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Abstract

We examined the challenges faced by 4 high-
need urban schools when trying to implement
Success for All (SFA). We wanted to understand
SFA instruction as well as how SFA fit into the
larger school context. Over a span of almost 2
years, we observed 45 SFA lessons (21 complete
and 24 partial) across the 4 schools, taught by 30
teachers. We analyzed our data using a constant-
comparison procedure and found that several
challenges affected the fidelity with which the
model was implemented. One of the greatest
challenges was students stagnating and not
passing to higher levels of the program, thus re-
cycling through material they had already cov-
ered. We also found grouping and scheduling
difficulties, and students of different reading lev-
els and widely varying grade levels placed in the
same class. We discuss the implications of these
and other challenges.

The achievement gap between African
American and Hispanic students and their
white peers increased in the 1990s, despite
numerous school reform efforts (Lee, 2002;
Pogrow, 2002). Title I was reauthorized in
1994 with an emphasis on using school-wide
funds to improve educational outcomes for
students in high-need schools. In a compan-
ion study to the national evaluation of Title
I (Stringfield, Millsap, & Herman, 1997), the
two school-wide programs found to be most
promising for educational outcomes were
James Comer’s School Development Pro-
gram and Success for All (SFA). These results
were replicated by a later study showing that
each of these programs was associated with
improved reading comprehension, but that
neither program had a statistically signifi-
cant advantage over the other (Clarke, 2001).
SFA was one of three school reform pro-
grams found to be associated strongly with
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improvement in student achievement by the
American Institutes for Research (Herman et
al., 2000).

Success for All in Urban Schools

Success for All is a school-based achieve-
ment-oriented program for students con-
sidered at risk in grades pre-K through 5.
The program was developed in 1987, and
during the 2000-2001 school year served
approximately 1 million children in 1,800
schools (Slavin & Madden, 2001b). The pro-
gram is built on the assumption that every
child can learn to read. Its primary goal is
to ensure that virtually every child will
have reading skills at grade level or above
by the end of third grade (Wells, Blendinger,
& Greene, 2000).

The key components of the program in-
clude a research-based school-wide curric-
ulum, assessments every 8 weeks, ability
grouping, one-to-one tutoring for primary-
grade students who struggle with reading,
a family support team, and a program fa-
cilitator (Slavin & Madden, 2001b). Partici-
pating students are grouped according to
their instructional reading level and by age,
and the curriculum is designed to vary de-
pending on the age of the students. Because
students are grouped in this way, they do
not necessarily have their homeroom
teacher as their SFA instructor. During SFA
time, students move to their reading classes
for a 90-minute block of time, and no out-
side interruptions are allowed. Every certi-
fied teacher in the school participates, so
SFA classes are generally smaller than reg-
ular classes. Lessons are scripted and in-
clude explicit phonics instruction as well as
a focus on meaning,.

An extensive review of research on the
efficacy of SFA showed it to be highly effec-
tive in the majority of school districts in
which it was implemented, yielding in-
creases in reading achievement in compar-
ison with other reading programs (Slavin,
Madden, Dolan, & Wasik, 1996). Evalua-
tions focused on assessment of student out-
comes on standardized achievement mea-
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sures (e.g., Madden, Slavin, Christie, &
Karpouzis, 2001). Since Slavin et al.’s (1996)
review, several studies have demonstrated
significant educational improvements for
students in culturally diverse urban schools
implementing SFA programs (e.g., Fashola
& Slavin, 1998; Slavin & Madden, 1999,
2001a). The achievement gap between white
students and African American and Latino
students in Texas was significantly dimin-
ished for schools using SFA school-wide
models, leading Slavin and Madden (2001a)
to conclude that this program was particu-
larly effective for African American and La-
tino students. In a review of the research
relating SFA to outcomes for special edu-
cation students, Slavin and Madden (2001b,
p- 33) concluded that SFA “both reduces the
need for special education services (by rais-
ing the reading achievement of very low
achievers) and reduces special education re-
ferrals and placements.” These findings
were corroborated by Borman and Hewes
(2001).

However, claims of SFA’s effectiveness
have not gone without dispute. Studies of
the effects of a 3-year implementation of
SFA in Miami-Dade County, Florida,
showed that for the lowest-performing
schools, achievement was not improved
(Levitt, 2000), and English-language learn-
ers in SFA schools made smaller gains in
English proficiency than students in com-
parison schools (Urdegar, 2000). In an anal-
ysis of these studies and others in cities na-
tionwide, Pogrow (2002) claimed that
previous studies that showed the benefits of
SFA were based on faulty or misleading
methods and were conducted either by the
program’s creators or employees of the Suc-
cess for All Foundation. Others (Walberg &
Greenberg, 1999) claimed that independent
evaluations had found no improvements or
improvements only at kindergarten and
first grade where more cost-effective pro-
grams had also been shown to be effective.
These critics of SFA have been engaged in
an ongoing debate with supporters of the
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program (Joyce, 1999; Pogrow, 1998, 1999;
Slavin, 1999).

Research on school-wide interventions
has indicated that keys to interpreting the
success of such models are understanding
the extent to which they have been imple-
mented with fidelity and examining the
constraints under which they operate (Her-
man et al., 2000). Even the creators of SFA
offer the caveat that their program is effec-
tive only when “fully implemented” (Slavin
& Madden, 2001b, p.34). In a study of two
Mississippi elementary schools, Wells et al.
(2000) found that teachers’ adherence to
SFA program protocols was partial and that
effectiveness varied greatly due to inconsis-
tencies in program implementation.

The Current Study

In this study we did not attempt to answer
questions about SFA’s overall effectiveness,
though our research was conducted in a
school district in which SFA did not prove
to be successful and was ultimately aban-
doned (Levitt, 2000; Urdegar, 2000). Our
purpose was to shed light on the problems
encountered when trying to implement SFA
in high-need urban schools with culturally
and linguistically diverse populations. This
research was part of a larger project that in-
vestigated the disproportionate representa-
tion of culturally and linguistically diverse
students in high-incidence disability cate-
gories in special education (Harry & Kling-
ner, 2006). As part of this project, we ob-
served instruction in general and special
education classrooms in 12 schools. Because
four of the highest-need urban schools in
our sample were using SFA as their reading
program, information on SFA curriculum
and instruction formed a substantial subset
of our data and raised interesting questions
about the effectiveness of the SFA model
with struggling readers. We wanted to un-
derstand the nature of SFA instruction as
well as how SFA fit into the larger school
context.

