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Connections?

Schools today-exist in very different social, econdinic; ind polt-—

ical contexts than they did a century ago. Communities have
changed, families have been reconfigured, and workplace de-
mands are radically different from what they were when public
schools were founded (Darling-Hammond, 1997; Graham.
1995; Heath & McLaughlin, 1987; Schorr, 1989). As a result.
teaching and learning occur in fundamentally different social
and economic contexts than in previous decades.

Despite these changes in social institutions and conditions.
education reformers generally il to examine and chailenge old
assumptions about institutional relationships and roles that

have defined and supported teaching and learning in policy

and practice. Specifically. edvcation’s centurv-eld institutional
frame casts the school as a social institution that is complemen-
tary to but separate from other institutions and agents of the
community. For example, content and performance standards
tend to focus on narrow academic measures. Much of the cur-
rent standards debate—including discussions of rewards and

sanctions for teachers, students, and schools—concerns what
these academic standards should be; few have guestioned the
narrow academic scope of these standards and how students

" und feachers can achieve them (see, e.g., the discussion in Rav-

itch, 19935),

In particular, public discourse about opportunity to learn'—
Lhe resources, supports, und occasions students need to achieve
at higher levels—has been especially school-centric and
process-oriented. The same can be said about conversations
regarding what we call “opportunity to teach™—the resour-
ces, supports, and occusions teachers need to teach so that
students achieve at higher levels. Notions of opportunity to
learn and opportunity to teach generally have been school-
tentric because they focus on programs, staff. and other re-
sourees that schools, school districts, and state educational
agencies should provide il students are to meet challenging
content and performance standards (McLaughlin & Shepard,
1995). This focus assumes that schools alone—teachers and
students—can achieve these high standards. The conversations
are process-oriented becatuse they focus on the availability of
resources. supports. and occasions rather than their use. For

A grant 1o Shirley Brice Heath and Milbrey W. McLaughlin from the Spencer Foundation contributed to the preparation of this chapter.

' The legislation introducing the federal Goals 2000 initiative acknowledged the importance of students’ opportunity to learn and designated the
idea as “school delivery standards™ This name subsequently. was changed 10 “opportunity to learn™ in response to congressional concern that
school delivery standards would mean federal involvement in the business of curricula and texts. and would signal 2 new era of federal control of

the schools {Ravitch, 1995, p. 13),
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example. they assume that the availability of new funding or
technology will mean that teachers and students are able to use
the funding and technology to enhance learning. This focus pre-
supposes that the cursory exploration of the means for achiev-
ing high standards in the current policy debate is ade-
quate.

On the contrary, many of the factors that shape students’ op-
portunities 1o learn and teachers” opportunities to teach are be-
yond the purview of schools. For example. teachers comment
that too many students come to schoo] fatigued from family or
job responsibilities and, figuratively, are not present for them to
teach. Other students are not present in a more literal sense:
Some teachers say stndent absenteeism is their single greatest
teaching challenge {McLaughlin & Talbert, 1993). Also, for ex-
ample. many of today’s students say they see few community
role models that attribute their success to formal education,
Others say they have few incentives to work hard in school, be-
cause neither the workplace nor higher education seem to place
premiums on taking challenging courses and doing well (Co-
hen, 1994; Dryfoos, 1990; McLaughlin, Irby, & Langman, 1994;
Phelan, Davidson, & Yu. 1998).

[n short, the current reform movement in education appears
conceptually and strategically incomplete. It has triggered an
avalanche of initiatives to reform how schools do business.
but these initiatives, generally, reconsider neither the insti-
tutional assumptions nor the policy frameworks within which
schools operate, If they did. they would recognize an important
dilemma: Today’s schools alone cannot provide the oppor-
tunities and support that America’s students require to learn
and achieve at the high levels that reformers expect and the
public demands (Cabhill, 1993; Pittman & Cahill, 1992). Patricix
Graham advises, “The battleship, the school, cannot do this
alone, The rest of the educational Rotila must assist: fami-
lies, communities, government. higher education, and the busi-
ness community. Only then will ail of our children be able to

achicve that -which -by -birthright -should be -theirs: enthusi--

asm for and accomplishment in learning™ (Graham. 1995,
p- 22, .

Students’ opportunities o learn and. by extension, teachers’
opportunities to leach in contemporary America require that
schools and communities join in new ways—and in some old
wilys-—t0 sccomplish the objectives our society assigns to pub-
lic cducation. To meet contemperary education goals, we must
expund our notions of the resources, occasions, and supports
for teaching and learning. We must also broaden our under-
standing of how students and teachers might make effective use
of them.

The Importance of a Youths and Teackery View to
Defining Opportunity to Learn and Opportunity to Teach

What definition of opportunity to learn and opportunity to
teach should undergird policy. practice. and research agendas?
We argue in this chapter that education reformers currently use
the wrong analytic frame for a meaningful examination of stu-

dents’ opportunities to learn and teachers’ opportunities to
teach. Policymakers, practitioners, and researchers tend to fo-
cus narrowly within the formal educational system on what
schools can do to raise students’ scores on measures of aca-
demic achievement (that is, academic means to academic ends).
They identify generic students and teachers without consider-
ing the variety of resources, supports, and occasions available
for both in particular contexis.

If we view resources, supports, and occasions for learning,
not from the top of the policymaking system down, but from a
student’s-eye view, we can see that youth have many opportuni-
ties for learning in and out of school. These opportunities in-
clude occasions for exercising leadership, developing a range of
skills to solve their own problems and concerns, and establish-
ing relationships with peers and adults, They include a time and
place to do homework, assistance with that homework, access
to resources (such as computers and libraries), and occasions
in their homes and neighborhoods to work independently and
to practice, reinforce, and extend the skills and perspectives
presented.in and out of the classroom. An essential aspect of
many out-of-school opportunities for learning is that they are
not extensions of the academic day. Rather. they are often non-
academic occasions, resources, and supports that develop in
youth a range of competencies (e.g.. academic, social, emo-
tional, vocational, civic, physical, per Pittman & Cahill, 1992)
that are important to success in schooi.

If we consider where learning takes place from the perspec-
tive of a student, then, we can see that students have many
teachers throughout their day in youth organizations, families,
school classrooms, and other settings. It reminds us that young
people are more than students; they are youth® with many
affiliations in addition to their school. A youth perspective on
opportunity to learn highlights that the availability of youth or-
ganizations, adult role models, and leadership experiences, for
exarnple, are not sufficient for improving learning. Beyond that.
researchers, ‘policymakers; and-practitioners needto be con="
cerned with the various barriers that prevent youth from taking
advantage of these resources, supports, and occasions for learn-
ing. Keeping a youth perspective in mind. we must, for example,
ask these questions: Are resources located in parts of the com-
munity that are accessible to youth? Do aduits and peers whom
the youth know and trust provide activities to youth?

Likewise, from a teacher’s-eye view, opportunity to teach, in
practical terms, means more than adequate texts, classroom
space, and materials to support their work. If youths™ experi-
ences out of school are essential parts of their opportunities to
learn. then teachers’ opportunities to teach would be enhanced
if they had the time and occasions to become familiar with their
students’ families and neighborhoods and with other contexts
for learning out of school. Long-term relationships with other
professionals who work with students—not only teachers but
also youth workers, mentors, coaches. and social workers.
among others—can help to expand teachers’ own capacities for
working with youth. By this statement. we do not mean only
that teachers should be able to access social services and other

* Throughout this chapter we use the term “youth™ to refer to all young people of school age.
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nonacademic supports for students to remove barriers to learn-
ing. Beyond that expectation, youth workers and others who

work with youth outside school may use strategies and what we

might consider formal and informal curricula for teaching
youth in ways that can inform classroom teaching. Likewise,
classroom teachers can inform the work of youths' teachers out-
side school. Connections among youths® various teachers can
enhance school performance by building on the strengths that
are offered throngh these various learning opportunities, both
in and out of school. :

Opportunity to teach. then, refers to the occasiens, resources,
and supports that multiple teachers, both in and out of school,
can use to enhance their own practices through consultation
and other connections with one another. The opportunity to
teach depends in part on whether the context in which they
work—the school climate, the broader policy environment—
provides the flexibility and support they need to enter into these
relationships with professionals and students.

Opportunity to learn and opportunity to teach in their fullest
senses, then, incorporate and depend upon more than the re-
sources found in the school. They implicate a broad array of
community-based resources and supports as well as youths™ and
teachers’ abilities and willingness to use them.

To summarize, we argue that expanded nations of opportu-
nity to learn and opportunity to teach mean more than im-
proved academic means to improved academic outcomes. Op-
portunity to learn and opportunity to teach mean recognizing
three important circumstances:

» Whal happens to youth outside school affects their perfor-
mance in school in many positive ways. [n particular, youth
learn throughout their day—both in and out of school —and
many of their nonacademic experiences in and out of school
can be important to their academic success in school,

Youth have multiplé teachers in and out of school. These

teachers include schoolteachers, youth workers. mentors,

coaches, social workers. and parents,

Youths' multiple teachers, both in and out of school, to-

gether can use these in-schoo! and out-of-school resources,

occasions and supports to strengthen teaching and learning
in ways that exceed what schools or community agencies
could accomplish alone.

Chapter Overview

This chapter outlines a [ramework for further research and dis-
cussion zbout how we can redefine opportunities to learn and
teach, both conceptualiy and in practice. to improve youths'
performance in school. We base our argument on the premise
that the mission and work of schools and “communities™—
agencies. organizations. individuals. resources. and occasions
outside school—can and should be joined. The primary ques-
tion we address at the heart of this chapter is as follows: How
can we connect schools and communities to improve youths’
performance in school?

At the end of the 20th century. few ongoing or well-developed
examples of school-community partnerships around teaching
and learning exist. (We identify exceptions to this general state-
ment in section 111.) Most previous work on this topic focuses
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on improving health or social outcomes for students and on re-
moving barriers to learning. It has not focused on what school—
community connections mean for teachers and how such links
might benefit teachers’ work and enable students’ leamning
(Cahill. 1996; Lawson & Briar-Lawson, 1997). We highlight
throughout the chapter that rermoving barriers to learning ang
enabling learning are two related but distinguishable sets of ac-
tivities. Most of our analysis is concerned with how out-of-
school settings and school-community collaboration might en.
able learning,

Thus. our review necessarily moves beyond the scope of a
traditional research review to consider more broadly what we
kanow from theory and practice about how school-community
connections might best be used to enhance opportunities to
learn and teach. Qur research framework suggests how future
research on teaching and learning can examine more specifi-
cally what school-community connections might lock like in
practice for opportunity to learn and teach.

In section 1, we discuss how education reform policy, includ-
ing plans that address opportunity to learn, has taken a narrow
view of the occasions and resonrces that learning and teaching
require, In particular, education policy and research generally
ignore out-of-school factors that affect learning and teaching—
both those that present barriers to learning and teaching and
those that might enable it. In section II, we review four bodies
of research —family, neighborhood, peers, and work— that are
generally used to explain which out-of-school factors affect stu-
dents’ performance. Also in section I1, not only do we identify
which factors matter, but also we begin to suggest why they mat-
ter for youth and teachers.

In section III, we turn to the empirical literature on planned
{as opposed to spontaneous or incidental) supports for teaching
and learning outside school. Building on section I1, we examine
experience with and research on a range of programs, policies,
and inftiatives that are aimed at connecting schools and com-
munities in diverse ways. We conclude this section with our re-
search framework, school-community connections for oppor-
tunity to learn and opportunity to teach, that begins to specify

_ how school-community connections might enhance opportuni-

ties to learn and, by extension, opportunities to teach. In sec-
tion IV, we extend this review to consider the limits and barriers
to linking schools and communities, and the implications of this
review for policy, practice, and research.

