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Lawrence J. Dolan, and Barbara A. Wasik 

The Johns Hopkins University 

This article presents the effects of variations of a schoolwide restructuring pro- 
gram, Success for All, on student reading achievement and other outcomes 
in elementary schools serving large numbers of disadvantaged students. Suc- 
cess for All uses research-based preschool and kindergarten programs, begin- 
ning and intermediate reading programs in Grades 1-3, one-to-one tutoring 
for low-achieving students, family support programs, and other elements. A 
total of five Baltimore schools were studied over a period of 3 years (four 
schools) or 4 years (one school). Comparisons with matched students in matched 
schools indicated strong positive effects on most individually administered 
reading measures in most schools for students who have been in the program 
since first grade. Retentions in grade were also substantially reduced, and at- 
tendance increased over time. 
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here is a continuing crisis in the reading performance of minority students 
in the U.S. Despite steady improvements over the past 20 years, African- 

American students still read substantially less well than do whites. On the 1988 
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), only 39% of African- 
American 9-year-olds could read at the "basic" level, compared to 68% of whites 
(Mullis & Jenkins, 1990). In many urban districts, retention rates for first graders 
have exceeded 20% in recent years, and identification of students as being learn- 
ing disabled has risen. Both retention and special-education placement are largely 
determined on the basis of reading performance (see Norman & Zigmond, 1980; 
Shepard & Smith, 1989). 

The damage done to children by early reading failure and the costs to school 
systems and society are heavy. Students who fail to read adequately by third 
grade are highly unlikely to ultimately graduate from high school and are at 
very high risk for delinquency, early pregnancy, and other problems (Kelly, 
Veldman, & McGuire, 1964; Lloyd, 1978). In the inner city, where poverty, 
social disorganization, and underfunded schools are typical, school failure is 
endemic (Natriello, McDill, & Pallas, 1990). Yet there are some hopeful trends. 
Nationally, Chapter 1 funding has dramatically increased in recent years, and 
changes in legislation have allowed schools in which at least 75% of students 
are in poverty to use their Chapter 1 dollars flexibly to serve all students (Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor, 1990). Growing political support for the con- 
cept of prevention and early intervention to head off early learning deficits has 
led to increases in the federal Head Start program and increases in preschool 
programs in many states. 

Research on the effects of prevention and early intervention on the school 
success of disadvantaged students supports a variety of strategies, including pro- 
vision of high-quality preschool programs (Berrueta-Clement, Schweinhart, 
Barnett, Epstein, & Weikart, 1984; Karweit, 1989a), full-day kindergarten 
(Karweit, 1989b), one-to-one tutoring of at-risk first graders (Pinnell, 1989; Silver 
& Hagin, 1990), improvements in reading curriculum and instructional methods 
(Adams, 1990) and cooperative learning (Slavin, 1990). However, each of these 
strategies only affects students of certain ages, and in most cases effects of one- 
year interventions fade in later years (see Slavin, Karweit, & Wasik, in press). 

How much could a coordinated, multiyear program of prevention and early 
intervention prevent school failure among inner-city children? This is the ques- 
tion addressed by the present article, which describes the implementation and 
evaluation of a program called Success for All. Success for All is designed to 
attempt to ensure that every student in a high-poverty school will succeed in 
acquiring basic skills in the early grades. Success is defined as performing in 
reading at or near grade level by the third grade, maintaining this status through 
the end of the elementary grades, and avoiding retention or special education. 
The program seeks to accomplish this objective by implementing high-quality 
preschool and kindergarten programs, one-to-one tutoring in reading to students 
(especially first graders) who need it, research-based reading instruction in all 
grades, frequent assessment of progress in reading, and a family support pro- 
gram. (Program elements are described in later paragraphs). 
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The principal theoretical basis for the Success for All approach is the idea 
that learning deficits must be prevented in a comprehensive approach emphasiz- 
ing early education, improvement in instruction and curriculum, and intensive 
intervention at the earliest possible stage when deficiencies first begin to ap- 
pear. The goal is to prevent remediation at all costs: Once students have fallen 
seriously behind, they are unlikely to ever catch up to their agemates because 
the experience of failure introduces problems of poor motivation, self-esteem, 
and behavior that undermine the effectiveness of even the best remedial or 
special-education approaches (see Bloom, 1981; Allington & McGill-Franzen, 
1990). As noted earlier, disadvantaged third graders who have failed a grade 
or who are reading significantly below grade level are very unlikely to graduate 
from high school (Lloyd, 1978) and will experience difficulties throughout their 
school careers (Shepard & Smith, 1989). Students who enter special education 
or compensatory education programs are likely to remain in them for many 
years, often for their entire school careers (Anderson & Pellicer, 1990). It is 
hypothesized that by combining prevention (high-quality preschool, kinder- 
garten, and beginning reading instruction), early, intensive intervention (tutor- 
ing for at-risk first graders, family support services), and continuing low-cost 
maintenance interventions in Grades 2-5 (cooperative learning, other improve- 
ments in curriculum and instruction), all students can reach the end of their 
elementary schooling on time with good reading skills. 

Success for All was first implemented in the 1987-88 school year in one 
inner-city Baltimore school, Abbottston Elementary. The first-year assessment 
revealed substantially higher student performance on measures of language 
development in preschool and kindergarten and on measures of reading in 
Grades 1-3 compared to students in a matched school. Reading gains were 
especially large for students who had been in the lowest 25% of their grade 
on pretests: For these students, effect sizes' averaged + .80 on individually ad- 
ministered measures. Further, there were substantial reductions in the numbers 
of students retained or assigned to special education (see Slavin, Madden, 
Karweit, Livermon, & Dolan, 1990). 

During the 1988-89 school year, four additional Baltimore schools began 
to implement Success for All. These schools varied in the resources added to 
their regular Chapter 1 allotments. In the original Success for All school, Ab- 
bottston Elementary School, and in one other school, City Springs Elementary 
School, approximately $400,000 was added to hire additional staff to try to en- 
sure that every child would succeed. These are referred to as "high-resource" 
schools. Three additional Baltimore schools implemented a much less expen- 
sive form of the program that reconfigured existing Chapter 1 resources and 
added approximately $40,000 for materials, training, and a half-time project 
facilitator. These are referred to as "low-resource" schools. All of these Baltimore 
sites serve student bodies that are almost entirely African American. 

The curricula being implemented in all Success for All schools are essen- 
tially the same, with each school receiving the same materials, supplies, and 
training. However, the schools vary considerably in numbers of personnel, par- 
ticularly in the numbers of tutors and family support staff. Table 1 summarizes 
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the major characteristics and staffing of the five Success for All schools in 
Baltimore. 

All of the Baltimore Success for All schools are among the most disadvan- 
taged schools in the city. All are Chapter 1 schoolwide projects, which means 
that at least 75% of students qualify for free lunch and that schools can use 
their Chapter 1 resources to serve all children, rather than only test-eligible 
children. 

Evaluations of Success for All have been conducted each year. The 1988-89 
assessment (Madden, Slavin, Karweit, Dolan, & Wasik, 1990) found that effects 
on reading achievement were very positive at Abbottston Elementary in all 
grades (1-3) in its second year of implementation. Weaker but still positive 
reading effects were found at City Springs and the low-resource schools (after 
less than a full year of implementation) in first and second grades. In all cases, 
the largest effects were for the students who were in the lowest 25% of their 
classes at pretest. 

The 1989-90 evaluation (Madden et al., 1991) again found strong positive 
reading effects for Abbottston at all grade levels, and in this second implemen- 
tation year for City Springs and the low-resource schools. Effects were much 
more positive in first and second grades than they had been after 1 year, 
especially for the lowest achievers. However, only at Abbottston were strong 
effects seen for third graders. 

