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Independent Reviews Support
Achievement Effects of Success for All

Success for All’s Strong Research Base 
Recognized in Comparative Studies
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Success for All is the most extensively evaluated of 
all comprehensive school reform programs. Several 
independent reviews have concluded that the effects 
of Success for All on student reading achievement 
have been convincingly demonstrated in rigorous 
research. In a review of twenty-two comprehensive 
reform programs sponsored by the U.S. Department 
of Education, the Comprehensive School Reform 
Quality Center at the American Institutes for 
Research put Success for All and one other program, 
Direct Instruction, in the highest category it awarded 
for research quality and outcomes (CSRQ, 2006). 
The CSRQ review identifi ed 34 “conclusive” studies 
of Success for All, as many as the combined number 
for the other 21 programs.

A meta-analysis of research on twenty-nine 
comprehensive reform models by Borman, Hewes, 
Overman, & Brown (2003) categorized Success for 
All as one of only three programs with “Strongest 
Evidence of Effectiveness” based on research 
quality, quantity, and impact. The others were Direct 
Instruction and the School Development Project. 
This meta-analysis also listed Roots & Wings, which 
adds math, science, and social studies to Success 
for All reading, among three programs with “Highly 
Promising Evidence of Effectiveness.”

Pearson and Stahl (2002), under funding from the 
Ohio Department of Education, conducted a review 
of research on reading reform models. Among 
these, Success for All was the only comprehensive 
classroom program to receive the maximum possible 
rating for “Evidence of Effectiveness.”

The American Institutes for Research (Herman, 
1999) carried out a review of research on twenty-
four comprehensive school reform models. Success 
for All was one of only two elementary models 
(Direct Instruction was the second) that received the 
maximum rating for “Evidence of Positive Effects on 
Student Achievement.”

The Thomas B. Fordham Foundation (Traub, 
1999) carried out a review of ten comprehensive 
reform models and also concluded that Success for 
All and Direct Instruction had the strongest evidence 
of effectiveness.

These reviews refl ect a large number of rigorous 
studies, including a three-year national randomized 
experiment (Borman, Slavin, Cheung, Chamberlain, 
Madden, & Chambers, 2005; Slavin, Madden, Cheung, 
Borman, Chamberlain, & Chambers, in press), as 
well as comparisons of Success for All and matched 
control groups over periods of 1–6 years (Slavin 
& Madden, 2000, 2001). These studies have found 
signifi cant positive effects of Success for All on 
student reading achievement and other outcomes. 
The fact that the studies have been conducted by 
a variety of researchers also contributes to the 
confi dence with which the reviewers support the 
achievement effects of Success for All. In addition, 
the research has documented positive effects of 
Success for All on reducing retentions and special 
education placements (Borman & Hewes, 2003), 
improving reading outcomes for English language 
learners (Cheung & Slavin, 2005), and many other 
outcomes (see Slavin & Madden, 2001).

The attached pages present tabular summaries 
of the conclusions of the independent reviews.

For more information on research evaluating 
Success for All, please see our website, 
www.successforall.org.

Introduction
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CSRQ Center Report on Elementary School Comprehensive Reform Models
Adapted from CSRQ, 2005.

Model Grades Served Number of Schools
Number of studies rated 

“conclusive”

Moderately Strong Evidence of Positive Effects

Success for All PK-8 1200 34

Direct Instruction (full immersion) K-8 56 11

Moderate Evidence of Positive Effects

America’s Choice K-12 364 6

Accelerated Schools PLUS K-12 143 3

Core Knowledge K-8 534 3

Literacy Collaborative K-9 430 2

National Writing Project K-12
190

university project sites
5

School Renaissance PK-12 189 1

School Development Program K-12 131 3

Limited Evidence of Positive Effects

ATLAS Communities K-12 100 1

Integrated Thematic Instruction K-12 27 1

Different Ways of Knowing K-12 500 0

Modern Red Schoolhouse K-12 300 0

Ventures Initiative and 
Focus System

K-12 32 0

Zero Evidence of Positive Effects

Breakthrough to Literacy PK-3 1924 0

Coalition of Essential Schools K-12 600 0

Community for Learning K-12 150 0

Comprehensive Early 
Literacy Learning

K-12 812 0

Expeditionary Learning K-12 150 0

First Steps K-8 335 0

Onward to Excellence II K-12 1000+ 0
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Comparison Studies