Our work in the larger project was based
on the National Academy of Sciences’
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(Heller, Holtzman, & Messick, 1982) ap-
proach to understanding disproportional-
ity, which stated that disproportionate rep-
resentation is problematic if any aspect of
early instruction or the referral, evaluation,
and placement process works against stu-
dents’ success. We were operating from the
belief that the events that occur in the gen-
eral education classroom will ultimately af-
fect student performance and teachers’ de-
cision making about referrals.

Method
Participants

The student population at all four
schools was predominantly black (e.g., Af-
rican American, Haitian, Haitian Ameri-
can), although one school also had a grow-
ing Spanish-speaking population. Almost
every child was receiving free or reduced-
price lunch, as shown in Table 1. Teacher
ethnicity was mixed, with no more than
45% or less than 20% of the teachers at any
school of white, black, or Hispanic origin.
At three of the schools, 41% to 46% of the
teachers had completed advanced degrees,
and at the fourth school this percentage was
26 (see Table 2). We observed in the class-
rooms of 30 teachers, five of whom were
special education teachers.

Data Sources

Data for the larger study were collected
through a process that progressed in a fun-
nel-like fashion over three phases, moving
from a description of district-wide place-
ment rates and referral / placement policies,
to an examination of the implementation of
the referral/placement policies in 12
schools that represented a variety of ethnic
and socioeconomic configurations, to indi-
vidual case studies of 12 students. During
Phase 1 of the study we interviewed district
administrators and school personnel and
examined documents. Data for this study of
SFA were collected during Phase 2 of the
project. During this phase we observed in
every kindergarten through third-grade
general education classroom in each of the
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TaBLE 1. Student Demographics, in Percentages, by School

Ethnicity
School w B H Free or Reduced-Price Lunch ELL EMH LD
1 0 98 2 97 1 8.0 13.4
2 0+ 91 8 98 39 2 3.0
3 0+ 87 11 99 26 1 5.7
4 1 69 30 99 16 1.9 44

Note.—W = white; B = black (used to refer to African American students as well as those from Haiti,
Jamaica, and other Caribbean countries); H = Hispanic (the term generally preferred in this region for individuals
from Cuba and other Caribbean countries, Mexico, Central America, and South America); ELL = English lan-
guage learners not yet considered fluent in English (referred to as Limited English Proficient by the district);
EMH = educable mental handicaps (term used in this district); LD = learning disabilities.

TABLE 2. Teacher Demographics, by School

Ethnicity of Teachers (%) Teachers’ Educational Level (%)

New to Mean No.
School Years Observed
School White Black Hispanic Master’s Specialist Doctorate (%) Teaching  Teaching SFA
1 44 36 20 36 10 0 17.1 11 8
2 36 34 25 35 6 0 8.5 9 6
3 36 36 26 35 4 2 11.8 13 8
4 30 25 45 21 5 0 17.0 10 8

12 schools (with a few exceptions) and in- dures suggested by LeCompte and Preissle
terviewed administrators, teachers, and (1993). During the earliest days of the re-
other support personnel in each school. We search project, our field notes were fairly
also selected two teachers and their stu- general. As the research progressed and
dents from each school for more extensive emergent issues were identified, our field
observations (between eight and 12 obser- notes became more focused. In our obser-
vations in each classroom). We selected vations of SFA, we started with a broad
teachers to reflect a range of grade levels, view of the instruction itself, recording the
ethnicity, experience, and referral patterns teacher’s actions and to some extent the be-
(high, medium, or low). We selected stu- haviors of students who stood out as having
dents to represent a range in possible dis- problems. Over time, our focus narrowed as
ability categories and, to the extent that we we honed in on specific target students and
could, ethnicity, age, and gender. We believe  their interactions with teachers and other
that the use of multiple sources and data- students. Altogether across the 12 schools
collection strategies provided us with con- we conducted 627 classroom observations
siderable triangulation of data. We entered and observed 42 child study team meetings,
all interview transcripts and summaries as five psychological evaluations, 15 special
well as all observation field notes into an education placement and/or individual
ATLAS.ti qualitative analysis database (a education plan (IEP) meetings, 14 other
software program that facilitates the exam- school-based meetings, and 15 home and
ination and testing of associations among community settings. At the four SFA
analytic categories and assists in the devel- schools we conducted 162 classroom obser-
opment of a conceptual model). vations. Among these were 21 complete or

Observations. We took extensive field almost complete SFA lessons and 24 partial
notes during observations, using proce- lessons, for a total of 45 SFA observations.
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These were conducted in 30 teachers’ class-
rooms.

Interviews. We primarily used a semi-
structured interview format. Interviews
were semistructured in that they followed a
set of guiding questions, though because
our emphasis was on eliciting spontaneous
and personalized perspectives, our inter-
view style was open-ended, flexible, and
responsive to the leads of the interviewees.
Thus, we frequently used follow-up probes
that were unique to a particular interview.
Sample guiding questions included: (1)
Please tell me about the referral process at
your school and the child study team. Who
is involved? What steps are followed?
What challenges do you face? (2) Please tell
me about your reading program. How well
do you think it is working for struggling
readers? What challenges do you face?

Across the 12 schools we conducted 272
individual interviews with students, par-
ents, and school-based and district person-
nel, including principals, assistant princi-
pals, counselors, social workers, parent
liaisons, staffing specialists, psychologists,
bilingual assessors, SFA facilitators, SFA tu-
tors, classroom teachers, paraprofessionals,
and a security guard. We also conducted 84
informal conversations (for which we kept
field notes). At the four SFA schools the to-
tal number of interviews and conversations
was 156. Some of teachers’ most revealing
comments about SFA were made during, or
at the end of, observations of SFA instruc-
tion.

Documents. We collected documents
such as students” work samples (including
SFA work), individualized educational
plans, psychological and other evaluation
reports, school district guidelines and poli-
cies, and extant data on special education
placement in the school district.

Data Analysis

Our data analysis for the larger project
proceeded through several phases. We ap-
plied grounded theory and ethnographic
techniques to develop theory inductively
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using the constant-comparison procedure
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin,
1990). The recursive nature of the constant-
comparison method allowed each phase of
data collection and analysis to feed into the
next. In the first phase of data analysis, dur-
ing and immediately following our first
phase of data collection, we read through
interview transcripts and “chunked” and
categorized sections that seemed to fit simi-
lar patterns. From these interview data we
identified a set of themes that represented
school personnel’s explanations of the gen-
esis of disproportionate representation. We
further analyzed each of these themes into
a set of codes and categories that we applied
to all subsequent data (see Harry, Sturges,
& Klingner, 2005).