The present article reports the evaluation of Success for All as of the 
1990-91 school year in its five Baltimore sites. This was a very important year. 
The original goal of Success for All was to bring all children near grade level 
in reading performance by the end of third grade (see Slavin, Madden, Karweit, 
Livermon, & Dolan, 1990). This outcome cannot be fully assessed until students 
have been in the program from preschool through third grade, a total of five 
years. However, the 1990-91 evaluation provided the first opportunity to assess 
the performance of third graders who had been in the program since first grade 
(and, at Abbottston, since kindergarten). Can Success for All really achieve suc- 
cess for all? 

Program Elements 

The main elements of Success for All are described below (see Slavin, Madden, 
Karweit, Dolan, & Wasik, 1992, for more detail). 

Reading Tutors 

One of the most important elements for the Success for All model is the use 
of tutors to promote students' success in reading. One-to-one tutoring is the 
most effective form of instruction known (see Slavin, Karweit, & Madden, 1989; 
Wasik & Slavin, 1990). The tutors are certified teachers with experience teaching 
Chapter 1, special education, and/or primary reading. Tutors work one-on-one 
with students who are having difficulties keeping up with their reading groups. 
The tutoring occurs in 20-minute sessions usually taken from an hour-long social 
studies period. In general, tutors support students' success in the regular reading 
curriculum, rather than teaching different objectives. For example, the tutor 
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will work with a student on the same story and concepts being read and taught 
in the regular class. However, tutors seek to identify learning problems, use 
different strategies to teach the same skills, and teach metacognitive skills beyond 
those taught in the classroom program (Wasik & Madden, 1991). High-resource 
schools have six or more tutors, and low-resource schools have two to three. 

During daily 90-minute reading periods, tutors serve as additional reading 
teachers to reduce class size for reading to about 15 in high-resource schools 
and about 20 in low-resource schools (because they have fewer tutors to reduce 
class size). Reading teachers and tutors use brief forms to communicate about 
students' specific problems and needs and meet at regular times to coordinate 
their approaches with individual children. 

Initial decisions about reading-group placement and the need for tutoring 
are based on informal reading inventories that the tutors give to each child. 
Subsequent reading group placements and tutoring assignments are made based 
on curriculum-based assessments given every 8 weeks, which include teacher 
judgments as well as more formal assessments. First graders receive priority 
for tutoring on the assumption that the primary function of the tutors is to help 
all students be successful in reading the first time, before they have the oppor- 
tunity to fail and become remedial readers. 

The tutoring aspect of Success for All is similar to the approach taken in 
another highly successful program, Reading Recovery (Pinnell, 1989). The major 
difference in instructional strategies between the two models of tutoring is that 
Success for All is closely linked to regular classroom reading instruction while 
Reading Recovery uses a stand-alone tutorial model. 

Reading Programs 
Students in Grades 1-3 are regrouped for reading. The students are assigned 
to heterogeneous, age-grouped classes with class sizes of about 25 most of the 
day, but during a regular 90-minute reading period they are regrouped accord- 
ing to reading performance levels into reading classes of 15-20 students all at 
the same level. For example, a 2-1 reading class might contain first-, second-, 
and third-grade students all reading at the same level, which eliminates the need 
for reading groups within the class. This regrouping allows the teacher to teach 
the whole reading class without having to break the class into reading groups, 
increasing time for instruction and eliminating the need for unsupervised seat- 
work. This regrouping plan is a form of the Joplin Plan, which has been found 
to increase achievement in elementary reading (Slavin, 1987). 

Reading teachers at every grade level begin reading time by reading 
children's literature to students and engaging them in a discussion of the story 
to enhance their understanding of the story, listening and speaking vocabulary, 
and knowledge of story structure. In kindergarten and first grade, the program 
emphasizes development of basic language skills with the use of Story Telling 
and Retelling (STaR), which involves the students in listening to, retelling, and 
dramatizing children's literature (Karweit, Coleman, Waclawiw, & Petza, 1990). 
Big books as well as oral and written composing activities allow students to 
develop concepts of print as they also develop knowledge of story structure. 
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Peabody Language Development Kits are used to further develop receptive and 
expressive language. 

Beginning reading (Madden & Livermon, 1990) is introduced in the second 
semester of kindergarten. In this program, letters and sounds are introduced 
in an active, engaging series of activities that begins with oral language and moves 
into written symbols. The K-1 reading program uses a series of phonetically 
regular but interesting minibooks and emphasizes repeated oral reading to part- 
ners as well as to the teacher. Individual sounds are integrated into a context 
of words, sentences, and stories. Instruction is provided in story structure, 
specific comprehension skills, and integration of reading and writing. 

When students reach the primer reading level, they use a form of 
Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC; Stevens, Madden, 
Slavin, & Famish, 1987) with the district's basal series and novels. CIRC uses 
cooperative learning activities built around story structure, prediction, sum- 
marization, vocabulary building, decoding practice, and story-related writing. 
Students engage in partner reading and structured discussion of the stories or 
novels, and work toward mastery of the vocabulary and content of the story 
in teams. Story-related writing is also shared within teams. Cooperative learn- 
ing both increases students' motivation and engages them in activities known 
to contribute to reading comprehension, such as elaboration, summarization, 
and rephrasing (see Slavin, 1990). Specifically, research on CIRC has found it 
to increase students' reading comprehension, language skills, and writing pro- 
ficiency significantly (Steven, Madden, Slavin, & Famish, 1987). 

In addition to these story-related activities, teachers provide direct instruc- 
tion in reading comprehension skills, and students practice these skills in their 
teams. Classroom libraries of trade books at students' reading levels are pro- 
vided for each teacher, and students read books of their choice for homework 
for 20 minutes each night. Home readings are shared though presentations, sum- 
maries, puppet shows, and other formats twice a week during "book club" 
sessions. 

Eight-Week Reading Assessments 
At 8-week intervals, reading teachers assess student progress through the reading 
program. The results of the assessments are used to determine who is to receive 
tutoring, to change students' reading groups, to suggest other adaptations in 
students' programs, and to identify students who need other types of assistance, 
such as family interventions or screening for vision and hearing problems. 

Preschool and Kindergarten 
All of the Success for All schools in Baltimore provide a half-day preschool, 
and three of the five provide a full-day kindergarten for eligible students. The 
preschool and kindergarten programs focus on providing a balanced and 
developmentally appropriate learning experience for young children. The cur- 
riculum emphasizes the development and use of language. Thematic units in- 
tegrate language, math, social studies, music, and art activities. Children are en- 
couraged to select activities and to work cooperatively and independently at 
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a variety of centers. Readiness activities include use of the Peabody Language 
Development Kits and Story Telling and Retelling (STaR), in which students 
retell stories read by the teachers (Karweit & Coleman, 1991). Pre-reading ac- 
tivities begin in the second semester of kindergarten. 

Family Support Team 

A family support team works in each school. In the high-resource schools, social 
workers, attendance monitors, and other staff are added to the school's usual 
staff. In low-resource schools, the family support team consists of staff already 
present in school, such as the Chapter 1 parent liaison, counselor, vice prin- 
cipal, and teacher representatives. The family support team provides parenting 
education and works to involve parents in support of their children's success 
in school. Also, family support staff are called upon to provide assistance when 
students seem to be working at less than full potential because of problems 
at home. Students who are not getting adequate sleep or nutrition, need glasses, 
are not attending school regularly, or are exhibiting serious behavior problems 
receive family support assistance. The family support team is strongly integrated 
into the academic program of the school. The team receives referrals from 
teachers and tutors regarding children who are not making adequate academic 
progress and thereby functions as an additional intervention for students in need 
of assistance above and beyond that provided by the classroom teacher or tutor. 

The family support program in Success for All resembles approaches em- 
phasized in James Comer's (1988) schoolwide restructuring model, which has 
been effective in increasing student achievement over time. 