95% CI

N of 
Studies

(Third 
Party)

N of
Obs

(Third 
Party) d SE Lower 

Bound
Upper 
Bound z

Strongest Evidence of Effectiveness

Success for All 41 (25) 162 (85) 0.18 0.18 0.16 0.20 15.32*

Direct Instruction 40 (38) 151 (146) 0.15 0.02 .012 .019 8.40*

School Development Program 9 (5) 18 (7) 0.05 0.03 –0.01 .012 1.57

Highly Promising Evidence of Effectiveness

Roots & Wings 5 (4) 11 (5) 0.35 0.05 0.25 0.46 6.7*

Expeditionary Learning/Outward Bound 4 (3) 14 (7) 0.51 0.07 0.38 0.64 7.50*

Modern Red Schoolhouse 4 (3) 14 (11) 0.17 0.04 0.10 0.25 4.5*

Promising Evidence of Effectiveness

Accelerated Schools 3 (2) 7 (5) 0.21 0.07 0.07 0.36 2.93*

America’s Choice 1 (1) 13 (13) 0.25 0.01 0.23 0.27 20.75*

ATLAS Communities 2 (2) 2 (2) 0.40 0.03 0.33 0.46 12.15*

Montessori 2 (2) 7 (7) 0.27 0.04 0.19 0.35 6.55*

Paideia 3 (3) 3 (3) 0.57 0.18 0.22 0.93 3.16*

The Learning Network 1 (1) 8 (8) 0.33 0.04 0.25 0.41 8.18*

Greatest Need for Additional Research

Audrey Cohen 1 (1) 1 (1) –0.13

Center for Effective Schools 0 (0) 0 (0)

Child Development Project 2 (0) 2 (0) 0.12 0.06 0.24 1.90

Coalition of Essential Schools 1 (1) 1 (1) 0.24

Community for Learning 0 (0) 0 (0)

Community Learning Centers 1 (1) 1 (1) –0.06

Co-Nect 5 (4) 36 (34) 0.02 –0.04 0.03 –0.24

Core Knowledge 6 (6) 58 (58) 0.03 0.02 –0.01 0.06 1.53

Different Ways of Knowing 1 (1) 2 (2) –0.04 0.03 –0.10 0.01 –1.46

Edison 3 (3) 53 (53) –0.13 0.02 –0.17 –0.10 –7.65

High Schools That Work 4 (0) 4 (0) –0.06 0.02 –0.09 –0.03 –3.44

High/Scope 3 (2) 22 (11) –0.05 0.04 –0.14 0.03 –1.22

Integrated Thematic Instruction 1 (1) 1 (1) 0.92

MicroSociety 1 (0) 5 (0) 0.13 0.07 0.26 1.95

Onward to Excellence II 0 (0) 0 (0)

Talent Development High School 1 (0) 2 (0) 0.14 0.03 0.09 0.19 5.38*

Urban Learning Centers 0 (0) 0 (0)

All CSR Models 145 (109) 598 (161) 0.12 0.01 0.11 0.14 16.87*
*p < .01  d: Cohen’s Effective Size  SE: Standard Error  CI: Confi dence Interval

Comprehensive School Reform and Student Achievement:
A Meta-Analysis
Adapted from Borman, Hewes, Overman, & Brown, 2003.
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Urban Learning Centers (PreK–12)

Talent Development High School (9–12)

Success for All (PreK–6)

School Development Program (K–12)

Roots & Wings (PreK–6)

Paideia (K–12)

Onward to Excellence (K–12)

Modern Red Schoolhouse (K–12)

League of Professional Schools (K–12)

