 26 

Engaging in 
difficult 
conversations 

0 0 19 50 31 4.1 26 

Exercising 
adaptive 
leadership 

0 0 19 46 35 4.2 26 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
Scale: 1 = Not at all effective, 2 = Hardly at all effective, 3 = Somewhat effective, 4 = Quite effective, 5 = Extremely 
effective. 

Exhibit A-33. Correlations Between Emerging Leaders’ Self-Reported Efficacy in 2018–19 and 
Emerging Leaders Program Leadership Concept Scores in 2017–18  

Self-reported 
leadership 
efficacy 

Emerging Leaders Program Target Leadership Concept Scores 

1.1: 
Reflective 

Practice and 
Continuous 
Improve-

ment 

1.2: 
Communi-
cation and 

Inter-
personal 
Relation-

ships 

2.1: 
Pedagogy 

and 
Instructional 
Strategies 

2.2: 
Data-Driven 
Instruction 

2.4: 
Standards-

Based 
Planning 

3.1: Urgency 
and Efficacy 

4.2: 
Leadership 
Develop-

ment 
Leading a team 
of teachers 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.1 -0.1 0.1 0.2 

Improving your 
own practice of 
DDI 

0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.1 

Analyzing and 
interpreting 
student data 

0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 

Supporting 
teachers' 
corrective 
instruction 

0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Coaching others 
through DDI 
cycles 

0.1 0.1 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.1 0.1 

Using tools and 
protocols from 
ELP 

0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 

Engaging in 
difficult 
conversations 

0.2 0.3 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.0 

Exercising 
adaptive 
leadership 

0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019; and New Leaders Leadership Proficiency Assessments, 
2017–18. 
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Exhibit A-34. Emerging Leaders’ Self-Reported Effectiveness in Current Assignment, 2018–19 

Q: Thinking about your professional assignment… 
 Percent of Respondents  

Mean n  Not at all 
Not very 

much Some Quite a bit A great deal 

How established 
are you in your 
current role? 

5 2 5 37 51 4.3 43 

How effective do 
you feel right now 
in your current 
role? 

2 7 7 49 35 4.1 43 

How relevant was 
Emerging 
Leaders training 
for your current 
role? 

2 5 16 26 51 4.2 43 

How established 
are you in your 
current role? 

8 8 8 31 46 4.0 13 

How effective do 
you feel right now 
in your current 
role? 

0 8 8 46 38 4.2 13 

How relevant was 
Emerging 
Leaders training 
for your current 
role? 

0 0 15 15 69 4.5 13 

How established 
are you in your 
current role? 

6 0 0 29 65 4.5 17 

How effective do 
you feel right now 
in your current 
role? 

6 12 6 35 41 3.9 17 

How relevant was 
Emerging 
Leaders training 
for your current 
role? 

6 6 18 35 35 3.9 17 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
Scale: 1 = Not at all, 2 = Not very much, 3 = Some, 4 = Quite a bit, 5 = A great deal. 
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Exhibit A-35. Emerging Leaders’ Participation in Leadership Development Programs, 2018–19 

Q: Are you participating in any school leadership or instructional development programs during 2018–19? 
 No (%) Yes (%) n 

Any school leadership or instructional 
leadership development programs 77 23 43 

Exhibit A-36. Leadership Development Programs, 2018–19 

Q: In which program(s) are you participating? (Select all that apply) 
 No (%) Yes (%) n 

New Leaders Aspiring Principals Program 100 0 10 
Relay MAT (Master of Arts in Teaching) 100 0 10 
Other 70 30 10 
Master's, doctorate, or other graduate program 60 40 10 
Principal certification 60 40 10 
Administrative internship 100 0 10 
District leadership training 100 0 10 
Another leadership development program 70 30 10 
Instructional coach training 100 0 10 
TNTP 100 0 10 
Teacher Leadership Academy 100 0 10 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
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Exhibit A-37. Jobs to Which Emerging Leaders Aspired, 2018–19 

Q: How interested are you in moving into one of the following roles, either in the short term or the long term? 
 Percent of Respondents  

Mean n  Not at all 
interested 

Not very 
interested 

Somewhat 
interested Interested 

Extremely 
interested 

Assistant 
principal 7 10 17 17 48 3.9 29 

Instructional 
coach 15 22 22 15 26 3.2 27 

Principal 10 13 15 30 33 3.6 40 
District-level 
administrator 2 10 26 26 36 3.8 42 

Principal 
supervisor 21 29 14 24 12 2.8 42 

Superintendent 42 23 9 7 19 2.4 43 
Education non-
profit 
administrator 

17 26 17 19 21 3.0 42 

Government or 
public policy 28 28 15 13 18 2.7 40 

Other 59 9 5 0 27 2.3 22 
Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
Scale: 1 = Not at all interested, 2 = Not very interested, 3 = Somewhat interested, 4 = Interested, 5 = Extremely 
interested. 
Note. Excludes those who responded that they already serve or have served in the role.  

Exhibit A-38. Emerging Leaders’ Perceptions of Readiness for the Principalship, Among Those 
Reporting That They Are Interested or Extremely Interested in It, 2018-19  
Q: [If not already a principal] To what extent do you feel ready to become a principal in the following roles? 

 Percent of Respondents  

Mean n  Not at all 
ready 

Not very 
ready 

Somewhat 
ready Quite ready 

Completely 
ready 

Overall 0 4 32 52 12 3.7 25 
Personal 
leadership 0 0 20 52 28 4.1 25 

Adult/team 
leadership 0 0 12 68 20 4.1 25 

Instructional 
leadership 0 0 24 56 20 4.0 25 

Cultural 
leadership 0 0 28 56 16 3.9 25 

Operational 
leadership 0 8 40 32 20 3.6 25 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
Scale: 1 = Not at all ready, 2 = Not very ready, 3 = Somewhat ready, 4 = Quite ready, 5 = Completely ready. 
Note. Excludes those already serving as principals and those who did not report they were “interested” or “extremely 
interested” in becoming princpals. 
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Exhibit A-39. Skills Needed for Desired Role, 2018–19 

Q: To what extent do you feel you need to develop the following skills in your desired role? 
 Percent of Respondents  

Mean n  Not at all Not very Some Quite a bit A great deal 
Creating a 
vision and 
goals 

10 31 36 14 10 2.8 42 

Hiring and 
staffing 9 19 42 16 14 3.1 43 

How to lead 
other adults 9 28 40 16 7 2.8 43 

How to plan 
agendas and 
lead meetings 

40 16 16 16 12 2.4 43 

Setting student 
achievement 
goals 

16 21 37 14 12 2.8 43 

Analyzing data 
to identify 
misconceptions 

14 40 21 16 9 2.7 43 

Differentiating 
instruction 12 35 23 14 16 2.9 43 

Aligning 
instruction to 
state standards 

14 42 21 12 12 2.7 43 

Planning 
corrective 
instruction 

14 16 37 16 16 3.1 43 

Implementation 
of corrective 
instruction 

7 23 40 19 12 3.1 43 

Rigor analysis 5 28 37 23 7 3.0 43 
School 
budgeting 9 23 14 23 30 3.4 43 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
Scale: 1 = Not at all , 2 = Not very, 3 = Some, 4 = Quite a bit, 5 = A great deal. 

Exhibit A-40. Colleagues Participating in Emerging Leaders Program, 2018–19 

Q: Are any colleagues in your school currently participating in the Emerging Leaders program? 
 No (%) Yes (%) Mean n 

Colleagues 
currently 
participating in 
Emerging Leaders 

74 26 0.3 43 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
Scale: 1 = Not at all , 2 = Not very, 3 = Some, 4 = Quite a bit, 5 = A great deal. 
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Exhibit A-41. Number of Colleagues Who Are New Leaders Alumni, 2018–19 

Q: How many colleagues at your school have already completed New Leaders programs (either the Emerging 
Leaders program or the Aspiring Principals program), including you? 

 Percent of Respondents  
Mean n  1 2 3 4 5 7 15 

Number of 
colleagues who are 
alumni 

42 33 7 2 5 2 2 2.1 43 

Exhibit A-42. Importance of Emerging Leaders Training for Various Concepts, 2018-19 

Q: How important has your Emerging Leaders training been for... 
 Percent of Respondents  

Mean n  Not 
important 

Of minor 
importance 

Of some 
importance 

Very 
important Critical 

Informing 
collaboration 
w/ colleagues 

0 7 26 42 26 3.9 43 

Providing 
common 
vocabulary and 
set of tools 

2 5 35 40 19 3.7 43 

Having 
productive 
conversations 

2 2 26 40 30 3.9 43 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
Scale: 1 = Not important , 2 = Of minor importance, 3 = Of some importance, 4 = Very important, 5 = Critical. 

Exhibit A-43. Instructional Teams’ Use of Emerging Leaders Tools or Similar Tools, 2018-19  

Q: To the best of your knowledge, are instructional teams in your school currently using any of the following Emerging 
Leaders tools or tools similar to Emerging Leaders tools? (Select all that apply) 

  No (%) Yes (%) n 
Rigor frameworks Same team I led as part of ELP 79 21 43 

A different team to which I belong 67 33 43 
Other teams in my school 67 33 43 
Any team in my school 37 63 43 
Don't know/not sure 67 33 43 

Data Analysis 
Guide 

Same team I led as part of ELP 79 21 43 
A different team to which I belong 67 33 43 
Other teams in my school 65 35 43 
Any team in my school 33 67 43 
Don't know/not sure 70 30 43 
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  No (%) Yes (%) n 
Corrective 
Instruction Action 
Plan (CIAP) 

Same team I led as part of ELP 79 21 43 
A different team to which I belong 65 35 43 
Other teams in my school 67 33 43 
Any team in my school 33 67 43 
Don't know/not sure 72 28 43 

Analyzing Student 
Work Template 

Same team I led as part of ELP 77 23 43 
A different team to which I belong 60 40 43 
Other teams in my school 63 37 43 
Any team in my school 30 70 43 
Don't know/not sure 70 30 43 

Instructional 
Practice Guide 
(IPG) 

Same team I led as part of ELP 81 19 43 
A different team to which I belong 67 33 43 
Other teams in my school 67 33 43 
Any team in my school 40 60 43 
Don't know/not sure 65 35 43 

FAST form Same team I led as part of ELP 95 5 43 
A different team to which I belong 74 26 43 
Other teams in my school 79 21 43 
Any team in my school 58 42 43 
Don't know/not sure 44 56 43 

Other New Leaders 
tool 

Same team I led as part of ELP 100 0 43 
A different team to which I belong 91 9 43 
Other teams in my school 95 5 43 
Any team in my school 91 9 43 
Don't know/not sure 98 2 43 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 

Exhibit A-44. Number of Connections from Emerging Leaders Cohort, 2018-19 

Q: With how many people from your Emerging Leaders cohort are you currently in touch professionally? 
 Percent of Respondents  
 

None 1–5 6–10 

More than 
10, but not 

all 
All or 

almost all n 
Number of alumni 
connections 9 67 9 7 7 43 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
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Exhibit A-45. Ways Current Emerging Leaders Alumni Network Facilitates Leadership and 
Growth, 2018-19 

Q: In what ways does your current network of Emerging Leaders alumni continue to facilitate your leadership and 
growth? 

 Percent of Respondents    

 Not at all 
Not very 

much Somewhat Quite a bit A great deal Mean n 
Leading a team of 
teachers 15 13 39 23 10 3.0 39 

Preparing for next 
steps in career 15 10 28 26 21 3.3 39 

Improving 
knowledge of DDI 21 18 31 21 10 2.8 39 

Analyzing student 
data 21 26 28 15 10 2.7 39 

Supporting 
corrective instruction 21 18 33 18 10 2.8 39 

Leading a school 10 18 39 18 15 3.1 39 
Coaching others to 
lead DDI 15 15 33 26 10 3.0 39 

Using tools from 
ELP 23 18 28 21 10 2.8 39 

Engaging in difficult 
conversations 15 15 33 28 8 3.0 39 

Exercising adaptive 
leadership 13 10 33 36 8 3.2 39 

Source: Emerging Leaders follow-up survey, winter 2019. 
Scale: 1 = Not at all, 2 = Not very much, 3 = Somewhat, 4 = Quite a bit, 5 = A great deal. 

Impacts on Instructional Leadership as Measured by Emerging 
Leaders’ Outcomes on the New Leaders’ Data-Driven Instruction 
Assessment 
The New Leaders staff developed the DDI instrument to assess candidates’ knowledge of key skills for 
leading a team of instructors through a DDI cycle. The assessment is given as part of the application 
process and again as part of the program assignments, enabling New Leaders to assess participant 
readiness for the program and to provide summative information to district partners on their readiness to 
assume more formal leadership positions. The DDI assessment used in the Emerging Leaders program 
had two components: a written assessment of the candidate’s knowledge of and ability to execute a cycle 
of data-driven inquiry, and video documentation of a team meeting to provide evidence of a candidate’s 
ability to lead a team. The video-based portion of the assessment was not used in this study.  

As part of the evaluation, Emerging Leaders candidates agreed to complete the written section of the DDI 
in early 2018 even if randomized into Group II, providing impact data on three key facets of candidates’ 
DDI leadership knowledge:  

• New Leaders Leadership Competency 2.2a: Utilize multiple forms of student-level data to drive 
sustained gains in student achievement. 
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• New Leaders Leadership Competency 2.2b: Demonstrate knowledge of and the ability to lead a team 
through the data- driven instruction cycle and adjust instructional practice to meet the needs of all 
students. 

• New Leaders Leadership Competency 3.1c: Demonstrate deep understanding of efficacy concepts 

Members of a trained national assessor corps scored the assessments for consistent measures across all 
program sites. 

DDI Leadership Knowledge Assessment 
The DDI leadership knowledge assessment measures participants’ leadership knowledge through 
scenario-based planning. New Leaders gave candidates for Emerging Leaders a set of target standards, 
a sample assessment, and corresponding assessment data. The candidate had to use these artifacts to 
complete a structured data analysis guide and devise a corrective instruction plan. The data analysis 
section of the DDI instrument asked candidates to analyze the data provided by standard (i.e., highest 
and lowest performing), item, and student. The item-level analysis identified two of the DDI assessment’s 
questions and asked respondents to 

• describe the rigor of the question (using, e.g., Bloom’s Taxonomy, Webb’s Depth of Knowledge, or 
Hess’s Cognitive Rigor Matrix); 

• identify the correct answer and the skill students require to answer it; and 
• explain the misconception represented by each of the distractor items. 

The assessment next asked the respondents to analyze three students’ data, explaining each student’s 
strengths and target areas for corrective instruction.  

The corrective instruction section of the DDI asked respondents to identify aligned high-impact strategies 
for the whole class, a small group, and an individual, including supports for student efficacy and a plan for 
re-assessment. Throughout the DDI, respondents were regularly prompted to support and justify their 
choices with rationales and assessment data where appropriate.  

Administration and Scoring 
Emerging Leaders in Group I and Group II completed the assessment at two time points. All candidates 
for the Emerging Leaders program completed the DDI assessment at baseline in spring 2017 as part of 
the application process. Group I Emerging Leaders participants completed the DDI again as part of their 
third assignment, knowing the responses would be scored and those scores provided to them as 
formative and summative evaluations of their performance in the program. The research team asked 
Group II respondents to complete the DDI at the same time in exchange for a $25 gift card; they were told 
that New Leaders staff would use their scores as formative assessment on beginning the program in fall 
2018. The research team collected the DDI responses of Group II while Group I was completing their third 
assignment to ensure timing of the assessments was equivalent between the two groups; each group had 
approximately 5 weeks in early 2018 to complete the activity. 

A member of the national assessor corps read the written responses and assigned a score of 1–4 for 
each competency. For scoring, three tools were used: a rubric with four scale points, a “cheat sheet” with 
acceptable answers, and sample responses to provide examples of score points 1, 2, 3, and 4. A score of 
1 was “Unproductive,” a 2 was “Approaching Proficiency,” 3 was “Proficient,” and 4 was “Advanced.” Half 
points were allowed, creating a 7-point scale. Responses received higher scores when they were not just 
accurate and complete, but also provided a through level of detail to support the answers.  
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New Leaders’ staff scored the DDI for to provide up-to-date results for formative feedback and provided 
the responses to the research team. To ensure an unbiased scoring, we de-identified the responses from 
Group I and Group II and assigned New Leaders assessors to re-score responses, ensuring that no 
assessor would score the same response twice and that they would be blind to treatment condition. We 
assigned two New Leaders assessors to each response to allow for an assessment of the interrater 
reliability of the DDI assessment (Exhibit A-46).  

Exhibit A-46. Measures, Detailed Description, and Interrater Reliability 

Competency Full Description of Item Interrater Reliability 

2.2a1 Utilize multiple forms of student-level data to drive sustained 
gains in student achievement 0.79 

2.2b2 
Demonstrate knowledge of and the ability to lead a team 
through the data-driven instruction cycle and adjust 
instructional practice to meet the needs of all students 

0.85 

3.1c1 Demonstrate deep understanding of efficacy concepts 0.90 
Note. Interrater reliability is calculated by percentage of agreement within half a point scale.  
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Descriptive Statistics 
Exhibit A-47 presents the unadjusted baseline and outcome data for the DDI assessment. 