As we entered the second year of our
study, we continued conducting interviews
and began observing in classrooms. We
added codes to capture what we were ob-
serving, mapping these onto the initial set
of themes that had emerged from our early
interviews: teachers’ classroom manage-
ment skills, instructional skills, relation-
ships with students, and perceptions of stu-
dents. We rated each of these as positive,
neutral, or negative. This coding and rating
process was first conducted by our entire
team over several meetings while we de-
veloped a common perspective, and then in
pairs. For SFA data, we added additional
codes: SFA grouping, SFA levels, SFA
scheduling, SFA content, and SFA activities
(see Klingner, Sturges, & Harry, 2003).

Once we had categorized and coded
data using this set of descriptors, we ap-
plied finer levels of coding. We did this by
comparing a given data chunk to another to
see if the same code would apply, thus de-
veloping consistency in usage of the codes.
After we had developed a refined set of
codes, each of us applied these codes to the
existing dataset as well as to new incoming
data, and we met regularly to compare our
coding decisions (see the Appendix for a list
of these observation codes). There was no
attempt to develop a numerical reliability
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check. Rather, our goal was consensus, with
each difference being debated and clarified
until we agreed on appropriate use of the
codes.

Next we clustered codes into related,
overarching categories and moved to the
interpretation of themes that applied
across categories and pointed to tentative
explanations of the data. For SFA, these
themes included problems with grouping
and students with a variety of grade or
reading levels in the same class, students
recycling through the same materials over
and over, not enough assistance for the low-
est students, scheduling procedures, stu-
dents and teachers getting bored, adapta-
tions to SFA instructional and assessment
procedures, and influences on the referral
process for special education. In addition,
we noticed that the quality of instruction
seemed to reflect teachers’ own skills more
than the SFA curriculum and instructional
strategies. To focus on these issues, we re-
flected about data as we typed our field
notes and then discussed our ideas during
weekly project meetings. These discussions
played an important role in that they as-
sisted us in thinking about what we were
finding and helped guide subsequent data
collection. For example, after one of us ob-
served a third-grade class with mixed in-
stead of homogeneous reading groups, as
SFA requires, she brought this up at a meet-
ing, describing the observation and asking
if others had witnessed anything similar.
Through discussion we agreed that we
should explore the phenomenon of mixed-
level classes further. Thus, the processes of
data collection and analysis were recursive
and continued throughout the project.

Results

Implementation of SFA varied greatly
across the four schools and 30 classrooms.
Although we saw numerous instances of
excellent classroom practice, we did not
find any examples of effective school-wide
implementation. We noted several patterns,
which we describe next.
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Good Teachers Are Good SFA Teachers

Those teachers who seemed to be effec-
tive in their use of the program were the
same teachers we rated as effective in other
areas of teaching (13 of the 30 teachers).
Teachers judged to be less effective were, in
turn, less effective in their use of the SFA
program (11 of the teachers; the remaining
six we considered adequate). Likewise,
teachers who were rated to have better
classroom management skills were able to
implement the program with fewer man-
agement complications, whereas teachers
who were judged to have trouble with class-
room management had management prob-
lems that interfered with SFA instruction.
This can be illustrated through examples of
our observations of SFA in classrooms.

In a kindergarten classroom in an urban
school with a 98% free and reduced-price
lunch rate and 27 of 28 students of African
American descent, an observation of SFA
from the first month of school showed that
students were engaged, on task, and moti-
vated to learn. Taken from the observer’s
field notes:

She tells the students that she has some
“super hard” words for them today.
Smiling broadly, she says, “I don’t know,
if you go home and read these words,
they’re going to take you out of kinder-
garten because they’ll say you are too
smart for kindergarten.” The kids laugh
gleefully. The first word is “optometrist.”
The kids really are proud of themselves
when they are able to “read” the word.
She asks what it means, and a student
responds, “A doctor who looks at your
eyes.” (She had introduced the word by
saying this, asking who had been to a
doctor who looked at their eyes.)

This teacher was also rated as having ef-
fective classroom management skills, and
this carried over to her SFA instruction:

The teacher says, “I need eyes back on
me. I need your hands back in your lap.”
They do “Gramma’s Glasses” (a brief
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rhyme designed to focus students’ atten-
tion) and finish ready and eager to listen
to the story. She tells them, “Sometimes
we read stories, and sometimes we listen
to stories.” She reads the story to them
with enthusiasm and expression—all
students listen attentively, their eyes on
the teacher or the book, some with their
mouths slightly open as if transfixed.
Then the teacher asks questions: “Why
do you think they might not want to play
with him?” She tells them, “I want to see
different hands.” She regularly reinforces
students raising their hands rather than
calling out and doesn’t call on students
who don’t raise their hands quietly. To
one student who has already responded,
she says, “It's okay, my love, I want to
hear from someone different.” She asks
students, “What do you think about
that?” “What might happen now?”
“Why did you think it was good?”

In a third-grade class in a different
school, a teacher struggled with both in-
struction and management during her SFA
lessons, as demonstrated by the following
field notes (names are pseudonyms):

Randy is becoming noticeably more agi-
tated. He says, “I not finished, mommy,
mommy. I not going to catch up.” He
continues writing. . . . The next sentence
on the board the students are supposed
to be copying says: “He run after the bird
and catch it.” [Observer’s comment: Yes,
“run” rather than “ran” and “catch”
rather than “caught,” written by the
teacher.] The teacher is saying. “The book
says ‘chased,” but we aren’t going to put
that because it’s too hard for you.” . . .
Randy is up out of his seat again. The
teacher asks him sternly, “What are you
doing?” He responds matter-of-factly,
“Looking for my pencil.” Walter now
says, “Look at Mark on the floor!” . . .
Mark is now doing caterpillar- or worm-
like dancing movements. Randy asks
him, in a tone of admiration, “How you
do that?” Mark does it again. The teacher
says, “Don’t pay attention to Mark be-
cause that’s what he wants.” Now Randy
is on the floor, too. . . . The teacher calls
students to come up to an area on the rug
and sit on the floor. Some students com-
ply, but many are fooling around.
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Adaptations to SFA Instructional
Procedures

Beyond the fact that effective teachers’
instruction and management skills did not
depend on the SFA program, we also noted
that such teachers did not follow the SFA
manual precisely. Two excellent teachers in
a school serving a large English language
learner (ELL) population predominantly
comprising Haitian Creole speakers as-
serted that, although they found the SFA
materials quite good, the scripted lessons
and strategies did not address the language
and acculturation needs of their first and
third graders.

