
" 
The Impact of the" School Development Program 

"on Education Refonn" """ 

by Sid Gardner and Jerume Jehl" 

A Report to the Rockefeller Foundation 

", 

Children and Family Futures 
Irvine, California 

May1999 "."" 

, , 	 :' 

i 
, 

. , i " 

, 

, 
I 

I " 
i 

! 



N early a decade ago, the Rockefeller Foundation decided that support ofJim Comer's 


'. School De:elopment Progra~ was an.exciting~ appro~riate, an.d poten~ally e~ect~ve 

long-term Investment. We dldo't see It as the proverbial "magic bullet ~ but we did 


identify several important and appealing. factors: ' . 


• The SDP addressed bO/~ the developmental andeducationa(needs of childre~; 
• 	 It recognized the importance ofhealthy relationships among adults to meeting those 

needs; 
• 	 It dealt with the continuity ofvalues (or lack of it) between home and. school . 

• 	 It was designed and developed in the kinds ofurban and stressed communiti~s that are· 
. the Foundation'~ c~ncern; and. . . .;'. 

• 	 .It was showing results in those ~ame communities. 

The Foundation's two-fold goal was ambitious: First, putting the tools and practices of 

the Comer Process into the hands of many, many more educat9rs and schools at a reasonable . 

cost. Second, infusing the principles"and theory underlying the SDP -the Comer philosophy, if 

you'will-into educational. decision-making, debate, and policy-setting at the local, state, and '. 

national levels. 


In late fall 1998, we asked Sid Gardner and Jeanne Jehl to undertake a retrospective 

review of ~he .impact of the School Develop~ent Program on the field of school refoqu. It was a 

time-limited inquiry into the interaction of the Comer Process with school reform i~sues, 

educators, and opinion makers. No single rep~rt can fully capture years of effort by mUltiple 

actors on multiple fronts. We hope, though,. that it serves to complement the growing body of 

knowledge from case studies and quantitative evaluations 6fthe program's use in sch.ools and 


. districts. EarlY' in the year 2000, a book synthesizing major external evaluations of the Comer 
.SDP will, be completed by Tom pookofNorthwestern University's Institute for Po~icy 
Research. 

Authors Gardner and Jehl approached their challenging assignment and deadline with 
enthusiasm and wisdom. The result is this thoughtful report which not only captures key 

. successes and shortcomings th~~ far, but also provides caljtionary advice on potential impacts of' . 
the School Deve.lopment Program's current and future decisions.:Gardnerand J¢hl remind us that 
the Comer process is as much a "belief system" about wha~ a just society owes its children ­
particularly its most disadvantaged ones -: as itis a "model'" for improving schools.:'It may well 
be that the SDP's partnership with the Rockefeller Foundation put the label "school;reform" on' 
Jim Comer's work. Indeed, it's clear from l)is concluding thoughts that the realmissio~ of the 
Comer process - the healthy development ofall children into competent and canng adults ­
has been the same for some th~rty years. The field is just catching up. . 
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We at the Rockefeller Foundation are indebted to the dozens ofpeople who agreed to be 
interviewed for this review, to Sid Gardner and Jeanne JehI for their analysis and pulling, it all 
together, to the School Development Program colleagues who have been our long-term partners, 
and to thousands of "Comerians" in schools and districts across the conntry. We hope readers 
find it of interest and use in their own work. 

. Marla Ucelli 
Associate Director' 
Equal Opportunity 

September 1999 
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· T he Comer ~choolDevelopment Program (SDP) is a school-based, human capital approach 
to improving the life outcomes ofchildren, especially those ofcolor from lowe~-incoine 
families. The objective ofSDP is to develop the school as a system by building .' . 

relationships and trust among all adults who work there, and by ensuring that parents,: who are. 
valued members ofthe school community, are welcomed and involved: The resources ~fthe 
community can then be focused on the full and complete development ofall children along six 

. distinct developmental pathways .. 
SDP evolved from Dr. James Comer's work, beginning in 1968, with two New Haven 

elementary schools. It is rooted in psychological theory, especially models of social psychology 
theory, and ofecological systems, population adjustment, and social action. Dr. Comer; a child' 
psychiatrist at the Yale Child Study Center and Associate Dean of the Medical School at Yale, 
described the process: "Our analysis of the .two 'New Haven schools suggested that the key to 
academic achievement is to promote psychological 4evelopment in students, which encourages 
bonding to the school. Doing so requires fostering positive interaction between parentS and 
school staff, a task for which most staff people are not trained~ Such changes cannot he mandated 
or sustained from outSide the school. Our task, then, was to create a strategy that would . 
overcome the starr s resistance to change, instill in them a working understanding ofchild . 
development, and enable them to improve relations with parents." . ' . 

How Does SOP Work? 
SDP was created against the backdrop ofthe 1960's struggle for equality, both social and 

economic. This makes it unique from the current crop ofschool reform "models" that:reflect a 
more recent push to ensure that all children meet high. academic staridards. Instead offocusing 
attention on the material to be taught and the methods by which it is taught, SDP seeks to make 
schools mote child-centered and responsive to the developmental needs of individual children. 
SDP is frequently described as "a process, not a model:~It is an effort to build positiye 
interactions among adults and between adults and children. The anticipated result: a s~hool 
climate that promotes positive student dev~lopment and nurtures academic achievement .. 

This process, of engaging adults and changing the climate of the school, is often a lengthy 
one, especially in the urban school systems that serve many low income children. BY' SDP's own 

. account, it may take five years to.show real change. A description of the life cycle of,SDP lists 
five stages: Planning and Preorientation (lasting six months to a year); Orientation (beginning in 

.. yearone or two); Transition (lleginning in year two or three); Operation (beginning in year four 
or five); and, Institutionalization (beginning in year four or five). Outcomes assessment is 
designed in the Operations phase, and monitori~g for process and outcomes begins in year five. 1 

Comer, J.et al., (1997) Rallying the Wlrule Jlillug!!, The COllier .Proceils/ur Re/orming Education. Teachers College Press, p~ 140; 

5 


I 



How Has SOP Grown? , ' 
SDP has been enthusiastically received by scho~l policy makers,and practitioners as well 

as by leaders who are comlnitted to improve the lives of low income children. Jt has been 
implemented throughout the United States and internationally. SDP is ac'tive in 565 schools, and ' 
many others are implementing SDP in combination with'other initiatives such as 'Comer/Ziegler 
(or CoZi) or the ATLAS model for school change. ' , 

But growth has not always been consistent. A draft '1997 report ofa long-term evaluation 
commissioned by the Foundation notes that "based on independent tracking of increasing 
numbers Of schools implementing SDP, (both by YCSC and the Foundation), there appeared to 
be little depth or commitment to implementation efforts:' , 

EffortS to expand training and technical assistancethrotigh regional professional 
developmental centers and partnerships with universities have had limited succe:ss. 

The"spin cy~le" of the 1990s is'impatientwith process and is seeking a:faster ' 
turnaround on its investment in school reform -' or, assome observers qave suggested, additional 
justification for giving up onpublic educatio~. "School-wide reform," not "deve!opment" is the 
cry ofthe moment, with proponents ofcompeting school reform, models vying for attention from 
school districts. They are also vying for a portion of the $140 million thefederaf government has 
appropriated for the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Program to fund low­
performi~g schools that implement comprehensive reform models. 

"It's one ofthe best-known and 
, most visiblltreforms. Many ofthe 
[other] models ,incorporate aspects 
.~ofComer. Comer personally has' 
had a huge effect:' the work he 

,does ha~n 'i been done by anyone 
else. No one has more credibility 
titan he does." , ' 

, " 'National'education interest 
~roup ex~cutiv,e 

, ' 

, I' 
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Since 1989, the Rockefeller Foundation has provided long-te~ funding and SUPP?rt f~r. the 
School Development Program through grants to the Yale Child Study Center, umversltles 

. and oth~r institutions, researchers and evaluators, and local school districts . .As the '. 
Foundation winds down its support for SDP, the.authors were asked to provide a retrospective 
review of the School Development Program and its impact on education reform. This is not a. 
traditional evaluation but rather an inquiry into the issues ofschool reform at all levels and of 
SDP's'history of interacting with them. 

Public school reform is a messy business -, more a tangle of knotted twine tl,lan a neat 

package of issues to be categorized and resolved. In its 30 years, the School Development 

Program has confronted most of the issues at the heart of education reform, from parent 

involvement to teacher preparation to funding inequities. To the credit ofSDP staff and the 

Roc~efeller Foundation, it has survived and taken root in many places. 


On a personal note, we undertook this assessment having already heard a goqd deal about 
SDP .and with great int~rested in discovering how well it has succeeded. Having completed the 
assessment, we remain believers, but with concerns. If some ofthe comments in this report seem 
critical, it is because we have come to believe that SDP offers attributes found in no otherreform 
model. Because ofthat conviction, we have taken very seriously the mixture ofpositive and 
negative comments that we have heard and read regarding its impact and future prospects. 

, We also recognize that we are suggesting several added tasks for SDP at a time when it is. 
still struggling in some of its current roles. But we believe that SDP 

, 

needs and. deserves support 
. from a wider set of institutions, and such assistance should be sought. , 
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I n mi~,-~ove~ber 19?8, we r:viewed the mrS at the Rockefeller Foundation ~d condu~ted 
on-site Interviews with staff In the School Developmen~ Program office at the Yale ChIld ' 
Study Center..We also made three site visits - to GuilfordCounty,North'Carolina; San 

.'Diego, California; and Community District 13 in Brooklyn, New York -' which provided tis 
with valuable insight from district and school staff. A discussion with faculty, 'administrators, 

,'and staff from ~e School, of Education at California State University Fullerton i~ January helped 
to clarify issues in universities'.' , ' ' , 

In addition, we read and reviewed books and, 
. . " 

materials develope~ by SDP staff, evaluations of SDP "SDPhas created high 


ndcurrent literature,on education reform (See , expectationsfor stUd~"ts 

, Bibliography' for sources). Our review of written who were often written' ' 

material and site visits was supplemented by 50 off, it has raised th~ bar 

telephone and face-to-face interviews. We spoke with on tire isslfe ofpar/tnt 

university and school district staff, as well as those ;"volveme"t, and it has 

from the U.S. bepartment of Educatibn; the U.S: made clear what sh~red 
Congress, state education agencies, national.. responsibility in : 

, intermedi~ry organizations and policy experts, funderS,' governance really means. ' 
researchers and evaluators~ '. All tlrese concepts are 

During the ?ssessment, we spokeperiodicaUy ,entering thepolicy arena 

with Marla Ucelli and Jamie Jensen from the now. But Comer is}ust as 

Rockefeller Foundation;' who kept us on track and' threatening as the l ' 


opened doors for interviews. Cynthia Savo was , stalrdards movement." , , 

invaluable, in providing information and helping us National education 


, reach many of those who were involved in the reforndeader' 
program. , 

Nonetheless, it was not possible for tIS to read 
, " 

all that has been written aboutSDP, orto speak at length with individuals from all oft4e sites 
that have been involved with the process over the past 30 years. If there areqrtussions or 
shortcomings in our understanding, the errors are ours not the many people who shared, their time 
and their thoughts.. ' 

" 

; , 
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'efore one' can understand the impact of SOP on education reform, one must first i " 

, understand the comple~, and ever-changing nature ofreform its,elf. The education' field is 
iriherently resistant to reform, making it difficult for any single reform model to show. 

comprehensive results. We must take this resistance into account when evaluating SOP, or any 
other·reform model. 

Education reform has been described using several very different metaphors and anaiogies: 
a medical model, a pharmaceutical model, a model ofcell reproduction [Elmore], franchising, a 
factory model [Lemann], trying to hit big-league pitching (in which' success three out often times 
is excellent), transplanting from a hothouse [Schorr], basic training drill instruction [Leniann], an 
invasion that requires a beachhead from which troops expand, and a diffusion oftechnology 
model [Pogrow]. Different refornlers use different metaphors, at times revealing how they see the 
education'arena: as an organism, as an organization with its own culture, as risky or hos.tile 
territory, or as a set of inputs and outputs that eventually lead' to improved outcomes. (Some 

B 

might even say the diverse stakeholder interests and rivalries ,in the world ofeducation make the 
Middle East or Yugoslavia better analogies for the adoption ofeducation reforms.) Lisb,eth Schorr 
makes a powerful case that the franchising, mass production, and biomedical models'are 
misleading, because reform requires localization and changes in big systems' basic rules:of 
operating.2 ' I 

,Beyond the metaphors,' it seems useful to consider the parallel examples of inn~vation , 
that have broadly affected other fields. In recent years, the expansion ofcommunity policing, 
welfare "reform," and community development corporations offer instructive models. Extensive 
literature exists about the diffusion of innovation in education, but these other forms of 
, innovation also provide some lessons which we will examine.. 

Ifone added up all the cautions about the barriers to education reform that have been set 
down on paper in the last five or ten years - or even the most thoughtful of these -' 'it would be 
difficult to persuade anyone tQ make an effort to change the teaching and learning process in 
American schools. Liberal, centrist and conservative observers all agree that the education reform 
field does not lend itself easily to the adoption of any external innovation. Virtually everyone' , 
who writes about education reform includeS a list of the barriers to its realization. No~ only are II' 
the barriers substantial, but the strands are sO'interwoven that any reform attempting to address' 
one feature of schools, such as standards or climate, inevitably encounters other strands that 
connect to it. 

It is also important to note that there are varying'levels of capacity among theitargets of 
educatibn'reform. Several of those we interviewed for this report stressed the important fact that 
SOp targets the highest"needs~city..districta.fur its reforms, which adds t9 the 
difficulty ofachieving its goals. Using the pharmaceutical or medical 'analogies, it is as though a 

, 

Schorr, LisiX:th, (1998) COli/ilion Purpose, New York: Doubleday, P8 28·9. 
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treatme~t were being tested only on the sickest, most resistant 'patients; using the military frame . 
of reference, it is irivadingwhere the resistance is strongest, rather than afavUlnerabl~ point. 
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I n defining how SDP has had an "impact on the field of education refonn," we m~st break the 
field down into certain arenas. Some of these are national. while others are very peculiar to 

. local.settings and. thus, differ from district to district We identified eight of thes~ arenas as 
particularly important. Five ofthe eight were targeted by SDP as arenas in which to show an 
impact. The other three were indirectly affected by SDP. ' 

TARGETED ARENAS 
1. education from the perspective ofunderrepresented groups, which is both aseparable issue and 
a cross-cutting concern in the other arenas. Throughout the thirty years of SDP implementation, 
changing education' from the perspective of under-represented groups was the central underlying 
value. 
2. literature from the field ofeducation, including that which is research-based. that which is more 
descriptive .or theoretical studies and that which is more practitioner-oriented; 
3. the impact of policy ch~mges on the schools ofeducation that are the primary.sites for teacher 
training. 
4. decisions made by each district about the models of refonn they will implement district-wide 
and in their own schools. ' 
5. the individual school as a unit ofchange with its own unique culture and organizational 

., I ' 

dynamics. 

UNTARGETED ARENAS 
1. federal policy regarding educati~nrefonn, including the related area of federal policy that '. 
touches on the purposes of education for lower-income students (especially the renewal of Title I 
which is up for reauthorization in 1999-2000). > • 

2. political currents ofdebate, extending beyond fonnallegislation but inCluding the way national 
and state elected officials discuss what is needed to improve schools. ," 
3. state policy, especially in those states that have adopted a formal approach to education refonn 
that inc1ude~ dissemination ofmultiple models ofrefonn. Also within the states are the issues of 
teacher education and teacher quality, in which state legislation seeks to change teaclling rather 
than to address education refonn itself .. 

