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Introduction
About
Connecting for Success

Questions Addressed in this Deck

Connecting for Success (CFS) is a four‐year initiative funded by the
Hawaiʻi Community Foundation and 14 donor partners. It is
currently in its fourth year. From 2013‐2016, 10 middle schools and
five community partners served students identified to be at risk of
very low levels of academic achievement. In the fourth year of the
initiative, eight middle schools participated.
CFS provides academic and enrichment supports, as well as
interventions designed to improve attendance and behavior.
Through increasing academic achievement and their connection to
school, CFS programming is designed to make it more likely that
participating youth will transition successfully to high school, stay
on the path to graduate from high school, and ultimately succeed
in college, career, and the community.

This deck contains a high‐level analysis of how
students in CFS are doing. The following
questions are addressed:








How does program participation affect
middle and high school retention?
What have we learned about CFS efforts to
increase student attendance?
What have we learned about CFS efforts to
increase student behavior?
What have we learned about CFS efforts to
improve student coursemarks?

Data Sources
Data sources include:

School records from years one, two, three, and four;

iResult participation data from year three; and

Implementation and quality assessment data from year three.
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For details on the methods, see the Methods Appendix (Appendix E) at the end of this report.
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Key Takeaways: CFS v. comparison
Comparing students participating in CFS to similar students (at different schools) who did not participate, we find mixed results –
although the results ultimately suggest that CFS is in fact doing exactly what it is designed to do: keep youth in school.

To investigate the effect of CFS on students, LFA developed a matched comparison group of similar students at different
schools, and looked at how they differed by 8th grade in terms of attendance, behavior, and coursemarks. The differences
were not statistically significant, and in fact in some area the comparison group did better (see slides 28 and 29).

However, the comparison between CFS and non‐CFS students reveals a striking finding: non‐CFS students are disappearing
from the enrollment files at an alarmingly high rate – at a rate much higher than the CFS students. For the class of 2016
(those in 8th grade in 2016), 88% of CFS students are in 9th grade, compared with 57% of non‐CFS students. For the class
of 2017, the results are 86% v. 54%.

We cannot conclude that these students dropped out because: (a) we have exit code data only for the 8th‐9th and 9th‐10th
transitions; and (b) for the transitions for which we do have exit codes, a very small number are coded in a way that
indicates a drop‐out. (Students can be counted as dropping out only if they enrolled in school but never actually came to
school.) When students disappear from the files, it may simply mean that they enrolled in a private school or moved out of
state, for example, and the data on their exit was simply never collected or recorded.

As is shown on slides 8, 9, and 10 – the incidence of HIDOE‐recorded drop‐out is shown to be extremely low.

The large difference between the two groups should certainly give us pause and make us question the reason for differential
attrition. The incidence of non‐recorded exit codes is likely to be random – not systematically higher at CFS schools – so we
would expect small differences between the two groups if their underlying drop‐out rate were similar. The fact that
retention is so much higher among CFS students suggests that CFS in fact did keep students attached to school and
prevented them from dropping out.

Given that this is the case, we can take another look at 8th grade outcomes. To the extent that we don’t see a major
advantage of CFS students over non‐CFS students may simply reflect the fact that the students who would have pulled the
results downward for the comparison students are no longer in school. While this is a grim finding for middle school students
in Hawaiʻi, it suggests that CFS is in fact working extremely well to keep students in school.
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Key Takeaways: CFS Students
Looking at those students who have participated in CFS over two or three years, we see evidence that students
are positively benefiting from strong implementation of CFS interventions:
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When schools score highly on dimensions of implementation (as measured through the Program
Implementation Self‐Assessment), we see higher rates of 8th grade attendance and greater coursemark
improvement in math from 7th to 8th grade



Two dimensions of implementation are particularly important for behavior outcomes – data use capacity
and high quality leadership. Schools scoring the highest on these dimensions were likely to have
significantly lower behavioral offense rates, compared to lower‐scoring schools.