The first-grade teacher explained that
she only used the key aspects of the manual
that she found important and that the tim-
ing expected for most activities was inap-
propriate for her lessons. In particular, she
spent considerable time on pronunciation
and vocabulary with the children, with the
result that a supposedly 2-3-minute read-
ing activity took much longer. For example,
our observations noted her pausing in the
reading of the sentence, “Mrs. Stanton
stands by the pond,” to model and have the
children practice the “st” sounds. She did
the same with words such as “slip” and
“spin”; in the latter case the phrase “spins
past” was difficult for children both to un-
derstand and pronounce.

The third-grade teacher in this school
made similar comments but focused more
on the need to make decisions about the ap-
propriateness of SFA material to children’s
abilities and interests. With regard to a re-
quirement that the children read and edit
each other’s work, she exclaimed: “I said,
‘Forget it.” It’s just a time waster. You're not
learning. . . . If you don’t know and I don’t
know then there’s nothing that I can do to
learn from you and you can’t learn from me.
So I just cut it out. They (the SFA supervi-
sors) didn’t push it this year, so I'm assum-
ing they’re cutting it out too.”

Another strategy that this teacher mod-
ified was called “jump-in reading,” which
is supposed to enable the children to read
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spontaneously (i.e., take turns reading
aloud individually without being called on
by the teacher to do so). Her students, she
said, had neither the reading skills nor the
confidence to do this so she modified the
activity by choosing the readers, but in
lively and spontaneous fashion that was ob-
served to be highly successful with her third
graders. In the excerpt that follows, the stu-
dent we were monitoring, Manuel, was a
native Spanish speaker whose oral expres-
sion and listening comprehension were
much more advanced than his reading and
writing skills. The field notes read:

Then the teacher says, “It’s time to have
some jump-in reading!” As she says this,
she wiggles her legs and puts on a funny
facial expression that makes the children
giggle. She begins going around the
room touching kids on their shoulders to
indicate the next reader. The kids are all
attentive. Manuel turns to me and says,
“This is called jump-in reading!” The
teacher pauses to ask some questions
about the story . . . [which lead to lively
responses from the children]. . . . Then
she goes on to more jump-in reading,
hurrying around the room picking new
readers. She exclaims, “I'm looking for
people who haven’t read!”

This teacher also modified the time she
spent on stories:

If we start a story and it’s really boring,
I'll go through it quickly and just go on
.. . they’re supposed to be interested in
reading. It's supposed to be fun. If you
give them too many that are boring,
they’re turned off. But don’t tell SFA that.
... For example, they [the kids] were dy-
ing cause they couldn’t get to the Titanic,
which was in level 3-1, so when we got
there it took us 3 weeks to get through
that story because we just did a lot of ex-
tra things to go with it. That's what
makes it interesting to the children.

Teachers felt justified in making these
adaptations, explaining, “That’s what I
went to school for” For example, in an
inner-city school in the sample from our
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larger study (other than one of the four SFA
schools reported on here), a teacher told us
that the school had used SFA for 1 year
prior to the start of our study, and then the
faculty had voted it out. She explained, “I
didn’t get a master’s degree to read strictly
out of a manual. I can follow a format. You
give me a program, your guidelines, and
that’s all I need. That's what I went to
school for. If not, all you need to do is get
someone with common sense, who likes chil-
dren, and give them that (SFA). And it’s bor-
ing. The material is boring. There are some
interesting components, but mostly you're
doing the same thing all the time. . . . The
teachers hated it; the children hated it.”

Lowest Students Not Adequately
Supported

Although SFA has built-in supports for
struggling students, we observed that for
the lowest students, these supports were
not sufficient and not easy for schools to im-
plement. We drew this conclusion because
several students were not able to progress
to higher levels of the program. Though
SFA includes one-on-one tutoring for stu-
dents not making adequate progress, this
assistance was only provided to first grad-
ers, leaving older struggling learners with-
out tutoring or other extra support. The tu-
toring helped those first graders whose
progress accelerated when they received it,
though for some it ended too soon.

We observed numerous students who
appeared to be languishing. For example, a
third grader named Rex was not making
progress. At his staffing, the teacher ex-
plained that he was “very eager to learn but
can’t learn to read and can’t retain infor-
mation from one day to the next. We have
tried different ways of teaching him. This is
his fourth year in SFA, and he is still in
Level 6 (an early kindergarten level).” Also,
in the third-grade observation described
previously, the lower students were not re-
ceiving reading instruction at the appropri-
ate level.

In our sample of 12 schools for the larger
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study that formed the backdrop for this
study of SFA, we noted a common trend
whereby the lowest-achieving students
tended to be taught by the least qualified or
least effective teachers. In one school this
was also true for SFA groups, where the
lowest achievers were taught by a parapro-
fessional rather than a certified teacher. The
teacher in a first-grade, self-contained ESOL
class explained that SFA grouping was
“supposed to be by ESOL level, but it’s re-
ally like the low readers go with the para-
professional.”

Recycling through the Same Materials

Students who did not make adequate
progress, such as Rex, recycled through the
same materials repeatedly, in general and
special education classes. After being
placed in special education, Rex continued
to be taught with SFA using the same books
he had already “read” many times and with
which he had not progressed. We noted that
many older students had already memo-
rized the books they were supposed to be
reading and had lost interest in them. In one
observation the teacher told the class they
were going to read “the best story” they had
read in a long time, “Land of the Midnight
Sun.” She asked, “How many of you know
this story?” All of the older students raised
their hands. These students then ran around
the classroom and climbed on desks while
the teacher tried to teach the rest of the class.
The teacher remarked later that students
were bored and frustrated. Boredom was a
concern for many teachers as well as stu-
dents. We heard numerous comments such
as the following from a first-grade teacher:
“My students already know all of the sto-
ries. I keep teaching the same thing over
and over, and it’s so boring.”

Mixed Instructional Levels

In one SFA school in particular, some
classes seemed to be “dumping grounds”
for students considered to be troublemak-
ers, although they were not all at the same
level and therefore should not have been in
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the same class. Field notes from a conver-
sation with a third-grade teacher in this
school demonstrate this:

She explained that in SFA, it’s only sup-
posed to be one level, but she has three,
because the administration groups stu-
dents “not by level, it's by the type of
kid.” She says that she has the students
who are behavior problems, and that the
assistant principal told her to only read
one level with them. But she tells me that
she wouldn'’t feel right, couldn’t go home
at the end of the day knowing that she’d
only read one when she has three (or
more). So that’s why they read three
books at the beginning of my observa-
tion, one for each level. Some students
are still at Levels 1-5, and others are 16
or 17. That’s why some kids weren’t able
to read the last two books. Randy is at
the highest level—he can read, but he’s
in her class because of his problematic
behavior.

