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EVIDENCE OF IMPROVED STUDENT OUTCOMES
Classroom, Inc. conducts an ongoing program of research examining outcomes of its work for students.  Since 1995, we have examined these outcomes along with specific aspects of the program with two teams of university-based collaborators.  The collective findings from Classroom, Inc.’s internal research, as well as those drawn from studies conducted by Indiana University’s Center for Innovation in Assessment and the University of Pittsburgh’s Learning Research and Development Center reveal students’ gains in academic performance and applied learning related to their work with the Classroom, Inc. program.  

In the area of academic performance, researchers have documented improved attendance/ engagement and promotion rates, along with enhancements in language arts and mathematics.  The changes in applied learning pertain primarily to problem solving, ethical reasoning, workplace readiness, and collaborative learning.  In the workplace readiness studies, researchers explored students’ business knowledge, understanding of the world of work, SCANS skills, and their recognition of the link between school and work.

The summary that follows lists each of the key findings and the citation of the research yielding each finding.  The full bibliography of research related to the Classroom, Inc. program follows the summary.  For a copy of any of the documents listed, please contact Mary Schearer, Classroom, Inc.’s Director of Research at 800-258-0640, 212-545-8400, or mschearer@classroominc.org. 

Dr. Jane Canner, Classroom, Inc.’s Chief Education Officer and Vice President, works closely with the external and internal research teams.  Dr. Mary Schearer, Director of Research, oversees Classroom, Inc.’s internal research program and collaborates with external researchers examining different aspects of the Classroom, Inc. program. 
Academic performance
reading performance

· Students using a Classroom, Inc. simulation spent about 20-30% of their time reading, as compared to 2-3% in traditional classrooms.  (Duffy, Farr, Greene, & Mikulecky, 1998)
· Over the four weeks or less between the 2001 pre- and posttesting, New York City summer school students improved modestly on reading comprehension tests developed and scored by Indiana University’s Center for Innovation and Assessment. Scores for Grade 6 students increased by 8%, those for Grade 7 and 8 students increased by 7% and 3%, respectively.  The gains in Grades 6 and 7 were statistically significant.  (Schearer, 2002a, 2002b; Schearer & Canner, 2003)

· Grade 8 students enrolled in the 2000 summer program (and required to take a standardized reading test because of previous failure) built around Classroom, Inc.’s program demonstrated gains in standardized reading achievement test scores comparable to those of their peers citywide—30% of the community school district’s students required to be re-tested in August passed the reading test at the end of the summer (vs. 31.7% citywide).  (Schearer & Canner, 2000a, 2001)

· Of the Grade 6 students enrolled in Classroom, Inc.’s 2001 New York City summer program who scored at the lowest proficiency level (Level 1) in spring citywide reading testing, 32% advanced to a higher level of proficiency by the end of the summer.  In Grades 7 and 8, 26% and 9% did so. There were significant improvements in scale scores of Grade 6 and 7 students. (Parallel citywide results are not available.)  (Schearer, 2002a, 2002b; Schearer & Canner, 2003)
· In summer school 2002, 47% percent of the New York City students in Grade 6 and 7% of those in Grade 8 who scored at Level 1 in spring reading testing advanced to a higher level of proficiency by the end of the summer.  In Grade 7, 39% of the students tested in August scored above Level 1.
  (Parallel citywide results are not available.)  (Schearer, 2003c)

· In summer school 2003, 36% percent of the New York City students in Grade 6, 28% of those in Grade 7, and 7% of those in Grade 8 who scored at Level 1 in spring reading testing advanced to a higher level of proficiency by the end of the summer.  (Parallel citywide results are not available.)  (Schearer, 2004)