"The Comer Program caused positive 
changes ill two outt;omes tlrat have been 
tire cause ofmuch social concern -in 
gelleralized test scores and in .beliefs· 
and bl!/raviorstlrat tlrreaten social 
stability. " 

Cook Evaluation of Chicago' 
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While.SDP's impact is better documented in some arenas than in'others,'We have sought 
to summarize what is known about. SDP's impact in each of the eight. ' ' 

Impact Within Targeted Arenas' 

Education from the Perspective ofUnder-represented Groups ", 

Educators and writers from the African American and Hispanic commuriities bring anew 

perspect~ve to education reform: education for empowerment, both of the individua~ and the 

community. for many parents and members of the minority community, publjcschools serve' 

principally to sift and sort students for success and failure, thus ensuring that students of color 

most often elldup with secpnd-class status. SOP, with a strong emphasis on in~luding parents in 

all aspects of the school, validates the importance of parents and community for the success of 

the school. It also seeks to develop the school as 'a system that can ensure the success of all 

students. Understanding the ~ay in which community leaders, parents arid scho'ol decision­

makers view ~eir schools is essential'to understanding the dynamics of the districtS and schools 


'with the greatest problems. 
, The 'appeal of SOP to districts and schools in. predominantly African American 


communities is strong. In districts where the SOP thrives, it is visibl~ in increased parent 

involvement and empowenrient to'connect with and influence the lif~ of the school; 'in student' 

leadership activitle~ and student participation in school gov~mance; and in promoting parent, 

leaders into volunteer and paid leaders in the schooL These impacts· are most visible in districts 

such as Prince Georges County and Guilford County where desegregation was ~ part of the 

original context for SOP. ';> 


Educat;oll Literature 
. In the :education literature of the past few years, the SDP is nearly always mentioned when there 
, is a"comprehensive" list' ofeducation models. Several articles ~ave compared,SDP with the best· 
.known refomi models. While some' of the references to SOP in articles and books have been 
positive,[Oarling-Hammond (1998),~chorr (1998), Ferguson (l998)], others h~ve critici2;ed it . ~ 
[Finn] or mentioned it very briefly in-passing [Ravitch et al].,· , 

A more recent study by American IrIstitutes of Research (AIR) ranked ~DP in a "second . 
tier" offive "promising".reforms, contrasted with the first tier of three "proven" reforms.3 The . , 

study wa:s commissioned by five national education associations4 ~o assess the, major reform 
models which'are mentioned in the Obey:-Porter legislation !lZ!.Zb that set up the ' 

. Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration grant program. AIR was'asked to rate each 

model's effectiveness in raising student achievement an~ to describe the app;o~ches along a 

nu~ber of dimensions. As a ,result, quantitativ,e achievement measures are highlighted. While 


, 3The first tier group included those ranked "strong" ~or achievement res~lts: Success for Ail. Direct Instru~tion. ~d High Schools Thai ' 

Worlc; Ihe other mod\!ls which rankcd in the promising. second tier were Expeditionary teaming. Different Ways of Knowing. Core 

Knowledge, and Community for Leaming. On the second rated criterio~support provided to sites-SOP was also ranked in the. ' 

second ~ier. while twelve programs were rl!ted in the ,first.lier. , '. '. ' 


4 These included Ihc American Association of~hool Administrators. theAmcrican Fc:denition of Teaehers. thctNational Association of 

Elclnentary Seh~l Principals. the National Association of Secondary'School Principals, and the National iEducation As~ociation. 


, .'.' . 
,1 
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.. qualitative research and outcomes such as a more 
positive school atmosphere or increased student 

"James Comer's highly satisfaction are certainly valid, it is through 
successful School Development measurable achievement outcomes - test scores, 
Program • •• illustrates how . , grades and graduation rates _. that students and, 
building a shared base of, their schools are held accountab Ie. Thus~ before 
knowledge about child agreeing to launch a large-scale reform, most 
'development among parents,' school staffs, parents and policymakers want to 
teachers, and other school staff . 

,know the probabIlity that students will benefit in· , 
can create settings in which · measurable ways.. 
children can flourish. " This review found 'that only a few 

approaches have documented the~r positive effects 
on s.tudent achievement. Several approaches 
appear to hold promi~e, but lack evidence to 

Linda Darling-Ham,mond, 
The Rightto Learn 

verify this conclusion. In some cases, this lack of .. . 
evidence is understandable: the approach is just too new to have collected the necessary data. In 
other cases, the approach's developers and the school systems that use it never got around to 

, conducting a systematic evaluation. These approaches may still be effective; and if so, we can 
only hope that rigorolls eva.luations of their effectiveness occllr soon.5 . , 

It should be noted that several sources have criticized the AIR assessment, noting that it 
does nol include all the studies of the various models and that comparison groups are used as the 

. . ........, 

only standard.of effectiveness . 

.hi 1998, the Brookings Institution issued a report, 
The Black-White Test Score Gap, that raises some"SDP adherellts are really 
fundamental issues about academic achievement Given thatzealots, bllt it just /rasn 't 
the Brookings report was focusing on urban, lower-income produced the achievement 
minority students, it relates directly to SOP. P:erhaps the. results that everyone is 

, most relevant chapter in this excellent work is ;Ron. looking for. ". . 
Ferguson's "Can Schools Narrow the Test ScO:re Gap?" 
Ferguson concludes that "there is evidence, from a recent Regional office 
crop of highly touted interventions for students at risk ofeducation 
failure that makes one hopeful." He mentions Success forconsultant 
All, the Accelerated Schools Program, and SO~ as 
examples, and concludes that "evidence of ~ffectiveness is 

most extensive for Success for All."6 ' ' .;, 
In November 1998, Nicholas Lemann reviewed the education reform field in lhe Atlantic . 

Monthly, especially the tension between centralized and local control ofeducation. L'emann 
referred to SOP and Success for All asprominent models ofwhole school reform, arid described 
Accelerated Schools and SOP as "planning and organization tools that give individu~l schools 
greatlatitude in choosing instiuct10mil methods." Lemann, however, devotes most of his article to 

5~5ociations' cOI~;nenIS III website www.aasa.orgIRcform/ovcrvic:w. ' 

6 Ferguson. R. "Clln Schools Nllrrow lhe Tcst Score Gap?" in Jencks. C. ~d Phillips. M. cds. (1998) 
11rr: Blu('k·Whitr: Test Scorr: Gap. Brooking Institution: Washington. D.C. p. 345. 
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Success for All, and describes how a more prescriptive approach to instruction h~s helped to 
•. .. I 

transfonn a school, rather than further discussing the merits of SOP. ' , .. 
Lisbeth Schorr'refers to SOP in very . . . . 

positive teIms in her 1998 summary of the ."We invested III SDP because more 
lessons ofeffective programs, "Common titan allthe otlter reforms we looked 
PurPose. II She is particularly positive about at, it had a real sense ofurgency 
how SOP actively involves parents and with .abollt urban schools. We.also bought 
efforts to link SOP with early childhood . their argument that in 'a chaotic 
programs. She stresses the importance of . urban school where there ~as almost /1
adequate investment in staff development,and 110 comm~nicatlon betwe~n the 
cites' the Consortium'for Policy Research in . a4ministration, teachers, ~ndparents~ 
Education finding that "the best training oc.curs you first needed to establish those 
in settings that allow staff to function as a lines ofcommunication (md then talk 
strong professional, co.llaborative community.'" about curriculum." 

The education literature, at least in the . 
views or"academicsin the education policy Regional foundation' 
field, consists of those articles published in office,r " I 
reputablejoumals and more popular writing 
such as that by Schorr and Lemann. It also 
include~ material publish~d by national organizations in the education field that IS not scholarly 
but draws on both popular and scholarly sour~es.For example, in itS review of SDP, the 
Education Commission of the States in 1998 stated 

"SDP is a process, not a packated program. As'aprocess, it is dependent 

on a continuous commilmentoftime, ·trust and communication between all 

s(akehcilders. There are no specific'curriculum materials orpedagogie~ : 

advanced by SDP developers. Thejocus ofdissemination ofthe model is." 

to "train-tlle-trainers,"placing.responsibility for implementation ofthe : 

model into the hands o/school districts and.school siles~ in colldboriltio~· 

.with the developers and the Regiona./Professional Developmet:'t Centers;. 

Two observations should also'be'noted. First, gains in student .. 

achievement have occurred in SDP schools regardless ofwhether SDP ;. 

was chosen by the school and/or disfrictor mandated by the courts. 
 I 

Second, SDP has not designed tests specific to the model,' achievement has 

been noted with standard testing instruments currently in use throughout 

the country.Nil .. 


, 

Evaluations - both the more·rigorous of those sponsored by the Foundation and SDP 
itself and others that have assessed the methodological strength of tl}e SOP ev~luations - have 

,. Sc~orr, L. (1998) C~1I1/110n Purposl! Ncw Yorlc: Doubleday. p. 2". 

II ECS website:, "Conside:mlions.~ 
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generally found that SDP has had positive effects, though with less backing for its claims of 
academic achievement than its impact on school climate. Asthese evaluations":of-evaluations find 
their way into the popular press, in documents such as the recent AIR review, it is possible that 
the impact ofSDP may be somewhat weakened among that segment of the education reform 
world that values standardized test scores first and foremost. ' 

Schools ofEducation 
Aside from the education literature generated in schools of education, the most visible attention 
to'SOP has come in those colleges and universities that have become formal sitesin support of 
SOP implementation. A presentation on SOP implementation at the 1998 AERA conference 
featured some of these unive~ities in a panel on education reform issues. 

What impact has SOP had on teacher .. 
,

education as practiced by these schools? We , " ••. ill deeply troubled schools, with 
. I 

found evidence ofsignificant changes illadequately prepared teachers, you 
resulting from SOP (or any other variations can't expect them to write 
of education reform) in only a few ofthe curriculum. " 
institutions supported by the Foundation. 
As discussed below in The Limited impact of National interest 
Higher Education, work on district- and group executive 
school-level reform is conducted mostly by 
individual faculty members as personal 
projects or in institutes that have been created and operate separately from the school of 
education. This is largely true even in those universities that have been funded to support SOP. . 
K-12 reform has thus far had little impact on basic curric~lum and practice, with the exception of . 
the' few universities that have sponsored thei.r own versions of reform models. 

District Policy 
ReviewiQg district policy choices regarding SOP requires a more detailed description of the 
different ways'in which districts and schools have responded to the concepts and ~e model of 
SOP. The SOP staffhas developed a speCtrum ofimpac~ that ranges from full adoption on one 
end to partial use of SOP concepts without attribution on the other. Since only folir districtS at 
present have fully adopted SOP as their preferred model of reform, using that criterion alone 
without refinement would leave SOP looking like avery minor player in ~ducation reform. The 
more graduated spectrum of adop~on as defined. by SOP staff includes: . . 

. Type 1 -' "Full systemic;" 
Type 2 -' "Modified systemic;" 
Type :3 - Schools doing full SOP but without any central district i~fluence; . 
Type 4 - Partial adaptation of some SOP elements; and, 
TypeS -. Using some SOP elements without attribu~ion. 

• Type 1 means "involvement in a full way by both schools and district central office." This 
category includes Gui)ford County in its fifth year, District 13 in New'York City :also in its fifth 
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year, and Dayton. Dayton did leadership training for two years, and spent last year with a 
significant reform activity at its ce~tral office. "The Comer'name is not broadcast;it is the 
.Dayton Model, but the source is directly acknowledged." , i 

• Type 2 includes a cluster ofschools doing'SDP with signific~t influence on the district and/or 
state structures as a result of SOP work with central office'staff. " 

• In Detroit, for example, the entire design of their adaptation ofComer's Student 
and StaffSupport Teams, called Resource Coordinating Te~ms, is as.a direct 
influence of SOP. Further, SDP staff helped create a new "central office culture" 
basedon collaboration on the District Planning Team. .' 

• SDP staff also include in Type. 2 Prince Georges County, with systemic changes 
including a district wide roll-out of the SST and the Developmental Pathways. 
~'Wecreated a mechanism to manage whole district change-. our Comer SteeriIlg 
Committee that has been adopted by the School Improvemerit Division ... the 

. Comer contact in the distric,t was influential in writing the Maryland' State 
Comprehensive'School Planning'process - [a] direct descendant from SDP." 

• Finally, SDP staff suggest that Type ~ could include New Orleans~ as it recently 
reshaped its entire Titl~ One office around SDP. 

. ' , . " ," ,'. ',. '.I 

• Type 3 addresses the many examples ofsites.with schools doing full SDP without central office 
influence. They refer to Tbpe~a, Chicago; Dade County, New Jersey, sites in the Bay Area, and' 
.San Diego. 

. , 
• Type 4, in which only some parts of SDP are adapted, best refers to Dallas. Dallas took parts 
ofSOP and made it their oWn School. Centered Education program. ' 

• Type 5, in which some o{the concepts ofSDP are used in SOme schools'wi$outattribution, is 
seen' most frequently. The SOP staff, in Village, acknowledge this partial mode ofadoption in 
pointed language: "As with other successful approaches,one of the best compliments for SDP is 
that the concepts are often borrowed without recognition of their origin." These cOncepts include 
several ideas that are in practice in different ways. 

. ·"Whole school change" was a powerful notion from Comer before: anyone else 
w~ prQPo!!ing more than separate projects. Involvement ofparents in decisions 
about the schooi is another strong SDP principle and a feature of:Head Start (in 
its pre·Comer origins) whichis now legislated in many states anQ. districts. 

• Collaborations among teaching staff and counseling professionals to help teachers 
. deal with challenging stUdents is less a part of,the "conventional wisdom." 
.However, North Carolina has legislated.that schools have such a team, although 
as 'part of a school safety initiative rather th~n education refonn. ' 

• Data~driven decision making is not a visible feature of early SDP; buns more 
visible now, and an important part of the current dialogue. The importance of 
balanced, healthy~hild development is more difficult to track into schools, with 

. the excepti<;ln of the CoZi sites. '. ! 
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Further refinement of this spectrum of impact may be possible, treating three variables as 
the key indicators of SOP impact and district Ubuy~in": ' 

• the degree to which all SOP principles are "faithfully replicated;" , 
• the extent of parent involvement in the model, using SOP's categories of parent 

involvement; and, ' ' , ' 

• the district's level of investment of its own general fund and discretiol1ary 
resources in the model (i.e. the extent to which the model is funded b~ internal 
funding vs external "soft" money): 

What this spectrum of impact suggests isthat SOP was vis,ible at all points along the 
spectrum in a small number of districts and schools as ofMarch 1999. We emphasize~ however, 

, that in the past four years SOP's own policy shifted from scbool emphasis to, district~wide 
.implementatioh~ as discussed below. ' 

"There ,is II process going on in the, 
school that enables it to handle all this 
stuff. In schools, they don't say this is , 
bet;ause of Comer. They think they are 
doing itthemselves. " t 

Urban superintendent. 
, ' 

From School to District Ad,!ption , 
How many d'istricts in the nation have adopted SOP? The Education Commission of;the States' 
1998 summary of progress in education reform.estimates tJiat 3000 schools across th~ nation are 
usiilg "whole" or "comprehensive'~ school reform designs, with the nmnber expected to double 
over .the next few years as a' result ofCSRD and other reform activities ..There are, 1 5,000' urban 
, ',F, ~ 

schools ou! of~.national1){.. If 565 of these in fact are using SOP, that represents a 4 percent 
-;-"inarket penetration," which is significant in a market as disaggregated as school polipy. 

But if the focus is shifted from schools to districts, the penetration is seen as very minor.' 
SOP staff have said "seven to nine districts" is their current capacity, and that they believe that 
doing an in-depth job in those districtswHl be a persuasive demonstration to other districts. One 
staff member said "having the full Comer model in a few places makes a tremendous ,difference .. 