We observed this in special education as
well as general education classrooms. In a
second SFA school, the special education
teacher told us that the previous year she
had had five groups (levels) of four to seven
students each at once. She said that the class
size increased too much, so she got permis-
sion to reverse the schedule and teach lan-
guage arts and math in the morning and
spend the rest of the day on SFA. This was
the only way she could get in enough SFA
instruction for all her groups.

Concerns with Testing Procedures

The issue of appropriate placement of
students at SFA reading levels also reflected
concerns with testing procedures. Teachers
often believed that the determined level
was incorrect and substituted their own
methods of assessment. For example, one
teacher said that she tested her English lan-
guage learners herself and found that her
testing showed different results from those
the SFA tester obtained. After her testing,
she moved children to the “correct” groups.
She explained that in giving the tests she
“explored the meaning [of the story on the
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SFA test] more” because she could not as-
sume that students had understood the
story enough to answer the official test ques-
tion. So she “expanded on” the questions, as
in the following example: “The story is about
how Arthur lost his dog. The SFA question
is, ‘What happened after Arthur realized the
dog was lost?” But I'll question them about
prior information before asking that. Like,
“What was he doing with the dog? and so
on, step by step, to be sure they know the
context.” By so doing this teacher placed stu-
dents in levels that were higher then those
indicated by the SFA tests.

A third-grade teacher of Haitian Creole
speakers moved in the opposite direction.
She said that she made her own decisions
with her group of third graders who were
“struggling at a 2-2 level. . . . Whoever did
the testing for placement helped them with
the test enough to get them into that level,
because they just weren’t ready. So we went
back to 2-1 and started lower. . . . The pro-
gram doesn’t like them to go backward, but
... I'm like—you're building a house on
quicksand here!”

One principal was so dissatisfied with
the accuracy of the SFA testing that she re-
placed it with another assessment strategy
to determine reading levels and form more
homogeneous groups. She said that she be-
lieved the problem with the SFA testing was
that “they are tested at the beginning and
never re-tested. . . . They may be moving
along reading levels but not really reading
at those levels.” Overall, she found that the
SFA testing tended to place children at
higher levels than they should be.

Differences in how students were as-
sessed and placed at levels meant that,
when students transferred from one SFA
school to another, they did not necessarily
continue at the same level. When a student
at one SFA school transferred and was
tested at his new school, he was found to be
reading at a much lower level than he had
been at the previous school. His new
teacher said that “at [the other school] they
just move kids along whether they are
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ready or not, but here we don’t move kids
until they pass to the next level.” From our
notes on a CST meeting (child study team
or prereferral meeting): “Meanwhile, the
SFA facilitator explained that when Gordon
had first come to Stowe, the paperwork
from (the other school) indicated that he
was reading in Book 42 in SFA. But they
tested him, and he placed in Book 21, much
lower, at a mid-first grade level. It became
clear to me quickly that the school thought
the mother had been upset about their put-
ting Gordon back in SFA, but in fact the op-
posite was true. The mother was upset that
the previous school has pushed him along
when he couldn’t read the books.”

Mixed Grade Levels

Not only did we see mixed instructional
levels in the same class, but we also ob-
served students from mixed primary and
intermediate grade levels. For instance, one
class with first through fifth graders was a
particular challenge for the teacher because
the first graders were motivated and on
task, whereas the older students were
turned off and unruly. As the teacher la-
mented, “It's so bad for the first graders to
see those examples.” SFA stipulates that
students from such a wide range of grades
not be placed in the same classroom, but
this teacher told us that sometimes this oc-
curred because the principal (or other SFA
administrator) did not know where to put
the older students who were reading at very
low levels. She explained, “They will tell
you that this shouldn’t happen, that when
they are that low, there should have been a
meeting with the parent (at a family sup-
port team meeting), and a CST, but the CSTs
take a year, a year and a half, or sometimes
even 2 years (e.g., because of a backlog of
students or inaction on the part of an ad-
ministrator).” The following year this same
teacher commented that teachers who do
not make referrals to CSTs are one of the
reasons her school has had problems with
SFA and with students repeating levels
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“over and over” and with students of vary-
ing ages placed in the same class.

A special education teacher at another
school explained that she was supposed to
have two kindergartners mixed with sec-
ond and third graders for SFA instruction
but that she preferred to work individually
with kindergartners. Therefore, she ar-
ranged with the kindergarten teachers to
keep the two students for SFA reading in
the mornings. In the afternoons she took
them out of their classroom and helped
them with reading. “This way they get read-
ing twice. They would not get the one on
one they need if they're in with the older
children.” She said this was unofficial, she
was not supposed to do this, but she
thought this was the only way. She gestured
to her lips with her finger, to indicate that
the researcher should keep this confidential.

Problems with Scheduling

Teachers considered it problematic that
they did not have their own students for
SFA and were assigned different students
every 9 weeks, so that they were not able
“to really get to know their students.” This
was also a problem during the entire school
day because their homeroom students also
switched to other teachers later in the day
for other subjects (e.g., physical education,
Spanish or Haitian Creole, art, music, com-
puters). One teacher complained:

“I don’t have time to teach. I have them
for less than 30 minutes before they go to
SFA, and then afterward they go to PE.
Just when they have settled down and
are working well, it's time for them to
leave again. Then they come back for 10
minutes, then they go to lunch. Then they
come back and go to Spanish. Then they
come back at 2:00. We're the ones that
make them hyper. We have them running
around all day. . . . I went to the principal
and she told me, ‘Make the most of it.””

Because of this fragmentation, a teacher
would often not know the reading abilities
of homeroom students who were not in
the teacher’s SFA group. Another teacher
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summed up the feelings of many by saying;:
“With (the state’s high-stakes mandatory
testing), SFA, CCC [Computer Curriculum
Corporation, a required program that ne-
cessitated students working at a computer
for 30—40 minutes every day], teachers don’t
have time. . .. Teachers need more flexibility
to do things with the students and for them-
selves. Teachers feel very powerless at
times. We are not empowered. They've
taken away our flexibility. I can’t meet a
child’s needs if I'm not allowed to be flexi-
ble.”

Another teacher said that this pattern of
first to third graders moving from class to
class and program to program made school
an “uncertain” place, especially for her im-
migrant ESOL students who were, as she
put it, “just off the boat.” The fragmentation
of the school day made it extra difficult for
these children to begin the process of at-
tachment and acculturation they desper-
ately needed.