· During the first year of a longitudinal study, many students’ performance in reading (on district-administered standardized tests) improved over the course of their work with the Classroom, Inc. program.  New York City Grade 8 students’ scores improved significantly, and those of Grade 6 students showed an insignificant improvement.  South Dakota students’ average reading scores improved significantly in grades 6 and 8.  West Virginia students’ average reading scores improved significantly in grade 8 and improved slightly, but not significantly, in grade 6.  (Schearer, Canner, & Heppen, 2004)

writing performance   

· Students using a Classroom, Inc. simulation spent about 30-40% of their time writing, as compared to 15-20% in traditional classrooms.  (Duffy, et al., 1998)
oral communication


· Teachers identified improvement in their students’ verbal interactions as they progressed through the Classroom, Inc. simulations.  (Duffy, et al., 1998)
· On average, teachers reported that their students learned a great deal about communicating viewpoints and taking perspectives from their work with the Classroom, Inc. simulations.  (Classroom, Inc. Annual Survey, 2000)
mathematics achievement


· Grade 8 students enrolled in the 2000 summer program built around Classroom, Inc.’s program demonstrated more substantial gains in standardized mathematics achievement test scores than did their peers citywide—31% of the community school district’s students required to be re-tested in August passed the math test at the end of the summer (vs. 23.6% citywide).  (Schearer & Canner, 2000a, 2001, 2002b)

· Of the Grade 6 students enrolled in Classroom, Inc.’s 2001 summer program who scored at the lowest proficiency level (Level 1) in spring citywide mathematics testing, 28% advanced to a higher level of proficiency by the end of the summer. In Grades 7 and 8, 24% and 16%, respectively, did so.   There were significant improvements in scale scores for Grade 6 and 7 students.  (Parallel citywide results are not available.)  (Schearer, 2002a, 2002b; Schearer & Canner, 2003)

· In the Classroom, Inc. 2002 summer school program, 17% of students in Grade 6, 13% of those in Grade 7, and 10% of those in Grade 8 who scored at the lowest proficiency level (Level 1) in spring mathematics testing advanced to a higher level of proficiency by the conclusion of the summer program.  (Parallel citywide results are not available.)  (Schearer, 2003c)

· In the 2003 summer school program, 31% of students in Grade 6, 21% of those in Grade 7, and 12% of those in Grade 8 who scored at the lowest proficiency level (Level 1) in spring mathematics testing advanced to a higher level of proficiency by the end of the summer.  (Parallel citywide results are not available.)  (Schearer, 2004)

· During the first year of a longitudinal study, many students’ performance in mathematics (on district-administered standardized tests) improved over the course of their work with the Classroom, Inc. program.  New York City students overall made a significant gain of 10.09 scale score points.  Mathematics scores for Grade 6 students in South Dakota and for those in Grades 6 and 8 in West Virginia showed slight, but insignificant gains.  (Schearer, et al., 2004)

engagement


· Students’ work on a Classroom, Inc. simulation reflected a high level of engagement with the program (e.g., time on task, spirited discussions)—observers reported an on-task average of over 91% of class time.  (McQuaide, Leinhardt, & Stainton, 1999, 2000)
attendance 


· Grade 8 students enrolled in a 2000 summer program built around Classroom, Inc.’s program attended more summer sessions (82%) than did their peers citywide (71.6%).  (Schearer & Canner, 2000a, 2001)

· On average, Grade 6 students enrolled in Classroom, Inc.’s 2001 New York City summer program attended 81% of the summer sessions. Those in Grade 7 attended 76%, and those in Grade 8 attended 78%. (Parallel citywide results are not available.)  (Schearer 2002a, 2002b; Schearer & Canner, 2003)

· Overall, students attended 75% of the Classroom, Inc. 2002 summer sessions in New York City.  On average, Grade 6 students attended 76% of the summer sessions, those in Grade 7 attended 74%, and those in Grade 8 attended 75%.  (Parallel citywide results are not available.) (Schearer, 2003c)

