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The Indiana Student Achievement Institute:

Guidance-Centered Whole School Reform

INTRODUCTION

Public education stakeholders have placed an increased emphasis upon raising the educational achievement of all students.  At the same time, funding considerations are forcing school officials to cut costs and thus, school counseling programs are increasingly coming under scrutiny as school boards and administrators examine the cost/benefit ratio of all school programs.   Unfortunately, school counselors are often thought of as ancillary to the mission of the school (Anderson & Reiter, 1995; Fields & Hines, 2000; House & Martin, 1998).  School counselors are uniquely qualified to be an integral part of school reform efforts, yet usually, they are only peripherally included.  In fact, most school reform models completely disregard the integral role guidance and counseling plays in raising student achievement (Fields & Hines, 2000).   

This paper will examine the Indiana Student Achievement Institute (InSAI), a guidance-centered whole school reform process, as a means for raising student achievement.  InSAI enables small teams of dedicated and caring individuals to change the culture of the school-community by introducing a sense of dissatisfaction with the status quo, a lofty vision for student success, a belief in themselves as change-makers, knowledge of systemic change, and a means for reducing resistance.  Using a vision-based and data-driven systemic change process called Vision-to-Action, teams establish sound student guidance as an integral part of school reform, supported by effective teaching and a positive learning environment.  Specific components of this paper will examine the Institute’s history, foundational beliefs, guidance system, change process, results, and leadership team.

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

In the late 1980’s MDC, Inc.
 published Who’s Looking Out for At-Risk Youth? (Lincoln, Smith, and Hester, 1985) and America’s Shame, America’s Hope: Twelve Million Youth at Risk (Smith, & Lincoln, 1988), two reports that chronicled the state and national neglect of at-risk youth and warned of the economic risks of continued neglect.  America’s Shame, America’s Hope led to a comprehensive, nationwide school-reform crusade in 1991 under the umbrella of Realizing America’s Hope, a series of major PBS programs, hosted and spearheaded by Bill Moyers, which was supplemented with print materials and community outreach efforts designed to help the nation respond to the challenges facing at-risk youth (Moyers, 1991).

America’s Shame and Realizing America’s Hope caught the attention of the Lilly Endowment, Inc., whose interest in guidance reform had been inspired by the College Board report, Keeping the Options Open (1986).  In 1990, Lilly commissioned MDC to examine the current state of student guidance in Indiana and nationally, and recommend whether a leadership education initiative could contribute to its improvement.  MDC’s report (1995) described a field whose emphasis on the mental health aspects of counseling made strong educational and career guidance a rarity.  MDC called for attention to four reform dimensions:  philosophy, practice, preparation, and policy (licensing and certification).  MDC’s report concluded that a leadership education initiative could be a potent force for student guidance reform.

The Indiana School Guidance and Counseling Leadership Project (ISGCLP), designed and executed by MDC, Inc., was created in 1991 to help Indiana schools make sound guidance a more deliberate and pervasive force in the lives of all students; thereby, supporting higher educational aspirations and achievement by Indiana’s young people.  Good guidance, which encourages and supports all students in the achievement of rigorous education, career and life goals, is a crucial function of not only the school counselor but the whole school (MDC, 1995).  The ISGCLP Institute was conducted with cadres of schools in 1991, 1994, and 1995.  School teams worked through a change process originally conceived by George Thomas (1991), and developed by MDC., Inc., into Moving From Vision to Action: A planning guide for the Indiana School Guidance and Counseling Leadership Project (1994).  Additionally, the Institute’s philosophy and practice served as the foundation for the American School Counselor Association Leadership Development Conference in 1995.

After the completion of the original ISGCLP Institute in 1995, a small group of participants decided to resurrect the Institute in 1997 as the Indiana School Guidance Leadership Project (ISGLP).  These past participants had witnessed the Institute’s ability to raise student achievement in their own schools and they were committed to bringing the institute to additional Indiana schools.  With financial support from Butler University, through their Lilly Endowment, Inc., Early Intervention Initiative Grant, the Indiana Commission for Higher Education, and Indiana School-to-Work, ISGLP was revived with new leadership and a revised Vision-to-Action change process based on lessons learned from the first three Institutes.  