Special Education Referrals

SFA did not seem to directly affect the
special education referral process, other
than at one school where teachers used SFA
placement test results to determine which
students to refer for a special education
evaluation. A first-grade teacher explained,
“It is the ones who have made no progress
in reading (on the SFA level placement
tests) we are referring.” She went on to say
that the principal had directed teachers to
do this. Yet this school did not have more
overall referrals than the other schools and
had the second lowest percentage of stu-
dents identified as learning disabled (4.2%).

In two schools the lack of timely special
education placement for students who
seemed to need it affected SFA implemen-
tation because it meant that students re-
mained in general education classrooms, re-
peating the same SFA levels rather than
receiving instruction from a special educa-
tion teacher. Two teachers commented that
one reason SFA did not work as well as it
was supposed to was that some teachers
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did not refer their lowest readers to their
school’s child study team. A third-grade
teacher told us, “One of the reasons they’ve
had problems with SFA is kids repeating
levels over and over. These are the kids their
teachers should have referred, but some
don’t.”

SFA is supposed to include a family sup-
port team made up of the SFA facilitator, an
administrator, teacher, social worker, and/
or a parent liaison. The team is intended to
provide assistance for students who strug-
gle and to facilitate parental involvement,
but in two schools there was no evidence of
the team’s existence and in the other two
schools staff used the team only sporadi-
cally. In general, school personnel seemed
unsure of the purpose of the team, their
roles, or how this team coordinated with the
child study team. The SFA facilitator at one
school, however, seemed clear about what
was expected from the two teams. She ex-

plained the process to us:

If they are having problems, we pull
them during the afternoon for one-to-one
tutoring. This step takes place before a
student is referred to special education.
If the student is still having a lot of prob-
lems, they refer the child and ask me how
they are doing, if they have been getting
tutoring. As part of SFA we have a family
support team. This meeting is in addition
to the CST [child study team], but some-
times they overlap. I'm in charge of the
family support team. . . . We plan, orga-
nize, talk with the parents. We try to
avoid a CST and talk about how to pro-
vide extra help. We try to come up with
solutions, and then we follow up. Then
they use that information in CST meet-
ings [she herself rarely attended CST
meetings]. . . . We try to hold family sup-
port team meetings every week, some-
times every 2 weeks [in reality, it was not
this often]. . . . but I have to do so many
things, check attendance, parent involve-
ment, school-based interventions.

When asked how many students who
have been referred to the family support
team then get referred to a CST, she replied,
“About 70%. After we try and we see no
change, then we push for them to be re-
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ferred, not only for reading, but in general.”
Interestingly, none of the teachers, admin-
istrators, or other support staff in this
school mentioned the family support team
to us during our several conversations and
interviews with them.

Discussion

In our observations of SFA in four urban
schools, we noted that challenges affected
the fidelity with which schools and teachers
implemented the model. This issue of fidel-
ity has been at the center of debates about
SFA and other school-wide instructional
models (Herman et al., 2000; Pogrow, 2002).
Though our data clearly indicate uneven
implementation among teachers, it is diffi-
cult to assess either the reasons for or the
direct outcomes of this pattern.

Similar to others (Wells et al., 2000), we
found that teachers in the schools we stud-
ied varied in adherence to SFA protocol and
in instructional effectiveness. Also, as other
researchers have found (Walberg & Green-
berg, 1999), we noted that older learners
who struggled with reading often entered a
cycle of boredom and repetition of materi-
als. This led to grouping and scheduling
challenges, with students of different read-
ing abilities and widely varying grade lev-
els sometimes placed in the same class. One
of the greatest implementation challenges
involved students stagnating and not pass-
ing to higher levels of the program, thus re-
cycling through material they had already
covered. Or, in some cases, students were
moved to the next level even though they
had not passed the placement test for that
level.

The finding that highly effective teach-
ers adapted the program to address the
needs of struggling readers raises the ques-
tions of whether scripted materials and
strategies can meet a wide range of learning
needs and whether skilled teachers should
have their instruction scripted in this way.
We believe that experienced and talented
teachers can make adaptations that over-
come program limitations and enhance
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rather than undermine the program’s effec-
tiveness. In their work on factors affecting
the sustainability of research-based prac-
tices, Klingner and colleagues consistently
found that teachers were more likely to con-
tinue using a practice when they felt they
had the flexibility to modify the practice to
fit the needs of their students (Klingner, Ah-
wee, Pilonieta, & Menendez, 2003; Klingner,
Arguélles, Hughes, & Vaughn, 2001; Kling-
ner, Vaughn, Hughes, & Arguélles, 1999).

However, data from the study reported
here suggest that neither SFA’s scripted na-
ture nor its materials can solve the problems
of teachers with weak instructional or man-
agement skills. Yet it is hard to separate
teacher effects from program effects. We do
not mean to imply that teacher effectiveness
and program fidelity are inversely related,
but simply wish to show that effective
teachers are more skilled at making essen-
tial adaptations that can enhance program
effects. We and others have found that, for
teachers to implement multicomponent
reading programs effectively, they must un-
derstand not only what the components of
the program are and how to use them but
also why and when (conditional as well as
declarative and procedural knowledge).
Conditional knowledge is necessary for
teachers to tailor instruction to the needs of
their students and seems to be the hardest
for teachers to acquire (Klingner, Vaughn,
Arguélles, Hughes, & Ahwee, 2004; Na-
tional Reading Panel, 2000; Pressley & El-
Dinary, 1997).

We argue that teachers who have a solid
grasp of a practice, confidence in their
knowledge of how to teach, and sophisti-
cated understandings of their students’
needs as well as contextual factors are better
able to adjust instruction. These adjust-
ments may be planned or happen sponta-
neously during teaching by teachers skilled
at “thinking on their feet.” Would the teach-
ers in our study have changed procedures
if they had been presented with classrooms
of look-alike students all at the same level,
with similar needs? We do not think so, but
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that they adjusted when their situations
varied from the SFA ideal is a testament to
their skill. We believe that SFA would be
more effective if teachers were officially
granted more flexibility and empowered to
make decisions when their classroom con-
text varied from what the developers of SFA
envisioned. Yet SFA is presented as “all or
nothing” by the developers of the program.
Eventually this district discontinued SFA:
“It is recommended that . . . Success for All
be discontinued . . . unless there is full sup-
port of staff and the necessary financial and
staff resources leading to the possibility that
the curriculum can be implemented exactly
as required by the Success for All Founda-
tion” (Levitt, 2000, p. 10). None of the four
schools in our sample used SFA the follow-
ing year.