, , ' " I 

.eight or nine very powerful districts [is our goall." " 
The trick, obviously, is balancing; with limited SOP staff, these different roles in support 

, of differerit kinds of districts: A shift appears to be under way in response to New jersey and 

€SRO, in which, in the words ofone staff member, SOP Central s~ks "to say yes enough to 

stay iIl the game, and no enough to keep from getting into trouble." , 
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. Impact Within Untargeted Arenas 

Federal Policy' , ' . 
One of the clearest signals of SDP's impact on education refonn has be~n th~ inclusion of SDP in 
the Obey-Porter legislation that began the Co~prehensive School Refonn Demonstration grant 
program. The antecedents to CSRD include the 
changes in the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act made in 1994, whicl1 expanded 
the number of schools that could participate in 
schoolwide refonn. Some close observers Of . 
these and subsequent federal changes credit 
SDP with the idea ofrefonning wJlole schools, 

, instead of focusing orily on a few students. 
A second indication of SDP's impact is, 

that, as one of the models judged to be "whole 
, school refonn," SDP was described 'in detail in 
the federal materials oil CSRD and the 

, Northwest Regional·Laboratory discussion of 
models that is referenced prominentlY,at federal 
websites and in other federal documents. A , ' 
recent federal grant to SDP to develop school-
community links provided a further 

endorsement of SDP by: the U.S. Department 

of Education. ,. 


., ..' . 
.' , i,.. , 

eSRD's Nine Elements and SOP 
' 

" T.he Iline elemellts emphasized by CSRD 
as the indicators. of 'comprehensive 

'reform call all be foulld i~ SDP written 
' maferials. Ofthe·nine, those which most, 

closely .correspond to SDP's cOllcepts are ' 
(1) effective, research-based methods and 
strategies, (3) professional development, 
(4) measurable goals ,ant! benc/r.marks, 
(5) support within ,the school" (6) 

parelltal and communitY involvement, 
(7), external technical: s,upport alld 
assistance, and (8) evalu~ti~n strategies. 
T~e two ,which . are less emphasized. in ' 
SDP' are ,(2) comprehensive design, with 
aligned components' alld (9) 
coordination ofresources. , 

)f(. tIlt was re.a(lyComerthatgot us started on CSRD." 

.Congressiomd staff ine~ber 

. ' , The more recent, and parallel, ,emphasis in fed~ral policy ~n after-sch061 programs that 
~re hnked to school refonn - primarily in the ,21 SI Century Schools program _.: is also credited 
?y some SDP proponents to Dr. Comer's perspective on child developmental heeds and his role 
10 the,Carnegie Comli1ission that addressed leisure time activities by youth. .! . 

" I 
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Finally, it is important to underscore the realities of the, federal role in education finance. 
About 7 percent of the average district's budget comes from the federal government, but the 
amount can be considerably higher ill urban districts. Clearly. however. states ~d localities have 
primary responsibility for finanCing' and delivering 
educational services: The amount of funding. and the 
mix between sUite a~d local financing and control. ' "What Comer was initially:on will differ widely from stat~ to state. ' to is much more ill the 

It is not yet clear what role SDP will play in , I 

conscio~sness oflocal school 

Title I reauthorization: Other education reform districts than in tl,e federal' 

models. notably Success for All. have been explicit 
 COlitext. " 
about the use of Title I funds, but SDP has also ' 
tapped Title I funds in some sites. Safe and Drug­ Urban superintendent 
Free Schools legislation has been used as a ,funding 

, source for some Student and Staff Support Teams. 
But the general lack offocus of these programs - " 
despite recent amendments that emphasize use of research-~ased prevention programs ­
suggests that these funds have not yet been effectively tapped for coherent development 
programs. Some close observers of federal policy link the prospect ofcompetitive Title I funding 
toSDP and other models'that emphasize district-level decision-making about the lowest- . 
performing schools.: 

Political Debate abollt Edllcation, Reform 
One arena in which education reform can be assessed is political debates. How often and to what 
extent do reform issues enter into such debate? This is not to say that campaigns are the best fora 
in' which to raise and resolve ideas about institutional reforms - especially since refonns are 
inherently complex and require very different timetables than 2- to 4-year election cycles. But it 
seems fair to say that the political arena is an important area for assessing education reform , 
(especially in light of recent changes made in welfare systems that reversed sixty years ofsocial 
policy). . ' 

The reality is' that the ideas ofSDP s~em to have m'adelittle impact in political debates -' 
in contrast with the "quiCker fixes" that rhetorically address the demand for greater', 
accountability. Ending teacher tenure, grauuationtests, parent contracts, ending "soc,iai 
promotion," charter schools, vouchers, pnvatization, and technology changes such as assuring 

, that each sch~ol is "wired to the Internet" are among the most popular "quick fixes.~' Most of 
these are not incon'sistent with,the deeper ideas of SDP, but they donot address its underlying 
principles of child development or student-centered collaboration in any overt way. I 

Some of the people we interviewed who are familiar with' federal education policy 

expressed concern that the drive on social promotion verges on "blaming the kids" in ways that 

are very negative. To the extent that this is true, of course, it is directly opposed to :SDP 

principles that emphasi~e the developmental poteQtial of all.students and the institutional 


, responsibility to meet kids where they are. There is also a concern that most states will use 
federal flexibility to do just enough refonn to show movemellt without seriously addressing the 
issues of teacher quality and classroom instructional methods. We should note that: the attern?t 
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to hold teachers and administrators accountable for the perfonnance of schools, without any , , 
reference to the fact that students spend only 9 percent of their lives in s'Chool from the time ·'they 
are born until they turn 18, ignores the collaborative responsibility for child development 
outcomes. 

State Policy .' . 
No states have adopted whole~school refonns across the board, although New Jersey has taken 
steps to place a greater spotlight on particular models. The N~w Jersey summar}tofrefonn 
models refers to SDP very favorably, citing Comer's writings and articles thafstress the value of 
the developmental approach and the importance of school culture. In California" which did not 
seek CSRD funding when it first became available (due to. a veto by then-Gov~l110r Wilson), state 
staff intend to make no special effort to go beyond the national materials on education refonn 
modeis and referred district,s to the recently published AIR assessment of refoml models. 

Most states are currently referring districts to the CSRD nationa~ websit~s, the federal 
, application material, and the federal·regional educational laboratories' discussion ofthe several 
endorsed models, including SDP. None appear to be going beyond these referrals to actual 
"endors~ment" of any of the specific, models or efforts to customize the models: to the needs of 
their states. 

State P~1icY on Teacher Quality and Tr~ining .... 

A 'special ca.se ofstate policy. and another indicator of impact, is the extent to which the 


renewed attention to the quality of teachers and teacher training reflectS the emphases and .. 
. . 
principles of the SDP. Here the 'evidence seems mixed at best While there are at .least 51 different 
versions of this indicator - all.the states· and the federal government having separate approache's 
to teacher training and quaJity issues - it is possible to discern some broad trends that ,relate to ' 
SDP. Recent changes in New York State have included new emphases in draft teacher trainii1g 
require~ents that some people familiar with SDP view as SDP-inspired, although the references . 
are generic and do not mention' SDP at all. . . , ' 

, The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) ,qas convened the interstate New 
Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (!NTASC), which inCludes state:education 
agencies, higher education institutions, and national education organizations dedicated to the 
reform ofeducation licensing and ongoing professional development of teachers. The consortitim 
has developed core standards for new teachers, includin~ two that support the values of the SDP: 

• The teacher understands ho~ children learn and develop, and can provide learning 
opportun,ities that support their intellectual, soCial and personal development; and, 

; The teacher fosters retationshipswith school colleagues, parents, and agencies in'the 
. larger coinmunity to'support ,students ' learning and well-being. 

The consortium encourages teachers to act as an advocat~' for students. 
Of course" these are model standards and,no state has yet adopted them or modified its 

own licensing requirements to incorporate the standards. It i's also clear that, most of the nation~l 
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discussion of the past several years about teacher quality issues focuses far .more upon 
curriculum and assessment of teaching, with little discussion of the developmental issues that are 
missing in teacher training or how to assess for them in teacher performance. 

The detailed discussion of teacher-quality issues at the American Federation ofTeachers 
website includes no reference to anything that could be construed as SDP concepts. The "What 
Matters Most" report refers to the need, for a portfolio for teachers that would include 
documentation oftheir accomplishments outside the classroom, with colleagues, parents, and the 
community. [emphasis added]. But consistent with the sparse treatment of school-community 
partnerships in Darling- Hammond's The Right io Learn, the report refers to the need to reduce 
spending on non-teaching persormel.'Moreover, only one of the model programs cited had 'a 

, ' • ' I 

signifieant component of community and agency roles in working with teachers. 
Further evidence of the outlook of these groups on the cOIl'Cepts of SDP may pe, deduced 

from a recent announcement of the Holmes Partnership, a network ofnearly 80 higher 
ed/schooVcorpmunity partnerships. The partners include,the,American Association ofCoileges of' 
Teacher Education as well as the AFT and the NEA. The Partnership is committed tq high­
quality, professional preparation for p~blic school educators; the simultaneousrene~al ofK~12 
schools and the education of beginning and experienced educators; equity, diversity, ~d cultural 
competence in K-12 schools and higher edu'cation; scholarly inquiry and research t6 improve 
teaching and learning; school-based and university-based faculty development; and policy 
initiation. ' " 
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.... SDP Ii.. had significant impact onthe field of ed:catiOn refOnn·TO be speCific: 

'J.(. SOP is widely known and respected as a J)1odel,for changing whole schools. It provided ' 
T members of Congress with the original idea for the Comprehensive Reform Demonstration' , 

Grant program. , '" "!, 

~ The major principles of SOP -. including 'the need for change across all ftil,1ctions of the 
, school; deep involvement oflower-income, minority ,parents in the life of the school; and, 
, governance teams that involve parents, teachers, and other school staff in miling decisions 

about school prograi11s and policies - have been-widely adopted and feature prominently in 
many models of school reform. Although this broader application certainly does not reflect 

, , "faithful replication" of the SOP 'il1od~I, many policy,experts and ec:lucation :observers give ' 
credit to the work.ofOr. Comer and SDP staff: These principles Qfthe,SOp; are central to ' 
school reform legislation; program regulations~ and policies at the federal, state, and local 
levels. 

• SOP is incIudedi~ nearly all of the recent pompi1ati~ns of school reforms~reated as part of 
. the federal Comprehensive School Reform OemonstrationGrants (CSRO), kd in materials

I that individual states have developed for implementing that program. I , 

, • In New Jersey, where the SOP has a strong history,of iml1lemt'mtati~n, ii ~as been adopted -. 
by 16 of the 72'first-round projects as a result of the Abbott decision by tile-New Jersey 

- Supreme' Court to increase funding for the l?west-performing districtS. ' 

, ·Writersancl scholars of education refonn who consider the variety of reform models' from a il 
I:
'I 

!! . neutral stance are generally favor,able in their comments about SDP. " ,. 
i! 
;i 

i: • Administrators and teachers who use SDP most faithfully in their schools and districts 
I' endorse it enthusiastically. Thes~ individuals form a cadre of experienced SOP implementers
I: 

, and advocates who see test scores as only one part of school reform and the broader equity"I: 
1: issues that are inseparable from school reform.' ­

• SDP has achieved hllportant partnerships with a iimited number of universities, .state 
departments of education, and community-based nonprofit org~izations. , ' ' :! . 

!! 
i: 

" . ,.
ii 
Ii It is important to distinguish between purposeful application of the principles of SOP 
!I 
I' 

.1 

and simply using ideas that have b~en in the zeitgeist of good schools for some: time. There are ' 

I 

school site governance teams composed of teachers and parents and chaired by; a pn~c,ipalwhich 
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may look like a School Pla~ing and Management Team as set forth by SOP, but which have 
never sought to apply SOP principles to their work.ltis difficult to tell whether it is SDP . 
principles or thoughtful local leaders that are creating impact in districts that are not formally 
applying SOP to their problems. The personalities and operating styles of individual school and 

. . , . 

district leaders lead' some of them to use the process and principles of SOP -. while others may 
be using some of the concepts without any link to SOP simply because they are good principles~ 
Still others may simply use the labels and a "lite version" of the principles. ' 

As one interviewee put it, "the field has caught up to SOP in some areas, which may 
make it less unique now." Pointing to school-based management in particular, which w~s very 
new in 1968, this person said there were many "Comer-like elements in lots of schools now." In 
his view, this leads to a greater tendency to compare SOP with other school-based management 
models in terms ofacademic results, since the other elements are converging on a body:of 
common practices. While we would disagree about the extent of full parent and comm~nity 
involvement and the developmental themes in SOP being "picked up widely/' it is clear that 

. other features have been adopted - both because SOP stressed them and because they became 
widely viewed as good practice. 

j 
I' , 
I 

J 
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Based on the comments of those we interviewed and the material we revie}Ved, the impact 
of SOP has been limited in three important ways: . , . ' ! 

. '" , , : 
, . " . . : 

· by the nature of the SOP model itself, since its own unique features can lim~t its replicability 
: " 

and dissemination, 

· by the choices made by the SOP implementation team; and, 

· by the nature ofthee'ducation reform field as an arena very resistant to external changes 
" . I 

· taken to scale. 
, 
I 

SOP unquestionably sits on the ."short list" of refonns that are respected in the "reform field." 
But this does not transla~e' to replication; adoption, or power to overcome institUtional 
resistance. That reqtlires a "theory of refonn" that operates at many levels, including: 

, I 

.a meta-strategy level, with marketing far beyond that of most of the cu~ent'ref0f!I1s; 

· an operational level in working with districts, with the ability to build party)erships, monitor 
iri1plementation, and design interventions that build.in quality. This is combined with issues 
~f intermediary power and commitrnent to SOP, de~ermining who else beyond the staff at 
Yale is committed to.and skilled at carrying out the ide~s ofSDP; and, ' 

· the micro-level with nuts and bolts -' what Pogrow calls a "technology"9 -' that is 

accessible and attractive to individuaf schools. 
 I 

rOl!r~w, s, "Rcfonning thc Wannabe Rcforn,lcrs"PQKQQ{)QI! June 1996. 
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some of the features oftl,e SDP appearto have limited its impact: 

• its emphasis on building a process over a longer span of time than other refonns, 'J 
• its past hick of clarity about whether it includes or could be linked with curriculum refonn, 
• its interdisciplinary nature, and : ­
~ its lack 9f clarity about its funding and resources assumptions. 

Its unique configuration among reform models as a "belief system," to use a phrase from several 
of our interviews, appears to add further difficulty to its adoption, while at the same time 
increasing its appeal to some educators who see the need for going beyond a narrow focus on 
achievement outcomes. ., . 

Yet it is important to assess SDP against what it has tried to do, rather than against goals 
and measures ofprogress that have not been the goals of SDP. It is clear that SDP has not sought 
national replication as a goal, since it restricted its intended impact to only a few school districts· 
as of early 1999. Furthennore, SDP has also limited its impa~t by its own choices by; 
approaching the national refonn climate created by CSRDand state-level refonns with ' 
considerable ambivalence about the competitive environment and the achievement-centered nature. 
of those reform efforts. Other decisions made, ,or not made, by SDP staff that have limited its 
impact on education reform include unce~ainty about dissemination strategies and vehicles, the 
off.;.and-on nature of the effort to build a national network of SDP intermediaries and "national 
faqulty," and questions about the role of universities vs other methods of sta~ development for, 
teachers. 

Again, context matters. As noted above, the field of education refonn does not lend itself 
easily to the adoption of principles that spring from external innovation. In addition to the K-12 
system, the higher education coinmunity has been resistant torefonn and has present~d barriers 
to the dissemination SDP and its ideas. There are Some solid examples of higher education 
partnerships with SDP, but less evidence of substantive ch~ges in teacher eciucationthat 
reinforce the goals ofSDP. The issues ofthepotential ofhigher education to serve as!a consistent 
intennediary for SDP principles are dealt with below in .The Limited Impact o/Higher. Education. 

Constraints 
SDP implementation,appears to have been constrained, based on its design an~ its 

definitions of mission, in the following areas: 

• Lead tim~ reqllired to change vailles"beliefs and relationships 
SDP proponents have been honest about the five years or more it takes to implement this model, 

in depth. This feature of SDP is not only an obstacle to politi~al quick-fixers, but daunting to 
some district leaders. Not only is the time required for real change seen as a barrier, but the 
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seeming fuzziness of emphasis on process and relationships appears to put off some hard-nosed 
education leaders. They prefer to se~ results emphasized o~er process, which some believe can 
degenerate into endless qleetings in lieu of progress. At the same time, this honesty and reality 
about how long it takes to achieve significant change 
are both SDP assets, since they also serve to screen ,"The SDP process has give'" us a 
out some districts and schools that want the quick fix.. . framework/or assessing the value. 