Since 1996, four Institutes have been conducted under the direction of the Institute’s new leadership. In that time, additional resources have been developed to support participating schools.  These include Vision-to-action:  A step-by-step activity guide for systemic educational reform (Reynolds & Hines, 2000a), Guiding all kids: Guidance system development guide (Reynolds & Hines, 1999b), Student achievement study for InSAI Schools (Hines & Reynolds, 2000a), Force field study for InSAI schools (Hines & Reynolds, 2000b), Educational force field analysis (Reynolds & Hines, 1999a), Strategy blast:  Real ideas that work in Real Schools (Reynolds & Hines, 1998), Vision-to-action strategies: Preparing for action in achievement focused schools (Reynolds & Hines, 2000b).    

In 1999, ISGLP changed its name to the Indiana Student Achievement Institute (InSAI) to more accurately reflect its whole school reform process and the “ripple effect” of sound student guidance on aspects of the school and community including quality teaching and a supportive learning environment.  Today, InSAI is funded through the Indiana Twenty-First Century Scholars Program, using federal Gear-Up funds, and is supported by several universities, state agencies and professional organizations.  Significant technical support is provided for the current InSAI schools by a staff of twenty-four former InSAI participants.
FOUNDATIONAL BELIEFS

At the core of the Indiana Student Achievement Institute is the following set of beliefs that serve as the foundation for change.  While these beliefs are not prescribed, they are introduced throughout the Institute for consideration.  Using these foundations as a springboard for discussion, each school and community is asked to develop local beliefs, or core convictions, by answering the following question, “What do all students deserve?”  This question focuses attention on students, rather than the adults who work with them.  It challenges faculty and community members to look within themselves and invites them to work from the heart.  Thus, initiatives are driven by a set of local beliefs rather than external funding opportunities, government mandates, and local politics.

Every child deserves to be surrounded by a culture of high expectations:
All students need to be surrounded by adults who have high expectations (Haycock , 1999b).  However, this is often not the case in today’s schools.  Many educators and community members limit their high expectations to only those students who come to school eager and ready to learn.  Some have lower expectations of students who sit in the back of the room, disengaged, with their homework never completed.  Others have lower expectations of low-income, rural, and/or minority students (Haycock, 1999a).  Many students attend school in an environment in which no adults believe in them or expect much from them.  This foundational belief invites educators and community members to have high expectations of all students.
Every child deserves a rich array of options for the future:

All students need to be aware of all available career and educational opportunities.  This allows the student, with guidance from their parents, to make informed and meaningful decisions about the future.  Unfortunately in many schools, various opportunities are not communicated to all students (Orfield & Paul, 1993).  For example, in some schools, only the brightest students are told about enrichment opportunities.  In some high schools, only the best students are told about the most competitive colleges while only the weakest students are told about apprenticeship programs.  This foundational belief invites schools to inform all students about all opportunities so they can make informed decisions about their futures.

Every child deserves rich educational and career guidance in order to define the pathways to the future options he or she chooses:

Every student deserves educational and career guidance in three areas:  academic development, career development, and personal-social development (Campbell and Dahir, 1997).    However, according to Indiana school counselors (personal communication at numerous presentations 1997 – 2000), many students do not receive adequate guidance.  They report that three groups of students receive more guidance:  1) Bright students who tend to self-refer, 2) students with behavior problems who are referred by teachers and parents who hope the counselor will fix the students, and 3) students enrolled in special education who receive guidance as part of their annual case review.  This foundational belief invites schools to establish a sound guidance systems that guarantees sound guidance to all students.