Besides problems with instruction, dif-
ficulties with accurate assessment of stu-
dents’ reading levels were endemic. We do
not have adequate data to reveal whether
this problem was related to the implemen-
tation of the assessment or to its design. A
corollary question is whether the SFA as-
sessment, curriculum, and strategies ade-
quately took into account the needs of
young English language learners. The
teacher who said that when assessing stu-
dents’ reading she probed their under-
standing of the story “step by step,” until
she felt they were ready for the question on
the SFA test, may have been doing them a
disservice by inflating their competence and
thus “building on quicksand.” Neverthe-
less, this teacher’s need to modify the SFA
testing procedure suggests that it may not
have accurately assessed her students’ vo-
cabulary and comprehension levels.

We do not know whether some students
did not fare well because their schools and
teachers did not implement the program
more effectively, or, conversely, whether
schools and teachers could not more effec-
tively administer the program because they
faced so many external challenges. It is easy
for those not directly involved to say (as we
have heard), “Well, it was not working be-
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cause they were not doing it right—if they
had just implemented it the way they were
supposed to, then they would have
achieved better results.” Our impression,
however, is that these schools were trying
their best to solve the dilemmas they faced.
They were confronted with numerous pres-
sures from many levels that complicated
both the implementation of the program
and its potential for effective outcomes.
Specifically, we noted a heightened empha-
sis on accountability through high-stakes
testing, excessive poverty and associated
factors that put students at risk for school
failure, high mobility rates among teachers
and students, and numerous mandated
programs that schools were expected to im-
plement simultaneously. It seems unfair to
blame a school’s administration for poor
implementation of an instructional model if
implementation is not feasible because of
other pressures. The unique characteristics
of the student population and the school
context exerted a powerful influence on
how these schools implemented SFA. Thus,
we argue that the issue is not only one of
fidelity of implementation but also of fea-
sibility in a particular context.

Could the leadership in these schools
have responded differently? Could they
have handled the challenges they faced in
other ways? Where did the system break
down? Perhaps more professional devel-
opment and support for principals and
other school leaders in how to deal with
challenges would have helped. In their re-
view of research on 24 comprehensive
school reforms, in which SFA was identified
as one of the three most successful, Herman
et al. (2000) found that key aspects of faith-
ful model implementation were teacher
buy-in, professional development, school
leadership, district support, parent and
community involvement, and technical as-
sistance and resources. Unfortunately, our
data do not reveal the extent to which these
requirements were present. However, the
comments of both the principal and assis-
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tant principal in one school suggested less
that total “buy-in”:

I've learned to accept change. Every 5
years we change reading programs any-
way, so each time this is supposed to be
a cure, when I know nothing is a cure for
all. . . . Any program you implement
properly . . . if you think it’s so good,
you'll see the improvement.

I can use a reading program, and if I
don’t believe in it as a teacher it will not
work. I don’t care what the program is,
because I say that teaching reading is
eclectic because you pull from every-
where to help that child learn to read. . ..
This program gives the structure, and
any teacher can add to it and be as crea-
tive as possible.

This study has its limitations. Although
we spent considerable time observing in
each classroom and developed an extensive
dataset, our primary concern was not judg-
ing the effectiveness of SFA instruction, nor
are we experts on SFA implementation.
Rather, we viewed the observations of, and
interviews about, SFA as a subset of the data
and applied to them the same analytic pro-
cedures we used with the larger body of
data regarding the referral and decision-
making processes by which students are
placed in special education programs. Also,
we based our findings on our observational
and interview data but did not attempt to
relate these to students’ standardized test
results or grades. We consider our findings
regarding SFA to be sound in terms of of-
fering an accurate description of significant
aspects of the program’s implementation in
these schools, but we do not argue that our
data indicate clear outcomes of the pro-
gram. However, we do know that 1 year af-
ter our study this school district discontin-
ued SFA implementation, in part because
student outcomes were not as expected.

In summary, our data raise interesting
questions about SFA implementation that
merit further exploration. How feasible is it
to expect that SFA (or any packaged reading
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program) can be implemented without re-
quiring changes in response to the local con-
text? When schools have difficulty imple-
menting various aspects of the program,
what assistance might help? How much of
a difference would it make to provide ad-
ditional support for those students who
continue to struggle? What would happen
if expert teachers were empowered to draw
on their expertise and make refinements in
the program? Then a follow-up question
would be, Which aspects of the model must
be kept intact and which can be altered?

In light of the popularity of SFA and
other school-wide initiatives designed to
meet the needs of students considered at
risk, it is important for teachers and re-
searchers to be aware of the challenges that
those who attempt to implement such pro-
grams in inner-city schools face. We believe
that in high-need schools such as these, suc-
cess for all rather than just for some will
take more than the wholesale implementa-
tion of a packaged reading program; it will
require the thoughtful and flexible imple-
mentation of a program or programs by
those who are experts not only in literacy
and the model but also in the local context.

Appendix

Refined Set of Codes for Classroom
Observations (Brief Version)

Demographics:
> teacher:
* name
e description (ethnicity, gender, ap-
proximate age)
e information about reference to
CST
» students:
number
gender
ethnicity
special education
potential target students

Classroom:

desk arrangement

organization

posted rules

posted classroom management sys-
tem (e.g., chart with pockets and

YYVYY
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green, yellow, and red cards for each
student)
» what’s on the walls (e.g., bulletin
boards, decorations, students” work)
» other
Teacher:
» location
in front of students
circulating around the room
seated at his/her desk
other
» instructional activity
e whole-class instruction
working with a small group of

students

e providing assistance to individual
students

e other

» classroom management

e procedures (including routines
and transitions)

* expectations (e.g., teacher stressed
that class time is to be used pro-
ductively)

* encouragement/support (e.g., “I
like how William is sitting so
beautifully”)

* desists (e.g., tells students to put
their heads on their tables)

* ignoring of students” behavior

* demeanor (e.g., friendly, respect-
ful, angry, businesslike, “in
charge”)

Student:
» location
at seats
sitting on the floor by the teacher
at the computer
at centers
other
» activity
¢ noncompliant behavior (in relation
to what seems to be expected in
the classroom; e.g., kicking an-
other student)
¢ listening/watching during whole-
class lesson
working on an assignment
reading a book
responding to teacher’s questions
working at the computer
helping another student
other
» grouping configuration
¢ working independently
e working with a classmate
* working in a group
» demeanor (e.g., excited, confused,
energized, engaged in the task)
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Lesson:
» content
* subject
* topic

» product (ie., assignment students
are expected to complete)
» equipment/materials:

* overhead projector
¢ dry-erase board
® computers
e visual aids
e manipulatives(e.g., unifix cubes)
Other:
» visiting students (from another class-
room):
* Jlocation
® activity

» interruptions
e announcements over the intercom
e visitor to the classroom

Researcher:

» location

» activity (e.g., helping a student)

» impressions

» level of comfort

References

Borman, G. D., & Hewes, G. M. (2001). The long-
term effects and cost-effectiveness of Success for
All. Baltimore: Center for Research on the
Education of Students Placed at Risk.