1. The Problem for Practice and Policy

A Limited Target for Reform in Current Policy Initiatives

Although an elaborated view of students’ opportunity to fearn
and teachers’ opportunity to teach might seemn sensible, at the
start of the 21st century, most educational reforms underway in
American schools are school reforms, These reforms tinker in-
side the box of traditional institutional roles and relationships
within schools and assume that improved academic perfor-
marnce can result from extended and intensified academic in-
struction in school classrooms. From merit pay to technology,
from new literacy curricula to new pedagogical forms for class-
room interaction. and from site-based management to class-size
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reduction. reforms presuppose that the school alone can realize
ambitious expectations for teaching and learning (see Tyack.
1995: Tyack & Cuban, 1995), These reforms tacitly assume that
schooling can and should provide more or less the sanie experi-
ence [or every student and that school-focused reform could
work if reformers could only get it right. Such a school-centric
frame assumes that schools are the primary influences for learn-
ing in the lives of children and youth rather than one part of
students’ broader developmental contexts,

Paradoxically, many of the reforms that do Jook outside
school walls also take a limited view. Consider the example of
parent involvement programs. Many so-called “parent involve-
ment” efforts engage parents, not 4s partners with schools and
teachers, but as adjuncts to the school’s work (e.g., helping with
homewoerk, supporting extracurricular activities) rather than
as primary teachers for youth. Most major public and private
sources of funding for schools require or encourage these forms
of parental invelvement, particularly for schools with high con-
centrations of low-achieving or at-risk students. However, little
evidence shows that such requirements lead to closer substan-
tive ties between communities and schools or to enhanced learn-
ing for students either in or out of school (Knapp & Shields,
1991). Perhaps as a conseguence, links befween parents and
schools have been erratic and uneven, and not much rethinking
has taken place either of adult roles in schools and families
(Blase, 1987; Lightifoot, 1978; Smrekar, 1996) or of the types of
learning experiences {(academic and nonacademic) that many
parents already provide and that can be essential to academic
success in school.

Exceptions to limited parent:l involvement occur in some
charter schools where parents determine school goals and mon-
itor progress toward them (Wohlstetter, 1997). However, experi-
ence suggests that the parent-school partnerships in many char-
ter schools focus on school governance and broad curricular
content within schools. not on questions of learning and teach-
ing in and out of school. Likewise, some school-choice strate-
gies engage parents as consumers, but typically not as partners
or resources in teaching and learning (see, e.g.., Schneider,
Teske, Marschall, Mintrom, & Roch, 1997). Even reformers
who have a broader agenda for parents and who assume that
schools must change usually work within traditional institu-
tional frames, For example, James Comer and Henry Levin see
parent involvement as essential to meeting students’ and teach-
ers’ goals, but, generally, they confine learning, teaching, and
opportunities to learn and teach to students’ academic experi-
ences within the school wails.

The literature about extracurricular activities, project-based
learning, and experiential education contains some examples of
nonacademic activities designed deliberately to enhance stu-
dents’ performance in school. However, this literature provides
examples of weak linkages between school and community
around teaching and learning. That is, most researchers in these
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extracurricular activities. project-based learning, and experien-
tial education agree that these three traditions are important
ways to expand classrooms beyond their four walls and to
ground curriculum in practical applications (Calabrese &
Schumer, 1986; Conrad & Hedin, 1982; Hamilton & Fenzel,
1988; Larson, 1994; Westheimer, Kahne, & Gerstein, 1992
Wigginton, 1985; Wood, 1992). However, these approaches in
research and practice tend to focus on what classroom teachers
can do to use the community as a setting for learning. In this
way, they do not always consider how teachers and schools can
engage edncators who already work with youth outside the for-
mal educational system (e.g., youth workers, mentors, religious
leaders, and coaches of athletic teams) as partners to enhance
the educational experiences of youth in and out of school, Nor
do they consider how these teachers, in and out of school, might
enhance their respective practices through observation of and
deliberate planning with one another. '

Other exceptions to academic, school-centric reforms in-
clude certain efforts to link schools with social services (e.g.,
Gomby & Larson, 1992), These reformers base their arguments
on the changed social conditions of students and their concerns
that the “excellence movement” overlooks many secial pur-
poses of schooling (Sedlak, 1995). They treat conditions out-
side school as sources of risk that must be ameliorated before
students can learn. Many posit that if we locate social resources
in the “universal institution,” the public school, we will be in a
better position to mediate the effects of these poor conditions
outside school. However, like many of the parent involvement
initiatives, these strategies generally link their efforts to other-
wise unchanged schools,

Recent research suggests that unless schools restructure—
that is, unless schools rethink roles and relationships around
teaching and learning—additional social services will have only
a limited effect on learning outcomes (Wehlage, Smith, & Lip-
man, 1992). Put another way, this research suggests that the
Tocus of many efforts to create school-linked services-has.been
to fix students (Pittman & Cahill, 1992) so teachers can really
teach and to remove barriers to learning, rather than to rethink
the learning and teaching that occurs for students—all day, in
and out of school—and to rethink the conditions, resources,
and supports that enable it.

Finally, an emerging strand of education reform focuses on
after-school programs (e.g., 21st Century Learning Centers)
and the use of schools as community centers after hours. Many
of these initiatives respond not primarily to concerns about
teaching and learning but. rather, to recent statistics that most
crimes and violence involving youth (either as perpetrators or
as victims) occur in the hours immediately after school, Ac-
cordingly, an unfortunate focus of many of these initiatives is
on keeping youth busy during these hours er on providing more
academic instruction after school. Few of these programs and
initiatives seek to expand or connect with the out-of-school re-

* Sedlak observes that many who issue this call to action are ignorant of the long history of the integrarion of school and social services: “Healith
services advocates Emest Hoag and Lewis Terman drew one of the most expansive visions for the social services movement when they cluimed
that *the public school has not fulfilled its duty when the child alone is educated within its walls. The school must be the educational center, the
social center. and the hygiene center of the community in which it is located—a hub from which will radiate influences for social betterment in

many lives™ (Sedlak. 1995. p. 60).
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sources, occasions, and supports for learning that already exist
in many communities through youth organizations, mentoring
programs, and others—many of which are not primarily aca-
demic but, again, can strengthen the performance of youth in
school (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1994:
Dryfoos, 1998: Schorr, 1997).

The Persistent Limitations of Policy in Connecting
Communities and Schooly

QOur arguments about the limits of a school-centric view of
learning and teaching are not new. For example, the earliest the-
ories of adolescent development recognized the importance of
the community and its resources to child development and. less
often, to children’s learning. Between the turn of the century
and World War 11, educators and social activists responded
with a vision of “the school as social center™ (Dewey, 1902/
1976). Many worked in explicit and powerful ways to connect
learning in school with resources, occasions, and supports for
learning out of school. Jane Addams’s Hull House, for example.
provided health care. health education, job training, courses in
English, and a variety of artistic, vocational, athletic, and intel-
lectual opportunities for youth and adults. In part, through her
partnership with John Dewey, she envisioned settlement houses
as essential formal and informal settings for academic and non-
academic learning and for the expansion and deepening of
youths' relationships with each other and adults,

In the early part of the 20th century, Leonard Cavello, a New
York City teacher. principal, and community activist, devel-
oped community advisory committees for schools and curricu-
lar components linked to students’ cultural heritage. He worked
with students, teachers, parents, and the community to reform
housing and community services, in part, to create a neighbor-
hood deliberately structured to support child development and
learning, In short. he transformed the institution of his school
into @ ¢enter of community Tife thit included recreafion. aca-
demic pursuils, and collcctive social action-—a jumping off
point for lifelong learning (Tyack & Hansot, 1982).

In the 1930s, Elsie Ripley Clapp made her rural West Vir-

ginia school a “center for the entire community™ to learn and
develop. To help parents enrich the learning that occurred at
home and on the farm, the school provided heulth care. techni-
cal support for farmers, and classes on nutrition for mothers.
The school encouraged older students to support the education
of younger students both during and after school hours. Partici-
pation in and study of Appalachian folk traditions provided one
strategic link between in-school and out-of-school learning
(Clapp. 1939; Perlstein. 1996).

These early reformers were committed to school-community
links to support teaching and learning. Perhaps as a conse-
guence of this explicit focus on learning in these examples.
“school-community” connections meant connections that
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linked already existing teaching and learning resources for
youth and their many teachers {both in and out of school) in
ways that could reinforce both teaching and learning.

However, current discourse about educational reform sug-
gests a general inattenlion to how opportunity to learn or op- -
portunity to teach could incorporate broader conceptions of
whit teaching and learning are and where they take place. Edu-
cators and reformers who are concerned with community occa-
sions, resources, and supports for learning often proceed with-
out a theoretical basis or a clear definition of what it means to
connect community and school, specifically around teaching
and learning. Most current efforts to connect communities and
schools in the ways that concern us In this chapter (like the ex-
amples described above) are efforts of single schools or a few
schools acting alone, often outside or in spite of the resources,
occasions, and supports provided by broader education policy.

The current status of school-community ties may reflect
deeper pitfalls in education policy. The many targets of educa-
tion policy—budgels. curricula, teachers. standards, teacher
education, parent involvement, and so on—have not reformed
schools in any consistent, predictable, or sustained fashion (Na-
tional Research Council, 1993). Teachers and youth are not sur-
prised by this absence of meaningtul change. Education reform-
ers generally have not considered. the changed conditions for
schools and the social realities of youth when they fire their
szlvos,

Thus, those responsible for policy and practice face two chal-
lenges when creating the school-community links that contem-
porary students and teachers require to support their work.
Conceptually, we must first define out-of-school resources for
teaching and learning. Then, strategically, we raust find ways
to join schools and communities to strengthen the resources,
accusions, and supports for learning in and out of school. The
latter point requires not that opportunities for learning simply
be available in and out of school but that people have the re-
Sovurces and supports necesédry to take advantage of them.

11. The Effect of Out-of-Schoo] Factors on School
Performance: What Matters About Family,
Neighborhood, Peers, and Work

The importance of the time youth spend out of school is obvi-
ous; Development and learning do not stop at the end of the
school day. Moreover, out-of-school experiences and conditions
aflect participation in school (Carnegie Council on Adolescent
Development. 1994; Grubb & Lazerson. [982). However. the
haphazard track record that documents efforts to forge effective
school-community links suggests that we need a clearer ratio-
nale for why community occasions, resources, and supports are
important to teaching and learning. The record also suggests
that we need more systematic knowledge of how communities
and schools can work together to enhance teaching and learn-

4 To a greater degree than is currently the case. these reformers also emphasized a democratie rutionale for their efforts, These reformers agreed
with Dewey when he wrote in Schoo! and Socivry that participation in activities that mirror community life provided exceilent opportunities for
developing “a spirit of social cooperation and community life™ (Dewey. 1902/1936. p. 16) needed to inform democratic civic life. These reformers
worked to add comman and productive activity to the content of schooling becnuse. as Dewey put it. “We have lost a good deal of our faith in the

efficacy of purely intellectual instruction™ {Dewey. 1902/1936. p. 84).
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ing. In this section. we take up the first issue: What do we know
about how out-of-schoot contexts affect youths™ opportunities
to learn? What aspects of commanity should be marshaled in
a partnership with schools to expand teachers’ opportuniries
to teach?

Traditionally. research on out-of-school contexts for vouth
has focused on the effects that community conditions and in-
Aucnces have on development and learning. These factors in-
clude. in a broad sense. the primary institutions and avenues
for associations among youth and adults—lamilies, neighbor-
hoods, peers. and work. Similarty. in this section, we review the
extensive research on the effects that these factors have on
youth's development and learning, emphasizing trends and the
most recent empirical work.

Though the effects are often intertwined. research in this area
can be divided into these four broad categories: families, neigh-
borhoods, peers, and work. Our interest in reviewing this broad
and diverse set of literature is to understand how each of these
nonschool elements create. support, or frustrate young people’s
opportunity to learn and so, too. their teachers’ opportunity to
teach. In other words, we are interested not only in which out-
of-school resources. occasions, and supports matter for youth
‘development and learning but ulso in /row they matter.