Every child deserves a rigorous curriculum and rich teaching within a supportive environment to realize the options and pathways developed through the guidance process:

All students deserve the opportunity to master a curriculum that will enable them to experience success at the next educational level and eventually, success as a citizen and competitive worker within a global economy.  According to  D’Amico and Redelman (1999), “Even those students seeking s technical or vocational degree will need skills formerly expected only for a traditional four year college degree program (p.15)”  Yet, many schools do not provide all students with a rigorous curriculum.  For example, some elementary schools place students in lower level reading groups instead providing adequate support to enable all students to master rigorous reading content.  High schools often place students in watered down general math classes instead of requiring all students to take algebra and other upper level math courses with adequate support initiatives.  Many teachers make it difficult for students to be successful in their classes by using only one teaching method and one assessment method rather than adjusting their instructional practices to meet each student’s learning style(s).  This foundational belief invites schools to enroll all students in a rigorous curriculum with sufficient support structures to enable all students to be successful.

GUIDING ALL KIDS:  THE InSAI GUIDANCE SYSTEM

The National Education Goals Report: Building a Nation of Learners (National Education Goals Panel, 1995) states in Goal 3 that “…every school in American will ensure that all students learn to use their minds well, so they may be prepared for responsible citizenship, further learning, and productive employment in our Nation’s modern economy” (p.11).  Sound guidance is crucial to achieving the various aspects of this goal (Hart & Jacobi, 1992;  Orfield & Paul, 1993; Snyder, Morrison & Smith, 1996).  Traditionally, guidance has been defined as a position, and more recently, as a program based on competency statements (Gysbers & Henderson, 1999).  Continuing the evolution of student guidance, the InSAI Guidance System introduces guidance as a system that serves as a foundation and catalyst for whole-school reform focused on raising student achievement.
Key Components

The InSAI Guidance System integrally connects student guidance with raising student achievement by linking defined guidance competencies to the school’s mission and visions statements and student achievement goals.   Through this system, guidance for all students becomes the responsibility of the entire faculty and key community members.  The system provides a means for accountability through the assessment of student mastery of the guidance competencies and monitoring the impact of program activities upon educational achievement.  Key components of this system are as follows: 

Alignment with Student Achievement:  Schools begin the development of their guidance system by reviewing the school’s mission statement, vision statement, and student achievement goals.  These declarations become the foundation upon which the guidance system is developed.
Guidance Competencies:  Each school establishes local guidance competencies in the areas of academic development, career development, and personal-social development.  The competencies identify the knowledge, skills, and attitudes that students need in order to move toward the school’s mission, vision, and achievement goals. Schools are provided with samples competencies for their consideration including the Sharing the Vision: The National Standards for School Counseling Programs published by the American School Counselor Association (Campbell & Dahir, 1997) and the National Career Development Guidelines published by the National Occupational Information Coordinating Committee (Kobylarz, 1996).  

Curriculum Mapping:  After the guidance competencies are written, they are distributed to all faculty members and community organizations that provide programming for students.  Each teacher and community group is asked two questions:  How are you already helping students master these competencies?  What are you willing to do in the future to help students master these competencies?  Teachers are invited to explore guidance applications for current lessons, rather than add additional units.   For example, when teaching students how to average numbers, math teachers could apply the concept to figuring a student’s grade point average.  Or, when teaching students how to write business letters, English teachers could have the students write an inquiry letter to a representative of an occupation linked to the student’s career interests.   Once completed, the curriculum map is analyzed to show duplicated efforts and curriculum gaps for each competency.

Guidance Activities for All Students:  Once the curriculum map has been analyzed, duplicate activities are addressed, and activities are designed to fill in any competency gaps.  Care is taken to ensure that activities are delivered to all students in a manner which ensures mastery.

Implementation:  Activities are implemented by a variety of people using an assortment of methods.  Guidance activities may be delivered by school counselors, teachers, parents, advisors, mentors, and community members.  Activities may include one-on-one sessions with an advisor or counselor, small group meetings, advisory programs, mentoring programs, community youth group meetings, classroom lessons delivered by the school counselor or other qualified community members, and/or lessons in which the guidance competencies are integrated within the academic curriculum.  Thus, guidance becomes a community responsibility rather than solely the responsibility of the school counselor.