Participation in social‐emotional learning has meaningful effects on student behavior and coursemark
improvement. Students in an SEL‐focused intervention or counseling were less likely to have any offense
in 8th grade, and more likely to show improvement in their math coursemarks from 7th to 8th grade and
ELA coursemarks from 6th to 8th grade.



Participation in high quality differentiated instruction (as measured through the Differentiation Quality
Assessment Tool) makes a difference for attendance and coursemark improvement. Students in higher
quality programming are, on average, showing significantly higher rates of attendance and greater
coursemark improvement in both math and ELA.
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How does program participation affect
middle and high school retention?

6

CFS Final Outcome Report | April 2018

CFS students are retained at much higher rates than
student in a matched comparison group.
Class of 2016
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Class of 2017

These charts explore the differences in school retention from 6th grade through middle school and the beginning of high school – for CFS students
and those in a matched comparison group (see the methods appendix for information on who was in each group).
The data on retention as shown here differs from the data on drop‐outs. The definition of a drop‐out is restricted to those who enrolled in a HIDOE
school but then did not show in the fall – theses data reflect students who simply disappear from HIDOE enrollment files. Those who disappear from
the files may not have dropped out – the other explanation is that they moved out of state or to a private school but those data were not recorded in
an exit code. However, presumably at least some of the students have dropped out.
 What is striking about the results is the stark difference between treatment and comparison. By 9th grade, there is a 31 point difference for
the class of 2016, and a 32 point difference for the class of 2017. The pattern suggests that CFS may have been extremely effective in keeping
students attached to and enrolled in school.
 Unfortunately, by 10th grade the between‐group difference is shrinking, suggesting that the effect of CFS participation is fading. This result
suggests that high schools should also have programs designed to keep at‐risk students connected to school.
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How did the Class of 2015 CFS students do on the
transition to 9th and 10th grade?
Fall of 2015

Fall of 2016

Following 8th grade students who were
in CFS in 2014‐15, we see:

98.8%

99.3%

Promoted to
10th Grade
on Time

Promoted to
9th Grade
on Time

0.7%

1.2%

Dropped
Out

 In the Fall of 2015, 99.3% were
promoted to 9th grade on time.
Two students dropped out.
 For the same group of CFS students,
99.8% were promoted to 10th
grade on time in the Fall of 2016.
Two students dropped out.

Dropped
Out

(n=303)

(n=165)

How do these results compare to students in HIDOE overall?
 Data are available only for the transition from 9th to 10th grade. In 2015‐16, 87% of economically disadvantaged first
time 9th graders were promoted to 10th grade on time.
 In 2016, 91% of all first time 9th graders were promoted to 10th grade on time.
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How did the Class of 2016 CFS students do on the
transition to 9th and 10th grade?
Fall of 2016

Fall of 2017

Following 8th grade students who were
in CFS in 2015‐16, we see:

99.4%

99.6%

Promoted to
10th Grade
on Time

Promoted to
9th Grade
on Time

0.6%

0.4%

Dropped
Out

Dropped
Out

(n=224)

 In the Fall of 2016, 99.6% were
promoted to 9th grade on time.
One student dropped out.
 For the same group of CFS students,
99.4% were promoted to 10th
grade on time. One student
dropped out.

(n=168)

How do these results compare to students in HIDOE overall?
 Data are available only for the transition from 9th to 10th grade. In 2015‐16, 87% of economically disadvantaged first
time 9th graders were promoted to 10th grade on time.
 In 2016, 91% of all first time 9th graders were promoted to 10th grade on time.
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How did the Class of 2017 CFS students do on the
transition to 9th grade?
Fall of 2017

100%

Promoted to
9th Grade
on Time

 Looking at CFS students who were
in 8th grade in 2016‐17, 100% were
promoted to 9th grade on time in
the fall of 2017.