Exhibit A-47. Leadership Outcome Descriptive Statistics 

   Baseline   Outcome  

2.2a1 
Group I 2.01 0.50 48 2.39 0.51 48 
Group II 1.90 0.56 36 1.94 0.41 36 

2.2b2 
Group I  2.03 0.40 48 2.15 0.55 48 
Group II 2.07 0.45 36 1.72 0.37 36 

3.1c1 
Group I  NA NA NA 2.27 0.66 48 
Group II NA NA NA 1.73 0.45 36 

Analysis Methods 
The baseline Emerging Leaders sample comprised 58 in Group I and 54 in Group II, for a total of 112 
participants (Exhibit A-48). At follow up, 84 of the 112 Emerging Leaders took the DDI assessment again, 
representing an overall attrition of 25% and differential attrition of 16%. These attrition levels exceeded 
WWC attrition standards under liberal assumptions, introducing the possibility that the two groups were 
no longer equivalent in expectation, as they had been at the time of randomization. 

Exhibit A-48. DDI Attrition  

   Emerging Leaders  

Baseline sample  58 54 112 

Analytic sample 48 36 84 

Attrition (%) 17 33 25 

Differential attrition (%)   16 

To check the equivalence of the analytic samples at baseline, we divided the difference between the 
mean of the intervention group and the mean of the comparison group by the pooled within-group 
standard deviation (SD) on that baseline measure (Exhibit A-49). Baseline difference for 2.2a1 is 0.21. 
Baseline difference for 2.2b2 is -0.09. 

Exhibit A-49. Baseline Equivalence of DDI Analytic Samples 

Leadership 
Competency Description Baseline Equivalence 

2.2a1 Using multiple forms of data to drive student 
achievement 0.21 

2.2b2 Leading a team through a DDI cycle -0.09 
3.1c1 Building understanding of efficacy concepts  N/A, not measured at baseline 

Note. Group I n = 48, Group II n = 36. 
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Multiple regression models were conducted to estimate the differences between Group I and Group II 
Emerging Leaders on leadership development (as measured by the DDI assessment). Because the DDI 
assessment was given only to Emerging Leaders, this analysis has only one level.  

Outcome Y for Emerging Leader i is given as 

𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖 = 𝛽𝛽0 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇 + 𝛽𝛽2𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 + 𝛽𝛽3𝑆𝑆 + 𝛽𝛽4𝐷𝐷 + 𝛽𝛽5𝐴𝐴 + Ɛ𝑖𝑖 

where:  

Treatment = initial random assignment with 1 for intervention and 0 for control.  

EL = Emerging Leader participant baseline scores, subject, and grade level. 

S = school characteristics including percentage of students who received free or reduced-price lunch, 
percentage of English learners, percentage of Latinx students, percentage of African American students, 
percentage of white students, percentage of Asian students, and percentage of Native American 
students. 

D = district dummy variables.  

A = assessor dummy variables. 

Ɛ𝑖𝑖 = residual terms of the model. 

The coefficient 𝛽𝛽1 associated with Treatment in the above hierarchical linear model (HLM) indicates the 
average treatment effect in improving Emerging Leaders’ leadership practice controlling for Emerging 
Leaders-level covariates. We used Stata 14’s regress command for continuous outcomes.  

Sensitivity analyses were conducted to check the robustness of the impact of Emerging Leaders across 
different specifications of the models. We compared the treatment coefficients and associated standard 
errors from nine models including different sets of district and school covariates and block indicators. The 
results were consistent across different models.  

HLM was conducted on the data with and without imputed independent variables, which left three sets of 
models for each outcome. The first set used listwise deletion models17 where an entire record is excluded 
from the analysis if any independent or dependent variable is missing. The second set of HLM used a 
dummy variable adjustment imputation approach, which sets the missing pretest scores to zero and adds 
a dummy variable to indicate the missingness of these scores in the impact model (Puma, Robert, 
Stephen, & Cristofer, 2009). The last set of the HLM used multiple imputation, where the distribution of 
the observed data is used to estimate multiple values that reflect the uncertainty around the true value. 
We imputed for missing data on covariates using the EM (expectation-maximization) algorithm for multiple 
imputation using Stata 14’s mi command. Multiple imputation inference proceeds in three distinct phases:  

1. The missing data are filled in 10 times to generate 10 complete data sets.  

2. The 10 complete data sets are analyzed by using HLM procedure (both Emerging Leaders and 
teacher team members nested in Emerging Leaders teams).  

3. The results from the 10 complete data sets are combined for the inference using the mi estimate.  

 
17 Complete cases analysis might have substantial weaknesses. Listwise deletion limits the statistical power of the tests conducted 
because it uses a reduced sample size with complete cases (Allison, 2001; Olinsky, Chen, & Harlow, 2003; Roth, 1994). Further, if 
there is systematic difference between the complete cases and incomplete cases, the statistical inference from complete cases 
analysis may not be applicable to the population of all cases. 
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Effect sizes are reported as Hedges’s g and calculated by dividing the intervention indicator coefficient by 
the pooled standard deviation of Group I and Group II.  

Analysis Results 
Exhibit A-50 presents the estimated impact of Emerging Leaders on participants’ DDI leadership 
knowledge. Discussion and interpretation of these results can be found in the narrative text in Chapter 3. 

Exhibit A-50. Multiple Regression Results on Leadership Outcomes 

Leadership 
Competency Group I Group II Coeff SE t p  

Effect 
Size n 

2.2a1 2.34 2.02 0.32 0.11 2.91 0.006 ** 0.95 84 
2.2b2  2.12 1.75 0.38 0.13 2.94 0.005 ** 0.90 84 
3.1c1  2.23 1.78 0.45 0.16 2.84 0.006 ** 0.94 84 

Note: Columns “Group I” and “Group II” present regression-adjusted outcome scores for Group I and Group II, 
respectively. 
~p < 0.10, ∗p < .05, ∗∗p < .01. 

To test whether program impacts were stronger for some participants than others, the research team ran 
a series of subgroup analyses. We estimated the impact of the Emerging Leaders program on each 
subgroup separately, and then compared the difference in those impacts, testing whether the difference 
was significantly different from zero. Where the difference was statistically significant, we can conclude 
that the program had a greater impact on one subgroup than on another. For example, we estimated the 
impacts of Emerging Leaders leading math teams separately from those of Emerging Leaders leading 
ELA instructional teams. We next compared these estimated impacts to each other to examine whether 
Emerging Leaders learned the constructs measured by DDI assessments more thoroughly when applying 
them to math or to ELA. Exhibits A-51 and A-52 present the results of these comparisons.  

Exhibit A-51. HLM Results for Emerging Leaders Participant Subgroups, Math vs. ELA 

Leadership 
Competency 

Emerging Leaders Leading 
Math Instructional Teams 

Emerging Leaders Leading  
ELA Instructional Teams Difference 

Group I Group II Effect Sig Group I Group II Effect Sig Effect Sig 
2.2a1 2.20 1.98 0.22  2.24 1.82 0.41 ** -0.19  
2.2b2  2.03 1.74 0.29  2.06 1.61 0.46 ** -0.17  
3.1c1  2.36 2.07 0.02  2.17 1.58 0.07 ** -0.05  
Emerging Leader n 18 11   27 21     

Source: New Leaders data-driven instructional knowledge assessment, 2017–18 
~p < 0.10, ∗p < .05, ∗∗p < .01 
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Exhibit A-52. HLM Results for Emerging Leaders Participant Subgroups, Teachers vs. Non-
Teachers 

Leadership 
Competency 
2.2a1 2.51 2.08 0.42 * 2.29 2.03 0.26  0.16  
2.2b2  2.18 1.69 0.49 * 2.02 1.71 0.31 ~ 0.18  
3.1c1  2.38 1.75 0.06 * 2.15 1.78 0.04  0.02  
Emerging Leader n 25 17   23 19     

Source: New Leaders data-driven instructional knowledge assessment, 2017–18 
~p < 0.10, ∗p < .05, ∗∗p < .01 

Impacts on Instruction 
The research team designed an instructional log to capture the Emerging Leaders-aligned instructional 
behaviors teachers engaged in both inside and outside the classroom. The Emerging Leaders program 
trains and supports participants in leading instructional teams through DDI cycles that identify gaps in 
student understanding and skills and which students have them so that past content and skills can be 
revisited and retaught. The instructional process is intended to improve student learning and increase 
student achievement. Thus, this evaluation required assessing the extent to which participating in an 
Emerging Leaders instructional team changed teachers’ practices in instructional planning and use of 
student data.  

We emailed teachers a link to an online form to document their daily instructional planning behaviors 
each day over two separate weeks in the spring semester. This allowed teachers to quickly document 
their behaviors on the same days they did their instructional planning, maximizing the likelihood they 
would accurately document what they did each day. 

The instructional log was aligned with the Emerging Leaders program logic model and a set of related 
instructional planning behaviors and in-classroom activities. The four areas of instructional practice were 
instructional planning behaviors, review of assessment data and student work, corrective instruction, and 
teachers’ and students’ self-efficacy. 

The analysis of instruction addressed 52 final measures. Of these measures, 21 of which were classified 
as primary outcomes—the foci of the analysis. A log measure was classified as a primary outcome if the 
instructional practice reflected in it should be reflected in the Emerging Leaders program logic model and 
practices. For example, the Emerging Leaders program is grounded in collaborative DDI cycles, so the 
log measure “Planned with others” is strongly reflective of the Emerging Leaders program practices. 
Concentrating on the 21 primary outcomes provided the greatest insight into the instructional practices 
most relevant to the Emerging Leaders program.  

Teacher Outcome Measures 
INSTRUCTIONAL PLANNING BEHAVIORS 

The first goal of the instructional log was to document the types of instructional planning behaviors 
teachers engaged in. If the Emerging Leaders program was impactful, we would expect to see three shifts 
in teachers’ instructional planning practices: (1) more teachers would review student work on a weekly 
basis, (2) more teachers would spend some amount of time collaboratively planning with colleagues on a 
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weekly basis, and (3) teachers would spend more minutes each week engaged in instructional planning 
as a result of reviewing more student data and planning with others. 

For the purposes of the log, the research team defined “instructional planning” broadly to increase 
opportunities for teachers to share their practices with us. Virtually any activity related to lesson planning, 
reviewing standards or curricula, consulting pacing guides, reviewing formative or summative assessment 
data, designing assessments, reviewing classwork or homework, setting learning targets, working on 
instructional materials, or grouping students intentionally was considered to be an instructional planning 
activity for this project. The only activity we explicitly excluded was grading assignments, as the grading 
itself was not directly informing future instruction. This was relevant mostly because one of the log 
measurements was asking teachers to report their daily instructional planning minutes, and we did not 
want teachers to include time spent grading as instructional planning minutes. Finally, we asked teachers 
whether they instructionally planned alone or if they spent some time planning with others. 

Three primary outcomes were specifically associated with this construct. 

• Planning: Reviewed student work (any) 
• Planned with others (any) 
• Total weekly planning time (minutes) 

A secondary outcome was “Planning: Reviewed assessments.” This specific log item was incorporated 
into the combined primary outcome of “Planning: Reviewed student work (any).” This instructional log 
item affected which teachers received questions on the instructional log related to how they engaged with 
assessment data during their instructional planning.  

REVIEW OF ASSESSMENT DATA AND STUDENT WORK 

The second goal of the instructional log was to document how teachers reviewed assessment data and 
student work. The Emerging Leaders program theory of action posits three shifts in teachers’ use of data: 
(1) more teachers would review specific questions/items and incorrect answers when examining data on 
a weekly basis, (2) more teachers would disaggregate data in some manner on a weekly basis, and 
(3) more teachers would identify specific student errors and misunderstandings as they reviewed data. 

Teachers’ use of assessment data and student work could cover a broad range of practices and 
behaviors. The instructional log focused on three specific areas of data use: which data teachers 
examined, which students teachers examined data about, and how teachers reviewed these data. 

One instructional log question explored which data teachers examined as they reviewed assessments 
and student work. Teachers can engage in several different levels of review as they examine assessment 
data and student work. They can examine summary scores and percentages for the entire assignment, 
review specific question-/item-level scores for specific problems, and review not just how students 
performed on certain questions, but also what incorrect answers students provided. 

There are different ways of reviewing assessment data, and teachers have several options for whom they 
review data about. They can focus on reviewing all their students’ data using averages or other aggregate 
measures, or they can examine the data for specific classes, periods, or grade levels separately. Other 
approaches include disaggregating student data based on students’ prior performance, other meaningful 
subgroups (e.g., English learners), or even by individual students.  

Finally, the instructional log explored how teachers reviewed these student data. Teachers can review 
student data to form a general impressions of student mastery, identify specific student errors and 
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misunderstandings through the examination of assessment data and student work, or use student data to 
measure progress made toward specific learning goals. 

Five primary outcomes were specifically associated with this construct.  

• Disaggregated assessment data (any) 
• Assessment data: item-level scores 
• Assessment data: incorrect answers 
• Assessment data: student progress against goals 
• Review student work for errors or misunderstandings 

CORRECTIVE INSTRUCTION ACTION PLANNING 

The third goal of the instructional log was to document how teachers revisited and retaught past content 
and skills using corrective instruction. If the Emerging Leaders program was impactful, we would expect 
to see three shifts in how teachers revisited content: (1) more teachers would decide to revisit and 
reteach past content and skills, (2) more teachers would select instructional strategies specifically 
designed to address student errors or to convey the material in a new manner, and (3) more teachers 
would plan to reassess students’ understanding using a scorable instrument (i.e., a formal assessment) 
after checking whether the revisiting was successful. 

A core component of the Emerging Leaders program is supporting teachers in identifying student 
misconceptions and misunderstandings and using that knowledge to take action through revisiting and 
reteaching the material needed to correct these misconceptions and misunderstandings. A data-driven 
instructional cycle is incomplete if it does not result in meaningful action to improve student learning. 
Additionally, revisiting course content is unlikely to be successful if teachers revisit the material in the 
same way as students have already been exposed to that learning opportunity. Teachers often need to 
revisit content in new ways, potentially using a strategy specifically selected to unpack a particular 
student misunderstanding. Finally, it is important for teachers to intentionally assess what students 
learned. This applies equally to both teaching and reteaching, and the instructional log asked teachers 
whether they plan to reassess students in addition to reteaching them. 

Five primary outcomes were associated with this construct. 

• Decided to revisit content 
• Corrective instruction: Instructional strategies (any) 
• Corrective Instruction: Grouping based on data 
• Corrective instruction: Plan to reassess 
• Corrective instruction: Skill gaps 

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY AND STRATEGIES TO DEVELOP STUDENT EFFICACY 

The instructional log documented teachers’ self-efficacy and their support of students in developing self-
efficacy. If the Emerging Leaders program were impactful, we would expect that (1) teachers would have 
higher average reports of their self-efficacy in teaching using various instructional strategies and 
promoting student engagement and (2) more teachers would use strategies in the classroom to support 
students in developing their self-efficacy. 
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The prior constructs of the instructional log concerned instruction and understanding behaviors, which are 
largely mental or intellectual components of learning. The self-efficacy goal is focused on important 
affective components of learning: the extent to which teachers believe they are effective in their capacity 
to use different instructional strategies and engage students in the classroom and the extent to which 
teachers support students in believing they can be more successful in the classroom. The instructional 
log asked teachers to assess their own self-efficacy in these areas and also document whether they used 
strategies in their classrooms that supported students in the development of their self-efficacy. If the 
teachers reported using strategies in the classroom, the instructional log asked which specific strategies 
they used to support student self-efficacy, such as having students make action plans to complete their 
learning goals or conferencing with students about their progress.  

In addition to the measures of instructional practice developed for this evaluation, we included two 
teacher efficacy scales replicated from earlier studies of the relationship between instructional leadership 
and teacher self-efficacy (Bellibas et al., 2017, Klassen et al, 2009). These studies found that principals’ 
perceived instructional leadership significantly impacts teacher self-efficacy, both efficacy in instruction 
and efficacy for promoting student engagement. Exhibit A-52 describes these survey scales. Each daily 
instructional log included one item from one of these two scales, with Friday’s log including the remaining 
items so that teachers received all 8 items over the course of one 6-day week. Responses to a Likert 
scale ranging from 1 to 5 were combined across items into a mean scale score.  

Eight primary outcomes were specifically associated with this construct. 

• Today’s lesson: Correct, revise, or improve work 
• Today’s lesson: Review assessment 
• Today’s lesson: Goals for next assessment 
• Today’s lesson: Action plan 
• Today’s lesson: Teacher conference 
• Today’s lesson: Post-assessment reflection 
• Teacher efficacy: Instruction 
• Teacher efficacy: Student engagement 

Instructional Log Administration 
Instructional logs were administered to Groups I and II for two rounds at each site through Qualtrics, an 
online survey platform. In each round, teachers were to complete the instructional log for 6 days, starting 
on Sunday and continuing through Friday. The administration dates were as follows.  

• AISD: April 1–6 and April 29–May 4 
• SAISD: April 1–6 and April 29–May 4 
• SCS: March 18–23 and April 8–13 

At 3:00 p.m. Central time on each instructional log administration day, the teachers received an email with 
a link to the instructional log and a reminder to complete it that day. We sent follow-up emails to teachers 
who did not complete their instructional logs each day to encourage high response rates. Teachers 
received a final reminder email the Monday after each administration of the instructional logs. 

Emerging Leaders participants who were themselves teachers were included in the instructional log 
administration. Emerging Leaders participants who had another position (instructional coach, assistant 
principal) were not included because they did not directly engage in daily instruction. 
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Participants were provided with modest financial incentives for completing full weeks of instructional logs 
to encourage high response rates. 

Reliability Testing 
The research team conducted thorough reliability testing to review and revise the instructional log to 
maximize its value in measuring instructional practices. The results of the reliability testing indicated 
“moderate agreement.” The aggregate teacher-researcher interrater reliability result was 0.51, which 
meets the WWC reliability standards of outcome measures having 0.50 or greater reliability. 