Guidance Relationship:  In addition to the guidance curriculum, all students are involved in a guidance relationship with a caring adult who values education, understands educational and career development, and is able to negotiate the educational system on behalf of the student.  Some schools provide training to help parents fulfill this role.  Other schools provide programs which support parent guidance such as teacher advisor and community mentor programs.  The advisor/mentor in partnership with the parents, helps the student with educational and career planning, monitors the student’s academic progress, and serves as the student’s advocate at school.

Accountability: The InSAI Guidance System includes two levels of accountability.  First, the system provides a means to evaluate student mastery of the defined guidance competencies.  Students participate in pre- and post- assessments, such as self-reports, multiple choice assessments, portfolios, and exhibitions, to determine the degree of mastery of the guidance competencies.  Second, since the guidance competencies link with the school’s mission, vision, and achievement goals,  student achievement data is also monitored.  This allows schools to determine the impact of the guidance system, along with other school improvement strategies, on student achievement and related variables such as attendance, suspensions, expulsions, and parent involvement.
A Catalyst for Whole-School Reform:  The Ripple Effect of Guidance:

The Institute’s emphasis on guidance is key to raising student achievement due to its ripple effect on student choices, teacher convictions, effective teaching, and the learning environment (Reynolds & Hines, 1999b).

Different student choices:  When students and their parents participate in a sound guidance system, they tend to make different choices in school.  According to Jim MacGregor (personal communication, May 3, 2000), Guidance Director at Pike High School in Indianapolis and 1991 InSAI participant, Pike students sought a more rigorous curriculum and were more motivated to work harder in school after they took part in educational and career guidance activities.  Guidance personalizes education for students and gives them a reasons for working hard in school.  It provides the connection between success in school today and personal goals for the future.  At Pike, an additional 26% of the student body passed algebra, 41% passed geometry, and 28% passed pre-calculus.   As a result, Pike changed its school policy to include algebra and geometry as graduation requirements.

Changing teacher convictions:  As more students choose a rigorous curriculum, the fundamental beliefs of school staff members are often challenged.  Teachers must decide if they believe all students can learn, whether it is their obligation to teach all students, and whether they want to put forth the effort to teach all students.  On a survey given to InSAI participants during the 1998 summer Institute, one teacher wrote, “I had bought into the nonsense that some kids will fail.  All kids have gifts.  If they don’t show them, we’ve got to try again.”  

Whole school reform:  When school staff members embrace the concept that all students can learn to high standards and commit to teaching all students, they begin to seek new strategies to reach all students.  According to Jim McGregor, once Pike High School  teachers accepted the above concepts, they 1) increased the content rigor of their courses, 2) implemented instructional strategies linked to a variety of learning styles, 3) provided companion classes to students needing extra time and/or help to master difficult content, 4) developed assessment models to provide students with a variety of opportunities to demonstrate mastery, 5) created more achievement-friendly policies, and 6) developed additional opportunities for parents and community  members to be involved in the school (personal communication, May 3, 2000).  Thus, the ripple effect of InSAI Guidance System touches student choices and teacher convictions, and emerges as whole-school reform focused on raising student achievement.  

RAISING EXPECTATIONS

Raising expectations activities help the faculty and community members explore reasons for holding high expectations of the community’s young people.  Some activities raise foundational questions concerning students, learning, and education such as: Can all kids really learn?  Is it our obligation to teach all students at a rigorous level?  Do we really want to put forth the effort to teach all kids?  Other activities introduce practical reasons for raising student achievement which include labor market trends, global economy, career opportunities, educational opportunities, and financial aid.  As educators and community members participate in these activities, they discover their personal reasons for raising student achievement.  On InSAI evaluations, many participants report a personal transformation resulting in hope, renewal, enthusiasm, commitment, energy, and a new sense of urgency for change.