(n=246)

How do these results compare to students in HIDOE overall?
 Data are available only for the transition from 9th to 10th grade. In 2015‐16, 87% of economically disadvantaged first
time 9th graders were promoted to 10th grade on time.
 In 2016, 91% of all first time 9th graders were promoted to 10th grade on time.
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What have we learned about CFS’s efforts
to increase student attendance?
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High implementation ratings have meaningful
effects on attendance


For all 7 dimensions of implementation, 8th grade students attending the highest‐scoring schools show better
attendance than students at the lowest‐scoring schools.



For each dimension in the chart above, we provide the average rate of 8th grade attendance at those schools scoring
in the lowest category of the four‐point PISA scale for that dimension, compared to the average among students at
those schools scoring in the highest category of the four‐point scale.



On average, students at the lowest scoring schools show below manageable attendance, while those at the highest
scoring schools show significantly higher averages, at or above the manageable attendance threshold.
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Participation in high quality differentiated instruction
makes a difference for attendance

13



The higher the quality of differentiated instruction at a school, the higher the
attendance average among 8th graders



We once again see that students in higher quality programming are, on average,
showing above manageable rates of attendance



We do not see this same relationship with attendance when looking at quality
ratings for Counseling and Student Incentive interventions
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What have we learned about CFS’s efforts
to impact student behavior?
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Students in either an SEL‐focused
intervention or counseling were less
likely to have an offense in 8th grade,
compared to students who were in both
or neither type of intervention
Students in both types of interventions
are likely to be students who are in
need of greater support (i.e. more likely
to exhibit behavioral issues) than those
in only one of these interventions
Perhaps the program is most effective
with those students who are more on
the margins of being off track
behaviorally – those who, at the start of
the program, are more likely to get a
low‐level offense than other students,
but not quite at the level of a higher
offense that might warrant participation
in both counseling and SEL

% of Students with At Least One Offense

Participation in social‐emotional learning
makes a difference for behavior
75%

55%
50%

45%
29%

25%

0%

Neither SEL nor
Counseling
(n=62)

Both SEL and
Counseling
(n=32)

Either SEL or
Counseling
(n=101)

Note that it is difficult to make strong inferences from the
behavior data, since the rate of offenses depends not just
on student behavior, but importantly on disciplinary
policies in the schools.
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Data Use Capacity and High Quality Leadership are
highly related to behavior outcomes
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Of all dimensions of implementation, Data Use Capacity and High Quality Leadership are most positively
related to rates of behavioral offenses



For each dimension in the chart above, we provide the average rate of 8th grade attendance at those
schools scoring in the lower three categories of the four‐point PISA scale for that dimension, compared to
the average among students at those schools scoring in the highest category of the four‐point scale.



Schools scoring lower on these dimensions are significantly likely to have higher rates of students with any
behavior offense, compared to those schools scoring highest
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What have we learned about CFS’s efforts
to improve student coursemarks?
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Participation in social‐emotional learning interventions is
associated with greater coursemark improvement


Students participating in either type of social‐emotional learning interventions (SEL
programming or counseling) were significantly more likely to improve their
coursemarks than students who participated in neither type of intervention
Math Coursemark Improvement
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We see the greatest differences in Math improvement
from 7th to 8th grade. Looking at specific interventions,
participation in SEL‐focused programs appears to be
associated with this improvement.

ELA Coursemark Improvement

We see the greatest differences in ELA improvement from
6th to 8th grade. For ELA, participation in counseling
appears to be associated with improvement.
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Higher implementation ratings are related to greater
coursemark improvement in Math


For all 7 domains of implementation, students attending high scoring schools show greater Math
coursemark improvement from 7th to 8th grade than students at lower scoring schools.



Five domains are also associated with Math coursemark improvement from 6th to 8th grade ‐
Shared Vision, Authentic Integration, Role Clarity, Staff Buy‐In, and Core Professionalism.
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There is an inconsistent relationship between implementation
ratings and ELA coursemark improvement


Three out of seven domains of
implementation show a positive
relationship with ELA coursemark
improvement: students attending
the highest scoring schools show
greater improvement from 6th to
8th grade than students at lower
scoring schools.