The research team developed the teacher instructional log iteratively. The first draft was based on 
existing questionnaire items (particularly for the teacher self-efficacy questions) and new items the 
research team drafted using language aligned with the Emerging Leaders program content. We then 
tested the reliability of the instructional log by conducting a series of interviews with volunteer teachers at 
the three sites. We interviewed the teachers on their most recent day of instructional planning, asking 
them to describe their instructional planning behaviors and thought processes in as much detail as 
possible. After each interview, both the interviewer and the teacher completed the instructional log. The 
teacher used his/her own experience to answer the questions in the instructional log, and the interviewer 
used the interview notes on the teacher’s description of his/her instructional planning behaviors. Then the 
interviewer reviewed both sets of answers and identified log items where they disagreed. The interviewer 
followed up with the teacher on these items to identify why the teacher had responded as he/she had. 
This process was repeated many times during February and March, and several instructional log items 
were revised or combined into aggregate measures to improve the agreement between the research 
team members and teachers. The final version of the instructional log underwent a round of reliability 
testing to generate interrater reliability results. The final reliability testing consisted of a more structured 
series of interviews in which a research team interviewer led and recorded an interview with a teacher 
and four other researchers and then watched the recorded interview. All six people (teacher, interviewer, 
four other research team members) completed instructional logs to finalize the reliability of the 
instructional log. 

Interrater reliability results were calculated by two methods. We first calculated agreement among the five 
research team members and then calculated agreement between the research team members and the 
teachers. To compare researchers with one another, we used Fleiss’ Kappa (Fleiss, 1971). Fleiss’ Kappa 
was an appropriate measure for interrater reliability because there were more than two raters assigning 
categorical ratings (“yes/no”). The overall Fleiss’ Kappa calculation for the instructional log was 0.68, 
which according to some indicates “substantial agreement,” the second highest of six possible agreement 
ratings (the only higher rating being “almost perfect agreement”) (Landis & Koch, 1977). This also meets 
the WWC reliability standard of having interrater reliability above 0.50. 

We used Cohen’s Kappa (Cohen, 1960, 1968) to compare the research team members’ responses with 
the teachers’ responses. We calculated one kappa result for each research staff-teacher pair and then 
averaged them together (Light, 1971) to measure the overall research team-teacher interrater reliability. 
The overall average Cohen’s Kappa calculation for the instructional logs was 0.51, which according to 
some indicates “moderate agreement,” the third highest of six possible agreement ratings (the higher 
ratings being “substantive agreement” and “almost perfect agreement”) (Landis & Koch, 1977). This also 
meets the WWC reliability standard of having interrater reliability above 0.50. 

Exhibits A-53 and A-54 above provide per-item interrater reliability results for both the 21 primary 
outcomes and 31 secondary outcomes of instructional log. Exhibit A-55 provides reliability statistics for 
the two survey scales included on the logs.  
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Exhibit A-53. Primary Outcomes, Log Item Text, and Interrater Reliability 

Primary Outcomea Log Item Text (Spring 2018) 

Research 
Team 

Internal 
Interrater 
Reliability 

Research 
Team-

Teacher 
Interrater 
Reliability 

Planning: Reviewed 
student work or 
assessments (any)  

What kinds of planning did you do for ${subject} 
today? Reviewed assessments (e.g., exit tickets, 
quizzes, tests, formative assessments, benchmark 
assessments, pre-assessments) | Reviewed 
samples of student work (other than exit tickets or 
assessments)  

0.68 0.51 

Collaboration: 
Planned with others 
(any) 

Did you collaborate with other teachers today, either 
in person or virtually, to plan instruction for 
${subject}? A teacher team that meets regularly 
(e.g., grade level, department, course, PLC) | A 
group of teachers that collaborates informally | An 
instructional coach, mentor teacher, 
department/grade-level chair or assistant principal | 
A specialist (e.g., special education specialist, 
English learner specialist, occupational therapist) | A 
paraprofessional, student teacher, or teaching 
assistant | Other  

1 1 

Total weekly 
planning time 
(minutes) 

How much time did you spend planning today for 
${subject}? Enter the number of minutes you spent 
planning in the box below. Please include all minutes 
you spent planning with others and by yourself. DO 
NOT include any minutes you spent grading or 
prepping instructional materials (e.g., photocopying). 

N/A N/A 

Assessment data: 
Disaggregated data 
(any) 

When reviewing assessment data today for 
${subject}, how did you analyze student 
performance? By class or class period | By student 
sub-group (e.g., English learners, special education 
students) | By group according to prior performance 
(e.g., the lowest-performing quartile, students who 
scored basic at the beginning of the year) | Scores 
disaggregated by standard, skill, or topic  

0.60 0.50 

Assessment data: 
Item-level scores 

When reviewing assessment data today for 
${subject}, what types of scores did you consider? 
Question/item-level scores (e.g., percentage of 
students responding to a particular item correctly or 
with proficiency)  

0.08 0.00 

Assessment data: 
Incorrect answers  

When reviewing assessment data today for 
${subject}, what types of scores did you consider? 
Incorrect answers selected (e.g., in a multiple choice 
item, the percent of students choosing an incorrect 
response) 

0.08 0.20 

Assessment data: 
Student progress 
against goals 

When reviewing assessment data today for 
${subject}, did you do any of the following? 
Reviewed students’ progress against goals for 
performance on this assessment or similar 
assessments  

0.58 0.18 
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Primary Outcomea Log Item Text (Spring 2018) 

Research 
Team 

Internal 
Interrater 
Reliability 

Research 
Team-

Teacher 
Interrater 
Reliability 

Assessment data or 
student work (any): 
Identified errors or 
misunderstandings  

When you reviewed assessment data today for 
${subject}, did you do any of the following? Identified 
specific student errors or misunderstandings | When 
you reviewed samples of student work today for 
${subject}, did you do any of the following? Identified 
specific student errors or misunderstandings  

0.43 0.33 

Corrective 
instruction: Decided 
to revisit content  

In any of the instructional planning you completed 
today for ${subject}, did you decide to have students 
revisit content or skills covered in a previous lesson? 

0.27 0.23 

Corrective 
instruction: 
Selected new 
instructional 
strategies (any) 

When planning to have student revisit content or 
skills covered previously in ${subject}, did you do 
any of the following today? Selected instructional 
strategies to address specific student errors | 
Selected new instructional strategies that are 
different from the way that you previously taught the 
skills or content to these same students  

0.38 0.52 

Corrective 
instruction: 
Grouping based on 
data 

When planning to have student revisit content or 
skills covered previously in ${subject}, did you do 
any of the following today? Grouped students for 
instruction on the basis of assessment data  

0.38 0.61 

Corrective 
instruction: Plan to 
re-assess 

When planning to have student revisit content or 
skills covered previously in ${subject}, did you do 
any of the following today? Planned to re-assess 
students using an instrument that can be scored 
(e.g., a quiz, test, or a writing sample scored with a 
rubric)  

-0.04 0.07 

Corrective 
instruction: Skill 
gaps 

When planning to have student revisit content or 
skills covered previously in ${subject}, did you do 
any of the following today? Planned to address gaps 
in skills that you had not previously taught (e.g., 
skills addressed in previous grades’ standards)  

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Student efficacy: 
Correct, revise, or 
improve work (any) 

In today’s class(es), did students do any of the 
following? Correct their own or a classmate’s work | 
Revise and improve work in response to feedback 
(not simply making corrections) 

1 0.37 

Student efficacy: 
Review assessment 

In today’s class(es), did students do any of the 
following? Review results from a recent assessment  

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 
Student efficacy: 
Goals for next 
assessment 

In today’s class(es), did students do any of the 
following? Set performance goals for the next 
assessment  

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Student efficacy: 
Action plan  

In today’s class(es), did students do any of the 
following? Make an action plan for achieving 
learning goals  

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Student efficacy: 
Teacher conference  

In today’s class(es), did students do any of the 
following? Conference with you about their progress 
or learning goals  

0.78 0.83 
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Primary Outcomea Log Item Text (Spring 2018) 

Research 
Team 

Internal 
Interrater 
Reliability 

Research 
Team-

Teacher 
Interrater 
Reliability 

Student efficacy: 
Post-assessment 
reflection  

In today’s class(es), did students do any of the 
following? Complete a post-assessment reflection 
sheet  

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 
a Some log items were combined to create composites. Composite items are noted through the use of “(any)” in the 
outcome name. 

Exhibit A-54. Secondary Outcomes, Detailed Description, and Interrater Reliability 

Secondary Outcomea Log Item Text (Spring 2018) 

Research 
Team 

Interrater 
Reliability 

Research 
Team-

Teacher 
Agreement 
Reliability 

Planning: Planned 
today 

Teachers do not always engage in planning 
instruction (as defined above) every day. At any 
point today, did you plan instruction for 
${subject}? 

N/A N/A 

Planning: Standards, 
curricula, or pacing 
guides 

What kinds of planning did you do for ${subject} 
today? Reviewed standards, curricula, or pacing 
guides  

0.25 0.33 

Planning: Assessments 

What kinds of planning did you do for ${subject} 
today? Reviewed assessments (e.g., exit 
tickets, quizzes, tests, formative assessments, 
benchmark assessments, pre-assessments) 

  

Planning: Samples of 
student work  

What kinds of planning did you do for ${subject} 
today? Reviewed samples of student work 
(other than exit tickets or assessments)  

0.13 0 

Planning: Learning 
targets 

What kinds of planning did you do for ${subject} 
today? Set learning target(s) (i.e., statement(s) 
for students about what they should know and 
be able to do at the end of the lesson)  

1 0.5 

Planning: In-class work 
or homework 

What kinds of planning did you do for ${subject} 
today? Designed task(s) for in-class work or 
homework 

-0.04 -0.06 

Planning: Assigned 
students to groups 

What kinds of planning did you do for ${subject} 
today? Assigned students to groups 0.73 0.83 

Planning: Adapted 
tasks 

What kinds of planning did you do for ${subject} 
today? Adapted tasks for groups of students, 
based on students’ prior knowledge or skills  

0.15 0.25 

Collaboration: Teacher 
team 

Did you collaborate with other teachers today, 
either in person or virtually, to plan instruction 
for ${subject}? A teacher team that meets 
regularly (e.g., grade level, department, course, 
PLC) 

N/A N/A 

Collaboration: Informal 
group of teachers 

Did you collaborate with other teachers today, 
either in person or virtually, to plan instruction 
for ${subject}? A group of teachers that 
collaborates informally  

N/A N/A 
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Secondary Outcomea Log Item Text (Spring 2018) 

Research 
Team 

Interrater 
Reliability 

Research 
Team-

Teacher 
Agreement 
Reliability 

Collaboration: 
Instructional coach, 
mentor teacher, or 
school leader 

Did you collaborate with other teachers today, 
either in person or virtually, to plan instruction 
for ${subject}? An instructional coach, mentor 
teacher, department/grade-level chair or 
assistant principal  

N/A N/A 

Collaboration: 
Resource teacher 

Did you collaborate with other teachers today, 
either in person or virtually, to plan instruction 
for ${subject}? A specialist (e.g., special 
education specialist, English learner specialist, 
occupational therapist)  

N/A N/A 

Collaboration: Para or 
aide 

Did you collaborate with other teachers today, 
either in person or virtually, to plan instruction 
for ${subject}? A paraprofessional, student 
teacher, or teaching assistant  

N/A N/A 

Assessment data: 
Benchmark or interim 

What assessment data for ${subject} did you 
review today? Benchmark or interim 
assessments (e.g., ${benchmark})  

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Assessment data: 
Common assessments 

What assessment data for ${subject} did you 
review today? Common assessments 
(districtwide, grade-level, or department-wide) 
not included above  

-0.04 0.65 

Assessment data: Pre-
assessments 

What assessment data for ${subject} did you 
review today? Pre-assessments (e.g., pre-tests, 
diagnostic assessments)  

0.13 0.33 

Assessment data: 
Previous day 

Were the assessment data you reviewed today 
for ${subject} collected: On the most recent 
instructional day 

0.17 0 

Assessment data: Past 
week 

Were the assessment data you reviewed today 
for ${subject} collected: Within the past week 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Assessment data: Past 
six weeks 

Were the assessment data you reviewed today 
for ${subject} collected: Within the past six 
weeks 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Assessment data: More 
than six weeks 

Were the assessment data you reviewed today 
for ${subject} collected: More than six weeks 
ago 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Assessment data: 
Grade level 

When reviewing assessment data today for 
${subject}, how did you analyze student 
performance? By grade level  

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Assessment data: 
Class period 

When reviewing assessment data today for 
${subject}, how did you analyze student 
performance? By class or by class period  

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Assessment data: 
Student sub-group 

When reviewing assessment data today for 
${subject}, how did you analyze student 
performance? By student sub-group (e.g., 
English Learners, special education students)  

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 
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Secondary Outcomea Log Item Text (Spring 2018) 

Research 
Team 

Interrater 
Reliability 

Research 
Team-

Teacher 
Agreement 
Reliability 

Assessment data: Prior 
performance 

When reviewing assessment data today for 
${subject}, how did you analyze student 
performance? By group according to prior 
performance (e.g., the lowest-performing 
quartile, students who scored basic at the 
beginning of the year)  

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Assessment data: 
Individual student  

When reviewing assessment data today for 
${subject}, how did you analyze student 
performance? By scores for each individual 
student  

0.17 0 

Assessment data: By 
standard, skill, or topic 

When reviewing assessment data today for 
${subject}, what types of scores did you 
consider? Scores disaggregated by standard, 
skill, or topic  

-0.14 0.08 

Assessment data: 
Identified errors or 
misunderstandings  

When reviewing assessment data today for 
${subject}, did you do any of the following? 
Identified specific student errors or 
misunderstandings  

0.10 0 

Student work: Writing 
samples 

What samples of student work (other than exit 
tickets or assessments) for ${subject} did you 
review today? Student writing (e.g., essays, 
journal entries, responses to a writing prompt)  

0.40 0.67 

Student work: In-class 
assignments 

What samples of student work (other than exit 
tickets or assessments) for ${subject} did you 
review today? In-class assignments (including 
notes, worksheets, annotation)  

0.47 0.42 

Student work: 
Homework 
assignments 

What samples of student work (other than exit 
tickets or assessments) for ${subject} did you 
review today? Homework assignments  

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Too few 
rating 

categories 

Student work: General 
impression 

When you reviewed samples of student work 
today for ${subject}, did you do any of the 
following? Formed a general impression of 
students’ mastery of content or skills 

N/A N/A 

Student work: Identified 
errors or 
misunderstandings 

When you reviewed samples of student work 
today for ${subject}, did you do any of the 
following? Identified specific student errors or 
misunderstandings  

N/A N/A 

Corrective instruction: 
Strategies to address 
specific errors 

When planning to have student revisit content 
or skills covered previously in ${subject}, did 
you do any of the following today? Selected 
instructional strategies to address specific 
student errors  

0.39 0.42 

Corrective instruction: 
New instructional 
strategies 

When planning to have student revisit content 
or skills covered previously in ${subject}, did 
you do any of the following today? Selected 
new instructional strategies that are different 
from the way that you previously taught the 
skills or content to these same students  

0.39 0.42 
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Secondary Outcomea Log Item Text (Spring 2018) 

Research 
Team 

Interrater 
Reliability 

Research 
Team-

Teacher 
Agreement 
Reliability 

Student efficacy: 
Correct own or a 
classmate’s work 

In today’s class(es), did students do any of the 
following? Correct their own work or a 
classmate’s work  

1 0.20 

Student efficacy: 
Revise and improve 
work 

In today’s class(es), did students do any of the 
following? Revise and improve work in 
response to feedback (not simply making 
corrections)  

1 0.20 

a Some log items were combined to create composites. Composite items are noted through the use of “(any)” in the 
outcome name. 

Exhibit A-55 Primary Outcomes, Teacher Efficacy Scales, Item Text, and Reliability 

Primary Outcome Log Item (Spring 2018) Response Scale 

Reliability 
(Cronbach’s 

alpha) 

Teacher efficacy: 
Instruction 

How much can you do to… 
a) craft good questions for students? 
b) implement a variety of assessment 
strategies? 
c) provide an alternate explanation when 
students are confused? 
d) implement alternative strategies in 
your classroom? 

0 = Not much at all 
1 = Very little 
2 = Somewhat 
3 = Quite a bit 
4 = A great deal 

.80 

Teacher efficacy: 
Student 
engagement 

How much can you do to… 
a) assist families in helping their children 
do well in school? 
b) motivate students who show low 
interest in school work? 
c) get students to believe they can do 
well in school work? 
d) help students value learning? 

0 = Not much at all 
1 = Very little 
2 = Somewhat 
3 = Quite a bit 
4 = A great deal 

.85 

Attrition for Instructional Logs 
The assigned sample for instructional logs includes both (1) instructional team members who were 
verified at baseline and (2) Emerging Leaders who were themselves teachers. We follow WWC cluster-
randomized trial standards to calculate clustered attrition. Following this protocol, Emerging Leaders were 
attrited from the analytic sample if we collected no outcome data from any member of their instructional 
team. Teachers from the instructional teams of attrited Emerging Leaders were removed from the attrition 
denominator if their entire cluster’s attrition was already accounted for in the Emerging Leaders attrition 
calculation. We administered instructional logs to 398 teachers at baseline (350 instructional team 
members and 48 Emerging Leaders who were also classroom teachers). Of these, 20 teachers were 
members of instructional teams for which no teachers completed a log. Exhibit A-56 therefore shows a 
total baseline sample size of 375 teachers, after cluster-level attrition is accounted for. 
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Our analytic sample represents an overall attrition of 13% for Emerging Leaders, with differential attrition 
of 7%, and an overall teacher-level attrition of 17%, with differential attrition of 3%. The cluster-level 
attrition levels meets WWC attrition standards under conservative assumptions. 