Program Facilitator 

A program facilitator works at the school (with the principal) to oversee the 
operation of the Success for All model. High-resource schools in Baltimore have 
full-time facilitators, whereas low-resource schools have half-time facilitators. 
The facilitator helps plan the Success for All program, helps the principal with 
scheduling, and visits classes and tutoring sessions frequently to help teachers 
and tutors with individual problems. He or she works directly with the teachers 
on implementation of the curriculum, classroom management, and other issues, 
helps teachers and tutors deal with individual educational or behavior problems 
or other special concerns, and coordinates the activities of the family support 
team with those of the instructional staff. The facilitator oversees the 8-week 
assessment program and helps teachers make decisions about grouping, place- 
ment in tutoring, and other services. 

Teachers and Teacher Training 
The teachers and tutors are regular certified teachers. They received detailed 
teacher's manuals supplemented by 2 to 3 days of in-service at the beginning 
of the school year. For teachers of Grades 1-3 and for reading tutors, these 
training sessions focused on implementation of the reading program, and their 
detailed teachers' manuals covered general teaching strategies as well as specific 
lessons. Preschool and kindergarten teachers and aides were trained in the use 
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of the STaR and Peabody programs, thematic units, and other aspects of the 
preschool and kindergarten models. Tutors later received an additional day of 
training on tutoring strategies and reading assessment. 

Throughout each year, additional in-service presentations have been made 
by the facilitators and other project staff covering such topics as classroom man- 
agement, instructional pace, and cooperative learning. Facilitators have also orga- 
nized many informal sessions to allow teachers to share problems and prob- 
lem solutions, suggest changes, and discuss individual children. The staff 
development model used in Success for All emphasizes relatively brief initial 
training with extensive classroom followup, coaching, and group discussion. 

Special Education 

Every effort is made to deal with students' learning problems within the con- 
text of the regular classroom, as supplemented by tutors (see Slavin, Madden, 
Karweit, Dolan, Wasik, Shaw, Mainzer, & Haxby, 1991). Tutors evaluate stu- 
dents' strengths and weaknesses and develop strategies to teach in the most 
effective way. Tutors also communicate to their reading teachers many effec- 
tive methods of teaching students. In some schools, special education teachers 
work as tutors and reading teachers with students identified as learning disabled. 

Advisory Committee 

An advisory committee composed of the building principal, program facilitator, 
teacher representatives, family support staff, and Johns Hopkins staff meets 
regularly to review the progress of the program and to identify and solve any 
problems that arise. 

Evaluation Design 

Matching 
Each of the five Success for All schools was matched with a comparison school 
that was similar in its percentage of students receiving free lunch, its historical 
achievement level, and other factors. Within each matched school, students 
were individually matched on standardized achievement test scores from the 
spring before implementation began. Only students in experimental and con- 
trol schools who have been in their respective schools since first grade (or earlier) 
were included in this analysis. 

Control Schools 
Control schools were Baltimore City elementary schools that were (like the Suc- 
cess for All schools) Chapter 1 schoolwide projects. Control schools 
implemented a traditional reading program built around the Macmillan Con- 
nections basal series. Chapter 1 funds were primarily used in the control schools 
to reduce class size in Grades 1-3 and to provide traditional group pullout ser- 
vices to low achieving students. 
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Measures 

Assessments of reading proficiency were individually administered to students 
by specially trained students from local colleges who were unaware of the study 
hypotheses or of the schools' treatment status, and other data were obtained 
from school records. The specific measures used were as follows. 

1. Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery (Woodcock, 1984). Two 
Woodcock scales, Letter-Word Identification and Word Attack, were 
individually administered to students in Grades 1-3. The Letter-Word 
scale was used to assess recognition of letters and common sight words, 
whereas the Word Attack scale assessed phonetic synthesis skills. 

2. Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty (Durrell & Catterson, 1980). The 
Durrell Oral Reading scale was administered to students in Grades 1-3. 
Oral Reading presents a series of graded reading passages which students 
read aloud, followed by comprehension questions. 

3. Retentions. The number of students retained each year was obtained 
from school records. These records were only available from the Suc- 
cess for All schools. 

4. Attendance. Yearly attendance rates were obtained from school records. 
These records were only available from the Success for All schools. 

Analyses 
The reading test data were analyzed using multivariate analyses of variance 
(MANOVAs), with pretests (standard scores) as covariates and raw scores on the 
three reading scales as dependent measures. The MANOVAs produced Wilks's 
lambda statistics and tests of significance that indicate the program effect on 
a general "reading" factor. Following the multivariate analyses, univariate 
analyses of covariance (ANCOVAs) were computed for each dependent measure 
separately. Univariate analyses should be interpreted cautiously if multivariate 
analyses are not statistically significant at p < .10 or better. 

For each of the reading variables, separate analyses were conduced for stu- 
dents who scored in the lowest 25% of their cohorts on the pretests. Because 
of the small Ns at each school and grade level for these analyses, the low 25 % 
analyses must be considered exploratory rather than conclusive, but they do 
provide an important look at the program outcomes for students who were 
most at-risk. These students are of particular interest because they receive the 
bulk of the tutoring, family support, and other supplementary services, and 
because outcomes for these students have the greatest meaning for Chapter 1 
and special education policies. 

Results 

The results of the multivariate and univariate analyses of the reading data are 
summarized in Tables 2-4. In the tables, grade equivalents are shown for each 
outcome measure for purposes of illustration; they were never used in analyses. 
In addition, effect sizes are shown for each experimental-control comparison. 
These are computed as the difference between the experimental and control 
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group means divided by the control group's standard deviation (Glass, McGaw, 
& Smith, 1981). Effect sizes are averaged across schools and across measures. 

For the low 25% analyses, use of the usual effect-size formula may inflate 
the estimate because restricted range in this group reduces its standard devia- 
tion. We used the usual formula for three reasons: First, the restriction of range 
is only moderate because the "low 25 %" group is identified based on pretest, 
not posttest scores; second, there is an argument to be made that a treatment 
effect of a given size is more important when added to a low score than a high 
one-increasing from a grade equivalent of 1.5 to 2.0 is larger in percentage 
and practical terms than an increase from 2.5 to 3.0; third, other studies of in- 
terventions for low achievers do not use a correction for restricted range, so 
to do so would complicate comparisons with such other interventions as 
Reading Recovery (Pinnell, 1989) or Prevention of Learning Disabilities (Silver 
& Hagin, 1990). However, both because of the problem of restricted range and 
because of the small N's involved, effect size estimates from the low-25 % sub- 
sample should be interpreted cautiously. 

First-Grade Reading 
The 1990-91 first-grade cohort is the first to have experienced the Success for 
All preschool, kindergarten, and first-grade programs in four of the five schools, 
and the second to do so at Abbottston. The multivariate analyses were statis- 
tically significant at every school. Univariate analyses showed consistent signifi- 
cant effects (p < .05) on the Woodcock Word Attack scale in all schools, and 
positive but less consistently significant effects on the other two reading 
measures. Effect sizes averaged + .38 for Letter-Word, + .91 for Word Attack, 
and + .23 for the Oral Reading scale. 

As in all previous years, effect sizes for the lowest achieving students were 
generally higher than those for students in general, although often not statistically 
significant due to low Ns. Effects for the lowest achievers were substantial (and 
statistically significant, p < .05 or better) at Abbottston, which has the highest 
ratio of tutors to students. Mean effect sizes across all schools were + .61 for 
Letter-Word, + 1.06 for Word Attack, and + .78 for Oral Reading. These are 
similar to end-of-first-grade effects found in studies of Reading Recovery for 
Text Reading Level, a measure like the Durrell Oral Reading scale. Effect sizes 
for that program have averaged around + .75 (see Pinnell, 1989; Wasik & Slavin, 
1990). However, note from the previous discussion that effect sizes for Suc- 
cess for All low achievers and for Reading Recovery may be inflated by range 
restriction. 