However, two implementation
domains (Shared Vision and Staff
Buy‐In) show a negative
relationship with ELA coursemark
improvement from 6th to 8th
grade.



There is no significant relationship between implementation ratings and ELA coursemark
improvement from 7th to 8th grade. We still see a positive‐trending pattern, with higher ratings
associated with greater improvement rates, but the differences are not significant or meaningful.
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High quality differentiated instruction is related to
improvements in Math and ELA coursemarks


Students at schools with higher quality differentiated instruction are significantly more
likely than students at lower quality schools to improve math coursemarks from 7th to
8th grade and more likely to improve ELA coursemarks from 6th to 8th grade
Math Coursemark Improvement

Again, we see the greatest difference in Math
improvement from 7th to 8th grade.
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ELA Coursemark Improvement

While the greatest difference in ELA improvement
occurred from 6th to 8th grade.
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Closing and Reflection
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How should we interpret these results?
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The CFS initiative was established based on the theory that if schools have increased
capacity to identify, support, and focus services on 6th‐8th grade students most at risk of
dropping out of school, those students would then strengthen their connection to school,
stay in school, successfully transition to high school, and complete 9th grade. Evaluation
findings suggest that this core premise of CFS holds true – as far as we can tell, CFS has kept
more students in and connected with school, than those schools serving similar students
without CFS. And in fact, if we believe that the retention data reflects students kept in
school (and is not simply an artifact of how data are collected and recorded), the effect of
CFS is quite dramatic: between 9th and 10th grade, CFS students remain in school at a rate
30+ percentage points higher than the rate for non‐CFS students.



To effectively implement an initiative such as CFS and maximize the impact for students,
schools should consider interventions that focus on social‐emotional learning; efforts to
strengthen implementation of differentiated instruction – a key strategy to improving the
academic performance of struggling students by providing multiple paths for students to
access content, process ideas and information, and produce artifacts of their learning; as
well as efforts to strengthen overall initiative implementation, based on the seven
dimensions outlined in the PISA.
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Appendices
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Appendix A:
CFS Year Three Intervention Types by School
School

Intervention Classification for Student Outcomes in Year Three
Academic
Tutoring
Mentoring
SEL
 Teacher/Mentor

Central

‘Ewa Makai
Kealakehe

Pāhoa

Stevenson
Waiākea
Waimea Canyon
Waimea Charter

 After school
Program*
 Student Engagement
Sessions
 Double Blocking*
 RTI a/B*
 CFS Library

 Instructional Time










Small group
One on One
Basic Connect
Home Connect
Intensive Connect
Girls with Class
Boys to Men

 Palama Settlement
Cooking
 Service Learning
Project
 Mentors*
 Advisory Program*

Counseling

 Student Support
Groups

 Enrichment Class*
 Extra/Co‐Curricular
Activities

 Reading Program*
 Workshop Class*
 Reading RTI*
 Math RTI*
 ILP






 Resiliency
Curriculum*
 Tribes Activities

After school Tutoring
Lunch Tutoring
Morning Tutoring
Afternoon Tutoring
 Boys to Men
 Individual Mentoring

 EWD Counseling

 Individual Counseling

*Classroom‐Based Intervention
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Appendix B:
Year Three PISA Ratings (# of schools in each category)
PISA Element

Implementation
Component is not
in Place,
Struggling, or
Early (1)

Implementation
Component is
Developing,
Emerging (2)

Implementation
Component is
Beginning to Take
Root, Establishing
(3)

Implementation
Component is
Thriving,
Excelling (4)

Mean

Data Use Capacity
Data Reflection Practices (n=8)
Data Accessibility and Usability (n=8)
Data‐Based Decision‐Making (n=8)
Data Feedback Loops (n=8)