Exhibit A-56. Teacher Instructional Log Analytic Sample Sizes and Attrition  

 
Cluster-Level Attrition 

Emerging Leaders Instructional Teams 

Baseline sample size  58 54 112 
Analytic sample size 52 45 97 
Attrition % 10 17 13 
Differential attrition %   7 

 Teacher-Level Attrition  
All Teachersa 

 Group I Group II Total 
Baseline sample size,  
after cluster-level attrition  201 174 375 

Analytic sample size 170 143 313 
Attrition % 15 18 17 
Differential attrition %   3 

a Includes both Emerging Leaders who were themselves teachers and their instructional team members in 2017–18. 
Teachers whose instructional team attrited are not included. 

Teacher Characteristics 
Exhibit A-57 presents the number of Emerging Leaders participants and teacher team members available 
for the final instructional log analytic sample by subject matter. About 29% of instructional team members 
were on a team whose stated focus did not match their own instructional responsibility.  
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Exhibit A-57. Teacher Characteristics by Condition, Final Analytic Sample 

Characteristics 
Emerging Leaders 

Teamsa 
Instructional Team 

Members All Teachersb 

ELA 28 28 56 76 69 145 84 76 160 
Math 21 15 36 59 53 112 70 62 132 
Other 3 2 5 8 3 11 16 5 21 
Total 42 45 97 143 125 268 170 143 313 
Emerging 
Leaders       27 18 45 

Non Emerging 
Leaders       143 125 268 

Total       170 143 313 
Team teacher 
subject 
mismatch 

12 13 25 9 20 29 17 27 44 

a Some Emerging Leaders teams included both ELA and math teachers. To avoid double counting, this column 
counts the subject of the Emerging Leaders team focus, not the subject teachers considered for the logs. Teacher 
subject mismatch includes Emerging Leaders who had at least one teacher team member whose subject did not 
match the team focus.  
b This column includes both Emerging Leaders and teacher team members. 

Statistical Analysis – Intent to Treat 
Intent to treat (ITT) is the average effect of the treatment based on the initial treatment assignment 
regardless of how many participants actually received the treatment. The ITT impact estimate is the 
expected effect of the Emerging Leaders program when it was implemented in the real world, with less 
than perfect implementation and dosage. To estimate the differences in instructional planning practices 
between Group I participants and Group II Emerging Leaders and teacher team members (measured by 
instructional logs), HLM was performed to take into account that teacher participants were nested in 
Emerging Leaders teams. Independent variables included constant, teacher-level covariates (such as 
pretest scores, grade, subject), team-level average pretest score and treatment indicator, and district 
fixed effect.  

Outcome Y for teacher i in Emerging Leaders team j is given as  

𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝛾𝛾00 + 𝛾𝛾01𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑗𝑗 + 𝛾𝛾10𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖  + 𝛾𝛾02𝑇𝑇𝑗𝑗 + 𝛾𝛾03𝑆𝑆𝑗𝑗  + 𝛾𝛾04𝐷𝐷𝑗𝑗  + 𝜇𝜇0𝑗𝑗 + 𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 

where:  

𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑗𝑗  = initial random assignment with 1 for intervention and 0 for control.  

𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖   = teacher participant baseline scores, subject, and grade level. 

𝑇𝑇𝑗𝑗 = team-level mean baseline score. 

𝑆𝑆𝑗𝑗 = school characteristics including percentage of students receiving free or reduced-price lunch, 
percentage of students designated as limited English proficiency (LEP), percentage of Latinx students, 
percentage of African American students, percentage of white students, percentage of Asian students, 
and percentage of Native American students. 
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𝐷𝐷𝑗𝑗   = district dummy variables.  

𝜇𝜇0𝑗𝑗   = team random effect. 

𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = teacher random effect. 

The coefficient 𝛾𝛾01 associated with 𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑗𝑗in the above HLM indicates the average treatment effect in 
promoting improved teacher participant outcomes controlling for all teacher-level and team-level 
covariates. Because all the covariates were grand-mean centered, our estimates predicted differences for 
an “average” teacher in the sample. We used Stata 14’s mixed command for continuous outcomes and 
meqrlogit for the binary outcomes. For the logistic HLM, we transformed the coefficients to estimated 
probability to present in the report but provide the untransformed coefficients in the exhibits here.  

Sensitivity analyses were conducted to check the robustness of the impact of Emerging Leaders across 
different specifications of the models. We compared the treatment coefficients and associated standard 
errors from nine models including different sets of district and school covariates and block indicators. The 
results were consistent across different models.  

HLM was conducted on the data with and without imputed independent variables, which left three sets of 
models for each outcome. The first set used listwise deletion models18 where an entire record is excluded 
from the analysis if any independent or dependent variable is missing. The second set of HLM used a 
dummy variable adjustment imputation approach, which sets the missing pretest scores to zero and adds 
a dummy variable to indicate missing in the impact model (Puma, Robert, Stephen, & Cristofer, 2009). 
The last set of the HLM used multiple imputation, where the distribution of the observed data is used to 
estimate multiple values that reflect the uncertainty around the true value. We imputed for missing data 
on covariates using the EM (expectation maximization) algorithm for multiple imputation using Stata 14’s 
mi command. Multiple imputation inference proceeds in three distinct phases.  

1. The missing data are filled in 10 times to generate 10 complete data sets.  

2. The 10 complete data sets are analyzed by using HLM (both Emerging Leaders and teacher team 
members nested in Emerging Leaders teams).  

3. The results from the 10 complete data sets are combined for the inference using mi estimate.  

Effect sizes are reported as Hedges’s g and calculated by dividing the intervention indicator coefficient by 
the pooled standard deviation of Group I and Group II.  

Exhibits A-58 and A-59 describe instructional log primary outcomes and secondary outcomes, 
respectively, for the teachers in Group I and Group II.  

 
18 Complete cases analysis might have substantial weaknesses. Listwise deletion limits the statistical power of the tests conducted 
because it uses a reduced sample size with complete cases (Allison, 2001; Olinsky, Chen, & Harlow, 2003; Roth, 1994). Second, if 
there is systematic difference between the complete cases and incomplete cases, the statistical inference from complete cases 
analysis may not be applicable to the population of all cases. 
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Exhibit A-58. Primary Outcomes Descriptive Statistics, Group I and Group II 

Primary Outcome 
Group I Group II 

Meana SD nb Meana SD nb 
Planning: Reviewed student work or 
assessments (any) 0.88 0.33 321 0.82 0.39 269 

Collaboration: Planned with others (any) 0.95 0.21 318 0.94 0.24 266 
Total weekly planning time (minutes) 255.88 189.46 319 218.61 168.30 265 
Assessment data: Disaggregated 
assessment data (any) 0.68 0.47 317 0.59 0.49 269 

Assessment data: Item-level scores 0.46 0.50 315 0.35 0.48 267 
Assessment data: Incorrect answers  0.44 0.50 315 0.33 0.47 267 
Assessment data: Student progress against 
goals 0.55 0.50 315 0.44 0.50 268 

Assessment data or student work (any): 
Identified errors or misunderstandings  0.69 0.46 316 0.62 0.49 268 

Corrective instruction: Decided to revisit 
content 0.92 0.28 321 0.88 0.32 268 

Corrective instruction: Selected new 
instructional strategies (any) 0.76 0.43 321 0.70 0.46 268 

Corrective Instruction: Grouping based on 
data 0.42 0.49 321 0.34 0.47 268 

Corrective instruction: Plan to re-assess 0.52 0.50 321 0.42 0.49 268 
Corrective instruction: Skill gaps 0.38 0.49 321 0.32 0.47 268 
Student efficacy: Correct, revise, or improve 
work (any) 0.51 0.50 316 0.55 0.50 267 

Student efficacy: Review assessment 0.40 0.49 316 0.34 0.47 267 
Student efficacy: Goals for next assessment 0.09 0.29 316 0.11 0.31 267 
Student efficacy: Action plan  0.82 0.38 316 0.80 0.40 267 
Student efficacy: Teacher conference  0.81 0.39 316 0.79 0.41 267 
Student efficacy: Post-assessment reflection  0.61 0.49 316 0.65 0.48 267 
Teacher efficacy: Instruction 3.23 0.65 321 3.15 0.65 269 
Teacher efficacy: Student engagement 3.47 0.52 321 3.40 0.52 269 

a Group estimates are reported as proportions. 
b The analytic sample size is reported in the number of instructional log weeks available for analysis. We administered 
2 weeks of logs to all teachers. Accordingly, some teachers are represented twice in these analyses as these 
completed two full weeks of logs. Different items have different numbers of weeks as some teachers omitted answers 
to some questions.  

Exhibit A-59. Secondary Outcomes Descriptive Statistics, Group I and Group II 

Secondary Outcome 
Group I Group II 

Meana SD nb Meana SD nb 
Planning: Planned today 0.98 0.16 321 0.95 0.22 269 
Planning: Reviewed standards, curricula, or 
pacing guides 0.77 0.42 321 0.74 0.44 269 

Planning: Assessments 0.78 0.42 321 0.68 0.47 269 
Planning: Samples of student work  0.64 0.48 321 0.60 0.49 269 
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Secondary Outcome 
Group I Group II 

Meana SD nb Meana SD nb 
Planning: Learning targets 0.69 0.47 321 0.65 0.48 269 
Planning: In-class work or homework 0.77 0.42 321 0.67 0.47 269 
Planning: Assigned students to groups 0.45 0.50 321 0.41 0.49 269 
Planning: Adapted tasks 0.62 0.97 321 0.59 0.93 269 
Collaboration: Teacher team 0.65 0.48 318 0.56 0.50 266 
Collaboration: Informal group of teachers  0.35 0.48 318 0.27 0.45 266 
Collaboration: Instructional coach, mentor 
teacher, or school leader 0.27 0.45 318 0.24 0.43 266 

Collaboration: Resource teacher 0.08 0.28 318 0.08 0.27 266 
Collaboration: Para or aide 0.03 0.17 318 0.03 0.16 266 
Assessment data: Benchmark or interim 0.49 0.50 317 0.44 0.50 269 
Assessment data: Common assessments 0.36 0.48 317 0.29 0.46 269 
Assessment data: Pre-assessments 0.45 0.50 317 0.33 0.47 269 
Assessment data: Previous day 0.46 0.50 317 0.41 0.49 267 
Assessment data: Past week 0.50 0.50 317 0.45 0.50 267 
Assessment data: Past six weeks 0.22 0.42 317 0.22 0.42 267 
Assessment data: More than six weeks 0.10 0.37 321 0.11 0.47 269 
Assessment data: Grade level 0.29 0.45 317 0.20 0.40 269 
Assessment data: Class period 0.46 0.50 317 0.39 0.49 269 
Assessment data: Student sub-group 0.20 0.40 317 0.14 0.35 269 
Assessment data: Prior performance 0.32 0.47 317 0.27 0.44 269 
Assessment data: Individual student  0.58 0.49 317 0.49 0.50 269 
Assessment data: By standard, skill, or topic 0.50 0.50 315 0.41 0.49 267 
Assessment data: Identified errors or 
misunderstandings  0.56 0.50 315 0.44 0.50 268 

Student work: Writing samples 0.30 0.46 314 0.27 0.44 267 
Student work: In-class assignments 0.54 0.50 314 0.49 0.50 267 
Student work: Homework assignments 0.20 0.40 314 0.17 0.38 267 
Student work: General impression  0.55 0.50 321 0.48 0.50 269 
Student work: Identified errors or 
misunderstandings 0.44 0.50 321 0.38 0.49 269 

Corrective instruction: Strategies to address 
specific errors 0.50 0.50 321 0.50 0.50 268 

Corrective instruction: New instructional 
strategies 0.68 0.47 321 0.59 0.49 268 

Student efficacy: Correct own or a classmate’s 
work 0.20 0.40 316 0.23 0.42 267 

Student efficacy: Revise own work 0.36 0.48 316 0.39 0.49 267 
a Group estimates are reported as proportions. 
b The analytic sample size is reported in the number of instructional log weeks available for analysis. We 
administered 2 weeks of logs to all teachers. Accordingly, some teachers are represented twice in these analyses as 
these completed two full weeks of logs. Different items have different numbers of weeks as some teachers omitted 
answers to some questions. 

Primary estimates of the Emerging Leaders intervention impacts were derived from the ITT analyses. 
Regardless of the level of implementation, these analyses compared all Emerging Leaders and their team 
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members who were randomly assigned to Group I (intended to receive the treatment) with those who 
were randomly assigned to Group II.  

Exhibits A-60 and A-61 describe the impact estimate on instructional log primary outcomes and 
secondary outcomes, respectively, from models employing multiple imputation for missing covariates.  

Exhibit A-60. Primary Outcomes HLM Results 

Primary Outcome Cluster 
 n 

Weeks 
na 

Coeff SE GI Estb GII Estb p Sig 

Planning: Reviewed student work or 
assessments (any) 97 590 0.28 0.30 0.89 0.86 0.35  

Collaboration: Planned with others (any) 97 584 0.51 0.48 0.97 0.95 0.29  
Total weekly planning time (minutes) 97 584 33.47 18.85 252.01 218.55 0.08 ~ 
Assessment data: Disaggregated 
assessment data (any) 97 586 0.10 0.22 0.67 0.65 0.66  

Assessment data: Item-level scores 97 582 0.37 0.21 0.43 0.34 0.08 ~ 
Assessment data: Incorrect answers  97 582 0.53 0.24 0.42 0.30 0.03 * 
Assessment data: Student progress 
against goals 97 583 0.30 0.20 0.53 0.46 0.15  

Assessment data or student work (any): 
Identified errors or misunderstandings  97 584 0.18 0.21 0.68 0.64 0.40  

Corrective instruction: Decided to revisit 
content 97 589 0.48 0.47 0.96 0.93 0.30  

Corrective instruction: Selected new 
instructional strategies (any) 97 589 0.30 0.27 0.79 0.74 0.27  

Corrective Instruction: Grouping based 
on data 97 589 0.18 0.24 0.38 0.34 0.44  

Corrective instruction: Plan to re-assess 97 589 0.32 0.28 0.51 0.43 0.25  
Corrective instruction: Skill gaps 97 589 0.28 0.21 0.37 0.31 0.18  
Student efficacy: Correct, revise, or 
improve work (any) 97 583 -0.17 0.20 0.51 0.55 0.39  

Student efficacy: Review assessment 97 583 0.22 0.23 0.38 0.33 0.34  
Student efficacy: Goals for next 
assessment 97 583 -0.16 0.38 0.08 0.09 0.69  

Student efficacy: Action plan  97 583 0.17 0.31 0.87 0.85 0.58  
Student efficacy: Teacher conference  97 583 0.15 0.25 0.82 0.80 0.54  
Student efficacy: Post-assessment 
reflection  97 583 -0.34 0.21 0.60 0.68 0.11  

Teacher efficacy: Instruction 97 590 -0.06 0.06 3.17 3.23 0.33  
Teacher efficacy: Student engagement 97 590 -0.01 0.04 3.43 3.45 0.80  

a The analytic sample size is reported in the number of instructional logs available for analysis. We administered 2 
weeks of logs to all teachers. Accordingly, some teachers are represented twice in these analyses as these 
completed two full weeks of logs. Different items have different numbers of weeks as some teachers omitted answers 
to some questions. 
b Group estimates are usually reported as proportions. For example, 89% of Group I teachers were estimated to 
review student work on a weekly basis controlling for other variables. Total weekly planning time is reported in 
instructional minutes. The personal efficacy questions are reported on a Likert scale from 0–4. 
~p < 0.10, ∗p < .05. ∗∗p < .01. ∗∗∗p < .001. 
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Exhibit A-61. Secondary Outcomes HLM Results 

Secondary Outcome Cluster 
 n 

Weeks 
na Coeff SE GI Estb GII Estb p Sig 

Planning: Planned today   Did not 
converge      

Planning: Reviewed standards, 
curricula, or pacing guides 

  Did not 
converge      

Planning: Assessments 97 590 0.20 0.23 0.78 0.74 0.38  
Planning: Samples of student work  97 590 0.03 0.21 0.64 0.63 0.90  
Planning: Learning targets 97 590 0.06 0.21 0.69 0.67 0.77  
Planning: In-class work or homework 97 590 0.48 0.23 0.78 0.69 0.04 * 
Planning: Assigned students to groups 97 590 0.18 0.23 0.44 0.40 0.44  
Planning: Adapted tasks 97 590 -0.05 0.20 0.39 0.40 0.82  
Collaboration: Teacher team 97 584 0.34 0.25 0.66 0.58 0.22  
Collaboration: Informal group of 
teachers  97 584 0.36 0.25 0.31 0.24 0.14  

Collaboration: Instructional coach, 
mentor teacher, or school leader 97 584 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.20 0.32  

Collaboration: Resource teacher 97 584 -0.31 0.43 0.04 0.06 0.46  

Collaboration: Para or aide 97  Did not 
converge      

Assessment data: Benchmark or interim 97 586 0.01 0.20 0.47 0.46 0.97  
Assessment data: Common 
assessments 97 586 0.33 0.26 0.33 0.26 0.20  

Assessment data: Pre-assessments 97 586 0.38 0.21 0.43 0.34 0.07 ~ 
Assessment data: Previous day 97 584 -0.06 0.20 0.42 0.44 0.77  
Assessment data: Past week 97 584 0.03 0.23 0.47 0.46 0.89  
Assessment data: Past six weeks 97 584 -0.003 0.27 0.20 0.20 0.99  

Assessment data: More than six weeks   Did not 
converge      

Assessment data: Grade level 97 586 0.45 0.25 0.25 0.17 0.07 ~ 
Assessment data: Class period 97 586 0.28 0.21 0.45 0.38 0.18  
Assessment data: Student sub-group 97 586 0.71 0.28 0.18 0.10 0.01 * 
Assessment data: Prior performance 97 586 0.01 0.23 0.28 0.28 0.97  
Assessment data: Individual student  97 586 0.34 0.23 0.58 0.49 0.14  
Assessment data: By standard, skill, or 
topic 97 582 0.01 0.25 0.45 0.45 0.96  

Assessment data: Identified errors or 
misunderstandings  97 583 0.36 0.20 0.55 0.46 0.07 ~ 

Student work: Writing samples 97 581 -0.02 0.26 0.24 0.24 0.93  
Student work: In-class assignments 97 581 -0.0005 0.20 0.52 0.52 1.00  
Student work: Homework assignments 97 581 0.11 0.31 0.15 0.14 0.73  
Student work: General impression  97 590 0.05 0.21 0.53 0.51 0.81  
Student work: Identified errors or 
misunderstandings 97 590 0.11 0.20 0.42 0.39 0.58  

Corrective instruction: Strategies to 
address specific errors 97 589 -0.002 0.22 0.50 0.50 0.99  
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Secondary Outcome Cluster 
 n 

Weeks 
na Coeff SE GI Estb GII Estb p Sig 

Corrective instruction: New instructional 
strategies 97 589 0.22 0.24 0.68 0.63 0.37  

Student efficacy: Correct own or a 
classmate’s work 97 583 -0.27 0.25 0.18 0.22 0.28  

Student efficacy: Revise own work  583 -0.10 0.22 0.34 0.37 0.65  
a The analytic sample size is reported in the number of instructional log weeks available for analysis. We 
administered 2 weeks of logs to all teachers. Accordingly, some teachers are represented twice in these analyses as 
these completed two full weeks of logs. Different items have different numbers of weeks as some teachers omitted 
answers to some questions. 
b Group estimates are usually reported as proportions. For example, 89% of Group I teachers were estimated to 
review student work on a weekly basis controlling for other variables. Total weekly planning time is reported in 
instructional minutes. The personal efficacy questions are reported on a Likert scale from 0–4. 
~p < 0.10, ∗p < .05, ∗∗p < .01. ∗∗∗p < .001. 