Second-Grade Reading 
Results at the second grade level show a broadening of the program impact 
to all reading measures, not just Word Attack. The multivariate analyses were 
statistically significant at every school except City Springs, where the analysis 
narrowly failed to achieve conventional significance levels (p < .13). Statistically 
significant differences (p < .05 or better) were found for every measure at every 
school except for Word Attack at City Springs. Average effect sizes were + .55 
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Table 2 
Effects of Success for All on Individual Reading Measures 

Grade 1 

Abbottston 

SFA Control F 
City Springs 

SFA Control F 

Wilks's lambda .839 6.22**** .712 13.86*... 

All Students 

PRE x 429.10 428.33 407.78 407.57 
(SD) (73.59) (72.70) (65.13) (66.40) 

Letter-Word x 18.33 17.06 1.18 18.17 15.20 9.71*** 
(SD) (5.32) (7.16) (5.13) (6.14) 
GE 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.4 
ES +.18 +.48 

Word Attack x 5.69 2.71 12.18* 5.15 1.89 27.14*. 
(SD) (4.71) (3.89) (3.80) (3.18) 
GE 2.2 1.7 2.1 1.6 
ES +.77 + 1.03 

Oral Reading x 6.24 5.33 < 1 4.70 3.63 1.71 
(SD) (4.81) (6.23) (4.58) (4.81) 
GE 2.0 1.8 1.7 1.5 
ES +.15 +.22 

'1 ES +.37 + .58 
N 51 51 54 54 

Low 25% 

PRE x 335.00 334.62 321.00 319.64 
(SD) (20.83) (22.99) (30.26) (34.00) 

Letter-Word x 18.92 10.85 15.17*. 14.00 10.86 2.78* 
(SD) (4.33) (6.19) (4.21) (5.49) 
GE 1.7 1.2 1.3 1.2 
ES + 1.30 + .57 

Word Attack x 6.69 0.69 14.91 2.57 0.86 2.84* 
(SD) (4.91) (2.50) (2.90) (2.41) 
GE 2.4 1.3 1.7 1.3 
ES + 2.40 + .71 

Oral Reading x 5.85 1.08 15.96* 1.86 0.86 < 1 
(SD) (3.31) (2.66) (3.80) (2.68) 
GE 1.9 1.1 1.2 1.1 
ES + 1.79 + .37 

11 ES +1.83 +.55 
N 13 13 14 14 

Note. SFA = Success for All, GE = grade equivalent, and ES = effect size. 
*p <.10. **p < .05. ***p < .01. ****p <.001. 
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Dallas Nicholas 

SFA Control F 

Harriet Tubman 

SFA Control F 

Dr. Bernard Harris 

SFA Control F 

All 
schools 

ES 

.814 5.40** .851 4.37*** .761 12.65**** 

377.26 378.71 456.78 456.60 366.16 371.30 
(49.62) (48.87) (57.02) (56.19) (58.23) (54.19) 

16.03 14.87 1.30 20.65 18.47 3.12* 19.17 14.60 19.31**** 
(3.89) (5.48) (4.99) (6.59) (5.93) (6.67) 

1.5 1.4 1.8 1.6 1.7 1.4 
+.21 +.33 +.69 +.38 

4.32 1.68 11.79*... 5.90 3.20 8.77*** 5.95 1.94 38.45.. 
(4.15) (2.84) (4.06) (4.19) (3.81) (3.45) 

2.0 1.5 2.2 1.8 2.2 1.6 
+ 93 +.64 +1.16 +.91 

3.05 3.05 < 1 6.50 5.90 < 1 6.79 3.62 17.29*... 
(3.25) (4.43) (5.50) (4.83) (4.64) (4.83) 

1.4 1.4 2.0 1.9 2.1 1.5 
.00 +.12 +.66 +.23 

+.38 +.36 +.84 +.51 
38 38 40 40 63 63 

322.90 325.70 376.60 377.60 292.56 301.37 
(18.21) (20.61) (35.42) (34.03) (27.37) (27.52) 

16.60 14.20 1.35 17.80 16.40 < 1 16.44 12.00 4.54** 
(3.03) (7.77) (4.08) (6.40) (7.75) (6.97) 

1.5 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.2 
+.31 +.22 +.64 +.61 

4.10 1.80 3.15* 4.80 2.80 1.21 6.12 1.81 8.21*** 
(3.25) (3.36) (4.10) (3.82) (5.15) (4.43) 

1.9 1.6 2.0 1.7 2.2 1.6 
+ .68 + .52 + .98 +1.06 

4.40 2.40 1.51 3.80 4.20 < 1 5.63 1.37 10.36** 
(3.24) (4.79) (3.71) (4.94) (5.57) (3.07) 

1.7 1.3 1.6 1.6 1.9 1.2 
+ .42 -.08 +1.38 + .78 

+ .47 +.22 +1.00 + .82 
10 10 10 10 16 16 
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Table 3 
Effects of Success for All on Individual Reading Measures 

Grade 2 

Abbottston 

SFA Control F 

City Springs 

SFA Control F 

Wilks's lambda .734 7.84*** .926 1.96 

All Students 

PRE x 330.80 331.23 364.80 364.46 
(SD) (69.50) (67.72) (63.66) (63.58) 

Letter-Word x 25.69 21.49 18.25**** 23.44 20.72 4.98** 
(SD) (5.80) (5.93) (5.92) (7.23) 
GE 2.4 1.9 2.1 1.8 
ES +.71 +.38 

Word Attack x 8.46 5.46 7.10'** 7.10 5.85 1.37 
(SD) (6.83) (4.33) (5. 14) (5.04) 
GE 2.8 2.1 2.5 2.2 
ES +.69 +.25 

Oral Reading x 14.00 8.46 20.95*.*. 10.87 8.56 4.06* 
(SD) (8.44) (5.68) (6.90) (4.50) 
GE 3.3 2.3 2.7 2.4 
ES +.98 +.51 

M ES +.79 +.38 
N 35 35 39 39 

Low 25% 

PRE x 247.00 250.00 283.30 283.40 
(SD) (26.32) (29.10) (26.09) (27.05) 

Letter-Word x 21.22 15 11 8.15** 20.90 13.90 5.94* 
(SD) (3.80) (5.69) (5.32) (7.13) 
GE 1.9 1.4 1.8 1.3 
ES +1.07 + .98 

Word Attack x 4.89 1.78 5.17* 5.50 1.90 7.29* 
(SD) (3.55) (2.44) (3.14) (2.64) 
GE 2.1 1.6 2.1 1.6 
ES + 1.28 + 1.36 

Oral Reading x 7.11 3.56 5.11* 8.40 4.80 3.05* 
(SD) (4.37) (4.10) (6.10) (3.68) 
GE 2.1 1.5 2.3 1.7 
ES +.87 +.98 

M ES + 1.07 + 1.11 
N 9 9 10 10 

Note. SFA = Success for All, GE = grade equivalent, and ES = effect size. 
*p < .10. **p <.05. ***p < .01. ****p <.001. 
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Dallas Nicholas 

SFA Control F 

Harriet Tubman 

SFA Control F 

Dr. Bernard Harris 

SFA Control F 

All 
schools 

ES 

.797 5.85** .792 9.69*. .886 4.69*** 

333.59 335.54 356.36 360.47 341.67 342.68 
(66.68) (65.64) (81.91) (68.44) (69.77) (66.99) 

24.89 20.73 11.39** 26.26 22.52 15.80*. 24.76 21.67 10.08*** +.55 
(7.37) (6.65) (6.76) (6.60) (6.71) (7.10) 
2.2 1.8 2.5 2.0 2.2 1.9 