Clarke, P. A. (2001). Analysis of Success for All and
school development programs and their effects on
reading comprehension. Unpublished master’s
thesis, Kean University, Union, NJ.

Fashola, O. S., & Slavin, R. E. (1998). Schoolwide
reform models: What works? Phi Delta Kap-
pan, 79, 370-379.

Glaser, B., & Strauss, A. (1967). The discovery of
grounded theory. Chicago: Aldine.

Harry, B., & Klingner, J. K. (2006). Why are so
many students in special education? Under-
standing race and disability in schools. New
York: Teachers College Press.

Harry, B., Sturges, K., & Klingner, J. K. (2005).
Qualitative data analysis: Mapping the pro-
cess. Educational Researcher, 34(2), 3-13.

Heller, K. A., Holtzman, W. H., & Messick, S.
(Eds.). (1982). Placing children in special edu-
cation: A strategy for equity. Washington, DC:
National Academy press.

Herman, R., Carl, B., Lampron, S., Sussman, A.,
Berger, A., & Innes, F. (2000). What we know
about comprehensive school reform models.
Washington, DC: American Institutes for Re-
search.

THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL JOURNAL

Joyce, B. R. (1999). The great literacy problem and
Success for All. Phi Delta Kappan, 81(2), 129-
131.

Klingner, J. K., Ahwee, S., Pilonieta, P, & Me-
nendez., R (2003). Barriers and facilitators in
scaling up research-based practices. Excep-
tional Children, 69, 411-429.

Klingner, J. K., Arguélles, M. E., Hughes, M. T,,
& Vaughn, S. (2001). Examining the school-
wide “spread” of research-based practices.
Learning Disability Quarterly, 24(4), 2221-
2234.

Klingner, J. K., Sturges, K., & Harry B, (2003).
Conducting ethnographic classroom obser-
vations of literacy instruction. In S. Vaughn
& K. Briggs (Eds.), Reading in the classroom:
Systems for observing teaching and learning (pp.
145-177). Baltimore: Brookes.

Klingner, J. K., Vaughn, S., Arguélles, M. E.,
Hughes, M. T., & Ahwee, S. (2004). Collabo-
rative strategic reading: “Real world” lessons
from classroom teachers. Remedial and Special
Education, 25, 291-302.

Klingner, J. K., Vaughn S., Hughes, M. T., & Ar-
guélles, M. E. (1999). Sustaining research-
based practices in reading: A 3-year follow-
up. Remedial and Special Education, 20, 263
274.

LeCompte, M. D., & Preissle, J. (1993). Ethnog-
raphy and qualitative design in education re-
search. (2d ed.). San Diego: Academic Press.

Lee, J. (2002). Racial and ethnic achievement gap
trends: Reversing the progress toward eq-
uity. Educational Researcher, 31(1), 3-12.

Levitt, J. (2000). An interim evaluation of operation
safety net: Three-year report. Miami: Miami—
Dade County Public Schools, Office of Eval-
uation and Research.

Madden., N. A., Slavin, R. E., Christie, N., & Kar-
pouzis, K. P. (2001). Success for All alignment
with Stanford Achievement Test: Ninth edition.
Washington, DC: Office of Educational Re-
search and Improvement.

National Reading Panel. (2000). Teaching children
to read: An evidence-based assessment of the sci-
entific research literature on reading and its im-
plications for reading instruction [On-line].
Available: http:/ /www.nichd.nih.gov/publi-
cations/nrp/smallbook.pdf

Pogrow, S. (1998). What is an exemplary pro-
gram and why should anyone care? A reac-
tion to Slavin and Klein. Educational Re-
searcher, 27(7), 22-28.

Pogrow, S. (1999). Rejoinder: Consistent large
gains and high levels of achievement are the
best measures of program quality: Pogrow
responds to Slavin. Educational Researcher,
28(8), 24-26.

MARCH 2006



Pogrow, S. (2002). Success for All is a failure. Phi
Delta Kappan, 83(6), 463—468.

Pressley, M., & El-Dinary, P. B. (1997). What
we know about translating comprehension-
strategies instruction research into practice.
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 30, 486-488.

Slavin, R. E. (1999). Rejoinder: Yes, control
groups are essential in program evaluation:
A response to Pogrow. Educational Re-
searcher, 28(3), 36-38.

Slavin, R. E., & Madden, N. (1999). Effects of bi-
lingual and English as a Second Language
adaptations for Success for All on the read-
ing achievement of students acquiring En-
glish. Journal of Education for Students Placed
at Risk, 4, 393-416.

Slavin, R. E., & Madden, N. A. (2001a, April).
Reducing the gap: Success for All and the
achievement of African-American and Latino
students. Paper presented at the annual meet-
ing of the American Educational Research
Association, Seattle.

Slavin, R. E., & Madden, N. A.(2001b). Success for
All and Comprehensive School Reform: Evidence-
based policies for urban education. Washington,

CHALLENGES 349

DC: Office of Educational Research and Im-
provement.

Slavin, R. E., Madden., N. A., Dolan, L., & Wasik,
B. (1996). Success for All: A summary of re-
search. Journal of Education for Students Placed
at Risk, 1, 41-76.

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualita-
tive research. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Stringfield, S., Millsap, M., & Herman, R. (1997).
Special strategies for educating disadvantaged
children: Results and policy implications. Wash-
ington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

Urdegar, S. (2000). Evaluation of the Success for All
program: 1998-1999. Miami: Miami-Dade
County Public schools, Office of Evaluation
and Research.

Walberg, H. J., & Greenberg, R. C. (1999). Edu-
cators should require evidence. Phi Delta
Kappan, 80, 132-135.

Wells, L. R., Blendinger, J., & Greene, D. (2000,
November). An investigation of the Success
for All reading program. Paper presented at
the annual meeting of the Mid-South
Educational Research Association, Bowling
Green, KY.