We find that virtually all of this research highlights the ways
that nonschool influences in students’ lives affect their attitudes
about themsclves as learners, their motivation and ability to en-
gase in school work, and their expectations for adulthood. In
this way, this literature provides a rationale for considering that
community is important to learning and tenching. and it begins
to provide a rationale for linking school and community. How-
ever, we find that it provides few clues about how youth and
their teachers might connect day to day to these out-of-school
resources. occasions. and supports to enhance learning and
teaching.

How Families Affect Youth's School-Related Attit udes
and Oufeomes

Much of the literature on the relationship between family
and developmental and cducational cutcomes for youth stems
from James Coleman’s 1966 study of racial and ethnic segrega-
tion. inequality. student and family characteristics. and student
achievement {Coleman et al., 1966). Using surveys of superin-
tendents. principuls, teachers, and approximately 645,000 stu-
dents in more than 3,000 schools nationwide, Coleman found
that such fumily factors as household composition. socioeco-
nomie status. und parents’ education are stronger predictors of
educational progress than are school-related factors.

The publication of Equality of Educational Opportunity Re-
pors (Coleman et al.. 1966) triggered more than three decades

of quantitative studies on so-called “family effects” Some stud-
ies involved reanalyses of Coleman’s data (e.g.. Bowles & Levin.
1968) or attempts to test explicitly Coleman’s theory and con-
clusions (e.g., Summers & Wolfe, 1977). Other data-intensive
efforts evaluated the association between various family-related
characteristics (e.g.. family poverty, Jength of time in poverty.
socioeconomic status) and education-related outcomes (e.g., ac-
ademic achievement, graduation, and attendance). The studies
generally agreed that parents in poor, low-income families are
more likely to have both low levels of formal education and
children who do not perform optimally in school than are fami-.
lies with higher socioeconomic status (see, e.g.. Jencks et al.,
1972).5 .

Studies of such family effects on school performance were
particularly prominent in the 1980s, partly in response to demo-
graphic data on the perceived increase of children born in
single-parent, Black families between 1970 and 1980 {Milne.
Myers, Rosenthal. & Ginsburg, 1986; Thompson. Alexander, &
Entwisle, 1988).* Accordingly, many such studies in the 1980s
and early 1990s focused on family structure in relation to such
outcomes as drop-out rates (Coleman, 1987). social and emo-
tional adjustment. standardized test scores (Entwisle & Alexan-
der. 1995), and school behavior and discipline {Featherstone,
Cundick, & Jensen, 1992; Heiss, 1996; Steinberg, Lamborn,
Darling, Mounts. & Dornbusch, 1994). Generally, these studies
found that the children in two-parent families fare better than
those from families otherwise structured. These analyses con-
cluded that youth growing up in single-parent families generally
were at greater risk of dropping out of school, achieving at
lower levels in school, and not attending college.

However. concern for opportunity to learn and opportunity
to teach directs us to look beyond the coincidence of family
status variables and educational variables and ask more spe-
cifically, What day-to-day experiences of youth in families Jead
to the observed outcomes? What features of family relation-
ships are essential to youth development and learning, and may
explain the conditions under which certain factors enable or.in-
hibit teaching and learning? For example. the fact that two-
parent families are correlated with higher educational outcomes
in the aggregate neither tells us whether two parents are actu-
ally present day-to-day in the individual households nor what
transpires day-to-day between parents and children that may
contribute to particular learning or developmental outcomes.
A nuclear family may provide a nourishing environment where
children are cherished, a “haven in a heartless world,” or it may
be the place of hidden abuse and neglect (Larson, 1994). Simi-
larly, most correlational studies do not address what happens in
single-parent families with high-achieving children that enables
them to buck the trends. In fact, looking across studies of
family effects. we Jearn that family both can ameliorate risk

5 This continued analytical focus on the effects of family poverty. in part. reflects the emphasis of Great Society programs on low-income chiidren
and furnilies. Many of the federal initiatives of the Great Society period were responses to early research on associations between poverty. fumily
characteristis. and school achievement. This analytical focus also reflects the availability. for the first time. of large data sets {e.g.. High School
and Beyond. Nationa Educational Longitudinaul Survey) that enabted broad-scale analyses of such self-reported family fuctors as parents’ education

and income (Buehler et al., 1997).

»Some studies note that the totul number of children bomn to Black households did not increase during this period. Rather. the percentage of
children bern to two-parent. White househelds decreased, mising the percentage of Black children in the overail population. This change in percent-
age contributed to the perception thut we were witnessing a greater total number of children born to single Black households {Jarrett. 1997).
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(Garbarino, 1992: Harnish, Dodge, & Valente. 1995: Ha-
shima & Amato, 1994; McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994) and ex-
acerbate it (McLeod, 1990; Sampson & Laub, 1994).

In response to such apparently contradictory findings, quan-
titative researchers have probed variables that may mediate
other variables to expand developmental and educational op-
portunities for youth. For example, McLanahan & Sandefur
(1994) used data from four national surveys to investigate more
specifically why single parenting in the aggregate generally cor-
relates with poor outcomes for youth. They found that youth
tend to do well, regardless of family structure, when their par-
ents regularly provide significant supervision of homework and
out-of-schoa] time. Youth tend to achieve in school not only
when their parents say they have high levels of aspirations for
academic and future achievement but also when parents trans-
late these aspirations into enriching opportunities for learning
from day to day—independent of family structure.

In addition, higher achievement across different family struc-
tures is associated with parents who have strong roots in their
neighborhoods—roots that can provide additional support and
supervision for youth and networks for personal and profes-
sional advancement (Entwisle & Alexander, 1995, 1996; Heiss,
1996; McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994) Bianchi and Robinson
also found that, in terms of youths day-to-day experiences,
family structure may not be as consequential as studies that are
less nuanced suggest. They argue that the most powerful influ-
ence on how children spend their time is not simply their par-
ents’ education, but the expectations that parents communicate
and the opportunities they are able to extend in part because
of their own higher levels of education (Bianchi & Robinson,
1997).7 Csikszentmihalyi, Rathunde, & Wahlen (1993) found
that parents tend to foster talent, academic success, and creativ-
ity in their children when they prod them to do their best and
give them unconditional support in their efforts to succeed in

challenging situations? OO
Ethnographers and other qualitative researchers have long

focused on the experience of many youth and families who suc-
ceed despite the odds. Many of these studies enrich our under-
standing of how. on a day-to-day basis, families matter to the
improved educational performance of youth. For example,
Robin Jarrett {1995) reviewed qualitative studies that explore
an array of family strategies that buffer the effects of poverty, as
summarized in the work of such scholars as Carol Stack (1574},
Elijah Anderson {1985, 1990), and Reginald Clark {1983). Jar-
rett concludes that families expand developmental and educa-
tional opportunities for youth regardless of income by using
some type of “community-bridging™ strategy to link their youth
with mainstream institutions and opportunities. Jarrett’s syn-
thesis describes five family activities that are associated with
community bridging:

Development and maintenance of a supportive adult net-
work structure that enables parents to provide broader op-
portunities for youth

Restricted fumily-community relations that establish a lim-
ited scope of relationships within the local neighborhoad
and “defend™ the lamily

Strict parental monitoring strategies that keep track of the
time, friendships, and activities of adolescents

Involvement with “mobility-enhancing™ institutions such as
churches that offer youth social and academic activities, and
link them to broader social networks

* Adult-sponsored opportunities for youth to develop adult
roles and responsibilities such as fund-raising for a sport
team or club project

.

Families who engage in these activities use their broader com-
munity to find opportunities for their young people to develop
the skills, attitudes, and experiences that would help them move
successfully into mainstream roles and institutions (Jarrett,
1995; see also Anderson, 1978; Clark, 1983; Stack, 1974).

In summary, research demonstrates that the interest and sup-
port parents provide to their children can expand opportunities
to learn and teach—regardiess of family structure and status.
OF particular importance is the supervision and structure that
parents and guardians give children outside school and the con-
nections families or adult caregivers make to broader opportu-
nities and occasions for development. Families that engage in
these activities protect and focus youths™ out-of-school time not
only around the concrete responsibilities of school but also
around the social and other activities essential to their develop-
ment as learncrs. When the family funciions as an advocate,
inspiration, teacher, and coach, it can motivate youths’ interest
1o do well in schoel, support a positive vision of the future, and
otherwise extend and reinforce teachers’ classroom efforts,

- —Our-review also suggests that-other factors-influence the chal-

lenges families face as they engage in these activities and rela-
tionships. In particular, various conditions within their neigh-
borhoods clearly are formidable direct influences on such
activities and relationships. Accordingly, we turn now to a brief
examination of selections from the Literature on how neighbor-
hoods affect school attitudes, learning outcomes, and possibili-
ties for development-—hence, how neighborhoods boost or con-
strajn opportunity to learn and to teach.

How Neighhorhoods Affect Youth'’s School-Related
Attitudes and Outcomes

The significance of neighborhoods for youth development and
learning is not news to psychologists and educators, Systematic
studies of the efiects of neighborhoods on youth and families

7 Several other parenting studies are hased on typologies of parenting styles. use surveys. and large sets of data about students’ school success
lo identify relations between “ideal types™ of purenting (e.g., authoritative. permissive) and various educational and developmental outcomes
{Dombusch, Ritter. Roberts. & Fraleigh. 1987: Steinberg et al.. 1994; Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Darling, 1992), Although these studies
are somewhat limited in their depietion of the day-to-day relationships between youth and their parents (the conditions under which various
parenting styles may be beneficial or detrimental is not always clear), these studies do find positive relationships between parents who set clear
goals and guidelines for their children and who consistently enforee rules for the family and for childrens school performance.

"* Clearly. certain corditions impede the ability of families 1o provide such expanded opportunities to learn. For example. a common theme in
studies of the relationship among parenting styles. family environment, and scheol performance is the struggle that many low-income parents have
to provide safe. educationally rich environmenis for youth and many of the day-to-day resources vouth need to succeed in school.
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were particularly prominent during the Great Society period in
the 1960s when political and research-related resources focused
an identifying neighborhoods in poverty for targeted nublic as-
sistance and evaluations ol such efforts. This research included
rich ethnographic studies of youth and their neighborhoods
(Liebow, 1996; Stack, 1974; Whyte, 1955) and a significant body
of empirical work that was based on lurge data sets (e.g.. Ban-
field, 1970). Both strunds of research were central to debates
during the 1960s and 1970s about causes and consequences of
neighborhood poverty as related to school performance (New-
man, 1657).

William Julius Wilson’s The Thuly Disadvantaged (1987)
shifted the discussion of neighborhood effects on youth and
families from the discussion of neighborhood cultures and dem-
ographics to the discussion of neighborhood economic condi-
tions a§ significant factors in youth's attitudes, activities, and
achievements. Wilson argued that changes in the American
economy (e.g., deindustrialization, transition to a service econ-
omy) led to the flight of white middle- and working-class fami-
lies out of central cities and the concentration of poor, often
African-American families within them. These ghetto neigh-
borhoods became increasingly isolated from the kinds of social
networks necessary for adults’ success or children’s healthy de-
velopment. a point also illustrated in the family effects literature
{Wilson, 1987).% S

A number of theoretical models elaborate how neighborhood

characteristics do or could influence youth's refationships with
school and concepts of themselves as students.'” Although these
research traditions use different analytical lenses, together. they
reveal some remarkable similarities and limitations.” First, of
critical importance for youth and families is the availability of
social networks within and between neighborhoods that can
provide a web of support to parents and other adults (scc,
e.g., Anderson, 1978; Bronfenbrenner, 1986; Bronfenbrenner,
Moen, & Garbarino, 1984; Caplan & Killilea, 1976; Garbarino,
1992; Sorin, 1950). High levels of social support mean opportu-
nities for youth development, even in hostile circumstances
(McLaughlin et al., 1954).