This challenge is made greater by the realities' of ofcurri~ulum changes we are 
public schools in disadvantaged areas. Change is cOllsiderillg. Itis the value ofthat 
constant, with high turnover among students, parents, framework, not a model of 
teachers: A growing number of the teachers in sqme of 'academic achievement, that we 
these districts are not qualified to teach - at all, or in . have gained the most from. SDP is 
their subject areas -:- based on credential requirements. not reform as ~uch" it is a template 
It takes an extraprdinary commitment, extra.effort, and . for reform•• " ,: 

time to stabilize such a school in or:der for these ideas 
 U~ban district 


. to take root. 
 administrator 

• Relatfon$hip betweell SDP ai,d cllrriculum reform .. , 
SDP has devoted a great deal of effort to clarifying how its emphasis. on process, relationships, 

and child development principles lead to changes in: curriculum and instruc'tion. SDP 
unquestionably takes an approach different from most reforms: it argues that the affecti~e needs 
ofchiidren are critically important to their academic achievement, in an ern when most r~fonners 

. take an ','academics only" approach. SOP, however, seems to have sent different messages about 
the importance ofacademic achievement, especially When it is narrowly eguated with' 
standardized test scores. 

In the words of one recent evaluation of SOP, "it is a program about parent participation, 
decentraliz,ed governance, coping with difficult students, 'and improving staffrelationships".lO. , 
Changes in curriculum arid achie"ement ate ex.pected to follow the emphasis given to process and 
developmental issues. Another observer very familiar with SPP implementation issues, places 

. SDP in the context ofall urban education reform, concluding that "none of them (Comer, TOM, , 
Goalition ofEssential SchooJs) fully antiCipate the realities of low-capacity s2hools. Comer h;'; 

, . never had a clear curricular component or method for supporting teachers. in the classroom:" 
. 	 This barrier 'arises frorn past ambiguity about whether SOP is. a c~rriculum reform, i~ ~ , 

prerequisite to curriculum reform,' can lead to achievement gains by itself without curriculum 
reform links, or depends uponcurriculum links, for full effects. Some ofthe practitioners who 
were deeply involved with SDP described it as a "template" or "framework" into which 
curriculumrefornland achievement emphasis can be fit by a cooperative: school team. Others 
perceive SDP as trying in the last 3-4 years to add to its own capacity to provide curriculum and 
instruction components. Ambiguity about SDP's role in curriculum refo,rm ste.ms partly from the 
subtlety of the SDP argument about affective needs ofchildren and how Ithey affect academic 

,In Cook, 1llolnas D,. CI.III, (1998), C'OIll~r;'S S"hool Df!I!I:lop/lutnt Prograll/ in Chicago: A Theory-Based E~alualion, pg. S4. 
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lievement (especially in' an era ofsimplistic sloganeering), and partly from different messages 
It by SOP over its long tenure as a ~eform strategy. ' ' 

It can be argued that' SOP's unique strength is its desire to blend academic achievement 
::l social development. We agree that balancing the two is crucial, and that SOP should continue 
build on its conceptual capacity to combi~e the two perspectives in unique ways. It is also 

, :ar that the SOP'staff has addressed this balancing task ~n depth. 
Rejecting test scores as a measure of student achievement is not an option. Making a case 

i broader and deeper measures of student progress and child well-being in addition to test 
ores that seems to be the strategy that fits SOP's unique strengths. Test scores are not a wrong 
easure, but an insufficient one. the issue is whether children's success should be judged by a 
Igle criterion - academic achievement -, or through a variety of indicators, including social 
:ills, talents, and service to the community. SOP emphasizes a positive social climate asa ' 
erequisite ~o achieving those indicators - not as an end in itself. The task, then, is to be mJch 
ore explicit about what those additiomil measures should be, and to help districts gather that 
ita to build the evidence for SOP's total impact.' , 

The personalization ofSDP 
ne of.!h.e more @,vious idiosyncrasies of the SOP model is that it takes an the persana]it¥ Of its 
under to an extraordinary degree. Not only is it the only reform model that is commonly 

, ~ . " ; 

ferred by the name of its originator, but some; close observers commented that Or. Comer's; 
lmility has had a definite impact in the marketing ofSOP . Some said that his humility-''what 
akes him Jim Conler," as one put it - is very appealing to some education le~ders. But it m~y 
so b~ problematic when coming head-to-head with other models whose marketing and ' 
'oporients are considerably less humble about their results and ~e time it takes to "chieve those 
suits.l~ also raises-q.uestiOAs abolltslIccession planning and the' future of the 'SOP organization 
:Or. Comer moves toward a less active role. 

Tile preconditions for reforn'i 
obUt notes that sOP ~'required a pre-existing base for reform that included a dynamic principal, 
.culty unity, and a perception of the need to reform." How widespread are these preconditions, 
;pecially in urban schools? The answer is important in determining how widely SOp'can be 
nplemented. Many of the best leaders in the hardest-impacted schools will respond well to :SOP 

, , 
; a process for reform. However~ the question of how large and how expandable this group is 

,:mains far from resolved, and has more to do with the nature ofschools in disadvantaged . 
eighborhoods than with SOP itself. This is an issue for all schools, but especially for SOP with 
s emphasis upon collaboration and consensus. 

This issue seems closely linked to th~ question ofwhether SDP seeks to convert fac~Ilty 
lembers who are resistant, or to replace them. While SOP philosophy holds that ordinary : 
!achers can become extraordinary, it seems possible that extraordinary teachers are required to 
lake SOP successful. To the extent that this'is true, the breadth and pace of expansion depend 
pon teacher quality improvement, which has been treated as a largely separate .issue. 
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• "What do YOII thil'k'we ought to do?" . 
. The cemmunity and parent.:centered·nature ef SDP means that a deliberate effertismade not to. 
. impese an external curriculum. Listening to. parents and. building genuine cense.n~us ameng .. 

semetimes-warring factieris in scheels and cemmunities takes time. It'alse requires a willingness 

net to. impese an externalcurriculum~ hewever impertant the externally develeped structure and 

process may be. 


These ideas have an inevitable 

ambivalence to. them, as captured by the' . ., 


"We IIad to develop many oftile detailed 
weak catch phrase "tep-dewn and bottem­

" ' 	 ' materials we needed ourselves. ~' 
,", 

up. The desire to. include beth external . 

knewledge and internal.censensus is 
 Urban school i 
unquestienably genuine, beth 'in SOP staff administrator 

.	and ~eadership and in the schoels that 
select SDP as their' appreach to. achieving 
better eutcemes fer students. But 
everyene who. has been a censultant knews there cernes a mement when the client, if they are at· ".. 
all interestedin change, asks the censultant, in effect, "Just telrus whatte de."SOP resists that 
yearning fer certainty and directiveness, which is ene ef its greatest strengths,' At the same time, 
it seems clear to. us that net all scheel leaders er 'staff wilfbe cemfertable with such ambivalence 
abeut "best practices", ner with the great e~phasis placed upen the need to. develep censensus 
at the scHool level rather than being driven by district and state mandates. AgaiI,l, Pegrow's peint 
abeut the impertance ef."technolegy" - the nuts and belts efwhat happens ina classreem'in . 
reform - seems relevant. The lack ef such specifics seems in at leastseme dis~cts to. censtitute 
a barrier to. SOP's geals. . .' .' 	 ..... :.' . 

. 	 ." ~ 

• The interdisciplinary nature and origins ofSDP . 
Inevitab'ly, the impact ef SOP uPlln educatien is' affected by a perception that:it cemes frem 

. ' .eutsi.de education. As Neblit and- his cel~eagues peint eut; 


.'*using~paradigms .frem the fields efchild psychiatry and(

"Certainly from Ollr public health, Cemer design'ed SOP, ,." This cress- . 

.perspective, Comer has 
fertilizatien frem ether fields into. educatien was.a 

attracted public illterest, but remarkable cenceptualleap - ene certa,n to. leave behind . 
tile work lias not had a . these who. are cemfertable werking enly within their ewn 
substantive impact 011 making' discipline. and for whom educatien paradigms, as 
leamillg supports a primary understeed at.the lecaUevel,were the enly bidlpark in . 
alld esse;~tial componellt of .which they wanted to. play. ­
school reform t"blking. " Thequestien then becemes: if SDP arese eutsjde 

the educatien-arena and is still seeft as a clrtld 
Director of d~\relepmentlmental health effert, hew'dees it persuade 
national center on peeple deep inside education that this' breader view .ef 
school-based 'scnoels and chIldren IS essenual'!,As an;eutslde 
services perspective en sche~ls, targetingdevelopment rather than 

reform, SDP's impact en educatien.is a lew-grade miracle, 
: " 
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. since it was not conceived or carried out from within the educational establishment. It goes far 
deeper, into ideas about hoW children develop and how communities change. Its challenge today 
is to impact an education refonn world in which many practitioners and polic~ leaders do not 
fundamentally value either of these perspectives, but need both.. 

• Defining the devidopmental pathways , 
This element of SDP~s principles in some ways most clearly embodies its roots in developmental 
concepts', and was mentioned favorably by virtually all those familiar with SDP. But th~ actual 
conteQt of what schools and districts are meant to do to address those pathways seemed vague. 
In discussing this with SDP staff, they acknowledged that imp~menting the pathways in 
concrete tenns has been difficult, but went on to explain what they felt It meant uSing a .trame of 
r~ence that extended far outside the boundaries of the school. This issue is closely linked to the 
discussion of the community impact ofSDP which is addressed in Issues ofCommunity Change, 
below. 

• Challenges ofinvolving parents il'l urbart schools 
One of the hallmarks of the SDP·has been its emphasis on enhancing children's development by 
bridging the,.&ap between the ~chool and home. Comer describes three levels of involvement for 
parents: 

. ~ 

• supporting the school's program by attending parent-teacher conferences, 
• becoming actively engaged in daily life of the school by being present on school sites and 

assisting with learning activities, and ' ; 
• participating in decision-:-making through the School Project Management Team (SPMT). J J 

Many activities and'suggestionsJorclassroom instruction assume the involvement of parents as 
volunteers or paid teacher assistants. In sonie districts it has been used primarily as amodel for 
engaging parents. . . '. \ 

The current situation for children and families in low-income communities has weakened . . 
the effectiveness of traditional parent involvement. Some 'children are transported across the 
school district to attend school far from home, not easily accessible to their parents. Many low­
.income parents themselves were unsuccessful in schools or rejected by "the system," and are . 
understandably reluctant to re-engage with the schools on behalf of their children. More 
neighborhoods are more ethnically and lingUistically diverse, leaving parents isolated from other 
adults they-can talk to. As a result ofwelfare refonn, in some communities.where a sizable 
proportion ofadults fomlerly received public assistance, all able-bodied adults are now working 
-. or working at finding work. Even in schools where patent involvement once thrived, it is now 
much more difficult to engage low-income parents in the life of the school. While employment 
may have stabilized the income of these families, it should be noted that the emerging studies of 
the early result~ of welfare refonn suggest that many of those who are working are in low-paying 
jobs which may not include health benefits and thus increases some of the economic uI)certainties 
facing these families. 

Comer, J.ct 01. (1997) Rallying thl! Wlmle Village, Tile Comer Process for Reforming Education. 

Teachers College Press. pg.48. 
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.' To summarize the i~herent barriers which make SDP diffic~lt to extend to:a wide 
audience, one interviewee who was intimately familiar with the recent and' earlier ,history of SDP, 
said, "Some aspects of SDP may be too complex for ordina'ry mortals." What this' means, in our 
view, is that implementing SDP is difficult and nuanced at the same time. It is a balancing act 
between flexibility and faithfulness to th~ model, between local decision-making ~d clear 
. methods and processes,' and between a broad conceptual framework and a dl;:tailed set of actions" 
needed to bring change. Not only is a sizable tolerance for ambiguity necessary to work along all 
of these continua, but it also takes a long-:term view of institutional change:that may seem like a 
great lu~ury to hard-pressed school and district administrators who have an average tenure of 
three years. iI' 

The "Belief System" of SOP 
The question of the "belief system" nature of SDPjs a difficult one. SOP attemp~s to address 

openly the values questions that are often submerged in "system reform" work. In other settings, . 

we have found that the technical, managerial, and budgetary elements of systems ieformoften 

tend to obscure the deeper, underiying questions about values; ReformerS either take these 

questions for granted or avoid raising them to side-step.conflict. Yet in.changing schools in more 

than token ways (as with nearly any other large, bureaucratic system), underlying questions of' 

values matter: Which children shall receive priority? Which children should 'get special help? 

What to do about well-intentioned, but ineffective programs that 'consume scarce ~esources? 

Which teachers in a system with increasecl'ac'countability need a second chance anp which are 

hopeless. and should be encouraged to leave? 


. In our view, avoiding issue of values is avoiding the fundamentals ofreforrn.1t may go too 
far to dema~d that anew principal' adhere to a belief system as a convert, but the child-centered 
and parent.,centered qualities of SDP rest on some important·values. It is to SDP'scredit that 
these values are made explicit.' As one SDP staff member put it, lilt is the belief system that has 
given these districts purpose and a sense' of direction " As with other features -that make" SOP' 
more:daunting, this helps screen out the quick-fixers. 

. The line that 'needs watching, perhaps. is the line between making sure that SOP 

i~lementation is.based on certain core beliefs and values agddemanding that there be little 


. @vi",~ion from those values. Atten4jng to values also requires addressing the question ofhow 
those values are to be transmitted to practitioners whose values may differ. This is'in part a 
training' question, arid in par:t a. staffing question. Ifonly converts to a belief system can make 
reform happen, what happens to the teachers and administrators who want betterischools but do 
not believe SDP methods are always the best ways to get them? The prevailing answer in SOP 
implementation seem's to be"show them the evidence." But the distance between beliefs and 
evidence may be a long one, and honest skeptics might not be persuaded. Whether they should 
then be abandoned as "not getting it:' or, approached in different ways is an-open question which 
seems to us to affect SDP. dissemination in important ways. The expectation that a'ready-made . 

~ . ~ '. I 

model for curriculum and Instruction can be a "silver bullet" for impro,{ing academic achievement 

may be misplaced, but it leaves open the issue ofhowto·.deal with sites and local education' 

leaders who may buy some of SOP's values but fall sho of suhscribing to the whole belief 


. : 
'1system. 
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.. Self-imposed SOP Limitations 

. . 


• The lack ofa marketing strategy . 
In reviewing some of SOP's written and video presentations, there is further evidence that 
strategic marketing on a national basis has not been a priority for the SOP staff. This is in part a 
positive observation, because it reflects the genuine priority given to implementation in depth 
and support for the limited number of district.s and schools that SOP has been able to help. But it 
also limits the message that can get out to those interested in schoolwide reform .. 

The style of presentation in SDP material is mostly that of "talking heads," accompanied 
by a few overhead charts that use dense print and small type. The presentations used for CSRD 
include little info1l11ation on evaluation results other 
than verbal. anecdotes about results in a few schools.. "Our approach has been to 
SOP staff did not utilize the opportunity to comment put the model out there aT!d 
in writing on the AIR report's ranking of SOP in the hope that enoughpeople ' 
second tier of"promising" strate~ies, which a number . would grab it and run. " 
of the' other models chose to do. There appears to be a . 

conviction that the SOP model "sells itself." In their , 


SDP staff member 
comments on the national competition within the 

CSRD awards, this low priority given to the need to 

"sell" SDP comes. through. / 


The merits of any reform - its bottom line results - ought to matter more than its 
marketing. But the extensive and growing literature on ·the marketing of public 'social programs is 
instructive, underscoring the importance of the message as well as the merits. There is no 
question that Success For All is the most visible (and, many would add, the best-promoted) 
model of reform. But SOP, with a much less explicit marketing strategy and fewer reso~rces 
.devoted .to intermediary culti~ation, has managed. to hold its oWn in the national visibi~ity 
. sweepstakes. The question is .whether a more deliberate marketing strategy is n~eded for those 
districts beyond the seven to nirie that are currently treated as priorities. . i '. 