2
1
1
1

3
1
5
4

3
6
3

3.2
3.5
2.5
3.0

3
2

4
3

1
2

2.8
3.0

1

3
3

4
3

3.4
3.2

1

3
3

4
4

3.2
3.6

2
1

3
3
2

3
4
6

3.1
3.4
3.6

1
4

5
2

2
1

3.0
2.6

1

4

3

3.3

1
3

4
5

3

3.1
2.5

1

Shared Vision
Shared Vision of CFS Goals and Strategies (n=8)
Shared Vision of How CFS and RtI Align (n=7)

Authentic Integration
Authentic Integration between CFS and RtI (n=7)
Extent to Which CFS is Considered an “Add‐On” vs RtI Component (n=7)

Role Clarity
Staff’s Understanding of Their Own and Others’ Roles on CFS (n=8)
Role Clarity (for schools implementing RtI) (n=7)

High‐Quality Leadership
Principal’s Ability to Act as a Catalytic Agent for System Improvement (n=8)
Principal’s Guidance to Staff & Oversight of Workplan Development (n=8)
Distributed Leadership (n=8)

Staff Buy‐In
Belief in the Value of CFS (n=8)
Belief that CFS Supports and Aligns with Other Important School‐wide
Interventions (n=7)
Whole‐Hearted Commitment (n=8)

Core Professionalism
Relational Trust (n=8)
Continuous Improvement Orientation (n=8)
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Appendix C:
Year Three Quality Ratings (# of schools in each category)
Quality Tool

Low Quality

Medium Quality

High Quality

1

2

4

Student Incentives (n=7)

5

2

High‐Risk Counseling (n=5)

3

2

Differentiated Instruction (n=7)
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Appendix D:
Treatment and Matched Comparison Groups: Class of 2016
Class of 2016

Outcome

Gender
Socioeconomic Status
Pacific Islander
Attendance
Behavioral Offenses

ELA Coursemarks

Math Coursemarks

28

Treatment

%

Eighth and Ninth Grade Outcomes

Comparison
(n)
91

Treatment

%

%

91

31%
69%
82%
18%
52%
48%

(n)

Comparison

Female

(n)
96

Male

96

Low SES

96

Not low SES

96

Pacific Islander

96

Not Pacific Islander

96

27%
73%
83%
17%
71%
29%

Mean Number of Days
Absent

96

15 days

91

16 days

95

15 days

66

18 days

At Least One Offense

96

91

A

93

B

93

C

93

D

93

F

93

A

93

B

93

C

93

D

93

F

93

47%
53%
2%
26%
42%
26%
4%
5%
28%
32%
33%
2%

77

96

55%
45%
7%
18%
32%
33%
11%
7%
15%
31%
37%
10%

95

No Offenses

55%
45%
1%
19%
42%
29%
9%
4%
16%
38%
26%
16%

39%
61%
6%
31%
34%
23%
6%
16%
20%
20%
30%
14%

91
91
91
91

91
91
91
91
91
91
91
91
91
91
91

95
84
84
84
84
84
88
88
88
88
88

(n)

%

77
65
65
65
65
65
64
64
64
64
64
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Appendix D:
Treatment and Matched Comparison Groups: Class of 2017
Class of 2016

Outcome

Gender
Socioeconomic Status
Pacific Islander
Attendance
Behavioral Offenses

ELA Coursemarks

Math Coursemarks

29

Treatment

%

Eighth and Ninth Grade Outcomes

Comparison

(n)
102

Treatment

%

%

102

34%
66%
84%
16%
55%
45%

(n)