Secend, social coherence and neighborhood stability (Samp-
son, 1991) seem strongly correlated with positive developmental
and learning outcomes for youth. Researchers find that social
disorganization {litter, boarded buildings, disorderly behavior)
that persists over time, regardless of the turnover of individual
residents, predicts such negative outcomes as high crime rates
and, by extension, other poor developmental conditions for
youth (see, e.g., Coulton, Korbin, & Su, 1996; Garbarino, 1992;
Murphy & Moriarty, 1976).”* However, Bernard and other
researchers investigating sources of resilience in children and
youth found that a socially coherent community with strong re-
lationships among adults and between adults and children can
do much to overcome the otherwise debilitating effects of pov-
erty (Bernard, 1990; Werner, 1992)." '

Ay

" One significunt synthesis of major research on the eifeets of concentrated poverty in neighberhoods is the recently published Neighborhood
Poverty, edited by Jeanne Brooks-Gunn, Greg J Duncan, and J. Lewrence Aber. This two-volume set of studies is the product of the Working
Group en Communities and Neighborhoods thut was appointed by the Social Science Resedrch Council in 1989 (Brooks-Gunn, Dunean. & Aber,
1998n, 1998b), See Volume 1, Costext and Conxegutences for Children (Brooks-Gunn et al., 1998a), for a comprehensive review of literature on the
effects of neighborhood poverty on children and families and for additional data on the concentration of poverty from the 1950s to the present.
Our review also considers this reseurch. .

# For exampie. studies in the Wilson tradition that are based, in part, on an epidemiological model (Granovetter, 1978; Schelling, 1971} argue

. that neighborhood residents are “carriers™ of behaviors that can “infect” others depending on their degree of susceptibility (Crane, 1996). Residen-

tial crowding in low-income neighbarhoods thus becomes a souree of risk (Ensminger. Lamkin, & Jacobson. 1996). Similarly, others use the presence
of affluent neiphbors us a proxy for a wide range of fuctors, such as higher prevalence of role models, social influence on parenting style. social
isolation, and institutional strengths and resources of the neighborhood itself (e.z., Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, Klebanov, & Sealand, 1993). Other
studies are largely centered on neighborhood-related causes of crime and delinguency, and often identify structural factors—ethnic heterogeneity.
residentinl mobility, high unemployment, high proportion of lemule-headed households. high proporticn of households on welfare —that disrupt
the social organization of local communities (Gottiredson, McNeill 111, & Gottfredson. 1991: Sampson, 1993),

" Many researchers of sociul disorganization are engaged in a debate about how to account for fzctors that mediate opportunity and risk and
how te link youth with mainstreaum opportunities and institutions (Jurrett. 1995), The number of qualitative studies of success stories has reached
2 critiea] muss, and u more systematic synthesis of these individual studies may now be possible (Jarrett, 1995). However. the focus of this research
{s not always of primary interest 1o educators (e.g.. crime and definquency rates among primarily adult neighborhood residents in Sampson &
Laub, 1994),

2 We found certain studies more helpful than others for informing opportunity to learn and teach. As we explained with regard to the family
effects literature. large duta sets may not deline other variables in ways that arc meaningful to youth and families in actual neighborhoods. For
example, studies of social disorpanization that rely on large surveys generally define disorganization by concentrated characteristics of individual
families and other neighberhood residents (e.g.. socioeconomic status. number, and percentage of female-headed households). By contrst. an
cthnomethodologica] study lound that residents of a given neighborhood define disorganization by such factors as litter. boarded buildings. unkempt
yards or homes. and loiiering or disorderly behavior (Coulton et al., 1996). Such studies ure significant because they are based on residents”
conceptions of actions or behaviors that they experience [rom day to day rather than on researchers’ calegories of individual characteristics.
Significantly. the definition offered by residents indicates actions or behaviors that can be discouraged or deterred rather than individual characteris-
tics that ure impossible or not easy to manipulate. In this sense. “local knowledge™ may be more useful to policymakers. practitioners. and others
interested in how 1o improve community and school conditions for expanded opportunities to learn and teach,

13 Despite this unanimity about the importance of social coherence and nejghborhood stability, implications of this research are limited for our
purposes. For example, across disciplines. researchers rely on data sets that identify these social networks a5 “neighborhoods,” defined by census
tracts and other geagraphical and jurisdictional boundaries. These boundaries, generally developed for researchers” analytic purposes. often do not
correspond with the relevant social unit for youth. families, or teachers. Certain recent ethnemethodological studies attempt to remedy this problem
by using the social units and lubels constructed by neighborhood residents themselves to define “neighborhood.” However. to construct Jarge
samples. many researchers use this information to guide their choices of varions predefined neighborhood categories: these categories mayv be closer
to but are not entirely contigucus with "neighborheod™ as defined by residents {Coulton et al., 1996). Nor are these categories necessarily meaningful
to teachers who are interested in the specific conditions faced by the children and youth in their clzssrooms and schools and in the resources that
might be available 1o expand opportunities for teaching and learning. Also, for example. adopting the poverty line as a measure of neighborhood
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In addition, research on resiliency is part of & broader trend
in studies of neighborhoods and youth. Instead of dwelling on
neighborhood deficits and their debilitating consequences for
youth, research on resiliency highlights local assets and sup-
ports for development (e.g., Blyth & Leffert, 1995; Kretzman &
McKnight, 1993)." In particular, resiliency research expands
notions of opportunity to learn and opportunity to teach be-
cause it emphasizes not what conditions simply should be
avoided {many are beyond the control of teachers and even
youth and families, anyway) but what supports should be culti-
vated intentionally to expand teaching and learning.

These researchers stress that every community has assets and
strengths upon which to build opportunities and resources for
youth, Chief among these, according to many studies, are strong
community ties and intergenerational networks (such as those
found in ethnic-based community organizations) that provide
youth with resources, strong behavior norms, and connections
to broader employment and other opportunities {Anderson,
1978; Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Sorin, 1990).% I these studies, the
neighborhood extends the classroom. It also extends the family
in the values, supports, and expectations that youth encounter
there.

This analysis also suggests that neighborhoods are important
settings for interactions among youth that also affect opportuni-
ties to learn and teach. More specifically, how do various peer
groups operate as essential influences and resources for teach-
ing and learning?

Peer Influences on Engagement with School
and Achievement

Researchers have examined peer influences from at least two
different perspectives. One line of research addresses the impor-
tance of peer relationships—that is, friends—in adolescent
development. Erik Erikson, for example, found that peer affil-
iations are essentia]l w liealthy identity devélopmient ifi ddoles-
cents, partly, because they provide opporlunities [or youth to
explore new interests, relationships. and ideologies {Erikson.
1968; Swanson, Spencer. & Petersen. 1998).

A second line of research examines how peer groups help
youth frame goals, values, and commitments. Early research
in this area was somewhat narrow in its conception of peer

groups. For example, James Coleman’s influential 1961 classic,
Adolescent Society, depicted peer groups and youth culture as
uniform and largely oppositional to adult society, According to
Colemnan, youth assert their culture to reject connections with
parents and other adults, Such studies recognize that asserting
a youth culture can be one means for achieving autonomy but
that, if this assertion of their culture constitutes full rejection
of parental values, then deviant behavior generally results
{Coleman, 1961; Parsons, 1942).¢

However, others have not concurred with this portrait of ado-
lescent society. Some researchers who also have based their
work on direct observation and participation find that youth
culture is varied rather than uniform and that membership in
one or another group has important influence on a youth's
choices and sense of identity. Qualitative researchers such as
Penelope Eckert identified distinctive youth cultures in the high
schools, Eckert studied social categories she named “jocks™ and
“burnouts” (Eckert, 1989). Black youth in Fordham and Ogbu’s
study avoided the “brainiacs” in the belief that inclusion would
signal “selling out™ their ethnic identity and that academic
achievement represents “acting White” (Fordham & Opgbu,
1686). Eckert’s jocks and burnouts likewise were contemptuous
of high-achieving youth,

Researchers find that youth select a particular peer group for
a variety of reasons. For some, one important consideration
is the “social address"—the groups’ cultural. economic, and
achievement characteristics with which youth may want to be
associated (e.g., Elder, 1985). Many youth choose a group on
the basis of ethnicity (Phelan et al., 1998). Other vouth are not
so much pulled by features of a youth group as they are pushed
by other aspects of their lives. Researchers investigating gangs,
for example, claim that youth are driven to gangs by stress at
home, ineffective parenting practices, and search for the care,
safety, and support missing at home (Hagedorn. 1988; Padilla,
1992)." Some studies suggest that youth, particularly urban
youth of variotis ages, develop strong peer cultures in gangs that
foster destructive values and behaviors (MacLeod. 1987). How-
ever, reconsiderations of the role of gangs suggests that gangs
fill social. economic, and psychological needs for youth that,
given certain supports, do not necessarily lead to negative be-
havior (Padilla. 1992: Vigil, 1993).

Whatever the path to a peer group and whatever the charac-

condilions ignores variaticns in households, resources. and types of poverty that may be particularly relevant to designers of educational policies
and programs {Schram, 1995).

" This line of research echoes and extends the work of researchers such as Anderson (1978). Lefkowitz {1987), Stack (1974). Wemer {1992),
Williams and Kornblum (1985). and others who have sought 1o explain the success of young people from poor neighborhoods. However. this
research is largely decontexisalized. That is, it provides little information on the conditions under which resiliency factors marter to improved
outcemes for youth—specifically. which of them matter under which circumsiances for which youth. Therefore. we provide only a brief mention of
this literature here.

¥ In a sense, these studies are the bright side of Wilson'’s 1987 study of employment. which found 1hat the absence of jobs limits yourh's motivation
to stay in school or to imagine a future of meaningful employment. In part, Wilson said youth are discouraged because they cannot find role models
of success nor relationships among people in ~ghetto™ neighboriioods that lead to broader opportunities.

' ater theoretical arguments suggest that peer culture may “coexist with continued commitment to parents and their adult-related values™
(Fasick. 1984). However. generally. studies that consider the effects of peers and families on youth are concerned with whether families ameliorate
the deleterious effects of peer pressure, For example, Steinberg examined the relationship between family structure and susceptibility to peer
pressure and found a correlation between single-parent families and youth engagement in deviani behavior that could be attributed to peer pressure

{Steinberg. 1987). :
" Related to this point. Youniss & Smollar {1989} found that peer relationships are particularly powerful when yaurh's experiences do not bear

out parental teachings.
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ter of peer culture. researchers find that the values. expecta-
tions. and activities associated with a particular group sway a
youth's school attitudes, behaviors, and achievement. Erikson,
for instance, recognized that peer “crowds™ can vary substan-
tially in terms of their normative attitudes, interests. behaviors,
and consequences (Erikson, 1968). Comparing peer groups in
nine Midwestern and West Coast high schools, one study found
that the average grade point average varied by nearly two full
letter grades between groups (Brown, Lamborn, Mounts, &
Steinberg, 1993). A meta-analysis of 110 correlations taken
from 10 studies conducted between 1266 and 1978 confirmed
that peer influence is a small but consistent correlate of educa-
tional outcomes (standardized achievement tests, course grades,
educational aspirations, and occupational aspirations) {Ide,
Parkerson, Haertel, & Walberg, 1981).

Other studies find that having high-achieving peers boosts
adolescents' educational expectations, report card grades, stan-
dardized achievement scores, and satisfaction with school (Ep-
stein, 1983). In a longitudinal study of 500 ninth to eleventh
graders between 1987 and 1990, researchers predicted grade
point average and drug use by friends’ grades and drug use
(Mounts & Steinberg, 1995)."* Bernard (1990) suggests that
peer relations provide such benefits as support, opportunities,
and models for prosocial development {(e.g., sharing, help,
comfort, and empathy). She also argues that these groups teach
critical social skills {e.g.. impulse control, communication,
creative and critical thinking, and relationship or friendship
skills), These effects may be strongest when opportunities for
peer interaction are structured through extracurricular activi-
ties or other planned opportunities for positive, stable engage-
ment with peers and adults {Spady, 1970). Further, stable
friendships have been directly correlated with good conduet
and self-esteem (Keefe & Berndt, 1996).