• Ambivalence abollt national competitions and CSRD 
As mentiorred earlier, it is clear that SOP has not actively sought national replication as a goal, as 
evidenced by its restricted focus on 'only a few school districts. Its ambivalence about 'the 
competitive environment and achievement-centered nature ofreforms put forth by CSRo and 
state-level policies further limit SOP's impact. Onestaffmeinber referred to CSRD as having 
"taken us off ofour game," referring to the seven-to-nine district goal set by SOP staff. 

It is important not to make too much of the first round of CSRD awards, since only 20 
states have released funding thus far. But the pattern ofawards may suggest some cause for 
concern and be a reflection of SOP's unwillingness to participate actively in CSRD. With 16 of 
442 awards, SOP may be compared with the other programs that "ran ahead" 9f it: Accelerated 
Schools (41), America's Choice.(21}, DePaul UniversitY (3 different models -41), and Success 
for All (7l). To be sure, the merits of SOP clearly had impressed some districts and schools. But 
for the reform model that one congressional staff member describe~ as the inspiration for CSRD 
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to have received less than 4 percent of the initial awards may require a clearere~planation of why 
this is not the SDP "game." What seems least clear in talking with SDP 'staff is whathappens 
'after the sev~n-to-nine districts that are its current focus. The national arena ofCSRD is certainly 
one of the arenas in which that question might be answered. ' ' '. : ' 

, At the same time. we should note that SDP staff has 'a critique of CSRD that is definitely \ . 
, shared with some of our other interviewees. CSR.D is '·Just enough money to get in trouble:' in 
the views ofone school administrator. Others have voiced concerns about the small funding 
available from CSRD -,a minimum of$50,000 for three years -,that may relegate it toone more '" 

, "Washington TSG (tiny. symbolic gesture)" in an era ofall-too-categorical and pften token levels 
offunding. 

The SDP staff have been very direct abolJt their conviction that CSRD creates a school­
focused approach to education reform. ignoring the need for district-level reform. SDPstaffhas' 
deliberately taken a pass on participating in some ofthe state-level processes seet up in response 
to CSRD, especially where it perceived that states were not serious about seeking reform that 
included districts as well as schools. It alsp avoided some of ~e states that required locked-in 
commitments of resources from national developers. ,So the low number of SDP sites chosen in ' 
the first round reflects some of these decisions as well- which are clearly defensible in light of 
SDP's priorities. Yet th~ broader issue of how to respond to the broadestnatio'nal spotlight on 
national education reform remains unresolved. ' 

• Lack 0/decisiveness about tlte lise 0/national intermediaries 

TT:he~off~-a~n~d;-o~n~n~a~tu~r~e~o~f~th~e~e~f~fo;rt;;;tO~b~u~i~ld~a~na~t~io~n~a~1n~e~tw~o~rk~'~~-:::::~:~rull 
aJ , co e,of universities vs other methods of staff 

:. , ' , , development for teachers have all been a difficult set of challenges for SDP staff. To be sure, the 
barriers to university involvement (described at greater lerigth in The Limited Impact o/Higher 
Education) are a major'factor. But some interviewees perceivedSDP as less concerned than they 
should be about the need for a national organization to market SDP beyond those sites that the 
Yale-based staff can handle. One funder who has worked closely with SDP observed that .the 
Yale-based staff are "not-committed to building a national network. They have' never been serious' 

, about building a national network of trainers." . " , 1 " 

. One ~ource linked this to theSDP decision to develop :its own approach to curriculum 
• I 

models and the higher ptiority given to academic achievement in recent years in SDP, as opposed 
to fornling alliances with other models which were stronger in these areas. Noti~g the "strong· 
egos and appropriate pfide;~ characteristic of SDP and all naiional model developers, this person 

" ,I 

felt it would be difficult for SDP to achieve such links in developing curricululp models. ' 
In this connection, we should note that interviewees mentioned three other national 

models of refoml which they felt would not sux:vivethe CSRD process~ Interviewees felt that 
these models also lacked the infrastructure and intermediary alliallces to carry10ut adequate 
~upportfor sites that might want to choose their approach. ' ' . ' 

More recently. it appears that SDP staff may be responding to these concerns in,renewed 
attempts to build a network of regional training centers. As we note later in the report, the 
question ofwhat the.intennediary·strategy should beis stH.l very much open.,: ' 

I 
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"~ • Ambiguityabollt fiscal and slIstailiability strategies 
SDP is not completely consistent about its cost and how it is to be supported over timd. In part, 
this is based on the' distinction between SDP as a process and SDP as a model of reforml A 
process is obviously harder to cost out, since it involves making decisions about resourc~s during 
the process, rather than a pre-designed, cookie-cutter model with a set price. 

On one hand, SDP staff refer to a specific $et of fees for the support of the national staff 
in what they describe as a "turnkey" model. But at the same time, buy-in and "faithful : 
replicati,?n" are often based on staff commitment and non-reimbursed time. "SDP does not 
require a heavy infusion ofmaterial or financial resources..." but staff "meet weekly ... "'~ork 
tirelessly... ," and are involyed 'in "preakfast meetings for staff and parents." This suggbsts 
strongly that in effect, SDP requires the unpaid time of teachers, which appears as thou~h it may 
be 10 to 20 percent above norms. . 

There are also a wide range of costs associated with the facilitators, who are full~time in 
some sites and quarter-time In others. A funder referred to "the potential variability in ' . 
implementation costs [being] huge from District 13 to Guilford to the 'Cadillac' model in 
Detroit." In the AIR report, the cost of SDP was placed at $45~000 for a hypothetical school of . 
500; with cost assumed to be $32,000 ifexisting staff is re-alloc'ated to.sDP functions. ; . 

An article on the "Economics of School Reform: Three Promising Models'; in the ' 
Brookings Institution's Holding Schools Accountable (1996), although written as of 1994-5, 
refers to the fact that there was less data available from SDP on fiscal assumptions and; 
sustainability, which is consistent with our findings. In Jennifer King's revie~ of the costs of the 
three models, SDP, Success For All, and Accelerated Schools, she placed SDP in the middle of 
the mod~ls, but noted that it was difficult to' get estimates of costs from SOP. She noted that it 
required the most time from parents, underscoring the point above about subsidies that lare not 
reflected in the budgets but which still represent real resources.12 

The point is not that SDP is expensive. As Linda Darling-Hammond and others have 
pointed out, the current' allocation of financial resources to schools creates a system that is very 
expensive and almost certainly has room for sizable re-allocation. (Charter schools with full 
school budget flexibility have been able to demonstrate this in som~ sites.) The point is that 
human capital is a financial resource, in the form of the willingness of some teachers, 
administrators and staffto put in extra time because they beli~ve in the process and the potential 
of their, students. Fully accounting for this cost and,this resource seems more consisteq.t with the 
honesty about time that is described as a "costly asset" above. Honesty about both ti~e and 
money may be needed. ' 

, A related issue is the question of how SDP's cost is to be sustained over time. In recent 
work by the Aspen Institute on the "theory of change" approach to evaluating 'comprepensive 
community initiatives, participants in the discussion have urged adding a' "theory of resources" 
that would make clear how the initiative is to be funded over the long run after external: 

; 

12 King. 1, "Meeting Ihe EducaliQnal Needs of AI-risk Students: A Cost Analysis ofThree Models," Educational Evaluation 
fl./ld Po/i('yAna(vr;'f, Spring 1~94: voU6 nO'.1 pp 1·19, ! . 
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foundation funding disappears or decreases. 13 SOP appears to face some ofthes.e same issues .. 
.. Assumptions about future funding drive the implementation of innovation, since future funders 
. usually make clear what outcomes they are willing to pay for. The connection b,etween outcomes 
and sustainabiiity is thus avery close one. Going to sC,al~ demands clarity about these issues, a 
clarity that is not present in most SOP sites. 

While some ex~mples exist of projects that have been picked up by scho~l district funding' 
and other reform models that have been ableto tap Title I funding (ri~tably SFA), what is lacking. 
is the development at the frorit end of implementation of an explicit inventory of local 
institutionalizedfunding sources that are "tappable" and a strategy as to how they can be tapped. 
One interviewee noted that a great deal of time and energy had been expended by a local 

,	intermediary working with SOP in seeking grant funding from a wide. variety o(sources that 
resulted in several small grants. This observer noted that when SOP says that ·itis a process for 
organizing the whole school, then logically the implication is that the school budget itself must 
eventually be the primary source of funding for SOP - that is if the district (or~the principal in a 
school-based budgeting system) really believes that SI?P 'is a priority and that all the fragmented 
categorical funding for at-risk students should be focused on SOP and its outcomes. But SOP has 
lacked detailed material that set out these sustainability strategies and tactics, m~king it more 
difficult to explain to potential adaptors how future funding might work. 

• The militicllltllrainatllre ofbmer city and lower~i!,come scltoo/~ . 
Observers-of SOP .readily acknowledge that its staff is highly sensitive. to multic,ultural issues in 

. their application of SOP principles. But a number of those we spoke with also ~oted that the .. 
. major sites and staffing of SOP do not fully reflect this sensitivity. Over ~ime, this may become· 
an even more important issue affecting SO~'s hnpact on a national basis: of the 5.5 million poor 
children under age six in 1996, 1.9 miliion (34 percent) were non~Hispanic white~ 1.7 nullion were 
Hispanic (31 percent), and 1.6 million were non-Hispanic African~American (29 percent). 

Evaluators with whom we spoke said there . ,. 


was no evidence' of any problems that SDP . "The SDP model does not seem 

implementors faced in dealing with Latino or Asian 
 .. to have p·really multicultural 

students, although there were only afew sites where 
 . focus; it is an Eastern modeL " 
multi-cultural issues were relevant. But a few 

, commented on the possible screening:-out effects of '·Region~1
what some perceived as SOP's lack of emphasis upon foundation officer 
the di~ersity among lower-income, lower-performing . . I 


studer:tts. Yet one nadonal organizing.leader in 

hispanic communities with was very c0111plimentary 


. of SOP, stressing how helpful it had been for his communityorganiiing work. He said "thejr 
theory helped us organize our experience and explained the problems we were h~ving getting 

.. 	 ."
schools to ,.perform better for our stud~nts. 

. . 

Briefly, a thcory of rcsources addresses the underlying asswnplions about how an iMovaiion can be sustainiciand 
expanded, using resources available to lhe sponsoring organization. rather than relying upon external grant funds. The 
Aspen Institute: has d~'Vcloped a background paper on such a thcory as it affects comprehensive community initiatives. 
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• The SDP mode/'s variability over time 
The changes in the content of tile SOP refonns from 1968 to 1999, although necessary and 

desirable, make it more difficult to pin down what the reforms actually were, since the model 
kept evolving. This adaptability was clearly a strength 
of the model, compared with a more rigid and infl~xible "SDP is a,soft, Clintonesqke
approach to refonn - but it appears to have had a niodelr it doeslt 't change tile 
,downside in tenns of dissemination, making it more power, it does" 't c/,allge th:e 
difficult to explain what SOP may have been and what resources; it doesn't change 
it has become. As Cook notes in the Chicago the ground rules, who's in: 
evaluation,'''SOP is no cookie-cutter program, in fact charge, or consequellces you 

, SOP's emphasis on process guarantees this." , lIeed for real challge. " 
What was disseminated as "good refonn" in " 


1995 may be quite different from what will be 
 National 

disseminated five years later. "Capturing the lessons" 
 education reform 

is definitely harder when the lessons must be absorbed 
 leader 
from a moving target. The shift toward talking more 
about achievement goals and curriculum, the need for : 
sites to "fill in the blanks" by developing their own localized materials, the increasing er:nphasis 
on evaluation, and changes in the student support function that added outside agencies to school 
staffing - ail of these were mid-course adjustments that made sense, but that made the:model 
different. 

We call special attention to the differences in implementation of SOP in different sites. 
As ~:me evaluator stressed to us, "Comer projects differ so much in the way thatth~y ate 
implemented from city to city; in Prince Georges County, they see the facilitator a couple of 
times a month. In Chicago, they see the facilitator two days a week. These differences are SQ 

, substantial that I am not comfortable calling all of it Comer." , : 
, Some observers of SOP feel that they have been more insistent on faithful rep libation than 

hard.pressed urban schools would suggest is reasonable. This has led, in the views of some, toa 
reluctance to partner with intermediaries who are seen by SOP staff as unlikely to do 8: thorqugh 
job in implementing SOP. Some district staff and universities that sought to workwith' SOP felt 
that their efforts were spumed, their calls simply not returned. This was interpreted by soine as 
arrogance, although it seems more likely that it reflected a limitation of resources than : 
unwillingness to cooperate. 

Finally, we should re-emphasize the realities of trying to run a national program with a 
staff that has limited time and resources. One close observer of the Yale staff said "they give a ' 
whole new meaning to the word under-staffed." Another said, in effect, that it was : 
understandable that they had shown little capacity for reflective practice and the ability to digest 
the lessons of what they do in sites, because they have been unable to devote the time to this 
vital task. While th'e published materials from SOP staff, especially Rallying the Whole Village, 
may be seen as a convincing answer to some of this concern about self-reflection, some of these 
observers said they werecJisappbinted that more sessions were not held between SO~ staff and 
its most knowledgeable external partners to explore these issues. ' 
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Barriers to Reform in the Education Field 
A wealth ofeducation reform literature can make the point that SOP and iill other school reform 

, ' 

models are up against significant odds. The paper developed by Foundation staff for a session at 

the American Education Research Association in 1997 included a clear summation ofseveral 

barriers: "chaos, budget cuts, leadership turnover, flavor~of-the-month approaches to school 

improvement." The website of the USOE's CSRD program, the regional educati6n laboratorie~ 

funded by the federal government, the Learning Network supported by the Faunaation; and 


, national interest groups have all set forth the barriers in depth. , 
What does seem important to em.phasize, however~ are those featUres of ~rban education 


and education for students ofcoior from lower~income families that are not only ,barriers to ' 

education reform, ,in general, but particular barriers to implementing the SOP nio~el. These 

include:' 


, • Instability of urban schools with their turnover of staff and students. Theqepth of family 

, and neighborhood problems, combined with the instability of reform and of progress itself, 

leads to precarious, shifting ground for reform to take hold. As Noblit observed: "In these 


. urban !)chools, reform and success are fragile and the schools believe they must be forever 

vigilant."The challenges of going to scale with any innovation, ~s Schorr'and othe~ point out. 

are sizable; those in education ,arenas are formidable. Trying to go to scale in non-accountable 

,education 'systems 'in highly stressed, under- resourced schools in low-inC'om~ communities is' , 

all the more difficult. and this where SOP is being carned out.. . 


• Waves~f"refonll" that overlap simultaneously. When stressed districts and schools are 

trying to improve things they are usually doing so by trying several thing~ at once. The 


,! 
.""reform du jour" approach is-easy to criticize; to teachers and staff in an 'urban school it 
'\ 

:; 

meal'!s continuing to cope with top-down reforms that take little account of the success or 

failure of the last wave, since'insufficient time has passed to determineits success. A new' 

'analysis ofschool reform by the Brookings Institution,Spinning Wheels, de~cribes "reform as 

the norm" and explains the symbolic political functions ofreform as "policy chum." This 

assessment discusses in depth the paradox of education being viewed as a system resistaht to 

change and at the same time subject to suc~essive waves'o~ reform. It forms;a useful backdrop 

for thinking about education reform in the late 1990'S.14 


. ' As the Abt report points out, ,this penchant for reform means that SOP has often been a 

train running on tracks parallel to several others, with built-in potential for conflict: "Unless 

joint ventures ...are arranged in advance, the Comer SOP ultimately competes with other 


, major school reform 'efforts.;' . ". " . 
Yet for some 'of its practitioners, SOP actually appears to be more compatible with other 


reforms, especially curriculum and instruction reforms, than other models. The evidence for 

this is side-by-side implementation,of SFA ~nd other achievemenHiriven mo~els in some 


" Comer schools. Others, however, cite evidence suggesting that ~FA, in Prarticular, is ' 

incompatible with SOP due to its centralized curriculum approach. SF A ha~ a very 


. . . ' ' 

Hess, F.(l999)Spinni~g Wheels. Washington. R.C.: Brookings Institution. 
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prescriptive governance st~cture that seems quite different from SOP's facilitative, 'inclusive 
approach. Thus the prospects for joint operation with SFA are mixed. Some districts have 
sought to resolve the need for deeper curriculum content by using SDP as a framework for 
governance, in tandem with a clearly specified instructional model fOfthat side of refo,rm. Yet 
it has seemed difficult for the SOP staffto set out this option, lest they appear to be i 
downgrading sbp's own curriculum content inthe context ofgrowing emphasis on 
curriculum models. 