Comparison

Female

(n)
105

Male

105

Low SES

105

Not low SES

105

Pacific Islander

105

Not Pacific Islander

105

34%
66%
80%
20%
70%
30%

Mean Number of Days
Absent

105

16 days

102

13 days

101

18 days

73

14 days

At Least One Offense

105

102

A

103

B

103

C

103

D

103

F

103

A

103

B

103

C

103

D

103

F

103

34%
66%
6%
34%
36%
22%
2%
4%
21%
33%
34%
4%

73

105

45%
55%
17%
20%
34%
19%
11%
11%
16%
24%
29%
11%

101

No Offenses

48%
52%
9%
33%
33%
24%
1%
6%
19%
34%
34%
7%

38%
62%
18%
21%
32%
22%
8%
19%
19%
32%
19%
11%

102
102
102
102

102
102
102
102
102
102
102
102
102
102
102

101
101
101
101
101
101
101
101
101
101
101

(n)

%

73
73
73
73
73
73
73
73
73
73
73
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Appendix E: Methods
This report included data from the following sources:

HiDOE school records. LFA collected school records, including demographics, as well as attendance, behavior,
and coursemark data for grades 6‐8, and fall enrollment data for grades 9 and 10. The data are from CFS
schools and from all of the public non‐CFS schools that were on the same islands s the CFS schools.

iResult participation data. LFA also collected iResult participation data from several CFS years (the iResult data
in this report are from year three). Data from the iResult system shows detailed dosage data in each CFS
intervention. The data were used to identify the students who participated in certain types of programming,
especially social‐emotional learning interventions.

Program Implementation Self‐Assessment (PISA) data. To support learning at the school and initiative levels
and to understand how CFS is being implemented at each school, CFS teams each completed the PISA,
reflecting upon implementation dimensions (e.g. leadership, school staff buy‐in, and integration with other
school efforts) that can affect the success of school improvement efforts such as the CFS Initiative. Schools’
year three ratings on each of the seven implementation dimensions was incorporated into the dataset,
allowing LFA to assess the effect of implementation on student outcomes

Intervention Quality assessment data. In year three, LFA went beyond looking at CFS implementation in terms
of infrastructure and the processes in place to support the work, and explored more closely the quality of
implementation for three specific strategies being commonly implemented across schools ‐ differentiated
instruction, counseling, and student incentives. For each, we developed a quality measurement tool that
generates ratings on the extent to which a school is addressing the elements found to be critical for high
quality implementation of that strategy. Schools’ year three ratings on each of the strategies was incorporated
into the dataset, allowing LFA to assess the relationship between implementation quality and student
outcomes.
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Appendix E: Methods
To construct the treatment and matched comparison groups we used a propensity score matching (PSM)
technique.

We use a matched comparison group from a different school to avoid the bias that comes from comparing CFS
students to non‐CFS students at the same school (CFS students are selected intentionally, so are fundamentally
different from non‐CFS students).

We focused the analysis on two cohorts: the class of 2016 (those in 8th grade in 2016, and in sixth grade in the
first year of CFS), and the class of 2017 (those in 8th grade in 2017, and in sixth grade in the second year of CFS).

For each of these cohorts, we further selected only those students who were:

In CFS in both 7th and 8th grade,

Either in CFS or not in 6th grade, and

In a middle school with grades 6‐8 (leading out two schools that have only grades 7‐8) – the reason for
this is included in our description of the matching model.

To build the PSM model, we predicted the dummy variable of treatment and comparison using the same
selection factors that schools used to place students into the CFS programs. These were HIDOE’s Early Warning
System factors: attendance, behavior, and coursemarks. We also used the 6th grade data for these factors. Since
students do not receive 6th grade coursemarks until they are in middle school, we used the schools where
students do have sixth grade coursemarks.

We also included demographic factors in the PSM model that are likely to influence both (1) being in the
treatment group and (2) the outcomes. Those factors are: gender, SES (dummy coded as low/not low), and the
most important ethnicities: Native Hawaiʻian and Pacific Islander.

The PSM model was set to select comparison students who had propensity scores (probabilities of being in the
treatment group) that were within one percentage point of those in the treatment group. Slides 28 and 29 show
how balanced the treatment and comparison groups were in demographics and in baseline outcomes.
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