+.63 +.57 +.44 

9.22 4.73 17.68**** 10.00 5.05 29.01 . 7.92 5.08 12.12.. 
(6.00) (4.68) (6.65) (4.82) (6.25) (4.93) 
3.0 2.0 3.2 2.1 2.7 2.1 

+ .96 +1.03 + .58 + .70 

10.81 8.16 5.00** 12.62 9.45 11.64** 11.61 9.10 7.00*** 
(7.80) (6.42) (6.34) (6.67) (7.24) (6.44) 

2.7 2.3 3.0 2.5 2.9 2.5 
+ .41 +.48 +.39 + 55 

+.67 +.69 + .47 + .60 
37 37 58 58 51 51 

244.33 247.33 248.27 264.13 246.15 250.15 
(19.74) (17.91) (39.32) (38.96) (41.92) (31.49) 

18.00 14.89 1.55 19.13 15.47 4.30* 17.38 17.46 < 1 
(4.80) (5.44) (4.07) (4.70) (5.45) (5.35) 

1.6 1.4 1.7 1.4 1.6 1.6 
+ .57 + .78 - .01 + .68 

5.11 1.22 6.82* 5.40 1.13 12.32 ** 3.00 1.54 2.68 
(3.82) (1.92) (4.30) (2.00) (3.24) (2.18) 

2.1 1.4 2.1 1.4 1.8 1.5 
+2.03 +2.14 + .67 + 1.50 

4.22 2.00 1.52 6.27 2.93 6.42** 4.46 3.38 1.06 
(4.30) (2.65) (3.77) (3.10) (4.17) (3.40) 

1.6 1.3 2.0 1.4 1.7 1.5 
+ .84 +1.07 + .32 + .82 

+ 1.15 + 1.33 + 33 + 1.00 
9 9 15 15 13 13 
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Table 4 
Effects of Success for All on Individual Reading Measures 

Grade 3 

Abbottston 

SFA Control F 

City Springs 
SFA Control F 

Wilks's lambda .791 7.64*.*** .750 8.98*. 

All Students 

PRE x 328.63 332.61 330.47 332.02 
(SD) (96.99) (85.98) (87.74) (74.56) 

Letter-Word x 30.61 26.17 15.93**** 25.40 24.33 < 1 
(SD) (7.11) (6.57) (6.56) (5.17) 
GE 3.6 2.5 2.3 2.2 
ES +.68 +.21 

Word Attack x 13.04 7.24 23.17.*. 9.79 5.74 11.77*. 
(SD) (7.73) (5.06) (6.72) (4.58) 
GE 4.4 2.5 3.1 2.2 
ES + 1.15 +.88 

Oral Reading x 19.09 14.48 11.14**** 14.23 11.26 6.42*** 
(SD) (7.38) (7.74) (5.83) (5.72) 
GE 4.1 3.4 3.3 2.8 
ES +.60 +.52 

'M ES +.81 +.54 
N 46 46 43 43 

Low 25% 

PRE x 203.58 222.42 219.90 231.40 
(SD) (43.62) (24.07) (82.09) (35.40) 

Letter-Word x 25.50 20.17 7.54 * * 22.50 21.40 <1 
(SD) (6.99) (4.37) (7.15) (5.58) 
GE 2.4 1.8 2.0 1.9 
ES + 1.22 +.20 

Word Attack x 10.17 2.33 13.41** 6.00 3.50 <1 
(SD) (8.22) (2.90) (5.21) (5.00) 
GE 3.2 1.7 2.2 1.8 
ES + 2.70 + .50 

Oral Reading x 15.83 7.83 17.66**** 11.80 7.40 3.02* 
(SD) (7.06) (4.39) (5.03) (5.66) 
GE 3.6 2.2 2.9 2.2 
ES + 1.82 + .78 

IM ES +1.91 +.49 
N 12 12 10 10 

Note. SFA = Success for All, GE = grade equivalent, and ES = effect size. 
*p <.10. .**p <.05 , ***p < .ol. ****p <.001. 
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Dallas Nicholas 

SFA Control F 

Harriet Tubman 

SFA Control F 

Dr. Bernard Harris 

SFA Control F 

All 
schools 

ES 

.895 2.23* .830 4.91** .932 2.11' 

381.81 381.81 367.59 367.59 340.28 342.46 
(54.65) (54.65) (57.29) (57.29) (85.20) (81.12) 

29.97 27.55 4.64* 29.54 24.82 12.84*. 28.24 25.39 6.27*** 
(5.03) (5.12) (6.07) (6.57) (7.08) (6.84) 

3.4 2.8 3.3 2.2 3.0 2.3 
+ .47 +.72 +.42 +.50 

10.58 8.94 1.43 11.08 6.34 12.84*** 9.26 7.30 2.98* 
(6.15) (5.54) (7.14) (5.09) (6.27) (6.67) 
3.4 2.9 3.6 2.3 3.0 2.5 

+ 30 +.93 +.29 + .71 

18.13 14.71 4.82* 16.21 12.56 8.03*** 15.91 13.48 4.66* 
(6.94) (6.25) (7.21) (7.05) (6.77) (8.03) 

3.6 3.4 3.6 3.0 3.6 3.2 
+ .55 +.52 +.30 +.50 

+ .44 +.72 + 34 +.57 
31 31 39 39 46 46 

306.38 306.38 290.30 290.30 222.83 230.75 
(18.67) (18.67) (27.45) (27.45) (37,74) (32.99) 

27.75 24.25 4.40** 28.50 20.70 11.25*** 22.08 20.92 < 1 
(2.92) (3.53) (7.58) (5.14) (6.53) (4.70) 
2.9 2.2 3.1 1.8 2.0 1.8 

+ 99 +1.52 + .25 + .84 

7.25 7.13 < 1 10.50 4.10 6.62* 5.25 4.00 < 1 
(4.56) (1.89) (7.29) (3.76) (5.24) (4.67) 

2.5 2.5 3.4 1.9 2.1 1.9 
+ .06 +.1.70 + .27 + 1.05 

16.75 11.00 3.73* 12.20 6.80 5.50* 9.00 8.00 < 1 
(6.92) (4.28) (5.77) (5.35) (4.78) (4.59) 
3.7 2.8 3.0 2.1 2.4 2.3 

+ 1.35 + 1.01 + .22 + 1.04 

+.80 +1.41 +.25 +.98 
8 8 10 10 12 12 
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Madden, Slavin, Karweit, Dolan, and Wasik 

for Letter-Word, + .70 for Word Attack, and + .55 for Oral Reading. 
For the lowest achieving second graders, effects were also very positive, 

statistically significant (p < .05 or better) on all measures at Abbottston and Har- 
riet Tubman, on Letter-Word and Word Attack at City Springs, and Word At- 
tack at Dallas Nicholas. Overall effect sizes were + .68 for Letter-Word, + 1.50 
for Word Attack, and + .82 for Oral Reading. 

Third-Grade Reading 
Effects for third graders were like those for second graders. The multivariate 
analyses were statistically significant for every school, and univariate analyses 
were statistically significant (p < .05 or better) on every measure at every school 
except for Letter-Word at City Springs, Word Attack at Dallas Nicholas, and 
Word Attack at Dr. Bernard Harris. Average effect sizes were +.50 for Letter- 
Word, + .71 for Word Attack, and + .50 for Oral Reading. 

Again, effects for the most at-risk students were larger (in effect-size terms) 
than for students in general, but were not always statistically significant. Signifi- 
cant effects p < .05 or better) were found for this subgroup on all measures 
at Abbottston and Harriet Tubman and on Letter-Word at Dallas Nicholas. 
Average effect sizes were + .84 for Letter-Word, + 1.05 for Word Attack, and 
+ 1.04 for Oral Reading. 