· Overall, students attended 83% of the Classroom, Inc. 2003 summer sessions in New York City.  On average, Grade 6 students attended 86% of the summer sessions, those in Grade 7 attended 81%, and those in Grade 8 attended 83%.  (Parallel citywide results are not available.) (Schearer, 2004)

promotion rates 

· Grade 8 students enrolled in a 2000 summer program built around Classroom, Inc.’s program (79%) were promoted at a higher rate than were their peers citywide (73%).  (Schearer & Canner, 2000a, 2001)

· On average, 74% of the Grade 6 students enrolled in Classroom, Inc.’s 2001 summer school program were promoted at the end of the summer program. In Grades 7 and 8, respectively, 76% and 80% were promoted. (Preliminary Board of Education data indicated that the citywide figures at these grades were 67%, 68%, and 70% promoted.)  (Schearer, 2002a; Schearer & Canner, 2003)
· In the 2002 Classroom, Inc. summer program in New York City, 80% of the students were promoted at the conclusion of the summer program.  In Grade 6, 75% were promoted, as were 76% of the Grade 7 summer students, and 85% of those in Grade 8.  (Schearer, 2003c)

· In the 2003 Classroom, Inc. summer program in New York City, 93% of the students were promoted at the conclusion of the summer program.  In Grade 6, 88% were promoted, as were 91% of the Grade 7 summer students, and 95% of those in Grade 8.  (Schearer, 2004)

applied learning

problem solving


· Grade 8 students enrolled in a 2000 summer program built around Classroom, Inc.’s program increased their scores on a problem-solving performance assessment during the four weeks between pre- and post-program assessments. There was a statistically significant improvement in the problem-solving scores for students in the lowest two-thirds of the sample.  (Schearer & Canner, 2000a, 2001)
· Students using a Classroom, Inc. simulation increased their understanding of the problem solving/decision making process. After working with the simulations, students’ problem representations contained more important features and they better integrated their problem-solving strategies.  (Jeong, Taylor, & Chi, 2000)
· After using a Classroom, Inc. simulation, students 1) increased their “product scores” on a problem-solving performance assessment; and 2) improved their problem-solving approaches. (Connor, 1999, 2000)
· Students working on Classroom, Inc.’s Chelsea Bank simulation demonstrated eight problem-solving strategies (viz., focusing on the problem, using specific learning from the simulation, applying general background knowledge, making predictions regarding problem solutions, collaborating in solving problems, recognizing confusion, making changes in possible solutions, and seeking help).  (Duffy, et al., 1998)
· On average, teachers reported that their students learned a great deal about problem-solving strategies from their work with the Classroom, Inc. simulations.  (Classroom, Inc. Annual Survey, 2000)

· Teachers reported that their students had learned a great deal about using problem-solving strategies from their work in the Good Cents program (Classroom, Inc.-developed personal finance program).  (Schearer, 2001b)
· In a longitudinal study, problem-solving scores (on Indiana University-developed and scored performance assessments) increased significantly for students using three of the four Classroom, Inc. simulations.  Across all four of the simulations, the more simulation episodes students completed, the more they improved in problem solving.  This relationship was even stronger where students were exposed to more technical vocabulary, such as in the Community Clinic simulation.  (Schearer, et al., 2004)
ethical reasoning


· In response to post-program hypothetical dilemmas, 1) students using a Classroom, Inc. simulation chose more responsible actions and used more sophisticated ethical paradigms and ethical reasoning than did control group students.  2) Students exhibited all of the specified ethical reasoning activities in their work with the simulation (i.e., stimulating moral imagination, recognizing ethical issues, developing analytical skills, eliciting a sense of responsibility, and tolerating disagreement and ambiguity).  (McQuaide, et al., 1999, 2000)
business knowledge 