• Teacher quality in urban schools. Teachers with the least experience end up in the schools 
with the greatest needs, as documented by Darling-Hammond and others. In California, it is 

I 

possible to get from the Internet rankings ofall schools in a given county by free and:reduced­
lunch percentages, percentage of limited English-~peaking students, test scores, and , 
percentage of teachers with emergency credentials. The correlations are exactly what Darling­
Hammond would predict: the lowest-income schools have the highest percentages of 
unqualified teachers. In Oist~ict 13. 50 perce~t of the teachers are certified and 20 percent 
more are "ready ,to take the,test."!his represents a further resource disparity that fqrces 
SDP or any model that targets these schools to cope with both the general resistance to 
reform and the difficulty of improving these teachers' performance. , 

A reality base is important. In some urban districts, the question of teacher quality is 
subordinate to the question of getting anyone to teach in some schools; Detroit at present has 
800 teacher vacancies. : 

• Race and poverty. As obvious as it may seem. the impact of race and poverty on these 
schools may become so accepted as a major factor that it becomes the factor taken f<;>r granted 
and thus little discussed. We believe that Noblit and his colleagues are right in approaching , 
their assessment of SOP schools under the rubric of"education. race, and reform." All three 
of these weighty topics interact in SOP in ways that make it easy to confuse on~ with the 
other~ Clearly. the resistance to education reform has more than a little to do'with the raci~il 
composition of the lowest-performing schools, and affects the resource allocations mentioned 
in the prior point. Reforming any large instItutions is uphill work; reforming those that ' 
primarily serve parents and children with little power is much harder.. 

The limited Impact of Higher Education 
Beyond the barriers in K-12 education are the barriers in higher education, which is an~cessary 
component ofdissemination for SDP and 'other reforms. University involvement seems to be an 
unavoidable element in spreading the impact ofSDP, but at the same time.very difficult. The 
issue is unavoidable because teachers are such cruciaI'stakeholders in implementing SD~, and thus 
their training and professional development becom~s a key leverage point for change. The issue is 
difficult because many of the ideas that have sprung from SDP have not been acknowledged by 

, those i~ higher education. This is especially true of those ideas that come from disciplines other 
than education, those that challenge the basic incentive systems ofschools of educatio~, and 
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those that demand fundamentally different working relations between .urbanschools and 

universities. . 


For SDP to expand its impact beyond the 

districts with which'it is now working most 
 "Most schools of: education
intensely requires effective intermediaries. A small ' would,,'t have a clue ahout how . . ,;number of universities have demons,trated,thatthey, 

to help Jim Comer. "'r 
can carry part of that burden. But larg'edmpact on 

university policy imd practices delnands more. F'or 
 National 
universities, that means greater academic attention education reform 
to research on the effects of SDP models. It also ' , leader 
means changes in the curriculum and methods that 
schools of education use to move teacher training in 
the direction of SDP concepts. , ' 

Yet, evidence suggests that such changes are not likely to occur. In fact, nearly everyone 
we interviewed, including a number of academics from schools of education, agr~ed that higher 
'education appears considerably more resistant to reform than K-12 systems. However, there was 
a wider spread ofopinion on the. question of how opeQ. higher education m'ight b~ to a more· ' 
strenuous effort to 'change teacher education at its core. 

" Problems arise from the different agendas ofuniversities and urban ~cli~ol systems. 
Schools want all kinds of help, and ~niversities want opportunities for research. These agendas 
are simply.not compatible at times. In one model, the Eastern Michigan. University experience in 
Detroit, the people whom we interviewed felt that the university bad been successful in " 
responding first to the needs of the school system - with tutoring by preservice students - ,and 
then moving on to larger, deeper topics. This set of connections echoes the core ideas of SDP in 
building relationships and trust over, time, but it-may not fit'the academic timetal;>lesof many 
universities. 

The acid test ofuniversity, c,hange to 
support principles of education refonn seems to us"The UniverSIty /'flS to he i" a 
to be changes in its curriculum arid field placement . .' certaill level of turmoil for the 
activities- which are at the heart 9fwhat schools partnership to work. If they do,,'t 
of education do. At EMU, courses have beenhave that, theil' they WOIl't make 
changed to incorporate ideas from SDP, according tothe challges. " 
the Abt report. At San Diego State,' an entire cohort 

. ~ . t 

of master's level 'students was expo;sed to SDP ideasSOP staff member 
and was able to use these ideas in te,aching, since 

, most students were already teaching at the time 
they received their MA's. At C.W.;post,the faculty 

is working actively with schools in a suburban district-with heavy concentrations of lower- . 
income families. . .' " , ... "; ,:' ': " , ." . :' I , ' 

, These examples above show i~pressive penetrations i~to tht: central ~ssion ofschools 
. of education. But it is not clear how either SDP statT or higher education leaders 'intend to spread 
this impact beyond these enclaves. Nor does it appear that these sites, which are the oIiesmost 

; 

38 



actively involved with SDP, have much' contact with each other on an on-going basis, dcrspite 
facing many of the samei,ssues in their SDP~related work. ' i 

Nonetheless some of the people we interviewed felt that "no fair test" has yet been made 
of the capacity of schools of education. One former foundation official who is familiar with SDP 
said that the entire issue of the role of universities in education reform and specifically ip their 
promotion of SDP was a "war zone yet to be engaged." . 

What Happens .Whel; SDP and Schools ofEducation Work Together? . ! 
Will the widespread evidence ofbarriers to'change in higher education become a self- ' 

fulfilling prophecy .in which no serious effort is made to engage resistant institutions? What has 
happened in SDP's limited links to higher education? Without doubt, there have been SOme 
excellent examples of university support of SDP in the decade of the Foundation's SUPP9rt: But 
mostof these have come with considerable external funding from RF and other national and 
regional foundations, rather t~anas a re-allocation'ofresources and priorities within schools of 
education or other segments of universities. They . 
have also taken place at the margins of the "l'm not aware ofany other; .. 

university; rather than in thework of its full-time 
 schools ofeducation that have 

, tenured faculty who do the great majority ofthe . dOlle what we have tried to do to' 
, ,I'teacher training that goes on in schools of education. change how we work with kids. " 

, 'Going beyond the origins ofSDP at Yale 
University's Child Study Center, the most eXtensive Dean, ~cboolor 
involvement of universities with SDP has come at Education 
Cleveland State, Southern Unive~ity at New 
Orleans, San Francisco State; San Diego State, . 
Eastern Michigan University, and C.W. Post 
Campus ofLong Island University. According to 
SDP staff and the Foundation, in the early and mid-90s . there was a conception ofuniversitles as 
"surrogates" for SDP in extending its impact on a national basis.' As of the late 90s, however, 
there is far less discussion of this role. In 1993, there were 10 active university partnerships with 
SDP; in 1998-9, a smaller number seem to be actively engaged in direct.partnerships,~ith EMU 
and C.W/Post the pril11e remaining examples.' 

Focus. on AchieveinentlCurricufllm vs Focus on Social Development r 

We should note that a number of the· other national reform models have their home bases 
in universities, though it is significant that they are commonly in separate institutes fo~ education 
reform. Success for All at Johns Hopkins University and the Community for Learning 'at Temple 
University are two of the best-known examples. But the greater emphasis that these models 
place on academic achievement and curriculum refof11l reflects what most schools of education 
would see as their appropriate involvement, in contrast with SDP's ideas of social development 
that extend well beyond education as a d'iscipline. . . : . , 

Even scholars such as Linda Darling-Hammond, who are especially, thoughtful about the 
need to re~professionalize teac'hing and to support ne~ teachers in creative ways, make few 
references to the social development of students and the other elements of learning support. 
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Howard Adelman of UCLA's School of Mental Health Program has been perhaps the most 
important exception to this nile, outside Yale that is, setting forth a detailed rationale for learning 
supports as a vital third sector co-equal to curriculum and governance. (Harvard's Family, 
Research Project which focuses ~ good deal ofits W9rk on family~schooi-corn:rriunity connection~ 
operates with a loose connection to its School of Education.) But for the most part, schools of., 
education continue to define education reform as a focus on the co'ntent ofpedagogy, which is 
defined as what happens in the classroom, ignoring or greatly subordinating most of the lessonS 
of SDPabout the role of family, community, and the critical web ,of relationships within th~ 
school that take place outside. the classroom. The involvement of most schools .'of education with 
school districts tends to be limited to one professor at a time, usually is~esearch-related, and, for 
the most part, involves classroom activities. 'i' 

There is also an important distinction to be made' between pre-service e9ucation for 
under-graduates and M.A. candidates and in-service education. One faculty member with whom " 
we spoke commented that the idea 'of collaborating with other agencies and disciplines was just 
"too big a picture" for her undergraduates, but ,she found it much more appealing to older 
students with teaching experience who knew they needed outside help with some oftheir 
students. 

The Search for Broader Higher Education Involvement i, 

" SDP is not alone in its lack of higher education partners.; In a,painfully direct assessment, 
the Edna McConnetl Clark Foundation'S review of its middle school reform efforts in 1996' 
stated: "No group was more conspicuously absent from the middle grades improvement tabl~ 

" 	 I 

during the Clark initiative than higher educ~tion." The Clark evaluation ,concluded that as urban 
middle schools expand their support network to include the community, urba~ universities have 
the resources across many relevant departments to help teachers and administrators acquire 
col,labOI:ative understanding and skills', The report's authors noted that such an ;approach would 
mean that responsibility for providing the professional resources educators would need to move 

, out of isolated education programs and into a university-widecommitme~t. B~t the authors felt 
that this commitment has been absent.in most of their sites. IS ' ' 

TheAbt repo,rt concluded that interdisciplinary support was what was:most needed by 
SDP, not the involvement ofe,ducation schools alone, Several dozen universitie~ have taken the 
lead in interprofessional education and university-communityjnvolvement.16 L~ster YoUng, 
superintendent of New York Community School District 13 sought a partnership with 
NewYorkUniversity that was focused across different professional'areas. This ~nabled him to 
have an imp'act on the training ofnurses and social workers, rather tbanbeing restricted to' 
education alone. Work atSMU has also cut across disciplinary lilies, going beyond tb(! school of 

15 	 Lewis, A.( 1996). Believing .in Ourselves: Pro'gicss and Struggle in ,Urban Middle School Reform, 1989·1995. New Yorlc: The Edna 
MeConnell Clarlc Foundation. 

16 	 Bl"llndon,R. and Knapp, M. (1999) "Inlerpiofcssional cdueation and training." American BehavioralScientul, Vol. 42, No. S., 
MeCroskey.J. and Einbindcr. S. (cds.) (1998) Universities and communities: Remaking professional and interprofessional education 
for the next century. Westport, CT: Greenwood. Lawson, H. and Hoopc:r-Briar,K. (1994) Expandillg p~crsbips: involving collcges 
and universities iiI interprofcssional collaboration and service integl"lltion. Oxford. OH: Danforth Foundation. Casto, R.M. and Julia, 
M.C. (1994) Intcrprofcssiollal care andeollaborative practice.. Pacific Grove. CA: Brooks/Cole.' ' 	 , 
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~:' education and beginni~g with interdisciplinary support. The superintendent of Dayton Public' 
~}, Schools deals directly with the University of Dayton president and several· departments., 
:.r:,:' . . '. , 	 . I 

:: To summarize, we are a good deal less sanguine than the Abt report which sounded a 
hopeful note in stating, "the Comer process complements reform efforts already underway in 
many teacher training instiwtions." We concur, for the most part, with the Clark assessrrlent of 
higher education. To return to the core question of the impact of SDPin education reform; there 
appears to be far more lasting impact in the K-12 arenas of reform than in higher educ~tion.1t is 

, possible that a,more intense effort by SDP staff or higher education leaders familiar with: SDP 
would,result in wider impact, and we reiterate that the small number of universities that remain 
actively involved with SOP are doing very impressive work. But they do not appear to be the 
norm, and we cannot find evidence ofa trend ,in their direction. 

Other Models for Training and Dissemination 
\Yith all 'the barriers to deeper university involvement" the prospects ofalternath!e 

" 

training models must be addressed. Ifuniversities aren', a credible or responsive source for 
sustained training in SDP principles and ~upport to SDP sites, an effective alternative is needed if 
SDP is to expand. Schorr's di'scussion of the criticalneed for intermediaries in going to scaleis 
'.' 	 I

powerfully suggestive of the need to search for alternatives. 	 ': 
In our interviews, some of these options began to emerge. Some of th~ most successful 


schools and districts have developed extensive supplementary training material. This rai~es the 

possibility of a "university of peers" who train other sites and could be a highly credible source 

of expert, experienced trainers. The national faculty of SDP sought such "horizontal technical 

assistance," and it may still develop into a broader institutional base for dissemination ~d on-call ' 

help. However, there does not app~ar to be adequate interchange among the districts. For ' 


, example, one major SDP district did not'seem aware of the research programs under way in other 

districts or sites. : 


The Center for the Study of Social Policy has developed peer-to-peer technical assistance, 

matches "designed to enable leading practitioners to provide practical, usable consultation to their 

peer~ who are engaged in similar work." This approach would appear to hold much pro~se fOF 


, spreading and deepening the work of the SDP across districts)1, I 

Union-based training is another option for developing training consortia. The Learning 

Community intermediaries set up tinder the Building Infrastructure grants of the Founda:tion, 

provide interesting models, especially in the collaborations among six different stakeholqers in 

Albuquerque; While these models make almost no reference to SDP principles; such alternative 

consortia of intenllediaries and potential intermediaries could constitute a development network 

that might include universities, SOP model sites, and other nonprofits that have been in~olved in 

SDP such as the Youth Guidance staff in Chicago. l 


17 	 "teamin; From, Colleagues: The Experience oflhe Pecr Technical AssislAncc Network." (1997) Washinglon, D.C.: Thb 

Ccnler for Ihe. SlUdy or Social Policy. ' 
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I n much of the current writing about "school reform/' the school is seen as.ali institution 
standing alone, without meaningful connections to the community. Although: the criteria for 

, "comprehensive" models in the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Project 
include "parental and community involvement," the proposed involveme~t is fo~used almost , 
exclusively on parents, and onsupporting academic achievement 

But schools don '! stand :alone:, They reside'in the midst of communitJes where they may 
be the only visible facility with a mission to serve all children. Parents and other community 
residents have a stake in the ~chools, and the schools have a stake in what goeS op outside -' ' 
from the safety of a child's walk to kindergarten to the employment that ultimately will be 
available when he or she completes high school. From birth to the time they are ~ 8-years-of-age, 

, children spend 91 percent of the time outside of school. To pretend that school n~form can take 
place in disadvantaged comniunities without attention to the community contexngnoresthis 
reality. It also ignore~ the critiCal impact that community resources h~ve onchild'ren's 
9Ppor;tunities to develop: , , ',' 
, ',Of the currently 'popular models of education reform, onlY-SDP'speaks ~owerfully to the 
needs ofcommunities and has the potential to promote equity for children living in disadvantaged 
communities. Noblit writes,that "SDP has implications for much more ,than the s:imple reform of 
schools. It is part of [a] larger struggle for the values that education will serve. "111: ' 

Beginning with the SDP hallmark values ofrelationships and trust, paien~ and school 
staff develop the ability to focus on the needs ofchildren in the school, to make' Changes that 
respond to those needs, and to, use the process of assessment and modification to continue to 
develop the school as a child-centered system within the community. In Rallying, the Whole 
Village, SDP staff stress the need for change outside the schools, in which community members 
join the Student and Staff Support Team: 

, , 

"The school must become an important, integral service component of: 
the community., The mission ofthe school changes from being,the only' ' 
purveyor ofknowledge to being a central, coalescing agent where vital; 
services for chil4ren and families are provided in an integrated way . .. : 
The Comprehensive School plan in all ofour schools includes goals tha,t 
address the relationship between the school and the community. Also, 
activities are designed that promote an interface between services imd ! 

school programs. Thus the school becomes a true part ofthe . . 
community." [pg. 23]. 

