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Drawing from the fields of education policy, school redesign, organizational change, leadership
development, and program evaluation, the New England Secondary School Consortium's High
Leverage Policy Frameworkis a detailed exploration of education policy fromn rationale to development
to implementation. By taking into account the larger social and political “ecosystem” in which policy
is formed, written, and implemented, this tool provides policy makers and educators with a step-by-
step framework they can use to identify and develop effective, high-impact policies in their states,
districts, and schools. Using a common definition of high-leverage policy—i.e., policies that not only
increase educational equity, aspirations, achievement, and attainment for ail students, but that also
generate positive change throughout the educational system—the Framework is a first step toward a
more holistic view of education policy, and more thoughtful and susiainable guidelines for learning in

the 21 century.

The Framework draws upon research on policy formulation, implementation, and efficacy, and it is intended
to serve as a guide for policy makers and educationat leaders working to enact fransformative change in
public schools.

During the development of this tool, the Center for Education Policy Analysis survayed the research
literature on large-scale policy implementation and its impact on school reform, and the Framework is
designed to be a practical tool for applying this research in real-world policy development. The Center
also validated the Framework with schoolveform specialists, state education agency siaff, district
administrators, and secondary educators from Connecticut, Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and
Vermont, Please contact the Center for a more complete description of the methodology.
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The High Leverage Policy Framswork was created 1o guide policy makers and educational leaders
as they develop new policies or refine existing laws, rules, and regulations. The toofs robust analytic
framework provides a first-ofits-kind, step-by-step process for analyzing and developing education policy.
L is designed to be accessible, user friendly, and practical.

The definition of "high leverage policy” used in the Framework 15 intentionaliv goakorientad, focusing
an desired outcomes and the processes that will sttain those outcomes. Keeping the end goal at the
forefront of policy development is critical to policy design and implementation,
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The High Leverage Policy Frarnework (FIGURE 1) recognizes that myriad political, contextual, and human
factors inevitably influence whether a policy will produce the desired results: s ystemic, sustainable
improvements in districts, schools, and classrooms that will have a direct and positive impact on student
learning and educational outcomes. While accounting for these realworld influences, the Framewark
identifies three critical success factors essential to effective policy development: LEVERAGE POINTS,
DESIGN FEATURES, and IMPLEMENTATION CONTINGENCIES.,
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LEVERAGE POINTS: The intended objectives of an educational policy or the antry points within the
educational systert that policy makers desire to influenca. & LEVERAGE POINT can be a a performance
goai {reducing achievement gaps, enhancing personalization and student engagement, increasing
college preparation and enrollments) or & feature of the educational system (teacher <jsality regulations,
grading and assessmant practices, graduation requirements).

DESIGN FEATURES: The intentional, predeiermined feaiures of a policy—boih writien and
fiten—as it was initially crafted. DESIGN FEATURES may include the specific language in &
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POSITIVE STUDENT OUTCOMES refers to higher educational aspirations, achievement. or

attainment; enhanced learning opportunities and instructional quality; and greater equity in learning,

performance, or life outcomes for students. As shown in FIGURE 1, the overarching goal and motivating

rationale of policy development and systems change is significant, measureable improvement in student

autcomes, Examples of student ouicomes that ,J-Jhczv makers might asr,aire o achieve include mastery

of 21% century learning skills, higher graduation rates, o increased postsecandary enrcilment and
mpletion rates.

THEORY OF ACTION refers to the ut rcfwfnd't*E fogic, beliefs, and azzumptions that describe what
a policy will produce and how it will achieve its intended ohjectives, Spec mcally, the theory of action
f:cnhms what policy makers believe o he _}.e relationship among the leverage points targeted hy
policy, the featwes of a policy's design, and the contingencies that mf;h*r arise when a policy it

imp Icmentcd The theory of action should alsc address how, specifically, policy makers befisve & policy