· Students using a Classroom, Inc. simulation showed small but significant increases in context-specific banking knowledge.  Simulation users changed their perspectives (from that of a customer to a businessperson) and they added a new business schema (banking) to their repertoire.  (Jeong, Taylor, & Chi, 2000)
· Students learned banking knowledge in the context of the simulation and did well at applying math, decision-making, and interpreting information to the various scenarios they encountered in the simulation.  (Chi, Leinhardt, VanLehn, Ferrari, Hmelo, McQuaide, Jeong, Stainton & Taylor 1998)
· On average, teachers reported that their students learned a great deal about the industries presented in the simulations from their work with the Classroom, Inc. simulations.  (Classroom, Inc. Annual Survey, 2000)

understanding of the world of work


· Where Classroom, Inc.’s program was fully implemented, students had an enhanced appreciation of the qualities contributing to success at work.  Students increasingly recognized the importance of working in groups, being able to persuade others of the merits of one’s arguments, and using information to make decisions. After using Classroom, Inc. simulations, students listed more jobs overall, more jobs that required advanced training and experience, and jobs that represented slightly more distinct employment sectors than they had prior to using the simulations.  (Schearer & Canner, 1999, 2000b)
· Students who used the Classroom, Inc. simulation gained significantly more awareness of the work world (specifically in terms of work sense and trade-offs) than did students without simulation experience. The simulation gives students “the opportunity to explore and discuss decisions and evidence in semi-dramatic settings,” and so “presses the students to build and use the language to express these ideas … [drawing] students into the language of the world of work.”  “Some students dramatically increased their level of understanding about the way a typical [work] day might go, and/or the pathways to finding a job.”  Students who used the simulation had a significantly broader sense of work and had more subtle understandings of current trade-offs than did students who had not.  (Leinhardt & McQuaide, 1999, 2000)

· All students who used the Classroom, Inc. simulation gained in their knowledge about banking, customers, and the adult world of work.  (Duffy, et al., 1998)
· On average, teachers reported that their students learned a great deal about the world of work from their work with the Classroom, Inc. simulations.  (Classroom, Inc. Annual Survey, 2000)

· In the first year of a longitudinal study, we found that, as exposure to the Classroom, Inc. program increased, students were more likely to recognize the importance of specific skills to success at work.  In addition, students’ knowledge about math-related jobs increased significantly after one year of using the program; their knowledge of communications-related jobs increased slightly but not significantly.  (Schearer, et al., 2004) 

· In a longitudinal study, we asked students to identify the level of education or training usually required to enter each of 12 careers.  The more simulation episodes students completed, the more likely their career preparation requirement accuracy scores were to improve during their first year of using the Classroom, Inc. program.  Students’ career aspirations, in terms of the level of education required to enter the jobs they aspired to, increased over the first year of using the Classroom, Inc. program.  (Schearer, et al., 2004)

link between school and work

· Students became more discerning about the formal preparation needed for their later work experience. They were more likely to identify gaps in their academic preparation for work—most notably career skills that included interpersonal skills, advanced mathematics, job search skills, and job-related knowledge.  (Schearer & Canner, 1999, 2000b) 

scans
 skills


· Students using a Classroom, Inc. simulation were actively engaged in SCANS interpersonal skills (i.e., team work and negotiation) and information processing skills (i.e., gathering, organizing, evaluating, and communicating information).  (Duffy, et al., 1998)

· Nearly all students who used a Classroom, Inc. simulation improved in their ability to work in a team and most improved in their abilities to gather, evaluate, and communicate information.  (Duffy, et al., 1998)

collaborative learning


· Students’ efforts to complete the problem-solving (performance) assessments were at a higher level when they worked on the simulation in cooperative pairs than when they worked independently. (This strongly suggests the value of collaborative learning within Classroom, Inc.’s program.)  (Duffy, et al., 1998)
· On average, teachers reported that their students learned a great deal about cooperating and collaborating with others from their work with the Classroom, Inc. simulations.  (Classroom, Inc. Annual Survey, 2000)