In summary, research identifies how peer groups function as
a powerful influence on youth development and academic en-
gagement. First. [tends can provide youth with safety nets for
intellectual. creative, and emotional risk taking that can be
essential to healthy development and learning. Second, such
friendship groups and other associations can reinforce values,
habits, activities. or goals that can lead youth toward healthy
development and fundamentally shape their identities as lean-
ers. In these ways. peers form an important context that affects
how youth respond to their teachers” efforts and expectations.
Third. deliberate efforts 1o structure opportunities for youth to
engage in peer groups ¢an enhance outcomes. For example,
after-school jobs often provide the location and occasion for
peer interactions. Beyond that, work itsell can be a significant
out-of-school influence on iearning. We turn now to an explora-
tion of how work specifically etfects learning outcomes.

How Work Affects Youth’s Atritudes, Behaviors,
and Capacities

Youth's experiences during employment have received little at-
tention from researchers. Only a few studies examine the effects
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of work on school-related zttitudes and performance, despite

the significant and growing participation of youth in the labor

market. In 1940, cnly 4% of 16-year-cld boys and 1% of 16-

year-old girls in school held jobs. By 1970, these rates of

employment had increased to 20% and 16%, respectfully

{Greenberger, Steinberg; Vaux, & McAuliffe, 1980). This trend

continues. By some estimates, 76% of adolescents have begun

working by the age of 16 (Mihalic & Elliott, 1997). In one study,

41% of youth in one study worked an average of 18 hours per .
week while also attending school (Larson. 1994).

Researchers differ in how they assess the value of work for
youth development and school success. On the one hand, em-
ployment supports personal responsibility and behaviors ex-
pected in the workplace, such as punctuality (Steinberg,
Greenberger, Gardugue, Ruggiero, & Vaux. 1982). Work expe-
rience also appears to promote autonomy, especially for girls.
On the other hand, some studies are less sanguine about the
effects of employment on school-age youth. For example, one
study found that working promotes cynical attitudes, comfort
with unethical work practices, and increased cigarette and mar-
ijuana use. Greenberger et al. speculate that this last effect may
be linked to increased stress brought on by working {Green-
berger, Steinberg, & Ruggiero, 1981; Greenberger, Steinberg, &
Vaux, 1981). ‘

How much time youth spend in jobs outside of school also
matters. Working more than 20 hours a week for certain youth
appears to lessen the likelihood of dropping out of school—
but working more than 20 hours may increase dropout rates
for some (I’ Amico, 1984; National Researck Council, 1993).
Working in high school may lower some boys’ grade point aver-
ages, educational and occupational aspirations, and educa-
tional attainments {Mortimer & Finch, 1996). It also may lead
to less time on homework and, consequently, lower grades (Lil-
lydahl, 1990; Steinberg & Dornbusch, 1991) and lower aca-
demic aspirations (Mihalic & Elliott, 1997). In contrast. work
has positive effects in other cases. For.example, Marsh -finds
that employment improves grades. but only for students who
are saving for college (Marsh, 1991). Adolescents, especially
Whites, may be more involved in school activities when they
work (Mihalic & Elliott, 1997). Youth who work tend to social-
ize with others who work, and these relationships are more pos-
itive in terms of schooi-related outcomes than those with non-
working peers (Newman, 1996}

How do we reconcile these apparently contradictory findings
about the value of work for school-related attitudes and out-
comes? First, these findings, at a minimum, suggest that youth
do work and will continue to work cut of either necessity or
interest. Second. work experiences do influence youth's aca-
demic, personal, and social development. for better or worse.

" Third, when youth view a work experience as meaningful-—

when it builds the skills they, their schoels, and their employers
value—then it tends to promote healthy development, confi-
dence, and academic engagement (Hess. Petersen, & Morti-

mer, 1994). )
Thus, researchers need to distinguish among the quality of

" These findings were tempered by parents: The effect of high-achieving friends was stronger if parents were more authoritative: the effect of
having drug-using friends was greater if parents were less authoritative.
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different types of work and work settings. Ressarchers tend to
lump various types of work together under one variable, such
as “holding a job” (Greenberger, Steinberg, & Ruggiero, 1982)
and thereby treat employment as a generic experience.” Some
jobs provide few opportunities for growth; others offer youth
opportunities to help others. make decisions, establish relation-
ships, build trust, develop various competencies, and exercise
leadership (Stern, Stone, Hopkins, & McLillon, 1990). For this
reason, we distinguish between having a job and having mean-
ingful work. Our interest is in work that engages and connects
youth with various valuable opportunities for academic, social,
and personal development.

Defined this way, work can benefit youth in a variety of ways
{Schulenberg & Bachman, 1993). In some circumstances, it cre-
ates a track record for future employment and a structured, fo-
cused culture that is supportive of continued involvement in ed-
ucation. Through work, youth can became connected to social
networks and otherwise develop the soctal capital that can be
essential to future employment. As a result, teenage workers
may adopt an identity as a worker. which they see as superior
to their unemployed peers. All are important bases for an “hon-
ored sense of self;” which may be unavailable at school but
which is critical to success in it {Newman & Lennon, 1995;
Newman, 1396).

In short, a job can provide youth with important relation-
ships, experience, and exposure to the attitudes and behaviors
that are necessary to succeed in school and in the workforce. In
many instances, employed youth form a peer community that
affects attitudes about school, self. and the future—for better
or worse. When employment involves youth in meaningful and
challenging tasks and when it buiids skills valued both by youth
and the public, out-of-school jobs can make a critical and par-
ticular contribution to a young person’s self-csteem, confidence,
motivation, and aspirations for academic success. In such in-
stances, it contributes to opportunities for learning and teach-
ing consistent with the goals society sets for schools,

Congidering School—Community: Connections:
Shared Directions and Limitations of the Literature
on Qui-of-School Effects

Within a chapter that examines school-community connec-
tions, we present this abridged review of the literature on vari-
ous out-of-school eflects for two primary reasons. First. re-
searchers have long known that out-of-school conditions in
families, neighborhoods, peer groups. and on the job affect stu-
dents’ opportunities to learn and that many of these effects. un-
der certain conditions. can be positive, The rationzle for lo-
cusing on out-of-school contexts as resources. occasions, and
supports for learning seems clear and uncontestable.

Second. the bodies of literature presented here explain how
out-of-school conditions aflect learning outcomes in strikingly
similar ways. Specifically, families. neighborhoods, peers. and
work seem to improve opportunity to fearn through strong
relationships among peers and adults: connections 10 personal.
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professional. and other networks throughout and beyond the
youths’ neighborhoods; strong peer and adult role models; clear
identity structures; a focus onm youth and neighborhood
strengths; and values that acknowledge youths' success in mul-
tiple arenas.

At the same time, these bodies of literature provide a limited
guide for developing a research and policy agenda around op-
portunities to learn and teach, because they do not elaborate
on how we can think strategically about organizing families,
neighborhoods, peers, and warkplaces in support of learning.
Specifically, they do not suggest how out-of-school contexts for
learning might be structured and marshaled in parinerships
with schools to expand opportunities for learning and teaching,

This limitation arises, in part, because these lines of research

“are penerally variable based. In variable-based studies, research-

ers reduce community contexts to factors such as “poverty
rates”’ “incidence of violence,” and “number of community-
based organizations.” Then they correlate these factors with
various indicators of youth development and learning. This ap-
proach poses five fundamental problems for our inquiry. First,
the “risk factors™ that are of interest in these studies tend to be
individual attributes or are otherwise beyond the influence of
teachers, schools, and other youth-serving organizations. Sec-
ond. researchers usually determine these factors and indicators
a priori and, thus, may miss other factors that are important to
youlhs™ fearning from day to day. o o '

Third, variable-based studies focus on the correlation of re-
sources and relationships to outcomes. not on what enables
youth to take advantage of the presence of these resources and
relationships in ways that may lead to favorable outcomes. In
olher words, the presence of resources, supports, and occasions
does not itself mean they will be used. Mast of this research
focuses on avoiding risks and other deficits rather than on de-
veloping strengths. Research on family, neighborhoods. peers,
and work provides strong evidence of a consistent refationship
between a variety of out-of-schoot factors and poor school per-
formance, but it tells us little about factors that promote suc-
cess/ul learning and ieaching among children and youth who
are disadvantaged. as assessed by conventional calegories.

Fourth, these lines of research tend to focus on point-in-time
correlations and not on the developmicental progress of particu-
lar youth over time. This focus on point-in-time correlations
means that these data deal on a level of abstraction that does
not illuminate day-to-day design features of neighborhoods that
have strong school-community connections. Fifth, even when
researchers use longitudinal data, they rarely consider changing
contextual factors such as a changed youth labor market to ex-
plain trends over time. rendering the studies essentially ahistor-
jcal and the findings generally incomplete.

In summary, this research on out-of-school factors that in-
fluence youth’s school performance—[amilies, neighborhood.
peers. und work—suggests that for us to understand how to
strengthen school-community connections around opportunity
{0 learn und opportunity to teach. we need a framework for
policy und practice that does the following:

¥ For many youth. working is an economic necessity. For many of these youth, oncern with the quality of the job as a learning experience is a

luxury that should not ead to the devaluation of these jobs (Rist. [981).
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» Focuses on relationships. social networks, and other factors
that are meaningful to or valued by youth and adults

+ Emphasizes the developmental nature of learning including
building on youths™ strengths

* Recognizes the diversity of contexts in which youth learn
thut can correlate positively with youths' performance in
school

Beyond expanding youths' opportunities to learn—one part of
the context of teaching for classroom teachers—the research is
less clear about how out-of-school contexts matter for teachers’
opportunities to teach.

As the program initiatives and projects that are reviewed in
the next section show. school-community efforts that contrib-
ute to opportunities to learn and to teach are distinguished by
many of the features identified in the literature on effects. An
examination of these deliberate attempts to structure out-of-
school environments and. in some cases, link them with schools
helps us begin to specify the design features of such initiatives
that matter for opportunities to learn and teach. We turn now
to Lhat review.

I11. Prospects for Connecting Schools and Communities
for Teaching and Learning: Learning from Experience

We sce in the literature on effects that youth’s attitudes about
schoaol and their performance in school can be and are affected
by a varicty of contexts and experiences both in and out of
school. We also see that, by extension, teachers’ efforts could
be and are supported and strengthened by actors and opportu-
nities out of school—even when those efforts are not directly
connected. Furthermore, from the literature on effects, we can
derive qualities of community that can enhance learning. Our
questions then become, Why should we connect in-schoal and
out-of-schoo] resources, occasions, and supports for leaming?

How can we forge such school-community connections to en--

hance and extend educutional and developmental opportunities
in und out of school?

Deliberate attempts to connect in-school and out-of-school
resources. supports, and oceasions for learning are few and
far between in the late 1990s. Evidence ubout them and re-
lated efforts s found in a largely fugitive literature that con-
sists mostly of scattered studies of single programs in limited
geographic areas. studies that are difficult (o And through main-
streum sources of cducational research. We find relevant evi-
dence of delibernte school—community connections for oppor-
tunity to learn from rescarch on five types of programs or
initiatives, The first four that we consider ure

+ [nitiatives for school-linked services that provide health and
human services and supports at or near schools

= Community service or service-leaming programs that en-
gage youth in various community agencies and activities

*» School-to-work initiatives that invoive local businesses in
providing educational experiences for youth
+ Community-based organizations that take a developmental
perspective on their work with vouth and strategically build
youths® “social capital”
The fifth group that we consider includes programs that strate-
gically combine certain elements of each of rthe above groups
and link them with schools. We find that the programs and ini-
tiatives in this latter group—what we call school-community
connections for opportunity to learn and teach-—provide an
important rationale for connecting in-schoo! and out-of-school
resources to enhance learning. They demonstrate that, when
these connections are forged in certain ways. teaching and
learning are enhanced to levels that seem to exceed what would
be possible with either in-school or out-of-school resources
alone. An examination of these efforts with a focus on learning
suggests that these school-community connections improve op-
portunities to Jearn and teach when they

Improve conditions both in and out of school that may im-
pede learning

Provide opportunities both in and out of school for youth
to succeed and develop academic and other competencies
that are essential for learning

Link teachers and other school professionals with expanded
networks for professional support and development that in-
_form the professional practice of youths™ various teachers in
and out of school )

Continually identify and connect the formal and informal
curriculum and pedagogy of youth’s in-school and out-of-
school learning in ways that allow each to reinforce and in-
form the other

Finally, we conclude this section with a definition of school-
community connections for opportunity te learn and to teach
that draws on léssoiis Tearned fo date from the experiences de-
scribed below.