VISION-TO-ACTION SYSTEMIC CHANGE MODEL

The Vision-to-Action Systemic Change Model provides a step-by-step process for raising student achievement.  Change is initiated at the building level to ensure that all faculty members are integrally involved in the change process and to address building-level politics.  School districts may initiate district-wide participation by involving a team from each building in the Institute.  The Vision-to-Action Systemic Change Model provides a structure for change and a vision-based and data-driven method for whole-school reform.
Structure for Change:

A supportive structure helps change become both systemic and sustainable.  The Institute provides this structure through regularly scheduled sessions, technical support, and financial support.  It also helps to create a local support structure by assisting schools in establishing a steering team, community advisory council, and all-faculty advisory council.  

Institute Sessions
:  The three-year institute is divided into two phases.  During the first year Planning Phase, Steering Teams attend six sessions which occur approximately every six weeks.  During the sessions, teams learn and practice various steps of the Vision-to-Action systemic change model.  Team members then return to their community and facilitate the implementation of those steps with the entire school faculty and Advisory Council.  During the second and third year Implementation Phase, teams attend one session and an InSAI Summer Conference during which they participate in renewal activities and revisit their implementation plans, making adjustments as needed.  

Technical Support:  As Steering Teams work through the Vision-to-Action change process, they are provided with significant technical support.  Each team works with a mentor who attends the Institute sessions, visits the school twice each year, and is available for on-call consultation.  All mentors have successfully completed the InSAI Institute, used the Vision-to-Action process to implement change at their school, and participated in mentor training.  In addition, each team has on-call access to the InSAI directors, technical support specialist, and research specialist.  

Financial Support:  Teams receive $2,000 Planning Grants during the first year of the Institute.  These funds are generally used as stipends and substitute pay to provide time for various school and community members to complete Vision-to-Action tasks.  Teams that successfully complete the Planning Phase of the Institute receive an additional $1,000 during the second year of the Institute for implementation purposes.  No funding is provided for the third year of the Institute.  Instead, teams develop a plan for sustainability.

Steering Team:  Each participating school establishes a Steering Team consisting of six members (counselor, administrator, two teachers, a business representative, and a parent).  Team members are selected to ensure that each of the following leadership qualities are present:  1) credibility, 2) natural leadership, 3) technical competence, 4) authority, and 5) ability to allocate resources.  Team members also have a demonstrated history of being successful change-makers within their community.  The role of the Steering Team is to facilitate the Vision-to-Action change process within the school and community.  

Each member of the Steering Team is responsible for certain activities conducted by the team.  A “point person” is designated for: 1) working with the faculty, 2) working with the community, 3) working with data, 4) establishing a guidance system, 5) working with resistance, and 6) raising expectations.  The only stipulation given for the assignment of Steering Team members is that the Data Point Person must be a school employee since this person has access to confidential student data.  

Community Advisory Council:  In order to provide diverse perspectives for the reform process, the steering team selects a Community Advisory Council made up of representatives of student groups, parent groups, and community stakeholder groups.  Depending on the community, the Advisory Council may be as large as thirty people.  The Council provides important input into the change process and acts as communications network among the school, Steering Team and community.  Input from the Community Advisory Council enables the change initiative to reflect all community stakeholder perspectives.

All-Faculty Advisory Council:  The entire faculty and all other school staff members serve on the All-Faculty Advisory Council and participate in activities related to the Vision-to-Action change process to ensure that every faculty member has a voice in the change process.  This provides a variety of perspectives and creates a “grass roots” movement, rather than a “top-down” directive, which results in increased ownership in the change process.
The Vision-to-Action Change Process:

Having created a structure for change and started the process of raising expectations, teams learn and implement the seven steps of the Vision-to-Action systemic change process as delineated below:

[image: image1.wmf]Vision

-

to

-

Action Systemic Change Model

Steering Team / Advisory Councils

3.

Current

Data

1. VISION

Guidance

Teaching

Environment

Expectations

Curriculum           Content                  

School Policy

School Staff

Relationship         Instruction

Behavior Management         Parents

Assessment           

Student Assistance              Community

Extra Help / Time   

Parent Involvement              Students

Community Involvement

Resources

6.