Subgroup Analyses 
Moderation analysis provided information on whether the Emerging Leaders had a differential effect for 
certain subgroups of teacher participants in the study. We tested reasonably sized subgroups defined by 
teacher subject and team subject matched or not matched with teacher subject to determine whether 
such subgroups benefited from the intervention. Exhibits A-62 to A-64 present descriptives and sample 
sizes by subgroup for each primary teacher outcome. We only included primary outcomes in the 
subgroup analyses.  

The hierarchical linear models described above were modified by adding the moderators as covariates 
and as grand-mean centered interactions with the treatment indicators. The coefficients of the interaction 
term were tested using Wald’s test to determine whether moderation effects were present. Exhibits A-65–
A-67 present the results. 
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Exhibit A-62. Teacher Subgroup Descriptive Statistics: ELA Teachers vs. Math Teachers 

Primary Outcome 
Group I Group II 

Mean SD nteams nlog weeks Mean SD nteams nlog weeks 
ELA Teachers         
Planning: Reviewed student work or assessments (any) 0.89 0.32 29 160 0.8 0.4 30 142 
Collaboration: Planned with others (any) 0.97 0.18 29 159 0.96 0.19 30 139 
Total weekly planning time (minutes) 226.32 172.44 29 160 218.55 169.47 30 142 
Assessment data: Disaggregated assessment data 
(any) 0.7 0.46 29 158 0.55 0.5 30 142 
Assessment data: Item-level scores 0.37 0.48 29 157 0.3 0.46 30 141 
Assessment data: Incorrect answers  0.37 0.48 29 157 0.33 0.47 30 141 
Assessment data: Student progress against goals 0.55 0.5 29 157 0.38 0.49 30 142 
Assessment data or student work (any): Identified 
errors or misunderstandings  0.66 0.48 29 157 0.58 0.49 30 142 
Corrective instruction: Decided to revisit content  0.9 0.3 29 160 0.91 0.29 30 141 
Corrective instruction: Selected new instructional 
strategies (any) 0.74 0.44 29 160 0.75 0.43 30 141 
Corrective Instruction: Grouping based on data 0.43 0.5 29 160 0.34 0.48 30 141 
Corrective instruction: Plan to re-assess 0.44 0.5 29 160 0.35 0.48 30 141 
Corrective instruction: Skill gaps 0.35 0.48 29 160 0.27 0.45 30 141 
Student efficacy: Correct, revise, or improve work (any) 0.51 0.5 29 157 0.65 0.48 30 142 
Student efficacy: Review assessment 0.5 0.5 29 157 0.35 0.48 30 142 
Student efficacy: Goals for next assessment 0.07 0.26 29 157 0.1 0.3 30 142 
Student efficacy: Action plan  0.76 0.43 29 157 0.77 0.42 30 142 
Student efficacy: Teacher conference  0.78 0.41 29 157 0.77 0.42 30 142 
Student efficacy: Post-assessment reflection  0.58 0.5 29 157 0.56 0.5 30 142 
Teacher efficacy: Instruction 3.2 0.66 29 160 3.26 0.61 30 142 
Teacher efficacy: Student engagement 3.42 0.51 29 160 3.49 0.49 30 142 
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Primary Outcome 
Group I Group II 

Mean SD nteams nlog weeks Mean SD nteams nlog weeks 
Math Teachers         
Planning: Reviewed student work or assessments (any) 0.89 0.31 24 132 0.83 0.38 21 117 
Collaboration: Planned with others (any) 0.95 0.21 24 130 0.91 0.29 21 117 
Total weekly planning time (minutes) 310.37 207.51 24 130 212.14 160.12 21 113 
Assessment data: Disaggregated assessment data 
(any) 0.72 0.45 24 130 0.65 0.48 21 117 
Assessment data: Item-level scores 0.58 0.5 24 129 0.41 0.49 21 116 
Assessment data: Incorrect answers  0.56 0.5 24 129 0.32 0.47 21 116 
Assessment data: Student progress against goals 0.58 0.5 24 129 0.5 0.5 21 116 
Assessment data or student work (any): Identified 
errors or misunderstandings  0.76 0.43 24 130 0.64 0.48 21 116 
Corrective instruction: Decided to revisit content  0.95 0.21 24 132 0.85 0.35 21 117 
Corrective instruction: Selected new instructional 
strategies (any) 0.82 0.39 24 132 0.63 0.48 21 117 
Corrective Instruction: Grouping based on data 0.43 0.5 24 132 0.32 0.47 21 117 
Corrective instruction: Plan to re-assess 0.65 0.48 24 132 0.51 0.5 21 117 
Corrective instruction: Skill gaps 0.45 0.5 24 132 0.37 0.48 21 117 
Student efficacy: Correct, revise, or improve work (any) 0.5 0.5 24 130 0.43 0.5 21 115 
Student efficacy: Review assessment 0.28 0.45 24 130 0.35 0.48 21 115 
Student efficacy: Goals for next assessment 0.1 0.3 24 130 0.12 0.33 21 115 
Student efficacy: Action plan  0.91 0.29 24 130 0.83 0.37 21 115 
Student efficacy: Teacher conference  0.83 0.38 24 130 0.84 0.36 21 115 
Student efficacy: Post-assessment reflection  0.67 0.47 24 130 0.77 0.43 21 115 
Teacher efficacy: Instruction 3.24 0.66 24 132 3 0.69 21 117 
Teacher efficacy: Student engagement 3.5 0.54 24 132 3.29 0.53 21 117 
 0.89 0.31 24 132 0.83 0.38 21 117 
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Exhibit A-63. Teacher Subgroup Descriptive Statistics: Emerging Leaders with Domain Match vs. Emerging Leaders with Domain 
Mismatch 

Primary Outcome 
Group I Group II 

Mean SD nteams nlog weeks Mean SD nteams nlog weeks 
Emerging Leaders with Domain Match         
Planning: Reviewed student work or assessments (any) 0.88 0.33 40 290 0.83 0.38 32 218 
Collaboration: Planned with others (any) 0.95 0.21 40 287 0.95 0.22 32 215 
Total weekly planning time (minutes) 263.31 195.59 40 288 211.66 163.07 32 215 
Assessment data: Disaggregated assessment data 
(any) 0.7 0.46 40 286 0.6 0.49 32 218 
Assessment data: Item-level scores 0.46 0.5 40 284 0.34 0.47 32 216 
Assessment data: Incorrect answers  0.45 0.5 40 284 0.32 0.47 32 216 
Assessment data: Student progress against goals 0.56 0.5 40 284 0.44 0.5 32 217 
Assessment data or student work (any): Identified 
errors or misunderstandings  0.69 0.46 40 285 0.63 0.48 32 217 
Corrective instruction: Decided to revisit content  0.91 0.28 40 290 0.9 0.3 32 217 
Corrective instruction: Selected new instructional 
strategies (any) 0.77 0.42 40 290 0.71 0.45 32 217 
Corrective Instruction: Grouping based on data 0.43 0.5 40 290 0.33 0.47 32 217 
Corrective instruction: Plan to re-assess 0.54 0.5 40 290 0.41 0.49 32 217 
Corrective instruction: Skill gaps 0.39 0.49 40 290 0.32 0.47 32 217 
Student efficacy: Correct, revise, or improve work (any) 0.5 0.5 40 285 0.56 0.5 32 216 
Student efficacy: Review assessment 0.41 0.49 40 285 0.34 0.47 32 216 
Student efficacy: Goals for next assessment 0.09 0.29 40 285 0.11 0.31 32 216 
Student efficacy: Action plan  0.83 0.38 40 285 0.8 0.4 32 216 
Student efficacy: Teacher conference  0.81 0.39 40 285 0.8 0.4 32 216 
Student efficacy: Post-assessment reflection  0.62 0.49 40 285 0.65 0.48 32 216 
Teacher efficacy: Instruction 3.23 0.66 40 290 3.14 0.67 32 218 
Teacher efficacy: Student engagement 3.46 0.52 40 290 3.4 0.52 32 218 
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Primary Outcome 
Group I Group II 

Mean SD nteams nlog weeks Mean SD nteams nlog weeks 
Emerging Leaders with Domain Mismatch         
Planning: Reviewed student work or assessments (any) 0.87 0.34 12 31 0.76 0.43 13 51 
Collaboration: Planned with others (any) 0.94 0.25 12 31 0.9 0.3 13 51 
Total weekly planning time (minutes) 186.94 95.12 12 31 248.5 188.01 13 50 
Assessment data: Disaggregated assessment data 
(any) 0.48 0.51 12 31 0.59 0.5 13 51 
Assessment data: Item-level scores 0.48 0.51 12 31 0.41 0.5 13 51 
Assessment data: Incorrect answers  0.35 0.49 12 31 0.33 0.48 13 51 
Assessment data: Student progress against goals 0.42 0.5 12 31 0.45 0.5 13 51 
Assessment data or student work (any): Identified 
errors or misunderstandings  0.65 0.49 12 31 0.55 0.5 13 51 
Corrective instruction: Decided to revisit content  0.94 0.25 12 31 0.82 0.39 13 51 
Corrective instruction: Selected new instructional 
strategies (any) 0.74 0.44 12 31 0.65 0.48 13 51 
Corrective Instruction: Grouping based on data 0.39 0.5 12 31 0.37 0.49 13 51 
Corrective instruction: Plan to re-assess 0.35 0.49 12 31 0.45 0.5 13 51 
Corrective instruction: Skill gaps 0.32 0.48 12 31 0.35 0.48 13 51 
Student efficacy: Correct, revise, or improve work (any) 0.61 0.5 12 31 0.51 0.5 13 51 
Student efficacy: Review assessment 0.29 0.46 12 31 0.35 0.48 13 51 
Student efficacy: Goals for next assessment 0.06 0.25 12 31 0.12 0.33 13 51 
Student efficacy: Action plan  0.77 0.43 12 31 0.8 0.4 13 51 
Student efficacy: Teacher conference  0.81 0.4 12 31 0.75 0.44 13 51 
Student efficacy: Post-assessment reflection  0.52 0.51 12 31 0.63 0.49 13 51 
Teacher efficacy: Instruction 3.23 0.61 12 31 3.18 0.58 13 51 
Teacher efficacy: Student engagement 3.51 0.48 12 31 3.42 0.49 13 51 
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Exhibit A-64. Teacher Subgroup Descriptive Statistics: Emerging Leaders Participants vs. Teachers on Instructional Teams 

Primary Outcome 
Group I Group II 

Mean SD nteams nlog weeks Mean SD nteams nlog weeks 
Emerging Leaders Participants         
Planning: Reviewed student work or assessments (any) 0.79 0.41 27 53 0.76 0.44 18 33 
Collaboration: Planned with others (any) 0.96 0.2 27 51 0.91 0.29 18 33 
Total weekly planning time (minutes) 277.02 188.02 27 53 167.22 120.44 17 32 
Assessment data: Disaggregated assessment data 
(any) 0.7 0.46 27 53 0.52 0.51 18 33 
Assessment data: Item-level scores 0.6 0.5 27 52 0.3 0.47 18 33 
Assessment data: Incorrect answers  0.6 0.5 27 52 0.18 0.39 18 33 
Assessment data: Student progress against goals 0.6 0.49 27 53 0.27 0.45 18 33 
Assessment data or student work (any): Identified 
errors or misunderstandings  0.64 0.48 27 53 0.55 0.51 18 33 
Corrective instruction: Decided to revisit content  0.94 0.23 27 53 0.79 0.42 18 33 
Corrective instruction: Selected new instructional 
strategies (any) 0.74 0.45 27 53 0.64 0.49 18 33 
Corrective Instruction: Grouping based on data 0.58 0.5 27 53 0.27 0.45 18 33 
Corrective instruction: Plan to re-assess 0.51 0.5 27 53 0.36 0.49 18 33 
Corrective instruction: Skill gaps 0.42 0.5 27 53 0.3 0.47 18 33 
Student efficacy: Correct, revise, or improve work (any) 0.7 0.46 27 53 0.73 0.45 18 33 
Student efficacy: Review assessment 0.38 0.49 27 53 0.3 0.47 18 33 
Student efficacy: Goals for next assessment 0.11 0.32 27 53 0.09 0.29 18 33 
Student efficacy: Action plan  0.79 0.41 27 53 0.79 0.42 18 33 
Student efficacy: Teacher conference  0.75 0.43 27 53 0.73 0.45 18 33 
Student efficacy: Post-assessment reflection  0.62 0.49 27 53 0.73 0.45 18 33 
Teacher efficacy: Instruction 3.54 0.44 27 53 3.35 0.59 18 33 
Teacher efficacy: Student engagement 3.77 0.36 27 53 3.54 0.41 18 33 
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Primary Outcome 
Group I Group II 

Mean SD nteams nlog weeks Mean SD nteams nlog weeks 
Teachers on Instructional Teams         
Planning: Reviewed student work or assessments (any) 0.89 0.31 25 268 0.83 0.38 27 236 
Collaboration: Planned with others (any) 0.95 0.22 25 267 0.94 0.23 27 233 
Total weekly planning time (minutes) 251.67 189.81 25 266 225.67 172.86 28 233 
Assessment data: Disaggregated assessment data 
(any) 0.68 0.47 25 264 0.61 0.49 27 236 
Assessment data: Item-level scores 0.44 0.5 25 263 0.36 0.48 27 234 
Assessment data: Incorrect answers  0.41 0.49 25 263 0.35 0.48 27 234 
Assessment data: Student progress against goals 0.54 0.5 25 262 0.46 0.5 27 235 
Assessment data or student work (any): Identified 
errors or misunderstandings  0.7 0.46 25 263 0.63 0.49 27 235 
Corrective instruction: Decided to revisit content  0.91 0.29 25 268 0.9 0.3 27 235 
Corrective instruction: Selected new instructional 
strategies (any) 0.77 0.42 25 268 0.71 0.45 27 235 
Corrective Instruction: Grouping based on data 0.39 0.49 25 268 0.34 0.48 27 235 
Corrective instruction: Plan to re-assess 0.52 0.5 25 268 0.43 0.5 27 235 
Corrective instruction: Skill gaps 0.38 0.49 25 268 0.33 0.47 27 235 
Student efficacy: Correct, revise, or improve work (any) 0.48 0.5 25 263 0.53 0.5 27 234 
Student efficacy: Review assessment 0.4 0.49 25 263 0.35 0.48 27 234 
Student efficacy: Goals for next assessment 0.09 0.28 25 263 0.11 0.31 27 234 
Student efficacy: Action plan  0.83 0.38 25 263 0.8 0.4 27 234 
Student efficacy: Teacher conference  0.82 0.38 25 263 0.79 0.4 27 234 
Student efficacy: Post-assessment reflection  0.6 0.49 25 263 0.64 0.48 27 234 
Teacher efficacy: Instruction 3.17 0.67 25 268 3.12 0.66 27 236 
Teacher efficacy: Student engagement 3.41 0.53 25 268 3.38 0.53 27 236 
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Exhibit A-65. HLM Results for Teacher Subgroup Analysis: ELA Teachers vs. Math Teachers 