Retentions 

It is a policy of the Success for All program to avoid retaining students except 
under the most extreme circumstances, especially in fully-funded schools. This 
is not to say that every child meets usual district standards for promotion each 
year, but the program's philosophy is that if students are having academic prob- 
lems, they should continue to receive tutoring, instruction appropriate to their 
needs, family support services, and other interventions rather than repeating 
a grade, an expensive and ineffective response to low achievement (see Shepard 
& Smith, 1989). 

Table 5 shows that retentions have in fact diminished markedly in all five 
schools, and in 1990-91 were near zero in three of the five schools (in com- 
parison to rates ranging from 6.7% to 10.7% at pretest). Eliminating retentions 
has taken place much more rapidly in the high-resource schools (Abbottston 
and City Springs) than in the low resource schools because the high-resource 
schools have more alternative interventions available, such as tutoring and 
family-support services. However, the reductions seen in the low-resource 
schools are still considerable. 

Attendance 

Table 6 shows the percent of students in all grades (pre-K to 5) absent each 
year for the five Success for All schools. The pretest year was 1986-1987 at 
Abbottston, 1987-88 for all other schools. The table shows that all five schools 
have experienced reductions in absenteeism since the program began. However, 
the largest reductions by far were at the two high-resource schools, Abbotts- 
ton (5.6%) and City Springs (3.1%). The three low-resource schools reduced 
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Success for All 

Table 5 
Percentage of Students Retained in Success for All Schools 

School Prea Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

Abbottston 10.7 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.5 
City Springs 10.6 7.6 0.0 0.4 
Dallas Nicholas 7.3 5.9 3.4 0.0 
Harriet Tubman 6.7 3.4 1.7 1.9 
Dr. Bernard Harris 6.8 5.2 3.8 1.6 

"a1986-87 for Abbottston; 1987-88 for all other schools. 

Table 6 
Percentage of Students Absent in Success for All Schools 

School Prea Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

Abbottston 13.0 12.5 11.2 7.0 7.4 
City Springs 14.0 14.0 10.1 10.9 
Dallas Nicholas 10.7 13.5 10.0 9.0 
Harriet Tubman 10.3 11.6 9.6 8.8 
Dr. Bernard Harris 10.4 10.5 9.6 9.5 

"1986-87 for Abbottston; 1987-88 for all other schools. 

absenteeism by an average of 1.4%. The strong reductions in absenteeism in 
high-resource schools can be attributed to the additional staff added to these 
schools for the family-support team. Abbottston had two social workers, and 
City Springs had a social worker and an attendance aide. Still, the low-resource 
schools were able to reduce absences somewhat using their existing staff. 

In all schools, important reductions in absences did not occur until the 
second or third implementation years. Absenteeism in inner-city schools is not 
only due to children skipping school but is often due to parents failing to send 
students to school every day. Convincing parents and students that every day 
in school is vital takes time. Further, the Success for All program focuses on 
Grades pre-K to 3 in the first year and adds 4 and 5 in the second year. As a 
result, attendance in the upper grades is not expected to change until the sec- 
ond implementation year at the earliest. 

Does Success for All Achieve Success for All? 
The 1990-91 evaluation provides the first opportunity to look at the achieve- 
ment of third graders who have received virtually all of their reading instruc- 
tion in Success for All. Are all of these students succeeding in reading? 
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Figure 1 summarizes data from all five Success for All and control schools 
for the Durrell Oral Reading scale. The scores are shown in terms of grade 
equivalent bands. As is clear from the figure, not all Success for All students 
are within a grade equivalent of being on level. On the Durrell, 15.7% of Suc- 
cess for All third graders are still performing at least one year below grade level, 
and 3.9% are two years behind (recall that this includes all students who would 
ordinarily have been assigned to special education). However, the situation in 
the control schools is far worse. In these schools, 38.0% of third graders are 
reading at least one year below grade level, and 11.7% two years below. At 
the other end of the distribution 18. 1% of Success for All students scored at 
least a year above grade level and 4.9% two or more years above. The corres- 
ponding percentages for the control group were 12.1% and 1.9%. 

Discussion 

In the fourth year of implementation of Success for All at Abbottston Elemen- 
tary School and the third year in four other Baltimore schools, the program's 
outcomes are very positive on a variety of measures in Grades 1-3. Multivariate 
analyses found positive significant effects of the program in every school at 
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Figure 1. Distribution of grade equivalent scores on the Durrell Oral 
Reading Test, third grades, in Baltimore Success for All schools (1991) 
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every grade level, except for second grade at City Springs. First grade effects 
were most consistent on the Woodcock Word Attack scale, which primarily 
reflects the phonetic emphasis of the beginning reading program. However, 
in second and third grades significant effects were seen on all three reading 
measures in almost all comparisons. Neither the Woodcock Letter-Word scale 
nor the Durrell Oral Reading scale are particularly keyed to a phonetic emphasis. 

Across all reading measures, effect sizes averaged + .51 in first grade, + .60 
in second grade, and + .57 in third grade. A consistent effect size across the 
grades does not imply that effects did not continue to grow: Because standard 
deviations increase over time, a constant effect size requires a growing difference 
between experimental and control groups. For example, grade-equivalent dif- 
ferences between Success for All and control schools on all reading measures 
averaged approximately 3 months in first grade, 5.5 months in second grade, 
and more than 8 months in third grade. 

As in all previous years' evaluations, effects of Success for All were generally 
largest (in effect-size terms) for students who began in the lowest quarters of 
their cohorts. Effect sizes averaged + .82 in first grade, + 1.00 in second, and 
+ .98 in third grade. Many of the effects on low achievers were not statistically 
significant on particular measures at particular grade levels because of low sample 
size, but the overall pattern of larger effects for the lowest achievers is clear 
(although the effect sizes may be inflated for low achievers because of restric- 
tion in range). Success for All has the effect of substantially reducing the number 
of students performing below grade level. In comparison to Success for All 
students, more than twice as many control third graders were performing at 
least a year below grade level on the Durrell Oral Reading scale, and three times 
as many control students were 2 or more years behind, a usual criterion for 
learning disabilities. The larger effects for low achievers (found in all evalua- 
tion years) can be primarily ascribed to the provision of tutoring and other ser- 
vices to the most at-risk students. 

In addition to performing better on reading scales, Success for All students 
were far less likely to be retained than were control students, with retention 
rates near zero for the fully-funded schools. Reducing retention is an explicit 
policy of the program, not an outcome measure, but the ability to successfully 
implement a low-retention policy in inner-city schools used to retaining ap- 
proximately 10% of students each year is important. In light of the achieve- 
ment findings it is clear that low performing students were not hurt by being 
promoted with their agemates (but continuing to receive supportive services 
as long as they need them). The cumulative effect of the nonretention policy 
is dramatic. At Abbottston, only 4% of students who should have been fourth 
graders had been retained, but among the five control schools 31% had failed 
at least one year (see Slavin et al., 1992). 

Attendance rates improved in all five Success for All schools. This improve- 
ment must be ascribed in large part to implementation of the family-support 
elements of Success for All. Attendance among young children is primarily a 
function of parent actions, not of individual children skipping school. By build- 
ing positive relationships with parents and then following up quickly and con- 
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sistently with parents who are not regularly sending their children to school, 
it is clear that inner-city schools can improve their attendance rates. 

The largest effects were generally found at the first school, Abbottston 
Elementary, especially for the lowest achievers. This is not surprising; Abbott- 
ston has the highest level of funding, which means it can invest more in tutors 
than other schools. It also has additional family support staff not provided to 
the low-resource schools, and has been in operation a year longer than the other 
schools. Yet it is important to note that the main outcome differences between 
Abbottston and less highly funded schools are in effects on the lowest achiev- 
ing students, including reducing retentions. For students in general, the low- 
resource schools performed nearly as well. What this implies is that it is possi- 
ble to significantly raise student achievement in schools serving many disad- 
vantaged students by improving curriculum, instruction, and support services, 
but to ensure success for all, a higher investment may be needed. 