School-Linked Services Initiatives

Initiatives for school-linked services have grown more promi-
nent in the past 15 years in both the public and private sectors.
These initiatives generally attempt to {a} connect family sup-
port services with scheols to increase access o health and hu-
man services and to recreation for youth and families: (b) pro-
vide health and human services more efficiently. effectively, and
comprehensively;® and (c) improve the status of youth along
a range of indicators from health to citizenship to academics.
Various nonacademic services, from the hygiene classes of the
Progressive era to drug prevention programs in recent decades.
have been an important part of schools since the common
school movement (Tyack, 1992). Initiatives for school-linked
services mark a distinct development: Whereas many Progres-

 Definitioas of “vomprehensive™ vary from those that include a broad range of predetermined services {Dryfoos. 1994} to those that provide
such services thut meet the needs and build on the strengths of target children and families (e.g., California’s Healthy Start School-linked Services

Initiativey.
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sive era reforms expanded the services that schools provide, ini-
tiatives for school-linked services generally involve partnerships
with community agencies that already provide these services
and, thus, enhance the performance of both schools and com-
munity agencies, In this way, initiatives for school-linked ser-
vices provide an important source of evidence about the school-
community connections of interest here.

Many initiatives for school-linked services are based on the
explicit assumption that connections between family support
services and schools will improve opportunities to learn and
teach in a number of respects. First, if services are located at
or near school, youth will be more likely to use them, their
health and mental health status will improve, they will become
better able to meet their basic needs, and their families will be-
come stronger. Because their nonacademic needs have been
met, youth will come to school better prepared to learn. Sec-
ond, the presence of social workers, health care providers,
counselors, parents and others on school campuses will mean
that teachers will have the support of other service providers in
addressing the nonacademic needs of their students. Conse-
quently, teachers wilt be able to focus more of their time and
resources on teaching and learning in a potentially less stressful
classroom environment and will otherwise be [ree to “really
teach.”

Initiatives for school-linked services range from single school
efforts (Philliber Research Associates, 1994) to statewide efforts
to integrate services and connect them with schools (e.g., see
Itiback, 1997, on Kentucky; SRI International, 1996, on Cali-
fornia). For example, a city-level partnership of health and hu-
man services and educational agencies in San Diego launched
New Beginnings in the late 1980s at Hamilton Elementary
School. Through New Beginnings, this city partnership pro-
vided additional discretionary funding to Hamilton Elementary
and other agencies serving youth in its neighborhood to create
an interagency partnership that would deliver a range of health
and Hiiman servicés on the schdol campus including mental
health counseling, héalth services. adult basic education, and
recreation.

In Kentucky and California. state educational agencies pro-
vide funding for schools and other neighborhood-based agencies
to deliver health, social. recreational, employment, educational,
and other services in more collaborative and comprehensive
ways, In Kentucky, the Kentucky Education Reform Act of 1991
requires all schools where at least 20% of the students are eli-
gible for free and reduced-price lunches to establish farnily re-
source or youth services centers at or near school campuses to
offer 2 range of family support and employment services. Cali-
fornia's statewide Healthy Start initiative provides discretionary
funding to school-level interagency partnerships on a competi-
tive basis. These partnerships implement school-linked services
that best meet the needs and build on the strengths of youth
and families in that neighborhood. Healthy Start collaboratives
across California (from kindergarten through Grade 12) cur-
rently implement family resource centers. child-care and recre-
atjon programs, school-based health clinics, itinerant case man-
agement teams, and other services.

In addition to their broader scope. these initiatives differ
from the traditional efforts to provide nonacademic services at
schools in two significant ways. First, the initiatives are gener-

ally governed at the school level by interagency partnerships or -
collaboratives whose members each contribute various funding
and services to the effort. Thus, the school is not the sole pro-
vider, funder, or decision maker in the school-linked services
initiative. This approach is generally based on the belief that no
one agency serving youth can meet its goals alone and that ser-
vices would be provided more efficiently and effectively if they
were delivered collaboratively. Such collaboration is generally
believed to require shared governance and funding. Second,
these initiatives are usually part of a deliberate strategy to effect
broader changes in systems of health and human services. For
example, the New Beginnings program at Hamilton Elementary
School in San Diego was designed as a demonstration site for
a broader effort to redesign the county’s social services system -
(Philliber Research Associates, 1994).

School-linked services initiatives such as these demonstrate
results in a number of areas. Early evaluations suggest that
these initiatives are meeting families’ previously unmet needs
for health and human services and are improving access to
comprehensive services. Customer satisfaction is generally high
(Philliber Research Associates, 1994; SRI International, 1996),
Some of the longer-standing initiatives are showing improved
school retention, reduced absenteeism, and improvements in
grade point averages (Rossman & Morley, 1995). Other studies

. indicate that gains are greatest in the first six months (SRI In-

ternational, 1996) and for youth that are worst off at the start
{Rossman & Morley, 1995). This finding suggests that connect-
ing health and human services and educational supports may
lead to improvements in school performance, at least in the
short term, in such areas as school attendance and school cli-
mate {e.g., incidence of graffiti, classroom behavior).

However, initial evaluations also suggest that the disconnec-
tions between the in-school and out-of-school components of
most initiatives for school-linked services limit the capacity of
these initiatives to significantly expand opportunity to learn,

‘because many of them involve adding services to otherwise

unchanged in-school programs. They suggest that. for school-
linked services to contribute to more significant gains in school
performance, schools must somehow restructure as part of
these initiatives i we expect academic achievement to improve
significantly. For example, the Communities in Schools (CIS)
inttintive has provided discretionary funding and technical as-
sistance to schools to provide a range of largely formal health
and hurnan services at or near school campuses, A recent evalu-
ation of CIS found that students who were enrolled in schools
that had formed academies—schools within schools or aiterna-
tive schools—as the primary wvehicle for delivering school-
linked services through the CIS program showed greater im-
provements in school achievement than students in CIS at
typical schools—schools that had not been restructured or
otherwise integrated with the out-of-school supperts and occa-
stons for learning (Rossman & Morley, 1993).

The Annie E. Casey loundation launched a multimillion dol-
lar, multicity effort in the late 1980s to stimulate the develop-
ment of city-level interagency partnerships that would. reform
the citywide delivery of health and human services in ways that
were more closely connected with schools. The evaluation of
Annie E. Casey’s New Futures initiative found that. in part,
because schools failed to restructure when additional services
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were added on, prospects for gain in academic achievement
~ were constrained {Wehlage et al., [992; see also Smylie & Crow-

son. 1996). These findings suggest that. i the school-linked
services were more than merely linked but were integrated into
the core of schools for students. perhaps greater gains in aca-
demic achievement and other school outcomes would result.
Early policy documents on school-linked services emphasize
that linking services with schools is important because teachers
are then freed from addressing social problems and 'can focus
on teaching. However, these initiatives do not always engage
schools similarly in reforming their interactions with youth
(Wehlage et al., 1992).

Moany initiatives are trying to create stronger connections be-
tween the integrated services and the regular school program.
However, many noneducational agencies may face significant
difficulties in partmering with schools. Some find school staff
members averse to collaboration because of bureaucratic barri-
ers such as rigid scheduling and lack of experience (Chaskin &
Richman, 1993; McLaughlin et al,, 1994). A 5-year study of
such school-community integration in 36 states revealed that
little integration was in practice at this stage in the development
of school-linked services initiatives (Lawson & Briar-Lawson,
1997). '

In summary, experience to date with school-linked services
suggests 2 number of lessons that are relevant to the question
of joining school and community around opportunity to learn
and teach. For one, school-linked services, as presently imple-
mented, may be 1 necessary precondition for enhancing teach-
ing and learning, especialtly in high-poverty settings where stu-
dents und their families may tend to lack access to basic
resources. However, these initiatives may not sustain improve-
ments in learning short of fundamentally strengthening the con-
nections between community and school.

School-linked services also can provide opportunities for
parents and other adults in the lives of youth to gain important
knowledge and develop the kinds of networks that are identified
as essential in section 11. For example, 2 number of researchers
note that the presence of family support services on school
campuses increases the opportunities adults and youth have to
establish relationships with professionals connected to schools
(Smrekar, 1994; Smrekar. 1996). This increased social capital
(Coleman. 1988: Putnam, 1995) can mean improved parental
involvement with the school and in their children’s education,
Nonetheless, most initiatives for school-linked services adopt 2
school-centric view of where teaching and learning occur. Even
though many initiatives are designed expressly to achieve edu-
cational goals, lew view out-ol-school learning environments as
settings for learning rather than as barriers to learning. These
initiatives focus on removing barriers to learning rather than on
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identifying where learning takes place in their neighborhoods
and linking that learning with schools.

Community Service and Service Leurning

For more than a decade. foundation leaders. educational re-
formers, and policymakers including Presidents George Bush
and Bill Clinton have promoted cornmunity service and service
learning as ways to foster personal growth, civic commitment.
and academic competence and engagement (Boyer. 1983; Com-
mission on Work, Family, and Citizenship, 1988; Council of
Chief State School Officers, 1989; Harrison, 1987), School dis-
tricts, schools, and individual teachers now have substantial
new funding opportunities for community service and service
learning from foundations, businesses, and government groups
at the national, state, and local levels. In 1993-94, approxi-
mately 434.000 school-aged youth participated in Learn and
Serve America programs.® In 1994-95, this number rose to
750,000 (Melchior, 1997). Additionally, many school districts,
cities (including Chicago and Atlanta), and the entire state of
Maryland now require students to take part in service activities
as one prerequisite for high school graduation. A study of data
from the National Education Longitudinal Survey (NELS) and
from the 1992 follow-up survey indicated that. of 12th graders,
nationally 44% had participated in some form of community
service within the past 2 years in either their school or their
community and 8% had worked in a school-based community
service program within the past 2 years (Alt, 1997).

In research and in practice, a fundamental distinction is often
made by many between community service and service learn-
ing. Generally, community service refers to activities designed
primarily to meet community needs. Activities can include peer
tutoring or mentoring; recycling; clearing trails and roads; or-
ganizing safety patrols: helping out at a hospital, museum, or
senior center; and so forth. Service-learning activities often in-
volve similar types of service work, but, in addition, they are
deliberately designed to develop skills and deepen understand-
ing of academic content. In other words, service learning, by
definition. is a form of community service that connects schools
and communities in a deliberate effort to construct learning op-
portunities for youth.*

The best and most consistent data regarding the effect of ser-
vice learning on academic goals come from studies of cross-age
and peer tutoring. Meta-analyses of studies indicate that tutors
make modest academic gains when compared with more tradi-
tional instructional methods (Cohen, Kulik. & Kulik, 1982:
Hedin. 1987). A more recent study that focused on 1,000 stu-
dents who participated in “high quality” programs (fully imple-
mented programs with links to course content) vielded statisti-

3 Leurn and Serve America is a program of the Corporation for National Service. a governmant entity that funds community service and
service -learning programs. Learn und Serve America refers to service-leaming programs, in particular, that are funded through schools.

community-based organizations. and other agencies.