· Teachers reported that their students had learned a great deal about cooperating and collaborating with others from their work in the Good Cents program (Classroom, Inc.-developed personal finance program).  (Schearer, 2001b)

varied skills


· Teachers reported that their students had learned a great deal about five of the eight target areas—using problem-solving strategies, personal finance, cooperating and collaborating with others, using a computer to access important information, and mathematics—from their work in the Good Cents program (Classroom, Inc.-developed personal finance program).  They felt students learned a modest amount about reading, listening and speaking, and writing.  (Schearer, 2001b)
· After a pilot implementation of the Classroom, Inc. program with incarcerated young men, teachers reported that, during the course of the program, their students learned a great deal about reading, writing, problem solving, communicating in a work environment, working on a newspaper, the connection between schoolwork and careers, social studies, and using computers to access important information.  (Schearer, 2002c)
· Teachers felt that the Classroom, Inc. program was extremely effective in enhancing incarcerated students’ skills in all four target areas (viz., workplace readiness, academic skills, academic engagement, and discipline).  They felt that the strategies Classroom, Inc. helped them to implement were extremely effective in minimizing the impact of poor reading and problem solving skills on students’ work.  Teachers saw Classroom, Inc.’s strategies as somewhat effective in minimizing the impacts of poor mathematics skills and discipline issues on incarcerated students’ work.  (Schearer, 2002c)  
· At the conclusion of the pilot offering of Classroom, Inc.’s extended day program, urban middle grade teachers reported that their students learned a great deal about reading, solving problems, the world of work, and working with others on a team.  Students reported that they learned a great deal about reading and working with others on a team.  (Schearer, 2002d)
· We asked students to tell us how their Extended Day experience was better or worse than their experience during the regular school day (e.g., was the work different, did they learn different things, did they feel differently about school or themselves).  Most students (70%) described the advantages of the Extended Day program over their regular school day program.  For many students, the key Extended Day program advantages seemed to be smaller class sizes and the related increase in individual attention, collaborative learning, their interest in the problems presented, and their increased feelings of competency.  (Schearer, 2002d)
· Following their classes’ use of the Classroom, Inc. program in summer school 2002, New York City middle grade teachers reported that student learning had occurred in each of nine areas, with the most substantial learning occurring in collaborative learning, reading, mathematics, writing, problem solving, and the world of work.  Students also indicated that they learned something in each of eight areas, particularly in working with others on a team, mathematics, reading, problem solving, and writing.  (Schearer, 2003c)
· At the conclusion of a school year program of intensive support for teachers in planning and team teaching from Classroom, Inc., I.S. 62 (Brooklyn, NY) teachers reported that their students learned something in each of ten areas from their work with the Classroom, Inc.-developed simulations.  They indicated that students learned a great deal about cooperating and collaborating with others, using problem-solving strategies, using computers to access important information, and the industries presented in the simulations.  Students also reported that they learned in each area and learned a great deal about using computers to access important information, working with others on a team, solving problems, and communicating on the job.  (Schearer, 2003b)
· Both students and teachers reported that students who used the Classroom, Inc. curriculum in District 10’s (Bronx, NY) Supplemental Educational Services Program learned something in each of eight subject areas during the Spring 2003 program.  Teachers reported that their students learned a great deal about using computers to access important information, working with others on a team, reading, science, and mathematics.  Students reported learning a great deal about working with others on a team, problem solving, and reading.  (Schearer, 2003a) 
· In a longitudinal study, students reported learning a lot about working with other people, solving problems, using a computer to get important information, reading and communicating viewpoints and taking perspectives from their Classroom, Inc. program use.  They reported learning something about six other areas (viz., the industry shown in the simulation, mathematics, the world of work, language arts, science, and social studies).  (Schearer, et al., 2004)
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� Grade 7 reading data differ from those provided for other grades.  Because the Department of Education did not release spring 2002 (pre-test) reading scores for Grade 7, we were unable to provide pre-post comparison proficiency level data on a matched sample.  Instead, for this grade, we can provide only data on students’ end-of-summer reading test scores.


� SCANS=U.S. Department of Labor, Secretary’s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills (1991)
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