Primary Outcome 
Math Teachers ELA Teachers Difference 

Group I Group II Effect Sig Group I Group II Effect Sig Effect Sig 

Planning: Reviewed student work or assessments (any) did not 
converge          

Collaboration: Planned with others (any) 0.97 0.93 0.04  0.98 0.98 0.01  -0.03  
Total weekly planning time (minutes) 268.73 210.98 57.75 ~ 247.54 234.95 12.59  -45.16  
Assessment data: Disaggregated assessment data (any) 0.51 0.62 -0.11  0.79 0.71 0.08  0.19 * 
Assessment data: Item-level scores 0.44 0.32 0.13 ~ 0.40 0.38 0.02  -0.11  
Assessment data: Incorrect answers  0.52 0.24 0.28 *** 0.35 0.35 0.01  -0.28 ** 
Assessment data: Student progress against goals 0.47 0.47 0.00  0.58 0.46 0.12 ~ 0.13  
Assessment data or student work (any): Identified errors or 
misunderstandings  0.73 0.71 0.02  0.65 0.59 0.06  0.04  

Corrective instruction: Decided to revisit content  0.97 0.92 0.05  0.95 0.95 0.00  -0.05  
Corrective instruction: Selected new instructional strategies 
(any) 0.84 0.65 0.19 * 0.78 0.79 -0.01  -0.20 * 

Corrective Instruction: Grouping based on data 0.42 0.36 0.06  0.31 0.33 -0.01  -0.08  
Corrective instruction: Plan to re-assess 0.65 0.56 0.09  0.43 0.33 0.10  0.01  
Corrective instruction: Skill gaps 0.41 0.34 0.07  0.36 0.28 0.08  0.01  
Student efficacy: Correct, revise, or improve work (any) 0.50 0.42 0.08  0.52 0.66 -0.14 * -0.22 * 
Student efficacy: Review assessment 0.25 0.37 -0.12  0.49 0.32 0.17 * 0.29 ** 
Student efficacy: Goals for next assessment 0.10 0.15 -0.04  0.04 0.06 -0.02  0.02  
Student efficacy: Action plan  0.95 0.89 0.07 * 0.76 0.81 -0.04  -0.11 * 
Student efficacy: Teacher conference  0.86 0.86 0.00  0.77 0.78 0.00  -0.01  
Student efficacy: Post-assessment reflection  0.60 0.76 -0.16 * 0.63 0.63 0.01  0.17 ~ 
Teacher efficacy: Instruction 3.13 3.11 0.02  3.20 3.30 -0.10  -0.12  
Teacher efficacy: Student engagement 3.50 3.40 0.10  3.37 3.45 -0.08  -0.18 * 

~p < 0.10, ∗p < .05, ∗∗p < .01. ∗∗∗p < .001.  
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Exhibit A-66. HLM Results for Teacher Subgroup Analysis: Emerging Leaders with Domain Match vs. Emerging Leaders with 
Domain Mismatch 

Primary Outcome 
Domain Match Domain Mismatch Difference 

Group I Group II Effect Sig Group I Group II Effect Sig Effect Sig 
Planning: Reviewed student work or assessments (any) 0.89 0.85 0.04  0.91 0.91 0.00  -0.03  
Collaboration: Planned with others (any) 0.97 0.95 0.02  0.99 0.97 0.02  0.00  
Total weekly planning time (minutes) 251.48 212.61 38.87 ~ 245.95 269.64 -23.69  -62.56  
Assessment data: Disaggregated assessment data (any) 0.69 0.64 0.05  0.53 0.69 -0.16  -0.21  
Assessment data: Item-level scores 0.42 0.34 0.08  0.55 0.37 0.18  0.10  
Assessment data: Incorrect answers  0.42 0.30 0.12 * 0.40 0.30 0.11  -0.02  
Assessment data: Student progress against goals 0.54 0.46 0.09  0.42 0.46 -0.04  -0.12  
Assessment data or student work (any): Identified errors or 
misunderstandings  0.69 0.63 0.06  0.68 0.67 0.01  -0.04  

Corrective instruction: Decided to revisit content  0.96 0.93 0.02  0.98 0.92 0.06  0.04  
Corrective instruction: Selected new instructional strategies 
(any) 0.79 0.74 0.05  0.80 0.72 0.08  0.03  

Corrective Instruction: Grouping based on data 0.37 0.32 0.05  0.48 0.43 0.05  0.00  
Corrective instruction: Plan to re-assess 0.52 0.42 0.11  0.38 0.48 -0.11  -0.21  
Corrective instruction: Skill gaps 0.38 0.30 0.07  0.36 0.34 0.02  -0.06  
Student efficacy: Correct, revise, or improve work (any) 0.50 0.56 -0.06  0.59 0.53 0.07  0.12  
Student efficacy: Review assessment 0.40 0.33 0.07  0.24 0.33 -0.09  -0.16  
Student efficacy: Goals for next assessment 0.08 0.09 -0.01  0.06 0.10 -0.04  -0.03  
Student efficacy: Action plan  0.87 0.85 0.03  0.84 0.87 -0.02  -0.05  
Student efficacy: Teacher conference  0.82 0.82 0.00  0.83 0.70 0.13  0.13  
Student efficacy: Post-assessment reflection  0.61 0.69 -0.07  0.52 0.65 -0.13  -0.05  
Teacher efficacy: Instruction 3.17 3.20 -0.03  3.13 3.36 -0.23  -0.20  
Teacher efficacy: Student engagement 3.43 3.44 -0.01  3.46 3.46 0.00  0.01  

~p < 0.10, ∗p < .05, ∗∗p < .01. ∗∗∗p < .001. 
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Exhibit A-67. HLM Results for Teacher Subgroup Analysis: Emerging Leaders Participants vs. Teachers on Instructional Teams 

Primary Outcome 
Instructional Team Members Emerging Leaders Difference 

Group I Group II Effect Sig Group I Group II Effect Sig Effect Sig 
Planning: Reviewed student work or assessments (any) 0.90 0.87 0.03  0.81 0.79 0.02  -0.02  
Collaboration: Planned with others (any) 0.97 0.96 0.01  0.98 0.95 0.04  0.03  
Total weekly planning time (minutes) 245.66 227.31 18.35  279.04 187.86 91.18 * 72.83 ~ 
Assessment data: Disaggregated assessment data (any) 0.67 0.66 0.01  0.66 0.52 0.14  0.13  
Assessment data: Item-level scores 0.41 0.35 0.06  0.53 0.26 0.27 * 0.21  
Assessment data: Incorrect answers  0.39 0.32 0.07  0.55 0.11 0.44 *** 0.38 ** 
Assessment data: Student progress against goals 0.52 0.49 0.03  0.58 0.23 0.35 ** 0.32 * 
Assessment data or student work (any): Identified errors or 
misunderstandings  0.70 0.65 0.05  0.63 0.54 0.09  0.05  

Corrective instruction: Decided to revisit content  0.95 0.95 0.01  0.98 0.82 0.16 * 0.15 * 
Corrective instruction: Selected new instructional strategies 
(any) 0.80 0.76 0.04  0.77 0.62 0.15  0.11  

Corrective Instruction: Grouping based on data 0.34 0.35 -0.01  0.56 0.22 0.34 ** 0.34 ** 
Corrective instruction: Plan to re-assess 0.52 0.45 0.08  0.42 0.30 0.12  0.05  
Corrective instruction: Skill gaps 0.37 0.32 0.05  0.38 0.26 0.13  0.07  
Student efficacy: Correct, revise, or improve work (any) 0.47 0.52 -0.04  0.72 0.78 -0.06  -0.01  
Student efficacy: Review assessment 0.38 0.33 0.05  0.37 0.31 0.06  0.01  
Student efficacy: Goals for next assessment 0.08 0.09 -0.02  0.10 0.09 0.02  0.03  
Student efficacy: Action plan  0.87 0.86 0.01  0.85 0.77 0.08  0.07  
Student efficacy: Teacher conference  0.83 0.81 0.02  0.77 0.73 0.04  0.02  
Student efficacy: Post-assessment reflection  0.61 0.67 -0.07  0.59 0.74 -0.15  -0.08  
Teacher efficacy: Instruction 3.15 3.22 -0.07  3.30 3.31 -0.01  0.06  
Teacher efficacy: Student engagement 3.41 3.45 -0.03  3.56 3.42 0.14  0.18 ~ 

~p < 0.10, ∗p < .05. ∗∗p < .01. ∗∗∗p < .001. 
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Treatment-on-the-Treated Analysis  
Although ITT analysis suggests the average effect of an intervention, it does not yield the effect of the 
intervention on the teachers who receive it. In this study, we used a simple approach to estimate the 
effect of treatment on the treated. We created subsets of the data for the teachers who received full 
implementation of Emerging Leaders and reran the HLM.  

We hypothesized that the impact of intervention on instructional log outcomes would be stronger if we 
restricted the analyses to teachers who experienced the full dosage of the program. For Group I, this 
sample was created by first removing any Emerging Leaders (and their teacher team members) who left 
the program before the end of the year and then removing any individual teacher team members who did 
not attend all or most of the team meetings. For Group II, Emerging Leaders (and their teacher team 
members) were removed if they left the district before the end of the year, and individual teachers were 
removed if they would not have been able to attend team meetings. Teacher attendance at team 
meetings was based on the Emerging Leaders’ responses to the research team’s contrast survey. 
Exhibit A-68 demonstrates the impact of the Emerging Leaders program on this restricted sample. 

Exhibit A-68. Treatment-on-Treated Effect on Primary Outcomes 

Primary Outcomes Cluster 
 n 

Weeks 
na Coeff SE GI Estb GII Estb p Sig 

Planning: Reviewed student 
work or assessments (any) 76 411 0.70 0.42 0.91 0.83 0.09 ~ 

Collaboration: Planned with 
others (any) 76 407 0.86 0.69 0.98 0.95 0.21  

Total weekly planning time 
(minutes) 76 406 18.11 24.31 243.65 225.53 0.46  

Assessment data: 
Disaggregated assessment 
data (any) 

76 408 0.09 0.29 0.66 0.64 0.75  

Assessment data: Item-level 
scores 76 407 0.21 0.28 0.39 0.34 0.45  

Assessment data: Incorrect 
answers  76 407 0.13 0.32 0.38 0.35 0.70  

Assessment data: Student 
progress against goals 76 406 0.39 0.27 0.54 0.44 0.16  

Assessment data or student 
work (any): Identified errors 
or misunderstandings  

76 407 0.45 0.29 0.71 0.61 0.12  

Corrective instruction: 
Decided to revisit content  76 410 0.67 0.54 0.95 0.90 0.22  

Corrective instruction: 
Selected new instructional 
strategies (any) 

76 410 0.64 0.39 0.82 0.70 0.10 ~ 

Corrective Instruction: 
Grouping based on data 76 410 0.06 0.28 0.33 0.32 0.83  

Corrective instruction: Plan to 
re-assess 76 410 0.24 0.33 0.51 0.45 0.45  

Corrective instruction: Skill 
gaps 76 410 0.49 0.28 0.37 0.27 0.08 ~ 
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Primary Outcomes Cluster 
 n 

Weeks 
na Coeff SE GI Estb GII Estb p Sig 

Student efficacy: Correct, 
revise, or improve work (any) 76 404 -0.30 0.27 0.47 0.54 0.26  

Student efficacy: Review 
assessment 76 404 0.55 0.32 0.40 0.28 0.09 ~ 

Student efficacy: Goals for 
next assessment 76 404 -0.27 0.43 0.09 0.11 0.53  

Student efficacy: Action plan  76 404 0.11 0.47 0.88 0.87 0.82  
Student efficacy: Teacher 
conference  76 404 -0.05 0.33 0.82 0.83 0.89  

Student efficacy: Post-
assessment reflection  76 404 -0.24 0.28 0.59 0.65 0.39  

Teacher efficacy: Instruction 76 411 -0.06 0.08 3.14 3.21 0.41  
Teacher efficacy: Student 
engagement 76 411 -0.01 0.06 3.41 3.42 0.92  

Note: The treatment-on-treated sample is defined as all Emerging Leaders (and their teacher team members) who 
did not leave the program or district before the end of the 2017–18 school year and teacher team members who 
attended all or most team meetings. 
a The analytic sample size is reported in the number of instructional log weeks available for analysis. We 
administered 2 weeks of logs to all teachers. Some teachers completed instructional logs twice. Different outcomes 
have different numbers of weeks as some teachers omitted answers to some questions. 
b Group estimates are reported as a proportions. 
~p < 0.10, ∗p < .05. ∗∗p < .01. ∗∗∗p < .001. 

Impacts on Student Achievement 
The three districts in the study provided the evaluation team with student achievement scores in ELA and 
math on state standardized assessment in 2016–17 and 2017–18. The data from 2017–18 were the 
primary outcomes of this study. Students who took alternate assessments were not included in the study.  

Two of the three districts provided us NWEA MAP assessment scores for 2017–18. We treat the analysis 
of the NWEA assessment score as exploratory. Below, in Exhibits A-69 and A-70, we describe the 
measures used, reliability of the measures, and grade levels included in the analysis. 

Exhibit A-69. Primary Outcomes Drawn from Three Districts, Detailed Description, and 
Reliability 

Districts Assessment Detailed Description Reliability 
Grades Included in 

Our Analysis 
AISD & 
SAISD 

STAAR 
State Test 

State of Texas Assessments of 
Academic Readiness (STAAR) 
are required of all public school 
students in grades 3–12. The 
STAAR is based on state 
curriculum standards in core 
subject areas for different grade 
levels: 
• Reading and math, grades 3–8 
• Writing, grades 4 & 7 

STAAR 
reading, 0.89  
STAAR math, 
0.88 
(https://tea.texa
s.gov/Student_
Testing_and_A
ccountability/ 
Testing/Student
_Assessment_
Overview/Tech

ELA analysis: 3rd- 
through 8th-graders 
who took STAAR 
ELA test and 9th- 
and 10th-graders 
who took English I or 
English II EOC test  

Math analysis: 3rd- 
through 8th-graders 
who took STAAR 

https://tea.texas.gov/Student_Testing_and_Accountability/Testing/Student_Assessment_Overview/Technical_Digest_2017-2018/
https://tea.texas.gov/Student_Testing_and_Accountability/Testing/Student_Assessment_Overview/Technical_Digest_2017-2018/
https://tea.texas.gov/Student_Testing_and_Accountability/Testing/Student_Assessment_Overview/Technical_Digest_2017-2018/
https://tea.texas.gov/Student_Testing_and_Accountability/Testing/Student_Assessment_Overview/Technical_Digest_2017-2018/
https://tea.texas.gov/Student_Testing_and_Accountability/Testing/Student_Assessment_Overview/Technical_Digest_2017-2018/
https://tea.texas.gov/Student_Testing_and_Accountability/Testing/Student_Assessment_Overview/Technical_Digest_2017-2018/
https://tea.texas.gov/Student_Testing_and_Accountability/Testing/Student_Assessment_Overview/Technical_Digest_2017-2018/
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Districts Assessment Detailed Description Reliability 
Grades Included in 

Our Analysis 
• Science, grades 5 & 8 
• Social studies, grade 8 
• End-of-course (EOC) 

assessments for English I, 
English II, Algebra I, Biology, 
and U.S. history, high school 
grades  

nical_Digest_2
017-2018/) 

math test and 9th-
graders who took 
Algebra I EOC test  

SCS TNReady 
State Test  

TNReady is a part of the 
Tennessee Comprehensive 
Assessment Program (TCAP) and 
is designed to assess true student 
learning and understanding in 
core subject areas including ELA, 
math, science, and social studies 
for students in grades 3–8 and 
high school students.  

TNReady ELA 
and math, 
0.86–0.93 
across different 
test forms 
(Questar & 
Educational 
Testing 
Service, 2018) 

ELA analysis: 3rd- 
through 8th-graders 
who took ELA test 
and 9th-and 10th-
graders who took 
English I or English II 
EOC test  

Math analysis: 3rd- 
through 8th-graders 
who took math test 
and 9th-graders who 
took Algebra I EOC 
test 

Note: Students who took alternate assessments were not included in the study. AISD 3rd grade students are 
excluded from all analyses due ot lack of baseline data. 

Exhibit A-70. Additional Outcomes Drawn from Two Districts, Detailed Description, and 
Reliability 

Site Assessment Detailed Description Reliability 
Grades Included 
in Our Analysis 

SAISD 
& SCS 

NWEA MAP  Tests are designed to measure what students 
know and inform teachers what students are 
ready to learn next so they can adjust teaching 
accordingly for a subject. NWEA MAP has 
been used to assess students in grades K–12.  

0.84 Reading and 
math: grades  
1–11 

Attrition 
Although randomization should result in statistically equivalent groups, higher overall attrition and 
differential attrition between Group I and Group II may jeopardize the initial balance (What Works 
Clearinghouse, 2008). Our data analysis began with an attrition analysis. This RCT had low overall and 
differential attrition at all three levels (instructional teams, instructional team members, and student) for 
state standardized assessments in ELA and math (Exhibit A-71).  

• Instructional team. For the state ELA sample, the baseline and analytic sample comprised 19 
instructional teams in Group I and 17 instructional teams in Group II. For the state math sample, the 
baseline and analytic sample included 15 instructional team members in Group I and 13 in Group II. 
Two instructional teams dropped out of Group I and one dropped out of Group II for the state ELA 
sample. The attrition rate was low for the state ELA sample. None of the instructional teams dropped 
out for the state math analysis, nor was there attrition at the instructional team level for the state 
math. 

https://tea.texas.gov/Student_Testing_and_Accountability/Testing/Student_Assessment_Overview/Technical_Digest_2017-2018/
https://tea.texas.gov/Student_Testing_and_Accountability/Testing/Student_Assessment_Overview/Technical_Digest_2017-2018/
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• Instructional team members. The overall attrition was 12% and differential attrition was 10% at the 
instructional team member level for state ELA. For state math, one instructional team member left the 
study, with 54 instructional team members remaining in Group I and all 44 instructional team 
members in Group I remaining. The overall attrition was 1% and differential attrition was 2% at the 
instructional team member level for the state math sample.  