2 The conceptua] basis for this approach is most commonly associated with the work of Jehn Dewey (Dewey, 1900/1956. 1916/1966, 1938/1961)
and with reformers like William Heard Kilpatrick (Kilpatrick. 1918) and Paul Hanna (Hanna, 1936). The goal of these educators was to create’
opportunities for students to work 1ogether on matters of social value. By linking these efforts (o student interests, community needs. and academic
subject matter, proponents arzued such curriculum could ground and deepen students’ understanding of academic content. foster youth develop-
ment. build capacities for the kinds ol coliective' action needed in a democratic seciety. and promote students’ commitment to civic participation.
Overail. studies of these initiatives indicate that such outcomes are often attained. but are not guaranteed.
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cally significant gains on measures of academic performance
(Melchicr, 1997). The Teen Qutreach Program, offered in doz-
ens of schools throughout the country, combines structured
community service experiences with classroom discussions
about life decisions that are related to careers and relationships.
Studies using matched comparisons of students at 35 sites (Al-
len, Philliber, & Hoggson, 1990) and true experimental designs
at 235 sites (Allen, Philliber, Hoggson, & Kupermine. 1597) have
found that the program dramatically diminishes rates of school
suspension, school dropout, school failure, and teenage preg-
nancy. Indeed, Allen, Philliber, Herrling, and Kuperming found
that the program cut the risk of pregnancy, school failure, and
school suspension in half {(Allen et al., 1997). Moreover, Allen,
Philliber, and Hoggson found that students at sites that made
significant use of a volunteer service component had signifi-
cantly better cutcomes than did students at sites where volun-
teer service was not much used as a program component (Allen
et al., 1990).

How do service-learning aclivities lead to these positive aca-
demic outcomes? First, when schoolteachers, youth workers,
and others provide opportunities for learning through service,
they expand the kinds of learning environments, resources, and
supports available to youth beyond those that schools alone can
provide, For example, some youth show greater academic gains
when enabled to learn through applied work-related settings
such as those available through service—learning activities {e.g.,
hospitals, child care centers, construction sites). The experien-
tial nature of a service—learning curriculum may increase mo-
tivation and deepen understanding.* Unlike some of the ex-
periential education programs described in section I, many
service-learning programs expand the settings for learning, the
variety of adults that serve as youths' teachers and mentors, and
the opportunities for success in school beyond those that have
been traditionally legitimated by schools. Participation in these
programs also means that youth have opportunities to establish
mesaningful relationships with adults apart from school who can
link them with additional occasions for learning and from
whom they can learn. In {act, researchers have shown that ser-
vicelearning experiences for youth tend to promote more posi-
tive attitudes toward adults (Conrad & Hedin, 1982).

Second, studies also suggest that service-learning activities
may enhance academic achievement, in part, by developing
nenacademic competencies—social, emotional, physical. civie.
and vocational—which can be essential to academic achieve-
ment., Gains in self-confidence, self-esteemn, and self-worth are
noted in some studies {Cotrad & Hedin, 1982: Hamilton &
Fenzel, 1988; Newmann & Rutter, 1983), though these effects
vary by certain factors (see Wade & Saxe, 1996, for 2 review).
Other studies show that service learning can decrease alien-
ation and discipline problems among junior high school

students with behavioral difficulties (Calabrese & Schumer,
1986) and can foster gains in moral development (Cognetta &
Sprinthail, 1978).

A number of studies also have examined the effect of service—
learning expetiences on self-report measures of personal and
social responsibility. Measures ask students, for example, if they
think that having everyone recycle is important or if they try to
help others in need. Most of these studies report modest gains
in one or more measures (Conrad & Hedin, [981; Hamilton &
Fenzel, 1988: Melchior & Orr, 1995; Newmann & Rutter, 1983).
In terms of civic commitments, studies uniformly find that
youth who participate in high school government or commu-
nity service projects are more likely to vote and join community
organizations when they are adults than those who did not par-
ticipate during high school (see Youniss & Yates, 1997, for a
review). Yates and Youniss (1996) and Youniss and Yates (1997)
have found that service—learning experiences can have a sig-
nificant effect on political and moral identity development.™
These studies, like the work with journals done by Conrad and
Hedin (1987), and studies by many qualitative researchers high-
light the diverse, subtle, and often profound ways service expe-
riences provide opportunities for forms of reflection and growth
that are rarely achieved through traditional pedagogy. Students
frequently reexamine stereotypes, confront fears, learn about
new environments, and recognize personal capacities.

What does research to date tell us about the features of ser-
vice-learning activities that build in youth these nonacademic
competencies that are essential to expanded opportunities to
learn? First, high-quality, service-learning activities provide
ongoing (at least weekly) structured time for reflection and
analysis of the content and process of the service-learning
experience. Conrad and Hedin's (1982) national study of 27
experiential education programs, many of which were service—
learning programs, found that this design feature was the

strongest predictor of positive student change—particularly

in measures of social and intellectual development. Similarly,
longer and more intensive programs were also associated with
meaningful opportunities for reflection (Conrad & Hedin,
1982).

Second, the gualities of programs related to student growth
were those that reflected opportunities for personal agency
(e.g., students feit “free to develop and use own ideas™ or “free
to pursue my own interests”) and those that reflected collegial
relationships with adults (e.g., students “discussed experiences
with teachers™). Although some overlap occurred, the charac-
teristics of programs most associated with personal agency were
the ones most strongly related to increased self-esteem. Pro-
gram participants fell that the characteristics most associated
with collegial adult relationships were the ones most strongly
related to improved prosocial attitudes and reasoning skills.

2 Consistent with this assessment. service-learning activities in schools are generally rated positively by participating students (see, e.g., Mel-

chior, 1997).

1 Vates and Youniss’s theoreticul frame draws on work by Erikson (1968) that emphasizes the sociohistorical components of identity and work
by Luckmann (1991} on transcendent identification. Rather than aim directly at measures of personal or social responsibility, Youniss and Yates
examine students’ writing and the statements that students make during discussions and demonstrate that service provides opportunities for stimu-
lating. identity development regarding the ways students think about social, moral, and political issues.

3 In this study, reflection was unrelated to measures of personal growth such as self-esteem. Conrad and Hedin did not find any significant

differences regarding the type of service in which the students were mvolved.
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Third. similar to findings rejated to school-linked services.
some studies of service learning suggest that links to the in-
school curriculum are essential to the effect of service learn=
ing whether it is provided as part of the school day or after
schoot. The closer the service-learning experiences are 1o the
academic curricuium, the greater the gains {Dewsbury-White.
1993; Hamihon & Zeldin, 1987; Levinson. 1086: Melchion
1997).

Sehool-to- Work and School-to-Career Initictives

In connecting work and school in ways that enhance opportu-
nity to learn, schools have a long history on which they might
build. Though such efforts have largely focused on preparing
youth who are not college bound for work through vocational
{nonacademic) programs during the school day. current policies
mark a significant shift in orientation, and their emphasis is
now on preparing students for high skills jobs {National Center
on Education and the Economy & Commission on the Skills of
the American Workforce, 1990; U.S. Department of Labor,

19913, The School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1994 (e.g., the

most recent reauthorization of the fareest federal education
program for vocational education) is theoretically consistent
with our concern for school-communily connections and the
lessons identified in gection [1. 1t emphasizes crealing a school-
to-work transition program that is (4) valued (i.e. a viable
option for all students including the college-bound student);
(b} work-based and school-based with high-quality, well-
planned connecting activities that link in-school and out-of-
school learning for youth: and (c) highly structured (i.e.. youth
have clear expectations and relationships with adults and peers
who support their success by providing career counseling and
guidance, job shadowing, and mentoring).

Many of the more innovative efforts to connect schools and
workplaces around teaching and learning have been developed
by Jobs for the Future {JFF), a Boston-based group that designs
and supports school-to-career initiatives in both school and
community settings. In 1995, JFF launched a S-year project,
the Benchmarks Communities Initiative (BCI). to demonstrate
that a comprehensive work-and-learning initiative “could and
should be central to a community’s core edutational strategy”
{Martinez, Goldberger. & Alongi, 1996). The BCl is a partner-
ship in five communities: Boston. Massachusetts: Jefferson
County, Kentucky; Milwaukee, Wisconsin: North Clakamas,
Oregon; and Philadelphia. Pennsyivania. BCl engages a sig-
nificant number ol employers in work and learning partnerships
as part of their strategy 10 restructure the K16 education sys-
tem. BCI's program involves school-based learning, work-
based learning, and copnecting activities to make learning more
active and relevant to students and to provide the kinds of
learning experiences “appropriate 10 the contemporary job
market.

In contrast o some school-to-work programs that target
youth who are either not enrolled in or not succeeding in aca-
demic tracks, BCI involves all youth to integrate work-based
learning as an integral part of all students’ core curriculurm. For
example, in Milwaukee. teachers and employers collaborated to
integrate science COUrses with hospital apprenticeships. In Bos-
ton. schools and employers joined together in the ProTech ini-

tiative to offer work-site learning that was integrated with a
strong academic curriculum 4Cross several industries. ProTech
students who are interested in working in area hospitals must
first learn about basic operations within hospital units such as
the cardiology unit, the pharmacy, the radiology unit, and the
medical library. Once there, ProTech students then take on
meaningful responsibilities in the hospital departments (Zel-
din & Charner, 1996). BCI establishes school-community part-
nerships through a formal “Compact”—an agreement that
specifies goals and responsibilities and that describes strategies
for ensuring that any youth’s experiences at both the schoel and
the worksite is of high-quality (Martinez et al., 1996).
Preliminary evaluation and anecdotal evidence about the
consequences of BCI for school outcomes are promising. Stu-
dents report excitement about their work-based learning and.

‘as a result, high levels of engagement with school. The docu-

mented experience of the most established JFF program, Bos-
ton Compact’s ProTech program, shows that students’ grades
and attendance improved, as did graduation rates (Martinez
et al., 1996). .

Career Academies have proliferated in urban districts since
the 1970s and provide another promising example of school-
community connections around school and work (Stern &t al..
1990). Career Academics began as a strategy 10 motivate under-
achieving students and connect their high school experience di-
rectly to the workplace (and to respond to employers” com-
plaints that high school graduates are poorly prepared). Career
Academies are schools within schools that simultaneously as-
pire to train students for an occupational field and prepare
them for college. Carcer Academies thus are designed to bring
both increased relevance and rigor 1o the high school experi-
ence of youth who have been traditionally turned off or tuned
out and who, too ofien, have been slogging through dreary “low
track™ classes. Connections with the community are key to the
operation and success of Career Academies. These commumnity
connections mean students are engaged in real-life work set-
tings while they learn. Business managers, medical profession-
als, and other adults outside schools serve as primary teachers,
mentors, and bridges to other networks and opportunities for
development and learning.

Evaluations of Career Academies regarding their effective
function as an opportunity for learning and teaching are en-
couraging. For example, California’s Peninsula Academies for
tenth through twelfth graders prepare youth for careers in elec-
tronics. finance. health, and other fields by providing an inte-
grated vocational and academic curriculurm, mentoring, sum-
mer internships, and a farily-like structure that personalizes
the environment. Although programmatic effect varied signifi-
cantly, with some schools showing no effect. one evaluation
found that academy students overall had half the dropout rate
of a comparison group as well as better attendance and grades
(Stern et al., 1950} Connections to meaningful work and caring
adults in and out of school were key sources of motivation and
engagement for Academy students. By their own reporis. also
important to their success was the peer group created in the
Academy, one that transformed peer norms from those that op-
posed academic achievement to those that essentially sup-
ported it (see. 8.&., Pauly, Kopp, & Haimson, 1995},

Taken together. the experiences of JFF and Career Acade-
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mies offer some common evidence about why and how such
examples of school-community connections expand opportuni-
ties to learn. First, high-quality school-to-work programs—
those that achieve the positive cutcomes indicated above—help
youth develop the skills 10 identify and take advantage of
opportunities to learn in their work experience. Similar to high-
quality service-learning programs. these programs engage youth
in reflecting on their work experience, challenge them to iden-
tify challenging situations or analyze the skills they will need to
address those challenges, und develop strategies for enhancing
those skills. Research shows that when youth are so engaged,
they show evidence of greater commitment to quality perfor-
mance in school and on the job. expanded capacity for coping
with difficult situations that require new knowledge, and less
cynicism about the world of work and their future in it (Kopp &
Kazis, 1995; Stern et al_, 1990).%

Second, high-quality schocl-to-career programs engage
youth in the types of work they are likely to find meaningful and
the types of work that offer avenues for future advancement.
Although many youth have opportunities to hold jobs. the con-
nections between employment opportunities and schools may
be essential to ensure that their employment is meaningful
work. Youth who work outside school (and also attend school)
generally work in the secondary labor market-—in nonunion
jobs with low skill requirements, high turnover, and few oppor-
tunities for advancement. Most of these jobs are service sector
positions such as restaurant, retail, clerical, and janitorial work.
Youth who participate in school-to-work transition programs
or other work situations that are enabled by school-community
collaborations such as those found in BCY and Cureer Academy
initiatives typically are engaged in such industries as heaith
care, electronics, hotel management, construction. and other
high-skills work settings. Although the actual qualities of these
programs vary, overall, evaluators have found that the work op-
portunities students find through these initiatives are of higher
quality than those they find on their own.