will lead to positive systemic changes and improved student outcomes.
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The High Leverags Policy Frameworfinvites policy maker s to ask important questions about a proposad
policy and its theory of action: What is the policy's guiding rationale? What evidence suggests that the
policy will be effactive? What has worked or not worked when similar policies have basn implementad
elsewhere? What research suggests that the policy will be successful? What values does the policy
reflect? How does the policy cohere or conflict with existing policies? In the piocess of articulating 2
theary of action, policy makers need o consider the leverage noints the policy will addrass and whai
 Teatures are most fikely to be effective given existing contextual conditions and any foreseeable
factors that might influence ite implementation: Where are the achievement gaps in the sysiem? Does
the policy promote greater equity? How will principals and teachers comply with the new requirements?
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FIGURE 2: Operationalizing the Framework-FullDay Kindergarten
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MANDATES AND IMPROVED LOCAL CAPACITY:
CAPACITY BUILDING MORE MOTIVATED, HIGHLY SKILLED PRACTITIONERS

Theory of Action
i the state mandates and funds full-day kindergarien, and provides professionat development on how to design effective
kindergarten programming and instruction, then districts wil implement high-quelity, fuli-day kindergarten programs that F
will increase siudent preparation for elementary learning and reduce numeracy and literacy achisvement gaps.
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Teacher and Administrator Preparation and Certification

En’ta‘“-efidiﬂg extablished besipraciice research, proven reform strategies. and highimpact leadershin skills in educatol

n programs and certification requirements will connect job preparation with 214 'Pntu'\’ teaching and learning.

Curricular Framewarks
Modifying curricular frameworks (including strategies surh as Model Currizula, Replaceme: nt Ldts, and énni"u'u'basiwnmem‘s)

o explicitly incorporate and prioritize 21% century skilis direcily affects how teachers teach, what content is taught, an
what professional deveiopment they raguire or seek out,

Early College High Schools and Dual-Enroliment Programs
Develaping sarly college high itcl'-c:-oic and duakenrcllmant programs can sir ngthnn the alignment of secondary

instructional practices, eszessments, and learning standards with the upmanr’: of callegiate education, while also raising
student sspirations and educational aralrnmm by providing coliegiste learning experiences 1o high school students,

Student Portfolios and Exhibitions
Student portfolios, exhibitions, and other performancebased demonsirations of learning, particularly when adopted a< 2
gracuation requirement or extensicn of a standards-based assessment system, can significantly modify and improve how

instruction and learning take place in a schoal or schoct system.




LEVERAGE

POI’i}lTS
AESIGH FERTHRES
The mtent;onaf, predetermined features of a
SUCCESS policy—both written and unwritten—as it was
FACTORS originally crafted.
DES!.GN MPLEVENTATION

CONTINGENCIES

FEATURES

a Appropnateiy matchmg pohc iechanisms—mandates, inducements, ca =amty
building strategles or system reforms, for example—with target problems or
medza‘ang' "',q_ti;lons increases. _the__,hke_hhood of;_p_oilcy_,_succes:s_ gM;D_onn_all &, ,

Policy Mechanisms B Compared ‘m direct conirol, muitipie pohcy mechanlsms arg: more effective in
and lnsirum’éﬁts [nﬂuencmg iocaE pracitce (Fuhrman &'Elmore 1990) o :

u Polacy pressure aione is generaliy msufﬁcrent when attemptmg ’fo change attltudes
beliefs, and’ routine practlces (?v'icLaughkn & Elmore, 1982; Fullan, 1985, 1986;
McLaughhn ‘1987; Mont;oy & O'Toole 1979 Zald & Jacobs 1978, as cited in
McLaughlin, 1087). -+ -

¥ Ambitious and systemically focused policies are more likely to stimulate changes
in teacher behavior or efficacy than policies with more modest aspirations or
Policy Scope narrow objectives—i.e., policies with a narrow scope become ends in themselves,
therefore serving as diversions from broader goals (Fullas, Bennett, & Rolheiser-
Bennett, 1990; McLaughlin, 1990).

8 State%evef pol:cres exert far greater 1nﬂuence whien ’the poilcy des&gn and objechves .

R TR are ahgned wnth those of distri fs anid schools (Abelmann &EEmore 1999, Furhman &
Coherence Within and : Eimore, 199[3 Zalg, 1978. ’ S BT
Across Policy Contexis

o ‘New poi:mes are most irkefy to succeed when they cohere Wlth emstmg dtstrlct or
school pohmes and practlces {Cohen & Hill, 2001) .