The need for early intervention in programming for at-risk students is at- 
tested to by the pattern of findings over the years of implementation of Suc- 
cess for All (see Slavin et al., 1992). Program implementation generally begins 
in Grades K-3 or Preschool-3 and then expands to encompass Grades 4-5 in 
the second year. Yet substantial reading effects typically appear in the first im- 
plementation year only in kindergarten and first grade. In the second year large 
effects are also seen in second grade, and after 3 years, large third-grade effects 
are found. What this implies is that improving curriculum, instruction, and sup- 
port services for students who have already fallen behind is relatively ineffec- 
tive. Ensuring success from the beginning of formal reading instruction (first 
grade or earlier) is a far more effective strategy. 

Although early intervention is necessary, it is not sufficient in itself. Almost 
without exception, effects of 1- or 2-year interventions on cognitive outcomes 
fade over time. This has been extensively documented for effects of preschool 
on achievement outcomes (McKey, Condelli, Ganson, Barrett, McConkey, & 
Plantz, 1985), although long-term effects on such outcomes as dropout and delin- 
quency have been found (Berrueta-Clement et al., 1984). Reading Recovery (Pin- 
nell, 1989), which provides one-to-one tutoring to at-risk first graders, has found 
effects at the end of first grade much like those found for the lowest-25% 
students in Success for All. However, although these effects (in raw scores) have 
maintained through second and third grades, effect sizes have diminished each 
year (see Wasik & Slavin, 1990). In contrast, reading effects for Success for All 
have increased each year in grade-equivalent terms and remained stable in ef- 
fect sizes. What this implies is that early and continued intervention is needed 
to ensure the cognitive growth of at-risk students throughout their schooling. 
The continued intervention in Success for All primarily consists of improved 
curriculum and instruction, not direct services to individuals, but even this 
relatively mild and inexpensive intervention is apparently capable of ensuring 
that at-risk students continue to grow in reading performance. 

Can Success for All Be Replicated? 
The practical importance of research on Success for All would be minimal if 
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the program depended on conditions unlikely to exist outside of the five pilot 
schools, yet this is not the case. As of this writing, Success for All exists in 31 
schools in 12 states, including California, Idaho, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, 
Alabama, Texas, Tennessee, Illinois, and Indiana. A 3-year evaluation of the pro- 
gram in a Philadelphia school with a majority of Cambodian students found 
very positive effects (Slavin & Yampolsky, 1991), as have shorter evaluations 
in Memphis (Ross & Smith, 1991) and rural Maryland (Slavin & Madden, 1991). 
After small-scale pilots, many school districts have expanded the model to ad- 
ditional schools within their districts. Clearly, effective implementation of Suc- 
cess for All does not depend on proximity to Baltimore or on unusually 
charismatic principals or outstanding staffs. 

The greatest impediment to practical applications of Success for All is the 
program's cost. However, cost need not be a barrier, especially beyond the 
short term. Success for All implementations are primarily funded by Chapter 
1. In the time since Abbottston Elementary began to implement Success for 
All (1987-88), national funding for Chapter 1 has increased by almost 70% (to 
nearly $6.7 billion in 1992-93). Some of these funds have gone into concen- 
tration grants, which give high-poverty districts disproportionate increases, and 
many districts are concentrating Chapter 1 funds in their highest-poverty elemen- 
tary schools. As a result, many districts can fully fund Success for All as an alter- 
native use of the same funds provided to all similar schools. Total costs of the 
program, primarily salaries for the facilitator, tutors, and other staff, range from 
approximately $196,000 to $640,000 per year, which is within the Chapter 1 
or Chapter 1 plus special education budgets of many high-poverty elementary 
schools (Slavin et al., 1992). 

In addition, Success for All brings about many savings. Total per-pupil cost 
in Baltimore is almost $4800; retaining a student may be seen as investing in 
a very expensive remedial year. Reducing retentions from 11% to zero in a 
school of 500 students thus saves $264,000 per year. Reductions in special educa- 
tion referrals and placements, duplicate services, and other costs further offset 
the program's overall expense (see Slavin et al., 1992). 

Policy Implications 
As is the case for any early intervention program, the full impact of Success 
for All cannot be known until long after students have completed the program. 
However, after 4 years of program implementation, it is possible to discuss im- 
plications of the model for several important policy areas. 

The primary importance of research on Success for All is in demonstrating 
that with early and continuing intervention nearly all children can be successful 
in reading. Common practice in compensatory education (primarily the federal 
Chapter 1 program) and in special education is to identify children who have 
already fallen behind and then to provide them with remedial services that may 
last for many years (Allington & McGill-Frazen, 1990; Anderson & Pellicer, 1990). 
Research on Success for All and on other intensive early intervention programs 
such as Reading Recovery (Pinnell, 1989) and Prevention of Learning Disabilities 
(Silver & Hagin, 1990) has begun to provide practical and effective alternatives 
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to the remedial approach. If reading failure is fundamentally preventable for 
nearly all children, thinking about learning disabilities and about compensatory 
education must change (see Slavin et al., 1992; Slavin et al., 1991; Slavin, 1991, 
for more on this). 

More research is still needed on Success for All. Each year of evaluation 
adds information about the long-term impact of the program. There is a need 
to evaluate the many program components separately, to evaluate less expen- 
sive versions of the program, and to evaluate it in different settings. However, 
the findings to date suggest that Success for All is effective in enhancing the 
reading success of students in inner-city schools, and this has important im- 
mediate implications for policy and practice. 

Notes 

This research was supported by grants from the Office of Educational Research and Im- 

provement, U.S. Department of Education (No. OERI-R-117-R90002), the Abell Founda- 
tion, and the France and Merrick Foundations. However, any opinions expressed are our 
own, and do not represent OERI positions or policies. 

We would like to thank the following individuals for their assistance in their research: 
Matthew Riley, James Sarnecki, Leonard Wheeler, Carla Ford, Nancy Gimbel, Norman Walsh, 
Denise Borders, Lawrence Howe, Craig Spilman, Cornelius Johnson, Maudestine Godsey, 
Ardena Dixon, Alexander Gates, Alma Brown, Phoebe Shorter, Mary Donnelly, Leila Newkirk, 
and Deborah Wortham of the Baltimore City Public Schools; Alta Shaw, Lynne Mainzer, Robert 
Petza, Barbara Haxby, Mary Alice Bond, and Gretta Gordy of the Johns Hopkins University; 
and Robert Embry, Kalman Hettleman, Alice Pinderhughes, Mary Leighton, and Scott Durkin. 

'An effect size is the difference between the experimental and control group means 
divided by the control group's standard deviation. 

References 

Adams, M. J. (1990). Beginning to read: Thinking and learning about print. Cambridge: 
MIT Press. 

Allington, R. L., & McGill-Franzen, A. (1990). Children with reading problems: How we 

wrongfully classify them and fail to teach many to read. ERS Spectrum, 8(4), 3-9. 
Anderson, L. W., & Pellicer, L. 0. (1990). Synthesis of research on compensatory and 

remedial education. Educational Leadership, 48(1), 10-16. 
Berrueta-Clement, J. R., Schweinhart, L. J., Barnett, W. S., Epstein, A. S., & Weikart, D. P. 

(1984). Changed lives. Ypsilanti, MI: High/Scope. 
Bloom, B. S. (1981). All our children learning. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Comer, J. (1988). Educating poor minority children. Scientific American, 259(5), 42-48. 
Committee on Education and Labor (1990). Chapter 1 survey of the Hawkins-Stafford 

school improvement amendments. Washington, DC: U.S. House of Representatives. 
Durrell, D., & Catterson, J. (1980). Durrell analysis of reading difficulty. New York: 

The Psychological Corporation. 
Glass, G. V., McGaw, B., & Smith, M. L. (1981). Meta-analysis in social research. Beverly 

Hills, CA: Sage. 
Karweit, N. L. (1989a). Effective preschool programs for students at risk. In R. E. Slavin, 

N. L. Karweit, & N. A. Madden (Eds.), Effective programs for students at risk. Boston: 

Allyn & Bacon. 
Karweit, N. L. (1989b). Effective kindergarten programs and practices for students at risk. 