Strategies

Selection

7. Plans

Strategy Plan

Professional Development Plan

Resistance Plan

Evaluation Plan

5. Force Field Analysis

2.

Vision

Data

4.

Data

Target

8.

ACTION


Reynolds and Hines, 2000

Step One – Vision Data:  Teams help Advisory and Faculty Councils establish a lofty vision for student success.  The vision answers four questions:  1) What are our core convictions for all students?  2) If the faculty and community members were living by these core convictions, what would be their attitudes and behaviors?  3)  What would be the student’s attitudes and behaviors?  4) What would be the school’s achievement data?  Vision-based reform encourages schools to define the ideal and then implement strategies to bring students closer to the ideal.  The vision provides a common direction for all stakeholders as they strive to reach the ideal, and creates energy for change.

Step Two – Current Data:  Teams collect current achievement data to identify the discrepancies between the status quo and the ideal achievement data as defined in the Vision.  Data is disaggregated by gender, ethnicity, socio-economic status, and in the high schools, curriculum pathway (vocational vs. non-vocational).  Disaggregated data may expose subgroups of students whose lack of achievement is disproportionate and hidden in aggregated data.  Current data provides the school and community with an accurate picture of their students that often creates a sense of dissatisfaction, and when compared to the Vision Data, adds to the urgency for change.

Step Three – Data Target:  Establishing the data target is a three-step process.  First, the current achievement data is compared to the vision data to identify data fields that are pleasing or disturbing.  Next, one data field is identified for impact.  Finally, a data target is established.  The data target represents a realistic step toward the vision data that can be met within a certain period of time.  The data target states what group of students will change, how they will change, and by when they will change.  
Step Four – Force Field Analysis:  Once the data target has been established, the Steering Team helps the Community and All-Faculty Advisory Councils analyze force fields that may be influencing achievement.  Sixteen force fields are considered.    
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As each force is examined, two questions are addressed: Does this force field significantly impact achievement?  If so, what changes are needed in this force field to drive the current data toward the data target?  Three tools help the Community and All-Faculty Advisory Councils analyze each force field.  First, a survey of the faculty, students, and community members is conducted to determine their perceptions of each force field.  Second, where appropriate, data is collected within each force field.  For example attendance data is considered in the Behavior Management force field.  Third, a set of key questions designed to help teams analyze the implementation of best practices within each force field is reviewed.   Key forces believed to have a significant impact on the data target are identified for strategy development.  Schools are required to target three force fields due to their considerable influence on the other ten forces:  Expectations (choice of populations), Guidance Curriculum, and Guidance Relationship.
Step Five – Strategy Development:  The Steering Team helps the Community and All-Faculty Advisory Councils search for strategies within the identified key force fields.  A resource of best practices and site visit suggestions organized by force fields is provided.  Faculty and community members conduct research through telephone interviews, site visits, and literature research.  Using this information, teams design strategies to impact their key force fields.  As strategies are designed, care is given to address the needs of low-achieving students within any subgroups showing disproportional gaps in achievement.  Finally, baseline and follow-up strategy data is collected to assess strategy impact on the force field.
Step Six – Planning:  Once the strategies are identified, a plan is devised for each strategy.  The four-part plan includes a strategy plan, a professional development plan, a resistance plan, and an evaluation plan.  The resistance plan identifies activities to lessen anticipated resistance and/or enhance anticipated support.   

Step Seven – Action:  During the second and third year Implementation Phase, the Steering Team, faculty, and Advisory Council, implement the strategy plan, professional development plan, resistance/support plan, and evaluation plan.  Teams conduct progress reviews each semester and make in-flight adjustments to their implementation plans as warranted.  


While the Vision-to-Action process is generally sequential, teams do begin implementing expectation and guidance curriculum strategies at the start of the InSAI Institute.  Raising expectations strategies are implemented at this time because high expectations positively impact every aspect of the Vision-to-Action change model especially the Vision and Data Target steps.  Guidance curriculum and relationship strategies are implemented at this time to provide a common language (competencies) through which schools and communities may analyze the guidance force fields.