Research-driven and = Policies focused on research-based goals that offer working models of new practice
Practice-tested Policy are more likely to exert a positive influence on the system (Clune, 1991).
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LEVERAGE

POINTS
The contexiual factors and foreseeable contingencies
SUCCESS that may arise during the implernentation of a policy
FACTORS and influence how it is interpreted and enacied.
DESIGN IMPLEMENTATION
EERTLRES CONTINGENCIES

ROHCY's success (I-ﬁs.:!_augE-;ii;z, 'i.:c.:f i':‘:'ie{?,"r.

District and Principal = The district plavs a 3 role as the interpreter of policy and the mediator in local
Leadership implementation {Louis, Febey & Schroeder, 2005}

1o

ers understand & policy and influencing
Spillane =t al., 2002},

= Principals play a crucial role in helping teac

-
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how they comply with a policy {Coburn, 2005;
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= Sufficient capacity ladenuste staff, !eac.er:hm expertise, fraining, fc.) at all levels—

c it state. district, and school—is needad ic implerment and enswe cornpliance with »
aci B R .

apacity pnlm {Abelmann & Eimore, 1989, Firestone, Fuhrman & Kirst. 1989 Mclaughlin,

= The existence of adequate motivation (positive attitudes, supportive achione, E!h.:,l o
beliefs} is critical to policy implementation, whether that motivation is present fron
the beginning or developed over fime (Elmore, 1995: McLaughiin, 1990).

Local Will
® The degree to which a policy i accepted by or persuasive to those responsible

for implementing the policy directly affects its ultimate success (Desimone, 2002;
Desimone, Smith & Phillips, 2007; Zald, 1978).

v The stability of policies and people (policy makers, administrators, faculty) nv@r

time influences both the quality of implementation and the degree to which & is

Stability of Policy successtully implemented (Berends et al.,, 2002; Huberman & Miles, 1984),

and People = Accurately and effectively commurnicating a policy's intent and design to those
responsible for implementation directly affects a policy's success (Louis, Febey &
Schroeder, 2005; see also Zaid, 1978).

® Policy that is framed to promote local agency and creative interpretation has 2 better

Communication of chance of success {Louis, Febey & Schroeder, 2005). NOTE: The more divergent a
Policy Intent new policy is from past practice, the more communication, leadership, and training is
required to generate the support and capacity needed for successful implementation.
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The High Leverage Policy Framework was created (o heip policy makers dezign or refine policies and
cizate effective implementation plans that will lead to desired outcomes in states, districts, schools, and
classrooms, Successiut policy making requires s deep undersianding of how policies can bring about
fundamental change. how they are interpreted and implemanted at the local fevel, and what factors

twhether political, human, financial, or comiexiual) mav hinder or help cazcwssml imalementation. By
fluminating the complexibias of policy implementation and surfacing criticsl elarments of the poliny proczss
most fikely to produce resulis, the High Leverage Policy Framework adw%c iss & holishe approach o
;tn:;iicy gesign and 'smrnlewu.’r ion, one that promotes greatar coherence and cohesion across the three-
system of siate, distncl. and school. Policy makers who have = clear understanding ot theh
‘i‘%‘fea ry of action. and who atiend 1o jeverage poinis, desigs features, ang the centingencies of policy
implamentatior, are more filel € gang I siudent outcomes, The New England Secondary
Seical Consertiun and the Center for Education Policy Anslysis hope this ool will promeie grester
mEgue aboul and unceretanding of policies thay seeh i6 iundamenally wansiorm secondary srhooling
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The New England Secondary School Consortium is a
pioneering regional partnership committed to fostering
forward-thinking innovations in the design and delivery of
secondary education across the New England region. The
five partner states of Connecticut, Maine, New Hampshire,
Rhode Island, and Vermont believe that our bold vision,
shared goals, and innovative strategies will empower us
to close persistent achievement gaps, promote greater
ecducational equity and opportunity for all students, and
lead our educators into a new era of secondary schooling.
The Consortium'’s goal is to ensure that every public high
school student in our states receives an education that
prepares them for success in the colleges, careers, and
communities of the 21% century.