• Student. We calculated student-level attrition following guidelines on page 26 of WWC handbook 4.0: 
“[I]ndividual-level non-response is always measured within the sample of non-attriting clusters. 
Individuals in clusters not represented in the analytic sample do not contribute to the reference 
sample used in the denominator of the individual-level non-response calculation.” Overall student 
attrition was 9% for the state ELA and 7% for the state math outcomes. Differential student attrition 
for state ELA outcome was 5% but 2% for state math outcomes. 

Exhibit A-71  Student State ELA and Math Outcome Analysis Sample Sizes and Attrition 

Outcomes Groups Units 
Assigned 
Sample 

Analytic 
Sample 

Attrition  
(%) 

Differential 
Attrition (%) 

ELA Group I Instructional teams 19 17 11  
  Instructional team members 62 57 8  
  Students 3,615 2,907a 6  
 Group II Instructional teams 17 16 6  
  Instructional team members 51 42 18  
  Students 3,695 2,539b 11  
 Total Instructional teams 36 33 8 5 
  Instructional team members 113 99 12 10 
  Students 7,310 5,446c 9 5 
Math Group I Instructional teams 15 15 0  
  Instructional team members 55 54 2  
  Students 3,629 3,413d 6  
 Group II Instructional teams 13 13 0  
  Instructional team members 44 44 0  
  Students 3,173 2,904e 8  
 Total Instructional teams 28 28 0 0 
  Instructional team members 99 98 1 2 
  Students 6,802 6,317f 7 2 

Note: “Assigned sample” includes instructional teams, instructional team members, and students in the early joiner 
sample in the grade levels that should have both pretest and posttest scores. “Analytic sample” includes students 
who were identified in fall 2017 and had spring 2018 test scores and their instructional teams and instructional team 
members. Missing data on student pretest and demographic characteristics were imputed using multiple imputation 
(MI).  
a There were 3,105 students in the non-attriting clusters.  
b There were 2,852 students in the non-attriting clusters. 
c There were 5,957 students in the non-attriting clusters. 
d There were 3,625 students in the non-attriting clusters. 
e There were 3,173 students in the non-attriting clusters. 
f There were 6,798 students in the non-attriting clusters. 
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Descriptive Analysis and Baseline Equivalence  
After the attrition analysis, a descriptive analysis was conducted for students in the analytic sample. 
Exhibit A-67 presents the student background characteristics (gender, race, or disabilities), pretest 
scores, and posttest scores for participants in the intervention and comparison groups. We calculated 
baseline differences in standardized effect size unit between the two groups following WWC standards 
4.0. The two groups were equivalent on both state ELA and math pretest scores. Exhibits A-72 through 
A-79 describe state standardized assessment outcomes and district benchmark assessment outcomes 
for students in Group I compared with students in Group II.  

Exhibit A-72.  Student Demographics of State Standardized Assessment Analytic Sample – 
ELA 

 Group I Group II Total 

Male 0.52 2907 0.52 0.51 2539 0.51 0.51 5446 0.51 
White 0.04 2907 0.04 0.10 2539 0.10 0.07 5446 0.07 
Latinx 0.60 2907 0.60 0.42 2539 0.42 0.52 5446 0.52 
African 
American 0.31 2907 0.31 0.40 2539 0.40 0.35 5446 0.35 

Other 0.08 2907 0.08 0.17 2539 0.17 0.12 5446 0.12 
Special 
education 0.08 2907 0.08 0.09 2539 0.09 0.09 5446 0.09 

ELL 0.27 2907 0.27 0.20 2539 0.20 0.24 5446 0.24 
ECO 0.72 2892 0.72 0.65 2524 0.65 0.69 5416 0.69 
Grade 3 0.08 2907 0.08 0.04 2539 0.04 0.06 5446 0.06 
Grade 4 0.13 2907 0.13 0.05 2539 0.05 0.09 5446 0.09 
Grade 5 0.16 2907 0.16 0.04 2539 0.04 0.10 5446 0.10 
Grade 6 0.16 2907 0.16 0.17 2539 0.17 0.16 5446 0.16 
Grade 7 0.09 2907 0.09 0.45 2539 0.45 0.25 5446 0.25 
Grade 8 0.39 2907 0.39 0.04 2539 0.04 0.23 5446 0.23 
Grade 9 0.00 2907 0.00 0.22 2539 0.22 0.10 5446 0.10 
Grade 10 0.00 2907 0.00 0.00 2539 0.00 0.00 5446 0.00 

Note: ELL = English language learner; ECO = economically disadvantaged. 
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Exhibit A-73.  Student Pretest and Posttest Scores of State Standardized Assessment Analytic Sample – ELA 

 Group I Group II Total 

ELA pretest -0.43 0.97 2772 -0.44 0.02 -0.24 1.02 2443 -0.25 0.02 -0.34 1.00 5205 -0.35 0.01 
ELA posttest -0.32 0.95 2907 -0.32 0.02 -0.21 0.96 2539 -0.21 0.02 -0.27 0.96 5446 -0.27 0.01 

Note: Test scores were standardized within each grade within each state using means and standard deviations of the test score of that particular grade level from 
the published state data (https://tea.texas.gov/student.assessment/reports/; https://www.tn.gov/education/assessment/tnready.html). The correlation between 
pretest and posttest using unimputed data sets is 0.77. The mean for pretest for Group I students who had both pretest and posttest scores is -0.24. The mean for 
pretest for Group II students who had both pretest and posttest scores is -0.43. The standardized baseline difference in state standardized ELA assessment is 
0.19. 
 

https://tea.texas.gov/student.assessment/reports/
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Exhibit A-74.  Student Demographics of State Standardized Assessment Analytic Sample – 
Math 

 Group I Group II Total 

Male 0.51 3413 0.51 0.52 2904 0.52 0.52 6317 0.52 
White 0.06 3413 0.06 0.10 2904 0.10 0.08 6317 0.08 
Latinx 0.37 3413 0.37 0.38 2904 0.38 0.38 6317 0.38 
African 
American 0.52 3413 0.52 0.48 2904 0.48 0.50 6317 0.50 

Other 0.09 3413 0.09 0.12 2904 0.12 0.10 6317 0.10 
Special 
education 0.09 3413 0.09 0.09 2904 0.09 0.09 6317 0.09 

ELL 0.16 3413 0.16 0.13 2904 0.13 0.15 6317 0.15 
ECO 0.60 3403 0.60 0.49 2881 0.49 0.55 6284 0.55 
Grade 3 0.07 3413 0.07 0.04 2904 0.04 0.05 6317 0.05 
Grade 4 0.05 3413 0.05 0.04 2904 0.04 0.05 6317 0.05 
Grade 5 0.06 3413 0.06 0.02 2904 0.02 0.04 6317 0.04 
Grade 6 0.10 3413 0.10 0.26 2904 0.26 0.17 6317 0.17 
Grade 7 0.29 3413 0.29 0.13 2904 0.13 0.22 6317 0.22 
Grade 8 0.14 3413 0.14 0.26 2904 0.26 0.19 6317 0.19 
Grade 9 0.29 3413 0.29 0.25 2904 0.25 0.27 6317 0.27 

Note: ELL = English language learner; ECO = economically disadvantaged. 
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Exhibit A-75.  Student Pretest and Posttest Scores of State Standardized Assessment Analytic Sample – Math 

 Group I Group II Total 

Math pretest -0.36 0.90 3229 -0.38 0.02 -0.42 0.90 2728 -0.43 0.02 -0.39 0.90 5957 -0.40 0.01 
Math posttest -0.26 0.86 3413 -0.26 0.01 -0.43 0.80 2904 -0.43 0.01 -0.34 0.83 6317 -0.34 0.01 

Note: Test scores were standardized within each grade within each state using means and standard deviations of the test score of that particular grade level from 
published state data (https://tea.texas.gov/student.assessment/reports/; https://www.tn.gov/education/assessment/tnready.html). The correlation between pretest 
and posttest using unimputed data set is 0.72. The mean for pretest for Group I students who had both pretest and posttest scores is -0.36. The mean for pretest 
for Group II students who had both pretest and posttest scores is -0.42. The standardized baseline difference in state standardized math assessment is 0.05. 

https://tea.texas.gov/student.assessment/reports/
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Exhibit A-76.  Student Demographics of NWEA MAP Analytic Sample – ELA 

 Group I Group II Total 

Male 0.50 2111 0.50 0.51 1259 0.51 0.50 3370 0.50 
White 0.03 2111 0.03 0.07 1259 0.07 0.05 3370 0.05 
Latinx 0.40 2111 0.40 0.24 1259 0.24 0.34 3370 0.34 
African American 0.54 2111 0.54 0.65 1259 0.65 0.58 3370 0.58 
Other 0.04 2111 0.04 0.09 1259 0.09 0.06 3370 0.06 
Special 
education 0.09 2111 0.09 0.10 1259 0.10 0.09 3370 0.09 

ELL 0.11 2111 0.11 0.08 1259 0.08 0.10 3370 0.10 
ECO 0.49 2090 0.49 0.38 1242 0.38 0.45 3332 0.45 
Grade 1 0.06 2111 0.06 0.02 1259 0.02 0.05 3370 0.05 
Grade 2 0.10 2111 0.10 0.05 1259 0.05 0.08 3370 0.08 
Grade 3 0.12 2111 0.12 0.08 1259 0.08 0.10 3370 0.10 
Grade 4 0.06 2111 0.06 0.00 1259 0.00 0.04 3370 0.04 
Grade 5 0.13 2111 0.13 0.02 1259 0.02 0.09 3370 0.09 
Grade 6 0.14 2111 0.14 0.21 1259 0.21 0.17 3370 0.17 
Grade 7 0.12 2111 0.12 0.18 1259 0.18 0.14 3370 0.14 
Grade 8 0.05 2111 0.05 0.08 1259 0.08 0.06 3370 0.06 
Grade 9 0.15 2111 0.15 0.31 1259 0.31 0.21 3370 0.21 
Grade 10 0.04 2111 0.04 0.00 1259 0.00 0.03 3370 0.03 
Grade 11 0.04 2111 0.04 0.05 1259 0.05 0.04 3370 0.04 

Note: ELL = English language learner; ECO = economically disadvantaged. 
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Exhibit A-77.  Student Pretest and Posttest Scores of NWEA MAP Analytic Sample – ELA 

 Group I Group II Total 

ELA pretest -0.50 1.20 1939 -0.52 0.03 -0.41 1.06 1127 -0.42 0.03 -0.47 1.15 3066 -0.48 0.02 
ELA posttest 0.15 0.97 2111 0.15 0.02 0.11 0.93 1259 0.11 0.03 0.13 0.95 3370 0.13 0.02 

Note: Test scores were standardized within each grade within each state using means and standard deviations of the test score of that particular grade level from 
the national norming sample (https://www.nwea.org/resource-library/research/2015-normative-data-3). The correlation between pretest and posttest using 
unimputed data set is 0.70. The mean for pretest for Group I students who had both pretest and posttest scores is -0.50. The mean for pretest for Group II 
students who had both pretest and posttest scores is -0.41. 
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Exhibit A-78.  Student Demographics of NWEA Math Analytic Sample – Propensity Score 
Weighted 

 Group I Group II Total 

Male 0.50 2437 0.50 0.51 1951 0.51 0.51 4388 0.51 
White 0.02 2437 0.02 0.06 1951 0.06 0.04 4388 0.04 
Latinx 0.24 2437 0.24 0.31 1951 0.31 0.27 4388 0.27 
African American 0.71 2437 0.71 0.60 1951 0.60 0.66 4388 066 
Other 0.03 2437 0.03 0.07 1951 0.07 0.05 4388 0.05 
Special 
education 0.07 2437 0.07 0.09 1951 0.09 0.08 4388 0.08 

ELL 0.07 2437 0.07 0.09 1951 0.09 0.08 4388 0.08 
ECO 0.42 2425 0.42 0.36 1927 0.36 0.40 4352 0.40 
Grade 1 0.03 2437 0.03 0.00 1951 0.00 0.02 4388 0.02 
Grade 2 0.00 2437 0.00 0.01 1951 0.01 0.00 4388 0.00 
Grade 3 0.09 2437 0.09 0.06 1951 0.06 0.08 4388 0.08 
Grade 4 0.05 2437 0.05 0.02 1951 0.02 0.04 4388 0.04 
Grade 5 0.09 2437 0.09 0.03 1951 0.03 0.06 4388 0.06 
Grade 6 0.14 2437 0.14 0.37 1951 0.37 0.24 4388 0.24 
Grade 7 0.15 2437 0.15 0.18 1951 0.18 0.16 4388 0.16 
Grade 8 0.15 2437 0.15 0.15 1951 0.15 0.15 4388 0.15 
Grade 9 0.14 2437 0.14 0.15 1951 0.15 0.15 4388 0.15 
Grade 10 0.13 2437 0.13 0.01 1951 0.01 0.08 4388 0.08 
Grade 11 0.03 2437 0.03 0.00 1951 0.00 0.01 4388 0.01 

Note: ELL = English language learner; ECO = economically disadvantaged. 
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Exhibit A-79.  Student Pretest and Posttest scores of NWEA Math Analytic Sample – Propensity Score Weighted 

 Group I Group II Total 

Math pretest -0.37 0.96 2231 -0.39 0.02 -0.64 1.05 1784 -0.66 0.02 -0.49 1.01 4015 -0.51 0.02 
Math posttest -0.39 0.97 2437 -0.39 0.02 -0.80 1.03 1951 -0.80 0.02 -0.57 1.02 4388 -0.57 0.02 

Note: Test scores were standardized within each grade within each state using means and standard deviations of the test score of that particular grade level from 
the national norming sample (https://www.nwea.org/resource-library/research/2015-normative-data-3). The correlation between pretest and posttest using 
unimputed data set is 0.82 . The mean for pretest for Group I students who had both pretest and posttest scores is -0.37. The mean for pretest for Group II 
students who had both pretest and posttest scores is -0.64. 
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Intent-to-Treat Analysis  
The student outcome analysis reports the ITT effect of the Emerging Leaders program. A set of two-level 
HLMs19 was performed to take into account students who were nested in instructional teams. Dependent 
variables were the standardized assessment scores in ELA or math listed in Exhibits A-80 and A-81. 
Independent variables were a constant, a pretest score on the same outcome measure, student 
demographic characteristics, treatment indicator, school characteristics, and district dummy variables.  

Outcome Y for student i in Emerging Leaders team j is given as 

𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝛾𝛾00 + 𝛾𝛾01𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑡𝑡𝑗𝑗 + 𝛾𝛾10𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖  + 𝛾𝛾02𝐷𝐷𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝛾𝛾03𝑆𝑆𝑗𝑗  + 𝛾𝛾04𝐷𝐷𝑗𝑗  + 𝜇𝜇0𝑗𝑗 + 𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 

where:  

𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑗𝑗  = initial random assignment of Emerging Leaders team j with 1 for intervention and 0 for 
control.  

𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖   = student participant baseline/pretest scores. 

𝐷𝐷𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = student demographic characteristics, including gender, race/ethnicity, ELL status, economically 
disadvantaged status, special education status, and grade level. 

𝑆𝑆𝑗𝑗 = school characteristics including percentage of students receiving free or reduced-price lunch, 
percentage of LEP, percentage of Latinx students, percentage of African American students, percentage 
of white students, percentage of Asian students, and percentage of native American students. 

𝐷𝐷𝑗𝑗   = district dummy variables.  

𝜇𝜇0𝑗𝑗   = team random effect. 

𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = teacher random effect. 

The coefficient 𝛾𝛾01 associated with 𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑗𝑗in the above HLM indicates the average treatment effect in 
promoting improved student outcomes. Student assessment scores were converted to cross-state 
comparable z scores by subtracting the state mean and dividing by the state standard deviation for each 
grade and state (May, Perez-Johnson, Haimson, Sattar, & Gleason, 2009). 𝛾𝛾01 indicated the effect size of 
the intervention because the outcome scores were z scores20. All the covariates were grand-mean 
centered.  

HLM was conducted on the data with imputed independent variables using multiple imputation. The 
multiple imputation model includes an indicator variable for intervention status, all the covariates that are 
used for statistical adjustment in the impact estimation model, and the outcome when imputing missing 
baseline data. Multiple imputation inference proceeds in three distinct phases:  

1. The missing data are filled in 10 times to generate 10 complete data sets.  

 
19 We originally fitted a three-level HLM with students nested in instructional team members and instructional team members nested 
in instructional teams. However, because of the lack of degrees of freedom to estimate random effect at the instructional team 
member level, we reduced the model to a two level. According to Kim and Frees (2006), omitting an intermediate level creates little 
bias in the model parameters. 
20 According to WWC 4.0, “[I]f the outcome is a standardized measure that has been administered to a norming sample (national or 
state), then the effect size may be calculated using the SD from the norming sample.” Hedges’s g effect sizes are calculated by 
dividing the intervention indicator coefficient by the pooled standard deviation of Group I and Group II, which is equivalent to 
intervention indicator coefficient. 
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2. The 10 complete data sets are analyzed by using HLM procedure (both Emerging Leaders and 
teacher team members nested in Emerging Leaders teams).  

3. The results from the 10 complete data sets are combined for the inference using mi estimate.  

Sensitivity analyses were conducted to check the robustness of the impact of Emerging Leaders across 
different specifications of the models. We compared the treatment coefficients from two-level models, 
three-level models, listwise deletion models, and models that restricted the sample to grade levels that 
had both Group I and Group II students. The results were consistent across the different models.  