High/Scope (K–3)

High Schools That Work (9–12)

The Foxfi re Fund (K–12)

Expeditionary Learning Outward Bound (K–12)

Direct Instruction (K–6)

Different Ways of Knowing (K–7)

Core Knowledge (K–8)

Co-NECT (K–12)

Community for Learning (K–12)

Coalition of Essential Schools (K–12)

Basic Schools Network (K–12)

Audrey Cohen College (K–12)

ATLAS Communities (PreK–12)

America’s Choice (K–12)

Accelerated Schools (K–8)
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Accelerated Schools 1986 1,220 K–8

America’s Choice ? 1998 92 K–12

Coalition of Essential Schools 1984 1,200 K–12

Core Knowledge 1990 968 K–8

Direct Instruction Late 1960s 300 K–6

Edison Project NA NA 1995 79 K–10

Expeditionary Learning 
Outward Bound

1992 60 K–12

Multiple Intelligences NA NA NA NA NA

School Development Program 1968 721 K–12

Success for All 1987 1,500 PreK–6

  = Strong       = Promising       = Marginal       = Mixed, Weak      ? = No Research      NA = Not Available

Ten Schoolwide Reform Approaches at a Glance
Adapted from Better by Design? A Consumer’s Guide to Schoolwide Reform by James Traub.
Published by the Thomas B. Fordham Foundation.



7Independent Reviews of Success for All

References

Borman, G. & Hewes, G. (2003). Long-term effects and cost effectiveness of Success for All. Educational 

Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 24 (2), 243-266.

Borman, G. D.; Hewes, G. M.; Overman, L. T.; & Brown, S. (2003) Comprehensive school reform and achievement: 
A meta-analysis. Review of Educational Research, 73 (2), 125-230.

Borman, G.; Slavin, R. E.; Cheung, A.; Chamberlain, A.; Madden, N. A.; & Chambers, B. (2005). The national 
randomized fi eld trial of Success for All: Second-year outcomes. American Educational Research Journal, 42 
(4), 673-696.

Cheung, A. & Slavin, R. E. (2005). Effective reading programs for English language learners and other language 
minority students. Bilingual Research Journal, 29 (2), 241-267.

Comprehensive School Reform Quality Center (2006). CSRQ Center report on elementary school comprehensive 

school reform models (second edition). Washington, D.C.: American Institutes for Research. Online at www.
csrq.org/CSRQreportselementaryschoolreport.asp.

Herman, R. (1999). An educator’s guide to schoolwide reform. Arlington, VA: Educational Research Service.

Pearson, P. D. & Stahl, S. (2002). Choosing a reading program: A consumer’s guide. Berkeley, CA: University of 
California. Available from the fi rst author at ppearson@socrates.berkeley.edu

Slavin, R. E. & Madden, N. A. (2000). Research on achievement outcomes of Success for All: A summary and 
response to critics. Phi Delta Kappan, 82 (1), 38-40, 59-66.

Slavin, R. E. & Madden, N. A. (2001). One million children: Success for All. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.

Slavin, R. E.; Madden, N. A.; Cheung, A.; Borman, G. D.; Chamberlain, A.; & Chambers, B. (in press). Final reading 
outcomes of the national randomized fi eld trial of Success for All. American Educational Research Journal.

Traub, J. (1999). Better by design? A consumer’s guide to schoolwide reform. Washington, D.C.: Thomas 
Fordham Foundation.







A Nonprofit Education Reform Organization

200 W. Towsontown Blvd., Baltimore, MD 21204-5200

PHONE: 1-800-548-4998  FAX: 410-324-4056

E-MAIL: sfainfo@successforall.org

WEBSITE: www.successforall.org



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.16667
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.16667
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (These are OSX GenericPress Distiller settings. These settings are a compromise/compilation of the Distiller joboptions that were supplied to us from Banta, HBP, HD and White Rose Printing \(CC, McArdle, S & S, and PB had now specific prefs, and EB prefers PitStop Certified/PDFx1a PDFs\).)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