" 

, I ' 

II Nobli~ G.• Mnlloy, C., Malloy. W., Villenas. S,. Groves. P.• Jennings. M.• Pallcrson, J.,'" Rayle,J. (1998) CrcQting Success/ul Urban 

SchOlIi.f: The Schoul D4'11t!lo{I/I/t!1lt ,Progru/II UIUI Schtwl fmprt}veU!e/u. Chapel Hill. North Carolina: Univcrsily of North Carolina, pg. 14. 
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This process is consistent with several of the most visible state and local efforts to 
, improve outcomes for children and families through community-based, school-linked services. 

Some keen observers of education reform and advbcates for children see the curfent move 
to extend the school day through after-school programs as an opportunity to use SOP to provide 

" , a more informal program to enhance children's social development in the after-school hours; 
leaving the regular school day for the "real" business of school. Our concern is that this 
arrangement could circuJ.llvent one of the major reasons that SOP was created - to make the 

, school itself more responsive to the developmental needs of the chil~en it serves. However, if 
after-school programs are developed through SOP to extend the positive climate of the school 
day, and use both formal and informal resources from the community, they can help connect the 
school to the life of the coinmunity. ',,: 

, Through SOP, parents and community members can also tackle larger challenges. For 
example, in Brooklyn'S District 13, parents and community members have recognized that the 

, , 
high school (operated by a separate entity within the New York City school bureaucracy) is not 
preparing students to compete for new jobs in the redeveloped Brooklyn Navy Yard, which sits 
within the district's boundaries. The parents are advocating for a new high school, operated by 
Oistrict 13, to help students prepare for well-paying jobs and complete the link to the ; 
community's economic development. ! 

Community-building efforts are gaining ground in many cities across the country, spurred 
'in part by the federal Empowerment Zone and Enterprise communities effort and efforts of 
several national and regional foundations. But comparatively few of these have used their 

, , I 

resources to 'reform the public schools in their communities~"We don't know where to begin," 
they say. "The bureaucracy is too big, too impenetrable"; or "We would liketo use the 'schools 
for community center activities at night and'on the weekend, but the principal (or the custodian 
or the 'district) won't let us." , i 

Otis Johnson, in his work in Savannah's Youth Futures Authority, has comme~ted that 
the schools were the most resistant of all the institutions in the community. But itwas not 
possible to take on school reform until parents had built their own relationships and could talk 
about what their children needed from the schools. This underscores ~ important 'opportUnity 
for SOP: enabling community members to build relationships and trust with school staff. SOP 
could move communities and schools toward the principles ofconsensus, collaboration and ,no­
fault as a basic operating procedure, as well as provide a model for joint enterprises to help the 
school see its mission as positive development for all children. This goes beyond simplr a school ' 
focus to one of helping the community itself work to r.eform its schools from the outside in. 

But this new possibility for SOP incorporates an old challenge - ensuring that: 
.implementation is comprehensive and consistent. As SOP has moved'in focus from the local 
school to the school district to fornling partnerships with'universities and other intermediary 
organizations, it has sometimes encountered difficulties in ensuring quality. The world ot 
community development is even more complex and chaotic. SOP will need advocates who have 
well-developed skills. It may also require new partnerships with community development­
oriented 'reform groups, and new connections among the sites that have developed these ideas the 
most. The logic ,of SDP seems to dictate the need for more attention to this arena of impact, even 
though it extends beyond education reform as such. 

, ! 
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Thatadded attention seems likely to be included in the US Department of Educatio!i'grant 
received by SDP, creating an opportunity to give further detailed meaning to the concept of 
developmental pathways. In discussions with, SDP staff, we were struck by how clearly its 
concepts of developmental pathways corresponded to the ideas ina body ofwo* supported by 
national and local foundations, including the written products ofThe Finance Project in 

, Washington. This body of work emphasizes children's budgets,community-wide'."scorecards" 
that publish annual indicators of positive youth development, and the need for a's,trategic 
children and family policy in local government deCision.,m8kingwith wide connnUnity 
involvement. There are numerous'models of such work in connnunities around the nation, and 
SDP needs much closer lirtks to the organizations doing this work. 19 ' 

Both under the rubric of youth development and that of connnunity development or 
community-building, the focus on positive outcpmes for children and families has; progressed 
considerably in the past 5 to 10 years. But often schools are left out of ~ese processes; and that 
is where SDP might become a major bridge-builder. To document the strongest co;nnections ' 
among SDP schools and the conlmunity coalitions in neighborhoods around them would make it 
clear that schools need not be left out of these larger youth and connnunity development 
activities.2o 

, The schools themselves define some urban neighbolhoods and are still. the arena in w~ich 
'some residents will decide whether public institutions will ever work for them and their children~ 
This is an equal opportunity issue, as well as an education issue. Lisbeth Schorr,and others have 
pointed out'tQe inextricable link betwee'n the future ofpublic educa,tion and the future ofurban ' 
neighborhoods, and SOP is surely the only reform model that has explicitlyad,dressed such' " 
c'onnections, ~lbeit in aU too few sites. " " ' , " ' " ; 

"', 	 ' 

Education Reform and Equal Opportunity: I 

Since this assessment is retrospective, we should make one conclusion explicit: ll1aking a bet ten 
years ago 011 SOP was a great bet - this has proved the best horse to ride by far. It is more 
responsive to the realities in urban schools than others'. It is less narrowly focused on test scores 
than some others - far more aware of the full range of student, family, and connnunity nc::ed' 
(though not going as far as other reformers would with co-equal attention to leariUng supports, to 
use Howard Adelman's phrase.) It is an equal opportunity reform, which may ndt be entirely the 
same thing as an education reform. Some would say~ as Linda Oariing-:-Hatnmonq does, that issues ' 
of teaching and l~a'rning and' issues of education equity are inseparable. But much'ofthe qecision­
making apparatus for equity issues lies outside the control of either schools or districts. In fact, 
one could make the case that trying to fit SOP's future into an education refox:m pigeonhole may 
miss the point; it is the equity issues (the focus on these .students and neighborhoods, the 
community and parent-ri1indedness of the reforms, and ·thepotentiallinks with ~ommunity , 

19 	 Ag,lin, Lisbeth Schorr's Cummun PllrpCI.wr'is 1111' exccllent source ~f references t.o some of this material, as is The Finance 

Project's list of publiclitions. The Institute for Educlltional Lclldership has developed some,/lfthcsc products, along with 

the Institute (or'Child and Family Studies in Iowa, the Georgia Aeademy.th~,Center for the Study of Social Policy in 

Washington, the Fuundlltion Cunsortium (or School·linked Services in Sacramento, California; and the Cc:nte~r for Child and 

Fnmily.Poliey at Vanderbilt University.! 


20 	 M~llIville. A. (1999) Learning Togethcr:The Dcvcl~ping Field o(Sehool-Com~u~ity Initiatives. Washington, D.C.: The Institute for' 
'Educlltionlll Lc::Idership and thc Nlltional Ccnter (or Community Education. 
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change strategies) which all arise in fundamental values and goals that go far beyond educ;ation 
. reform.' . .. 
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· ,he past adoption and dissemination of SDP may be less critical to its impact than the . 
decisions to be made by schools, funders, and universities in the next twQto three years. 

, ' This appears likely to be a period of wider consideration for the national models o,f 
education reform designs. Several action-forcing events and key opportunities appear to be on the 
,near horizon: ' ' 

T 
• The/unding offirst ~I'd seco"d-r~llI,d CSRD grallts~ This should reveal.the e.*tent to 
which SDP is adopted by these sites and the degree to ~hich districts and states provide 
support to ensure successful adoption. . . i 

• New Jersey's (:hoic~ ofedllcatioll fillilltce iltvestments: "the Abbott decision di~tricts~ .. 
With an initial "markets hare" of 16 out of72 sites, the prognosis for future funding would 

. seem good. The question remains whether SDP-Yale's limited staff will be able tq give these 
new sites adequate support. ' 

• Title 1 reauthorizatioll ill 1999-2000. It appears that options for making a portion ofTitle 

I grants cO~lpetitive will be renewed. Here SDP's ~eory of resources again comes into play, 

in the need for a strategy of sustainability that goes beyond SDP's current materia1.and 

message about financing. 


• The use ofSDP's recellt gralltfrom the US Department 'ofEducatiolJ for ~ystems-buildillg , 

and the decisions to be made about what kind ofsystem SOP 'seeks to build and Y'hat 

allian~es it seeks with other intemlediarie~. ' ' 


.I 
, .. I ' 

• Funding to be made available trom the U.S. Department ofEducation to build cqpacityfor 
developers ofsystemic reform models will provide an opportunity for SOP to thitlk about a 
strategy for working with the demand from districts that .apply for CSRD support. The SOP 
staff is clear that SDP prinCiples are best implemented through systemwide ado~tlon 
strategies. But the CSRD provides a major opportunity to keep the goals 'and principles of 
SDPvisible and accessible'to school communities across the country, and many states are 
adding support for districts implementing CSRD. Since SOP staff isspread thin with the 
districts it currently supports,: there may be an opportunity to employ another sh'ategy for 
the federal program. The Yale-based staff could develop partnerships with districts, 
universities, and nonprofit organizations that have considerable knowledge of SDP to provid'e 
part of the outreach~ marketing and training for potential CSRD sites and for schools selected 
to receive CSRD support. ' , . ' " " . " 

. ." ; , 

• In the longer run~ th~ Iti~illg oftwo ".,illioll lIew teachers over tile next ten )iears raises 

questions about the content of their educatiori, including possible federal involvement in 
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, hiring and providing training curricula. We believe what one interviewee called the split 
between '~school-based refonn models" and "teacher quality refo'nn models" is an artificial 
distinction. Ifnew teachers are not exposed in depth to SPP cQncepts, their energies ~d their 
commitment to teaching will obviously notbe linked with developmentiH attitudesan'd 

, ' i 
openness to parents and community m:embers as resources. This might just be a signifIcant 

missed opportunity. ' I 


. • Finally, we would note thatth~ evaluat;o~ investments made in SDP have produce4~ wide 
array:ofqualitative and quantitative data that is persuasive asfar'as,itgoes, but raises 
questions about longitudinal tracking of the most affected students -,' those who got the 

. . . I 

biggest "dosages" of SDP - as they move into higher grades. The large numbers ofstudents 
in some sites argues for further investment to detennine whether the:small annuai chahges of 
SDP will yield significantlong-tenn effects. As one evaluator noted., a'l percent change 
)sustained over, 12 years would wipe out two-thirds of the gapbet\Veen black and white 
stUdents on test scores. To leave this field befo're it is known whether such an impact; is being 
l:!.chieved, when some ofthe research infrastructure appears to be in place to do thIs work, 

, '",'" . 1 

would be a loss. " 

! 
I. 

i, 

" ,I 

"\ 
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, 	 , 

Predicting changes in the environment of policy refonn is risky business, as those who , 
argued for incremental change in welfare programs fQund in 1996. Sometimes ,the whole 

, climate changes rapidly and makes 'larger innovation' suddenly possible: Sometimes 
options that seemed viable only a few years before are closed off. But taking that risk, here are 
three possible scenarios for the future of educ~tion refonn, with potential impacts of! SDP: 

I 
, , 

An Optimistic Scenario 
A larger demand for SDP concepts comes with the growing realization that refo1ll1 models, 
that measure achievement by test ~cores have not produced the results desired. Dr. Comer 

, ' ' 	 I 

himself seems an adherent to this perspective, predicting in our interview with him a "swing 
back of the pendulurn" toward social development outcomes. This "swing" maybe in part 
based on a realization by businesses that qualified employees need to be able to po more than 
score well on tests - that they need discipline and the skills of collaboration with others in 
the workplace. Greater research on the full range of needs 'of l~wer-income stud~nts of color 
would document the benefits of a social development approach. Links with after-school 
youth development programs would begin to reinforce what happens during the;"9 percent 

" 	window" when' students are in school. Reforms aimed at improving the quality df teachers 
would address SDP concepts in depth, seeking to produce teachers who can work as part of a', 
full team of development-oriented professionals who ineasure outcomes through :a full range 
of s~dent and family indicators. An annual "report card" that included thes,e indicators will 
measure much more than te'st results." , , ' 

A Pessimistic Scenario 
. . 	 . l 

Not only would the "swing back" described in the first option not dev,elop; but the pressure 
. for test score increases' would grow. The preconditions required for successful , 
implementation of ~DP would simply not be in place. Urban districts would increasingly 
meet the Washington and Detroit fate ofvarious' forms ofde facto takeover, and:SDPwould 
be relegated to a very small number of districts with the leadership or the luxury of time to 
make deeper: changes. Increases in educational spending would be devoted entirely to 
curriculum changes and special educat'ion. Preventive programs would increasingly be 
sacrificed to the goals of"raising test scores. Expandedvoucher experime9ts and for-profit, 
schools would further "cream" some of the students and families who define educational 
'success in achievement terms, and these schools would "cut out the frills," defining SDP-like 
, programs as non-essential add-ons. 

A Mixed Prognosis' 	 , 
.'. j 

SDP would have proven itself in enough districts to appeal to a critical number of districts 
and, schools that seek results beyond .achievement. Unjversities and nonprofits that recognize 

, the value of SDP would network with each other more closely, de,:eloping ~ strategic set of 
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centers around the nation that are less dependent on "SDP Central" but committed to 
sustaining the concepts of SOP. 

. i 
. , ,," r 

These scenarios omit several key factors: 'the future of education finance and efforts to achieve 
greater equity in urban and lower-income districts; the prospects of federal leadership from 
Congress or an administration committe9 to going beyond small, add-on programs; and, the 
prospects for leadership from teachers' organizations that emphasizes collaborative working 
conditions and social development themes. 

i 
i 

J' 
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O
bservers of SOP's history say there are few easy changes that can be made to enhance its 
impact. The ones mentioned most frequently include: I 

• Expanding dissemination efforts. 
Several local sites (including Guilford County, Detroit, and Prince'George's CountY) hav~ made 
substantial investment in professional development and systemic change, but -SDP has not 
developed consistent strategies to encourage sites to share the material and strategies they have 
developed. Several experienced SDP implementers and staff from intennediary organizations have 
commented that SOP training could be enhanced by acknowledging the considerable expertise of 
local school and district staff, as well as staff from universities arid local intennediary , 
organizations. A horizontal networking strategy in which experienced staff fro~ viell:-developed 
sites provide training and technical assistance builds commitment and a sense of shared expertise 
across sites. It also reduces the demands on SDP core staff. , ' 

Expanded dissemination could also inclu~e a renewed effort to attract univ~rsity 
involvement in education and training that emphasizes the SDP core principles, aSjwell as a 
deeper effol1 to deal with issues of finance. This could also include a more specific response to 
the issues ~aised by eSRD and its state counterpart processes. SDP's limiting itself to the 
districts and schools where it is already working seems a not-too-well-timed "micro-strategy." 
To play "'the small game" just as the po'Hcy spotlight is moving toward' whole school change with 
district support seems to risk the relevance'that SDP has justifiably won over the: past 30 years. 