Primary estimates of the Emerging Leaders impacts were derived from the ITT analyses. Regardless of 
the level of implementation, these analyses compared all students in the treatment condition (who were 
intended to receive the treatment) with those in the control condition. Exhibit A-80 shows the intervention 
was successful in improving state math achievement (p < .10, effect size = 0.24). We did not find a 
statistically significant effect on state ELA score. Similarly, we found a significant treatment impact on 
improving NWEA math achievement (p < .05, effect size = 0.38) but not on NWEA reading achievement 
(Exhibit A-81). 

Exhibit A-80. HLM Results on Student State ELA and Math Outcomes Combining Three 
Districts 

Outcome Coeff SE GI Est GII Est p Sig nt ns 
State assessment ELA 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.04 0.6327  33 5446 
State assessment Math 0.20 0.11 0.06 -0.14 0.0749 ~ 28 6317 

Note: GI Est = model-adjusted mean outcome for Group I; GII Est = model-adjusted mean for Group II; nt = number of 
instructional teams included in the HLM analysis; ns = number of students included in the HLM analysis. 
The HLM results reported here are based on two-level models (students nested in instructional teams). Students’ 
demographic charaterstics and baseline test scores were imputed if there were any missing. Student outcomes were 
not imputed if there were any missing data. The HLM controlled for student demographic charateristics, student 
baseline assessment scores, school characteristics, and district dummy variables.  
~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 

Exhibit A-81. HLM Results on Student NWEA MAP ELA and Math Outcomes Combining Two 
Districts 

Outcome Coeff SE GI Est GII Est p Sig nt ns 
NWEA MAP ELA 0.06 0.16 0.43 0.37 0.7015  29 3370 
NWEA MAP Math 0.39 0.17 -0.02 -0.41 0.0231 * 22 4388 

Note: GI Est = model-adjusted mean outcome for Group I; GII Est = model-adjusted mean for Group II; nt = number of 
instructional teams included in the HLM analysis; ns = number of students included in the HLM analysis. 
The HLM results reported here are based on two-level models (students nested in instructional teams). Students’ 
demographic charaterstics and baseline test scores were imputed if there were any missing. Student outcomes were 
not imputed if there were any missing data. The HLM controlled for student demographic charateristics, student 
baseline assessment scores, school characteristics, and district dummy variables.  
~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 

Subgroup Analysis 
The HLM analysis provided information on whether the Emerging Leaders program had a differential 
effect for certain student subgroups. We tested reasonably sized subgroups defined by gender, 
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race/ethnicity, and achievement level to determine whether such subgroups each benefited from the 
intervention. The HLM models were modified by restricting the sample of students in the subgroup. The 
coefficients of the treatment indicate the impact of treatment for that subgroup.  

The HLM analysis showed that the Emerging Leaders program resulted in improved math achievement of 
students in the following subgroups: Latinx, ELL, female, and economically disadvantaged (Exhibit A-82). 

Exhibit A-82. HLM Results on State Assessments for Student Subgroups 

Outcome Coeff SE GI Est GII Est p Sig nt ns 

State assessment ELA -0.12 0.20 0.02 0.14 0.5467  24 387 
State assessment Math 0.05 0.36 -0.18 -0.23 0.8785  21 497 

State assessment ELA 0.02 0.09 0.05 0.03 0.8614  31 1907 
State assessment Math 0.12 0.10 0.03 -0.08 0.2475  27 3181 

State assessment ELA 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.3884  32 2805 
State assessment Math 0.32 0.13 0.11 -0.21 0.0129 * 27 2370 

State assessment ELA 0.04 0.11 0.02 -0.02 0.7088  28 1295 
State assessment Math 0.41 0.15 0.20 -0.21 0.0055 ** 25 932 

State assessment ELA 0.11 0.13 -0.13 -0.24 0.4042  31 467 
State assessment Math -0.02 0.12 -0.33 -0.31 0.8488  28 584 

State assessment ELA 0.05 0.08 0.10 0.05 0.5417  32 2663 
State assessment Math 0.22 0.09 0.09 -0.13 0.0147 * 28 3047 

State assessment ELA 0.03 0.08 0.05 0.02 0.7141  33 2783 
State assessment Math 0.18 0.15 -0.14 0.11 0.2456  28 3270 

State assessment ELA 0.07 0.08 0.14 0.06 0.3914  33 3711 
State assessment Math 0.26 0.12 0.06 -0.20 0.0360 * 28 3440 

State assessment ELA 0.06 0.10 -0.29 -0.35 0.5278  33 1248 
State assessment Math 0.14 0.11 -0.34 -0.48 0.1929  28 1644 

State assessment ELA -0.05 0.11 0.23 0.28 0.6350  32 1493 
State assessment Math 0.16 0.12 0.01 -0.15 0.1743  27 1480 

Note: GI Est = model-adjusted mean outcome for Group I; GII Est = model-adjusted mean for Group II; nt = number of 
instructional teams included in the HLM analysis; ns = number of students included in the HLM analysis. 
The HLM results are based on two level models (students nested in instructional teams). Students’ demographic 
charaterstics and baseline test scores were imputed if there were any missing. Student outcomes were not imputed if 
there were any missing data. The two-level HLM controlled for student demographic charateristics, student baseline 
assessment scores, school characteristics, and district dummy variables.  
~p < .1,*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Mediation Analyses 
Although the ITT analyses suggested the average effect of the intervention, it did not yield the effect of 
the Emerging Leaders program for those students who actually received it. This study used the 
instrumental variable (IV) approach to estimate the effect of treatment on the treated (TOT). The IV 
approach has been used in a few recently published the RCT studies (Angrist & Imbens, 1995; Rouse & 
Krueger, 2004). Because random assignment is correlated with the fidelity of implementation measures 
(since treatment is supposed to increase implementation) but uncorrelated with the error term in the 
outcome equations, the treatment assignment indicator variable works as an instrument to represent 
fidelity of implementation (Gennetian, Morris, Bos, & Bloom, 2005). A two-stage least-square model was 
executed to estimate the TOT. The first-stage regressed fidelity measures (whether or not a teacher 
received the treatment and DDI score) on the random assignment variable. The second stage regressed 
student outcome on the predicted value of fidelity from the first stage.  

Unlike prior estimations, which used SAS to estimate statistical models, we estimated instrumental 
variables using the command ivregress 2sls command in Stata version 14.2, clustering standard errors 
within Emerging Leaders. Because Stata does not support imputed data for the ivregress command, we 
lose some sample due to lack of imputed data. We lose additional sample for the DDI mediation analyses 
due to our response rate on the DDI assessment. 

TREATMENT-ON-THE-TREATED ANALYSIS  

We defined the treatment-on-treated sample (which we describe in the report as receiving the “full 
dosage” of the program) using three criteria:  

1. Emerging Leaders participants remained employed in the district and (if in Group I) successfully 
completed the Emerging Leaders program,  

2. Teachers on instructional teams attended all or most of the instructional team meetings (Group I) or 
their Emerging Leader reported on the end-of-year survey that they would have been able to meet on 
an instructional team had they participated in the program in 2017–18 (Group II) 

3. Students completed a full year of instruction in the classroom led by one of these teachers. 

We then used the IV approach to examine the effect of receiving the treatment on student achievement. 
The first stage F statistics were significant at p < .001, suggesting that treatment assignment was a valid 
instrument for the TOT variable (Exhibit A-83). The following exhibit shows the impact of the Emerging 
Leaders program on student achievement when a treatment flag (representing exposure to the “full 
dosage” of the program as described above) is added to the models as a mediating variable. The effect 
sizes shown in Exhibit A-83 represent the impact of the program when students receive the program’s full 
treatment as described above.  

Exhibit A-83. Treatment-on-the-Treated Effect of Intervention on Student Outcomes 

Outcome 
2SLS 
Coeff SE p Sig 

First-
stage F 

First-
stage p R² nt ns 

State assessment ELA 0.08 0.06 0.203  99.13 0.0000 0.65 30 4986 
State assessment Math 0.23 0.10 0.029 * 103.40 0.0000 0.77 28 5875 

Note: This was a two-stage least squares analysis to estimate the impact of treatment on student outcomes for those 
teachers who received treatment. Standard errors are clustered at the Emerging Leaders level. 
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DDI LEADERSHIP KNOWLEDGE 

We also used the IV approach to examine the effect of DDI leadership knowledge on student 
achievement, hypothesizing that, consistent with the program’s theory of action, impacts on Emerging 
Leaders would drive impacts on student achievement. 

The three competency measures assessed on the DDI were combined into a single mediating variable. 
Factor analysis was done to test the single-factor model (Exhibit A-84). Cronbach’s alpha was high 
(above 0.8), and all three factor loadings were similar and considered to be strong (above 0.5) (Boyce & 
Bowers, 2018; Dunn et al., 2015). Based on this evidence the three measures were combined into a 
single factor by calculating a simple mean. Using a simple indicator mean to approximate the factor is 
appropriate when you want to retain the original scaling of the items, which can aid in easier 
interpretation, as long as you do not have cross-loaded indicators, heavily correlated factors, or indicators 
with highly varied weights (DiStefano, Zhu & Mindrila, 2009; Grice, 2001). We do not have concerns with 
cross-loaded indicators or heavily correlated factors as we are using a single-factor model, and the 
indicator weights are relatively similar. The factor analysis results were consistent when calculated for the 
treatment and control groups individually. 

Only two of the three DDI competency measures were assessed on the baseline application. These two 
measures were also combined into a single scale. While these two items had smaller factor loadings, 
supplemental analyses (available from the authors upon request) confirm that the estimated results 
change only slightly (small increase in the absolute value of the effect sizes, no change in statistical 
significance) when using each individual score as its own control. We retained the averaged values as the 
control variables for parsimony. 

Exhibit A-84.  Characteristics of New Leaders’ Aggregate DDI Leadership Knowledge Score 

Scale Competencies 
Cronbach’s 

alpha 
Factor 

loadings 

DDI 
Outcome 

Scale 

Using multiple forms of data to drive student achievement 
.89 

.87 
Leading a team through a DDI cycle .85 
Building understanding of efficacy concepts  .81 

DDI 
Baseline 

Scale 

Using multiple forms of data to drive student achievement 
.54 

.51 

Leading a team through a DDI cycle .51 

In a two-state least squares analysis to estimate the impact of DDI leadership knowledge on student 
achievement, the first stage F statistics were significant at p < .001, suggesting that treatment assignment 
was a valid instrument for the aggregate DDI leadership knowledge variable (Exhibit A-84). The exhibit 
shows the impact of the Emerging Leaders program on student achievement when the aggregate DDI 
leadership knowledge score is added to the models as a mediating variable. The effect sizes shown in 
Exhibit A-85 represent the impact of the program when program participants achieve a full standard 
deviation difference in aggregate DDI leadership knowledge, compared with the control group (an effect 
size roughly equivalent to what the program actually achieved). 
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Exhibit A-85. Instrumental Variables Estimates of the Effect of Aggregate DDI Leadership 
Knowledge Score on the Student Outcomes Measured by State Assessment  

Outcome 
2SLS 
Coeff SE p Sig 

First-
stage F 

First-
stage p R² nt ns 

State assessment ELA -0.003 0.02 0.887  38.36 0.0000 0.76 23 3765 
State assessment Math 0.24 0.11 0.029 * 13.86 0.0012 0.67 23 4805 

Note: This was a two-stage least squares analysis to estimate the impact of DDI leadership knowledge score on 
student outcomes. Standard errors are clustered at the Emerging Leaders level. 
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Exhibit A-86. Emerging Leaders Evaluation: Student Impacts Effect Sizes, Improvement Indices, and Percentile Equivalents for 
Math Analyses Using State Assessment Scores 

Exhibit 
No.  Subject Sample Model Effect 

Size Significance Instructional 
Team N 

Student 
N 

Improvement 
Index 

Equivalent to moving 
from the 50th 

percentile to the… 
percentile  

14 Math All Students ITT 0.20 ~ 28 6317 +8  
15 Math African American ITT 0.12  27 3181 +5  
15 Math Latinx ITT 0.32 * 27 2370 +13 63rd 
15 Math White ITT 0.05  21 497 +2  
15  Math Female ITT 0.22 * 28 3047 +9 59th 
15 Math Male ITT 0.18  28 3270 +7  

16 Math Economically 
Disadvantaged 

ITT 0.26 * 28 3440 +10 60th 

16 Math English Learner ITT 0.41 ** 25 932 +16 66th 
16 Math Special Education ITT -0.02  28 584 -1  
16 Math High Performing  ITT 0.16  27 1480 +6  
16 Math Low Performing ITT 0.14  28 1644 +6  

18 Math 
All Students  

(excluding those with 
teachers missing data) 

Mediation: 
Full dosage 0.23 * 28 5875 +9 59th  

19 Math 
All Students  

(excluding those with ELs 
missing data) 

Mediation: 
DDI 0.24 * 23 4805 +9 59th  

Note: Percentile growth provides the best performing of translations of effect sizes into other terms (Baird & Pane, 2019). In addition to relying on fewer 
assumptions than other post-hoc translations, percentile points are used by WWC to translate effect sizes into an “improvement index.” This translation therefore 
allows for comparison to other rigorous evaluations within the field. In these tables, we supplement the main report’s percentile translations for all student impact 
estimates with statistically significant (p < .05) findings on state assessments, our primary outcome measure, with improvement indexes for all student impact 
analyses. For statistically significant findings, an improvement index of “+1” indicates that the median control student in our study at the 50th percentile of 
statewide achievement would have moved, on average, to the 51st percentile of statewide achievement.  
~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Bold text indicates results are statistically significant at least the p < .05 level. ITT = Intent-to-Treat.  
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Exhibit A-87. Emerging Leaders Evaluation: Student Impacts, Improvement Indices, and Percentile Equivalents for English 
Language Arts Analyses Using State Assessment Scores  

Exhibit 
No.  Subject Sample Model Effect 

Size Significance Instructional 
Team N 

Student 
N 

Improvement 
Index 

Equivalent to moving 
from the 50th 

percentile to the… 
percentile  

14 ELA All Students ITT 0.04  33 5446 +2  
15 ELA African American ITT 0.02  31 1907 +1  
15 ELA Latinx ITT 0.06  32 2805 +2  
15 ELA White ITT -0.12  24 387 -5  
15 ELA Female ITT 0.05  32 2663 +2  
15 ELA Male ITT 0.03  33 2,783 +1  
16 ELA Economically Disadvantaged ITT 0.07  33 3711 +3  
16 ELA English Learner ITT 0.04  28 1295 +2  
16 ELA Special Education ITT 0.11  31 467 +4  
16 ELA High Performing  ITT -0.05  32 1493 -2  
16 ELA Low Performing ITT 0.06  33 1248 +6  

18 ELA 
All Students  

(excluding those with ELs 
missing data) 

Mediation: 
Full dosage 0.08  30 4986 +3  

19 ELA 
All Students  

(excluding those with ELs 
missing data) 

Mediation: 
DDI 0.00  23 3765 0  

Note: Percentile growth provides the best performing of translations of effect sizes into other terms (Baird & Pane, 2019). In addition to relying on fewer 
assumptions than other post-hoc translations, percentile points are used by WWC to translate effect sizes into an “improvement index.” This translation therefore 
allows for comparison to other rigorous evaluations within the field. In these tables, we supplement the main report’s percentile translations for all student impact 
estimates with statistically significant (p < .05) findings on state assessments, our primary outcome measure, with improvement indexes for all student impact 
analyses. For statistically significant findings, an improvement index of “+1” indicates that the median control student in our study at the 50th percentile of 
statewide achievement would have moved, on average, to the 51st percentile of statewide achievement.  
~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Bold text indicates results are statistically significant at least the p < .05 level. ITT = Intent-to-Treat.  
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Exhibit A-88. Emerging Leaders Evaluation: Student Impacts, Improvement Indices, and Percentile Equivalents for Math Analyses 
Using NWEA MAP Scores, Combining Two Districts 

Exhibit 
No.  Subject Sample Model Effect 

Size Significance Instructional 
Team N 

Student 
N 

Improvement 
Index 

Equivalent to moving 
from the 50th 

percentile to the… 
percentile  

17 Math All students in NWEA MAP 
sample     

ITT 0.39 * 22 4388 +15 65th 

17 ELA All students in NWEA MAP 
sample     

ITT 0.06  29 3370 +2  

Note. These analyses draw from students in two districts, SAISD and SCS, in grades 2–11 whose teachers administered the NWEA MAP assessment. As we note 
in the report, we found two issues with these data. First, only two of the three districts administered the assessment. Second, the student data for the NWEA MAP 
analyses contained significant baseline differences between the treatment students and control students which were not present in the state assessment data. We 
weighted the NWEA MAP data appropriately to establish baseline equivalence before conducting impact analyses. Finally, although we evened the weighting, it is 
possible that unobserved factors may have contributed to any measured impact of the Emerging Leaders program. These significant concerns did not exist with 
the state assessment main findings: baseline equivalence was established, and all three participating sites were represented. We therefore provide these results 
both in the interest of transparency and as supplemental findings to our main findings, the state assessment analyses.  
Percentile growth provides the best performing of translations of effect sizes into other terms (Baird & Pane, 2019). In addition to relying on fewer assumptions 
than other post-hoc translations, percentile points are used by WWC to translate effect sizes into an “improvement index.” This translation therefore allows for 
comparison to other rigorous evaluations within the field. In these tables, we supplement the main report’s percentile translations for all student impact estimates 
with statistically significant (p < .05) findings on state assessments, our primary outcome measure, with improvement indexes for all student impact analyses. For 
statistically significant findings, an improvement index of “+1” indicates that the median control student in our study at the 50th percentile of statewide achievement 
would have moved, on average, to the 51st percentile of statewide achievement.  
~p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Bold text indicates results are statistically significant at least the p < .05 level.  
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