RESULTS

Capturing results from whole school reform is exceedingly difficult.  The process is complex and encompasses a wide variety of contexts.  One problem is that schools are unable to control all the variables which impact the change process.  Additionally, systemic change, by its very nature, is not linear.  Thus, one cannot definitively infer that A causes B (Snyder, et al., 1996).  Qualitative and quantitative research studies are currently being conducted in InSAI schools.  While data from these studies will not be forthcoming until June 2001, some trends can be seen in the data submitted by past InSAI participants. 

Three themes tend to emerge from available data: 1) the possible impact of raising expectation activities upon adult attitudes and beliefs; 2) the possible influence of strategies upon force fields, such as Behavior Management, School Policies, and Parent Involvement; and 3) the possible impact of force field strategies upon student achievement.  An example of results in each theme follows:

Raising Expectations:  

During the 1997 summer Institute, an independent study was conducted to determine the Institute’s impact on participant’s core convictions concerning student learning, and education (Antes, 1997).  After participating in activities designed to impact team member attitudes and beliefs, “post-institute means (were) substantially higher than pre-institute means” (p. 7) in believing in the importance of 1) helping students make realistic plans for what they will do after graduation; 2) helping all students pursue an educational program that will enable them to achieve their plans and keep the doors open for further learning; 3) developing all students’ abilities to solve problems and think critically; and 4) helping all students learn the skills they will need for employment and further learning.

Impacting Force Fields:

Individual schools have shown the positive impact of strategies developed through the InSAI Institute on various force fields.  One of the force fields that concerned Wanamaker Elementary School was parental involvement.  During the 1996-97 school year, parent participation was less than desired.  During the 1997-98 school year they targeted three parent participation areas and implemented a variety of strategies to impact this field.  These included creating a parent telephone tree, revising the room parent role, and exploring the possibility of adding spring parent-teacher conferences.  The results showed that parent participation increased in two of the three targeted areas as follows:  open house attendance increased from 50% to 65%; participation in special parent programs decreased from 40% to 34%; and parent-teacher conference attendance increased from 80% to 90%.  

Student Achievement:

Progress reports from InSAI schools have also demonstrated that influencing force fields can have a positive impact on student achievement.  The Northwest High School team was concerned that in 1997-98 only 54% of freshman passed all their classes.  They developed multiple strategies to address what they believed were the important force fields impacting this data:  Instruction, Extra Help / Time, School Policies, and Guidance Curriculum.  During the 1999-2000 school year, they created freshman faculty teams and trained the teachers in teaming.  They created an after school tutoring program, as well as provided in-class student tutors who received service learning credit.  They reviewed and updated their school policies to make sure that all freshmen understood the policies and their importance.  They provided guidance activities for all freshmen focused on the development of personal career goals and educational plans.  Students were tested on school rules, graduation options, career planning and goal setting.  While end of 1999-2000 data is not yet available, mid-year data showed an increase to 71% of all freshman passing all classes.  

Additional data: 

	Pike High School

% Freshman Passing Algebra


1991-92 
71%


1994-95
85%


	Elkhart Central High School

African Americans Passing Upper Level English



1991-92
1994-95

9th Grade
50%
84%


10th Grade
56%
84%


11th Grade
56%
75%


12th Grade
26%
69%




	Charlestown Middle School

% of Class of 2004 Mastering Essential Skills on the Indiana State Test of Educational Progress (ISTEP)


As Sixth Graders, 1996-97
38%


As Eight Graders, 1998-99
47%


	Mt. Vernon Middle School

% Passing All 8th Grade Classes


1997-98
64%


1999-00
78%




	Ladoga Elementary School

% of All Students (1-5) Reading at Grade Level on the Terre Nova Assessment 


1997-98
65%


1999-00
74%


	Clear Creek Elementary School

% of the Class of 2011 Showing a Basic Understanding of Grade Level Reading on the Terre Nova Assessment


As first graders, 1998-99 
51%


As second graders, 1999-00 
83%




Discussion of InSAI Data:

While looking at InSAI data, is important to keep the following in mind: 

Raising Achievement:  InSAI is based upon the premise that student achievement data improves when the school and community raise their expectations for student achievement and positively impact applicable force fields.  A study, which will begin in Fall 2000, will look at the relationship between expectations data, force field data and student achievement data.