In R. E. Slavin, N. L. Karweit, & N. A. Madden (Eds.), Effective programs for students 
at risk. Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 

146 

This content downloaded from 162.129.250.14 on Thu, 16 Oct 2014 15:33:42 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Success for All 

Karweit, N. L., & Coleman, M. A. (1991, April). Early childhood programs in Success 
for All. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research 
Association, Chicago. 

Karweit, N. L., Coleman, M. A., Waclawiw, I., & Petza, R. (1990). Story telling and retelling 
(STaR): Teacher's manual. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University, Center for 
Research on Effective Schooling for Disadvantaged Students. 

Kelly, F. J., Veldman, D. J., & McGuire, C. (1964). Multiple discriminant prediction of 
delinquency and school dropouts. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 
24, 535-544. 

Lloyd, D. N. (1978). Prediction of school failure from third grade data. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 38, 1193-1200. 

Madden, N. A., & Livermon, B. J. (1990). Success for All: Beginning reading. Baltimore, 
MD: The Johns Hopkins University, Center for Research on Effective Schooling for 
Disadvantaged Students. 

Madden, N. A., Slavin, R. E., Karweit, N. L., Dolan, L., & Wasik, B. A. (1990, April). Suc- 
cess for All: Effects of variations in duration and resources of a schoolwide elemen- 
tary restructuring program. Paper presented at the annual convention of the 
American Educational Research Association, Boston. 

Madden, N. A., Slavin, R. E., Karweit, N. L., Dolan, L., Wasik, B. A., Shaw, A., Mainzer, 
K. L., Leighton, M., Petza, R., & Haxby, B. (1991, April). Success for All: Third-year 
outcomes. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Re- 
search Association, Chicago. 

McKey, R., Condelli, L., Ganson, H., Barrett, B., McConkey, C., & Plantz, M. (1985). The 
impact of Head Start on children, families, and communities. Washington, DC: 
CSR, Inc. 

Mullis, I. V. S., & Jenkins, L. B. (1990). The reading report card, 1971-88. Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Education. 

Natriello, G., McDill, E. L., & Pallas, A. M. (1990). Schooling disadvantaged children: 
Racing against catastrophe. New York: Teachers College Press. 

Norman, C., & Zigmond, N. (1980). Characteristics of children labeled and served as learn- 
ing disabled in school systems affiliated with child service and demonstration centers. 
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 13, 542-547. 

Pinnell, G. S. (1989). Reading recovery: Helping at-risk children learn to read. Elemen- 
tary School Journal, 90, 161-182. 

Ross, S. M., & Smith, L. J. (1991). Final Report: 1991 Success for All program in Mem- 
phis. Memphis: Memphis State University, Center for Research in Educational Policy. 

Shepard, L., & Smith, M. (1989). Flunking grades: Research and policies on retention. 
London: Falmer Press. 

Silver, A. A., & Hagin, R. A. (1990). Disorders of learning in childhood. New York: Wiley. 
Slavin, .R E. (1987). Ability grouping and student achievement in elementary schools: 

A best-evidence synthesis. Review of Educational Research, 57, 293-336. 
Slavin, R. E. (1990). Cooperative learning: Theory, research, and practice. Englewood 

Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 
Slavin, R. E. (1991). Chapter 1: A vision for the next-quarter-century. Phi Delta Kappan, 

72(8), 586-592. 
Slavin, R. E., Karweit, N. L., & Madden, N. A. (Eds.) (1989). Effective programs for students 

at risk. Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 
Slavin, R. E., Karweit, N. L., & Wasik, B. A. (in press). Preventing early school failure: 

Research on effective strategies. Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 
Slavin, R. E., & Madden, N. A. (1991). Success for All at Buckingham Elementary: Sec- 

ond year evaluation. Baltimore, MD: Center for Research on Effective Schooling 
for Disadvantaged Students. 

147 

This content downloaded from 162.129.250.14 on Thu, 16 Oct 2014 15:33:42 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Madden, Slavin, Karweit, Dolan, and Wasik 

Slavin, R. E., Madden, N. A., Karweit, N. L., Dolan, L., Wasik, B. A., Shaw, A., Mainzer, 
K. L., & Haxby, B. (1991). Neverstreaming: Prevention and early intervention as 
alternatives to special education. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 24, 373-378. 

Slavin, R. E., Madden, N. A., Karweit, N. L., Dolan, L., & Wasik, B. A. (1992). Success 
for All: A relentless approach to prevention and early intervention in elementary 
schools. Arlington, VA: Educational Research Service. 

Slavin, R. E., Madden, N. A., Karweit, N. L., Livermon, B. J., & Dolan, L. (1990). Success 
for All: First-year outcomes of a comprehensive plan for reforming urban educa- 
tion. American Educational Research Journal, 27, 255-278. 

Slavin, R. E., & Yampolsky, R. (1991). Effects of Success for All on students with limited 
English proficiency: A three-year evaluation. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins Univer- 
sity, Center for Research on Effective Schooling for Disadvantaged Students. 

Stevens, R. J., Madden, N. A., Slavin, R. E., & Famish, A. M. (1987). Cooperative integrated 
reading and composition: Two field experiments. Reading Research Quarterly, 22, 
433-454. 

Wasik B. A., & Madden, N. A. (1991). Success for All tutoring manual. Baltimore, MD: 
Johns Hopkins University, Center for Research on Effective Schooling for Disad- 
vantaged Students. 

Wasik, B. A., & Slavin, R. E. (1990, April). Preventing reading failure with one-to-one 
tutoring: A best evidence synthesis. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, Boston. 

Woodcock, R. W. (1984). Woodcock language proficiency battery. Allen, TX: DLM. 

Received January 10, 1992 
Revision received May 4, 1992 

Accepted May 8, 1992 

148 

This content downloaded from 162.129.250.14 on Thu, 16 Oct 2014 15:33:42 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

	Article Contents
	p.[123]
	p.124
	p.125
	p.126
	p.127
	p.128
	p.129
	p.130
	p.131
	p.132
	p.133
	p.134
	p.135
	p.136
	p.137
	p.138
	p.139
	p.140
	p.141
	p.142
	p.143
	p.144
	p.145
	p.146
	p.147
	p.148

	Issue Table of Contents
	American Educational Research Journal, Vol. 30, No. 1 (Spring, 1993), pp. i-iv+1-251
	Front Matter [pp.i-67]
	Social and Institutional Analysis
	Predictors of High School Academic Course Offerings: The Role of School Size [pp.3-21]
	Power and Caring [pp.23-38]
	The Transformation of Work and Educational Reform Policy [pp.39-65]

	Teaching, Learning, and Human Development
	Editorial Statement [pp.69-70]
	Teaching-Method Scales and Mathematics-Class Achievement: What Works with Different Outcomes? [pp.71-94]
	Access to Print for Children of Poverty: Differential Effects of Adult Mediation and Literacy-Enriched Play Settings on Environmental and Functional Print Tasks [pp.95-122]
	Success for All: Longitudinal Effects of a Restructuring Program for Inner-City Elementary Schools [pp.123-148]
	A Conservative Approach to Special Education Reform: Mainstreaming Through Transenvironmental Programming and Curriculum-Based Measurement [pp.149-177]
	Managing Adolescent Behavior A Multiyear, Multischool Study [pp.179-215]
	The Use of Students' Evaluations and an Individually Structured Intervention to Enhance University Teaching Effectiveness [pp.217-251]

	Back Matter