How should SOP approach CSRO and the state-levei refonns? This is pet;haps the most 
difficult arena in which to assess the future impact of SDP. SDP staff described how it intends to 
deal with CSRO: as a limited environment for dissemination of SDP with reservations about the 
depth of its potential for real change in districts and schools. But how SDP will allocate its oWn 
limited resources and those of its p'artners to these multiple sites does not appear ,to be decided. 
What SDP expects of the districts, how it will approach achievement issues vs social , 
development and climate issues, and which intemiediaries will play which roles all appear to be 
open questions.' , ' , ' " i ' 
~ . SOP, in our view, ca!lootsit ant this dance For all its flaws. CSRD is thewidestnatiohaL 
spotlight on education reform that is likely to be available in the foreseeable future. The unique 

features of SDP need to be cited more prominently in the considerations of~hic~ options to use, 
and SDP and its internlediaries are the only way to get these ideas into view. The: more important 
these ideas are seen to be, the more important it becomes to assure that they are visible, credible, 
and actively promoted. ,,, 

Greater clarity is needed concerning the partnerships that SDP intends 'to achieve with its 
intermediaries. Wh~ch partners are strategic and why? Which partners are to be the focus of 
renewed efforts to enlist their help in ~isseminating SDP?' Which partners will be;encouraged to 
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join SOP in explaining 'the SDP model to districts interestedOin pursuing it under CSRD or state 
refonn rubrics? . ,., , 

CSRD provides an additional opportunity for 
SDP: to move from a demonstration phase to, , 
dissemination. This.calls for changes in SOPlYaie or a 
different kind of organization - one that is more fluid 
and more likely to seek partnerships and alliances with 
other organizations, both local and national. In part, 
this is about the kind of organization that .can take the' 
SOP message to a broad,er audience of schools, 
districts, communities, and higher education ' 
institutions than are currently involved. It is, in effect, 
what SOP staff have tried to do with their 
intermediary strategy from the first, but has not yet 
resulted in a"network of intermediaries who can spread 
the word about SDP as widely as it should be heard. 

• Putting greater emphasis upon 

achievement results. ' 

This could come either by citing schools that have 
persisted with SDP for a long enough period to have 
moved from climate changes to~chievement changes, 
or by including curriculum refonns and testing as a 
larger part of the design, from the first, as pointed out 
by Cook in his Chicago evaluation [p 49]. The long­
tern1 tracking of a significant number ofstudents could 
also help expand the definition ofacademic 
achievement as evidence builds, hopefully, for the 
,later-life successes of students exposed to SOP in 
depth. 

The timing issues and SOP's links to 
achievement results must be made clearer. If it takes 
five-to-seven years to move from governance to 
climate to achievement"this should be said more 
clearly. The "prerequisite argument," i.e. climate must 
precede achievement, may win points for honesty, but 
it must be made explicit. SDP staff and sites must also 
recognize that itmay be in conflict with CSRDand 
other refonn timetables that force choices about an 
instructional focus by the end of the first year. 

Prospective SDP Changes 
, 

·./n discussions with SD,P staff, a 

'number of changes ih~t they are 
1 

making or considering wtre cited as 

respollses to several of tire cOllcerns 

expressed in this report. These 

include: (1) a pla"nedsummer 
, i 

'institute for Ilkey decision-makers" 
. ! 

0" federal and, state policy issues, 
raised, by SDP, (2) further 

discussions with universities about 

their potential eXpQ1,d~d role as 

intermediaries, and,: (3)' . the 
I 

development of a new social skills 


, curriculum that provides a, clearer 


answer to the question 'of ~ow the 

developmental pathways should be 

made COltcrete in i~plement;ng 


'SDP. SDP staff also: intend to 

contiltue a" ongoing dialogue with , 

academic leaders ill th~ educatiolt 

reform field who value pedagogical 

content over child ~developme"t
I. 

content in teacher trai"ing, in an 
' 

.' ,
. attempt to persuade theif' of the co- , 

equality ofthe two topics,. 

,', 

,I 
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• Making a greater effort to link SDP with community change 
strategies., •. ", ' 
These strategies are set forth by a number of funders~ some p,ractitioners, and Dr, C~mer in 

Waiting/or a Miracle. This should not mean a shift of the SDP core staff into anoth~r newer 

arena, however logically linked it may be, It may mean building new partrierships an~ more 

strategic alliances with the several organizations that are addressing community-building, 


, neighborhood development, and youth development issues in depth, It also argues f9r stronger 

documentation of the sites where those connections are being made at the local level; , 


As we noted in the introduction, we recognize that we are suggesting severar added tasks 
for SDP at a time when its resources are limited and it needs to focus on what ,it does well to 
make sure that its core strengths are well understood by potential SDP adaptors,J3n't we believe 

. '" ". ~. .' 
that SDP~eds and deserves help from a wider set ofinstitutions, and should seek ~bat hel~ 

.~ny ways,tbat is thLmost Important implication of these recommendatians..ahout..iplpacLQll.. " 
education refonn: the im act would . Oft ' ~lLweJ!UllQr.e..stquegi~ 
~ond~le Yale-E~taff.caItaGcoz:nplisaj Here1he1radewe-ffeetweEm.fa.i.thfiJl '" 
'replication and wider im act' c e rest thus the effort to get more allies who are faithful to the 
ong-tenn goa sof SDP seems most important' 

: : ".1, 

,1 
'I 
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As \\Ie have noted in this report. SDP succeeds to the extent that it does a good Job of 
, ,maintaining a balance between several tensions. At this point. we believe the most " 

important of these is SDP's balancing between a) the current drive toward a narrowed 
definition ofachievement in the form of test scores and b) ~aking clearer how much it differs 
from other refonns through emphasis upon developmental concepts within, schools as \VeIl as 
through strengthened efforts to reach'out to the wider community. ' 

We re~emphasize that the equal-opportunity origins of SDP suggest a question about the 
targefwe were askt;d to assess: the impact of SDP on education reform. The question is:whether 
this is the only appropriate arena in which the results of SDP should be assessed. Some 'of the 
clearest results of SDP and some of the comments of its practitioners and observers suggest that 
the concepts and goals of SDP go so far beyond schooling, arguing strongly for a renewed 

, emphasis upon the ways that SDP has impacted and could impact further the deep issu;es of 
equity and conimunity change around schools. Ifgovernance is a critical element inconUnimity­
building. the governance principles of SDP may be an important link between education; reform 

, and community-:building. While this has not always been explicit in SDP material, its ; 
, practitioners at times stress these broader arenas as part of SDP's impact beyond edudiion 
~rm. ' i 

A strength of SDP is that it raises issues that are in several ways more fundameptal than 
those ~rrently in the field of education reform: what is equity when schools still reflect their 
communities~ wealth in most states? What is the appropriate role ofa community in guiding its 
schools? How can students from lower-income families benefit froin school-:based. clas~room­
focused refonn if that reform does n'ot directly address the conditions in those students' lives, 
families, and neighborhoods? The ,third question raises another, familiar but unresolvediissue: are 
test scores on standardized tests the best indicators of students' progress in preparing to lead' 
productive, useful lives? i 

Dr. Comer's answer to this question is clearest: 

".. . the . . . emphasis on testing is very rapidly and powerfully driving curriculum 

and instruction in the opposite direction from what is needed to address': the 

concerns ofemployers. They want people who have a good knowledge base land 

skills; but equally important, they want people who can get along and ~ork 


I 

collaboratively with others, think cre,atively and solve problems, and work in a 
disciplined and responsible way. " (WFM 224-5] . 

Again, Dr. Comer during SDp·s 30th anniversary remarked:, ' 
, ' I 

"There are still too many people who. . .believe that test scores are the' true 
, I 

measures of the quality ofschooling, and yet we know that's n,ot true. We must 
have children who are' capable of scoring well, but the most important thit,g to 
succeed in life is to be disciplined, 10 be responsible, and also 10 have good 

) , 

53 



academic and social skills. Preparing children for life while they are: still little' 
" . . ' 

children is what school is really all about and must be all about. '~' 

A'nother version of this a;ls'wer. is ~choed bya more conservative educator, Chester Finn, who 'has 
. , ' j 

written "the great project of public education in America should not be the creation of skilled 

workers but the fonnation of Americans." Neither of these focuses as heavily and exclusively 

upon test scores as does much ofcurrent education refonn. 


At the Same time, recent changes iIi SDP's message have emphasized achievement goals 

'more than earlier materials tended to, in ways that suggest a shift toward the achievement agenda 

as the true "bottom line" ofeducation refonn. The intended relationship between achievement 

and the broader gQals ofSDP needs fe-emphasis in the .context of the new choice~ being made by 

state and local education leaders about which models they will follow. SDP has ~hown that it can 

link with compatible models that stress the academic achievement dimension in ~ way that is not 

at all inconsis~ent with SDP - but requires a balance cif attention to both sides ~f the equation. 


SDP appears to face important choices in the near tenn in its work in the few districts 
" ' 

. ' . . 
where it has concentrated its efforts. It must make important decisions about its: response to the 
state and national enviromnent ofcompetition among achievement-focused refonn models. 
Finally. it must also choose how it will define and grow its relationships with its current and 
prospective intermediaries. As rich as its recent history has been, the paths chosen in its near­
term future appear to be very important to contin~ing and widening its impact on education 

,reform. The choices of what kind ofan organization SDP wishes to become - ~d which other 
organizations it wishes to have along with it on 'that journey - will also affect iis impact on " 
education refaml. 

" i 

I 

." :. 

" 
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t has been a rare privilege to be able to spend my entire career addressing the American. 
education challenge in the way that I strongly believe itmust be done. Also, I am fortunate 
that the impact of my work has been considered and reported in this document by Sid Garner 

and Jeanrte Jehl. They have a deep and comprehensive understanding of schooi refonn issues,. 
,educators and opinion makers. 

About 32 years ago I sat in my cubicle while serving as a Program Officer at tlle National 

Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) and decided that the largely experimental research; design of 

the proposals coming in could not tell policy makers much, Qr help the target groups -: low 


. income minority children and their families. The cities were burning, the economy was changing, 

and matters could only get worse without adequate understanding and meaningful intervention. I 

believed that the foclls had to be on children, and I wanted to get directly involved in alocal 

interv.ention site and work in a way that would eventually have national impact. : 


In 1968 Dr. Albert Sol nit, the Director of theYale UniverSity Child Study Center, asked 

me to return to Yale and the Child Study Center -the place where I did my general and child 

psychiatry training - to direct a school intervention program. The ide.a was to work i 


collaboratively with the New Haven School System in developing a successful intervention model 

. . I • 

that could then be moved to other places i,n and beyond New Haven - a portal model. ' 

Importantly, we began our work with no preconceived notions about the nature of dysfunction in 

schoo,ls. We were able to use an action research approach th'at is much more 'useful inlhighly 

dynamic, interactive environments. Indeed, one of the research proposals 'discussed at NIMH in 


, 1968 was to study four cities that had fiery civil disturbances and to use four that did not as the 

controls. But before the study could get off the ground, all four of the control group Cities had 

significant disturbances. . , 


My background as a low-income minority person from a small urban setting and my 
. training Hi psychiatry and public health provided my major,frame' ofreference. Know,ledge that 
children can't achieve at the level'oftheir potential in a difficult and sometimes unsafe 
environment led to an immediate effort to create structures and processes in school that would' 
make the environment safe and promotive ofgood development. From the beginning we 
'recognized the need for a good curriculum, good teaching and assessment activities. Biut because 
these were not our area ofexpertise we,agreed that the educators involved would address this , 
aspect of the work.,When this didn't happen, we gradually moves' ~Q. createA~wchild developf!1ent _ ~ 
based curriculYJn.th.at.is rich. in..academiC.C.QJ1~.nt. and:w aligned",TO! with standards ~mLat.hec--• . ' /..., _ 1IOGiioOi ___~~_ 

__achi~ement expectaUOAs. nGw-~u;.!!BalanCed ~urri~,!lpm" ilPRWilCh. This rrocess _ ' ~. 
corttmues. 
~e did and continue to do in our work is to "marry" the technology of education 

(curriculum, te'aching, asses'sment) with the conditions of teaching (relationships; stUdent, staff 
and organizational development). This marriage is generally missing in our culture --:.or no effort 
is made to make it work -, because we have amechanical notion of teaching and leatiting. We 
believe that teachers can']ustpour the infornlation into open heads and those with trye best. , . '" I 

• ----- -_.__ ._. ­------.-~ 
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machines (high~t intelligen~) will get it and others wi,ll not, but that's okay. We got by in an 
economy in which only 20% ofthe people needed a high-level ofeducation to meet their adult 
tasks and responsibilities. But it doesn't work in an economy in which 90 to 95%:ofthe people 
need a high level ofdeVelopment and education. And the approach to schooling used to educate 
the'20% is not adequate for educating the 95%. But by addressing the technology ~dthe 
conditions more students' can be adeqlUltely educated. Our SOP work is a framewqrk for doing 

, the latter. ' ' . 
Also, growing violence, ·other troublesome behaviors, arid a documented increase in 

psychopathology among young people a~ross the socioeconomic spectrum indicates that schools 
must do 'more than improve the 'test scores. They must work with families to help young people, 
be successful in school and in life. Ours is the only major school reform effort th~~ has paid as 
much attention to child and youth development as tocur.rjculum, instruction and'assessment, and 
shown a mutually facilitative relationship. We believe that it is not possible to understand and 
improve development, behavior and academic achievement in interactive systems 'without an 
ecological perspective and the kind of integrative process used in our, work. I beli~e that it is our 
focus on both the child and the environment that groups utilizing our approach fin(j rewarding. 

I was amused by one observer;s comment that the School Development Program people 
and/or their clients are zealots. I suspect that he has ,mistaken enthusiasm and excitement (not 
always appreciated in Western cultUre) with zealotry. It would be z~alotry .fthere were no 
behavioral, academic and socialg'ains as a result ofthe work. But our own studies, Tom Cook's 
study in Chicago and other reports document significant gains. And programs we ~e currently , 
field testing - Balanced Curriculum, Teachers Helping Teachers, Es~ntials ofLitera~ and 
others -, appear to hold 'promise and the possibility ofeven more enthusiasm' and excitement. . 

, . There is very little to take issue with in·this report. I would only suggest that what 
appears to be an ambivalence abOut an emphasis on curriculum and teaching is prQbably due to 

. our initial and deliberate effort to leave curriculum, instruction and assessment to the educators. 
And other' changes in dir~ction discussed in the report were g~enl11y in response to .what we 
learned For example, we moved from a school-by-school to a systenuc strategy when it became 
apparent that it was necessary to sustain gains. . ' 

The charge ofzealotry, however, is not mean spirited or singular. A new colleague at Yale 
said that she had previously thought o{~e as some kind of"guru-freak." It Wasn't until she 
heard a science teacher and a math teacher in an SOP inner city school sharing teaching strategies, 

. , . I 

in an uncommon way that she got the, "Uh huh, that's what all of this good climate business 
makes possible." When I first began my work, a sernor psychiatrist colleague stopped me in'the 
parking lot and asked, "What are you doing?! Who is the patient?" He was insistipg on a one-to­
one clinical treatment model rather than the ecological perspective needed in schools. Thus, it is 
sometimes difficult for people to understand what we are doing. But fortunately, 9"ardner and 
JeW got it. . 

I fully agree with the observatio~ that we did not adequatelypenetrateth~consciousness 
ofenough education opinion makers. Our work has informed discussi9n and education 
poli~making, but in an indirect and'limited way. Recognizing the need to have ~ect and greater 
input. we carried out our first Summer Institute for policy makers in July 1999. Because the 

:., 
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experience was well received we are going to make a deliberate and significant effort to work with 
education and rel~ted policy makers locally and rtationallY. ' , : ' 

Finally. I would'like to thank all of the people who have made the work of the S¢hool 
Development Program and my personal privilege possible. And I would like to thank: Sid Gardner 
and Jeanne Jehl for a report that will help us move in the most appropriate direction in the 
future. ' 
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