Lack of Progress:  While most Many teams are excited by improvements in student achievement data, some teams are discouraged by a lack of improvement.  When achievement data does not improve, teams are asked to review their strategy data to determine whether or not the strategies were successfully implemented.  If the strategies were not successfully implemented, the team may revise its implementation plan.  If the strategies were successfully implemented but achievement did not improve, it may indicate that:  1) a connection did not really exist between the strategy, related force field, and/or the targeted achievement field;  2) more time is needed for the strategy to take hold;  or 3) additional strategies in additional force fields are needed before the achievement data will improve.

Taking Shortcuts:  There are some school teams that, for a variety of reasons, do not fully implement the process and activities taught during the Institute.  Data from those schools are not as promising.  A study will begin in Fall 2000 that will look that these variables and their impact upon the InSAI process results.  

Sustaining Change:  The Indiana Student Achievement Institute introduces a whole school reform process with guidance as a foundation and catalyst for change.  While improvements in student achievement data are pleasing, the mastery of a process for implementing systemic change is paramount.  Schools who have mastered the Vision-to-Action systemic change process may continue to implement the process as each new data target is met.  Only in this way will a school continue to improve student achievement and move toward their vision for student success.

LEADERSHIP

The Indiana Student Achievement Institute is directed by Sue Reynolds and Peggy Hines.  Reynolds is employed as the Guidance and Counseling Specialist for the Indiana Department of Education.  Prior to this employment, she worked for twenty years as a middle and high school teacher and counselor in Indiana’s public schools.  Reynolds also serves as executive director for the Indiana School Counseling Association and received the National High School Counselor of the Year Award in 1995.  Hines is the director of the School Counselor Program at Indiana State University, one of six universities to receive a Wallace-Reader’s Digest Funds Transforming School Counseling Initiative grant administered through The Education Trust, Inc.    Prior to this, Hines worked as an elementary and middle school counselor in Indiana’s public schools.  She also has served as president of the Indiana School Counselor Association and Indiana Counseling Association.  

Other staff members include Bruce Ricklin, Technical Support Specialist, who has significant experience as a regional coordinator for Indiana School-to-Work and Indiana Tech Prep, and Teesue Fields, Research Specialist, who is the director of the School Counseling Program at Indiana University Southeast.  Additional staff members include twenty-four Team Mentors.  All staff members have participated in the InSAI Institute, have implemented the Vision-to-Action process in an educational setting, and have participated in InSAI Staff Training.
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1 MDC, Inc., located in Chapel Hill, North Carolina, analyzes economic and workforce development issues and develops policy, programs, and institutional capacity to help schools, businesses, government agencies, and community organizations respond to economic change, with an emphasis on approaches that benefit poor people and poor places.  





� Since its inception, the Institute has been delivered under several formats.  The original Indiana School Guidance and Counseling Leadership Project (ISGCLP) involved approximately six teams.  Under the direction of MDC, Inc., teams met on a regular basis between 1991 and 1994.  In both 1994 and 1995 , MDC, Inc., delivered the Vision-to-Action Model to cadres of teams through a summer institute format.  The Institute was not held during 1996.  Under the leadership of Reynolds and Hines, ISGCLP became the Indiana School Guidance Leadership Project and was reconvened a six day summer institute in 1997 and 1998.  In the fall of 1998, ISGLP was transformed into a school year process in which teams attended day long sessions periodically during the school year.  The Institute continues to be held in the school year format, though the name has been changed to the Indiana Student Achievement Institute in order to more fully capture the whole school reform focus.