*Higher quality™ inciudes links to youth's expressed career
interests, significant time for learning and practicing skills. and
structured opportunities for training.und ongoing development
(Hershey, Hudis. Silverberg, & Haimson. 1997). These opportu-
nities and orientations include connections to brouder networks
within and across specific industries and the development
of transferable skills. Accumulating evidence finds that young
people whe have opportunities to work at more complex jobs
not only have higher wages but also have lower levels of unem-
ployment 3 years [ater (Stern et al.. 1990: see also Goldberger &
Kazis, 1996). !

The school-to-work or school-to-career programs that con-
nect schools with community employvers around learning and
active engagement ajso are distinguished from earlier voca-
tional education or career education efforts in that they ex-
pressly move beyond a limited list of job-focused youth out-

comes to consider motivation, self-esteem, cognitive complexity,
and sense of respensibility and belonging (Zeldin & Charner.
1996). Likewise. the program elements identified as essential to
these broader successful youth outcomes implicate more than
narrow factors of curriculum, job placements, and the like.
They consider school-to-work programs in terms of opportuni-
ties: active and self-directed learning, new roles and responsibil-
ities, ongoing emotional support from adults and peers, high
standards, and ongoing access to supportive social networks
(Zeldin & Charner, [996).

Third, high-quality school-to-career programs connect learn-
ing in school and on the job. This connection between in-schoo}
and out-of-school learning means that the skills developed in
the classroom are directly applied on the job. Experiences on
the job are seen as an extension of the classroom, and success
on the job is validated as a part of school success. In this pro-
cess, teachers and employers engage in ongoing dialog and stra-
tegizing about how to apply their respective expertise 1o en-
hance youth's experiences in school and on the job

Fourth, when schools and work are connected in ways that
can cnhance opportunities to learn and teach, teachers, em-
ployers, and other adults have expanded opportunities to de-
velop as professionals and. accordingly, to teach. The Bench-
mark Community Initiative, for example. provided important
professional development opportunities for teachers. Profes-
sional learning communities came together in ways that, as
teachers reported, provided effective ways for them to rethink
their practices, assumptions they had made about the youth
with whom they worked. and enhanced opportunities to teach
in very real terms, BCI also provided job shadowing and intern-
ships for teachers in local industry—experiences that gave
teachers direct expericnee with the kinds of skills and compe-
tencies their students would need to succeed in the workplace
{Martinez et al., 1996). Jobs for the Future has seen that suc-
cesslul apprenticeship programs can provide important educa-
tion for employers, tov. Employer's positive experiences with
JFF programs amended the stereotypes they held about youth
and contributed to more trusting and positive relationships on
both sides (Kazis, 1993).. Evaluations of both JFF and Career
Academy programs also comment on the important learning
about the abilities und promise of youth that occurs for employ-
ers as a result of their participation {Kazis. 1993; Pauly et al,,
1995; Stern et al., 1990).

Youth Development Programs and Youth Organizations

Approximately 4.000 national youth service organizations oper-
ate in this country including Boys and Girls Clubs, 4-H pro-
grams, YMCAs, neighborhood drop-in centers, after-school
clubs, Departments and Offices of Parks and Recreation,
churches, and others. More than 17,000 U.S. nonprofit organi-
zations classify themselves as “youth development organiza-

 Grubb (1995) remarks on the promise of such school-to-career initiatives 1o turn the city itsell’ into a learning place for youth.
* Kazis and Kopp {1997) observe that these positive ouleomes appear to contradict findings from muny school-to-work demonstration programs

such as the Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Project and other vocations
career benefit to participants, or sustained involvement with the program.

al educition or jobs programs. which show either uneven academic or
The difference. in their view. lies in the quality of the work experience

and in the extent to which community emplovers and schools integrate and support youth’s expericnces,
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tions™ and 70% of eighth graders in a recent large-scale study
report that they participate in the activities of such organizi-
tions (Pittman & Wright. 1991).%

Youth organizations embrace multiple purposes and goals.
Central among these goals are those of providing safe, positive
recreational opportunities for young people. Youth organiza-
tions also vary in the type and quality of programs they offer.
For example. some youth organizations such as Little League
focus solely on sports; others such as Boys and Girls Clubs or
Girls. Inc. are club programs that offer 2 range of activities
in the arts, sports, citizenship, service, and education. Some
YMCAs are primarily *gym and swim.”—providing supervised
recreation—whereas others offer an array of structured, explic-
itly developmental opportunities for young people. Some neigh-
borhood-based organizations, or local affiliates of national or-
ganizations such as the YMCA., operate primarily as drop-in
centers. with the purpose of providing a safe place for various
vouth to come alter school. Others are “24-7"—open 7 days a
week for extended hours—to serve as a haven for a core group
of neighborhood youth and to engage them in a variety of activ-
ities and long-term relationships with peers and adults (see, e.8.,
Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development. 1994: McLaug-
hlin et al., 1994).

Many of these youth organizations provide a broad range of
formal and informal academic and nonacademic supports for
learning and growth. These supports include the expectations
they raise and hold for their young members. the role models
they offer, the nurturing environments they provide. and the
structures they provide for youth to explore their own interests.
Evaluation and anecdotal evidence show that youth organiza-
tions that take this broad developmental approach have impor-
tant effects on young people’s achievement and school perfor-
mance {e.g., Kahne & Bailey, 1999: Posner & Vandell, 1994;
Villarrue! & Lerner, 1994).

Important sociat and developmental outcomes for youth in-
cluding improved behavior in sehool, raised academic expecta-
tions, better social skills and improved self-confidence also are
associated with many of thesc programs {McLaughlin et al.,
1994: Villarruel & Lerner, 1994). For example. youth responses
to items from the National Educational Longitudinal Survey
1988 (NELS: 88) showed that. when compared to the “typical”
American youth, low-income. urban youth who were partici-
pating regularly in youth organizations were more likely to
receive recognition for good grades in high school, plan to
go to college. feel good about themselves. feel like they could
make plans and achicve them. and express commitment 1o work
in the community (McLaughlin, 2000). Participation in a
community-based youth organization. in other words, appeared
to mediate the detrimental aspects of other aspects of their en-
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vironment——most especially. struggling neighborhoods. inade-
quate institutional supports, and. often. poor schools.

Much of the available data on the effects of youth organiza-
tions come from studies of mentoring relationships that are usu-
ally part of a broader set of programs at a youth organization.
In one study, participants in the mentoring program of a youth
organization were three times more likely than a comparison
group to attend college. They had higher grade point averages
in the tenth and eleventh grades (Johnson, 1996). In a large-
scale comparative study of 959 10- to 16-year-olds who applied
for Big Brother and Big Sister programs in 1992 and 1993, par-
ticipants in the programs, when compared to a contrel group,
were 46% less likely to start using drugs, 27%, less likely to start
using alcohal, and more than 30% less likely to hit someone.
Participating youth showed improvements in school atten-
dance. school performance, and attitudes toward completing
schoolwork. These gains were strongest among minority Little
Sisters (Tierney, Grossman, & Resch, 1995).

Ye1 all youth organizations do not have the same efiect on
opportunities to learn and teach. Some youth organizations
affect opportunities to-learn directly by providing additional
academic supports (€.g., homework assistance, after-school
classes, tutoring). However, evidence suggests that, beyond the
provision of direct academic supports, the high-quality youth
organizations also engage youth in a less formal curriculum that
builds their multiple competéncies—including social, -emo-
tional. vocational, civic, and physical competencies—that can
be essential to academic success {Pittman & Cahill, 1992; Pitt-
man & Wright, 1991). These high-quality youth organizations
engage youth in varied activities that build on their strengths
and provide them with strong relationships with peers and
aduits.

The curticula within high-quality youth organizations in-
clude identity structures such as rituals, systems of loyalty. and
identity markers such as uniforms (Fine & Mechling, 1993).
These curricula allow youth cheice in whether to participate
and in how 10 participate. Such curricula appeal to an array of
interests and abilities. are readily usable and accessible, engage
the young person in an active learning stance, and challenge
participants to stretch their skills and build new competencies
(Martin & Ascher. 1994: McLaughlin et al., 1994; U.S. Depart-
ment of Education & U.S. Department of Justice, 1998).

Relationship structures also facilitate a high rate of personal
interaction between youth and adults. The mere encouragement
of relationships is not enough 1o ensure positive outcomes.
Rather, high-quality youth organizations deliberately structure
these relationships by stringently screening volunteers. requir-
ing intensive training for and supervision of adults to ensure
they are strong role models. and continually monitoring and re-

* The 1998 review of alier-school programs. prepared jointly by the U.

S. Departments of Education and Justice (U.S. Department of Education &

U.S. Department of Justice. 1998). contains many diverse examples of projects run by youth development organizations around the country that
enhance students” interest in sehool. uchievement. and engagement in academic work, For example. more than one-half of the students participating
in The 3:00 Project. a statewide network of after-school programs in Georgia. improved their grades in at Jeast one subject: students participating
in Los Angeles’ BEST program made academic gains far beyond those in a comparison group; students in Louisiana’s Church-Based Afier-School
Tutorial Network increased their grade point averages in math and language arts by 1.5 t0 3 points. depending on the number of years they
participated. One-half of the teachers of students participating in the Los Angeles 4-H after-school program rated the students’ homework comple-
tion #s improved or much improved. C oca-Cola’s Valued Youth program. a Cross-age tutoring program, finds not only that tutored students’ grades

and school aititudes improve but also that purticipation in the program

has reduced school drop-out raies for the older student tutors.
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evaluating progress by staff and youth (Fine & Mechling, 1993;
Furano, Roaf, Styles, & Branch. 1993; Johnson, 1996; Tierney
et al., 1995). Long-term relationships are particularly important
to positive outcomes. The average length of matches for one
successful mentoring program is 1.5 years (Forano et al., 1993);
in another it is 5 years (Johnson, 1996).

Many evaluations and reports stress the importance of pro-
viding mentors and facilitating other relationships either within
the context of a program that involves broader supports and a
robust peer culture (Fine & Mechling, 1993) or through rela-
tionships with 2 community of participants (Hanks & Eckland,
1978). Program supports beyond the scholarships and men-
toring were the class coordinator. academic support coordina-
tor, summer enrichment program, and culturat events (John-
son, 1996).

Evaluations also indicate that for relationships in these or-
ganizations to facilitate opportunities to learn and teach, they
should be developmental rather than prescriptive. In a review
of 82 mentoring matches by eight Big Brother and Big Sister
organizations, two-thirds of all relationships were found 1o be
developmental rather than prescriptive (Tierney & Grossman,
1995). Developmental relationships were defined as follows:
Adult volunteers “held expectations that changed over time
in relation to their perceptions of the needs of the youth; fo-
cused on building trusting relationships™ (Tierney & Grossman,
199%); and involved youth in decision fiiaking processes. Pre-
scriptive relationships were defined as ones in which adults set
the poals, focused shared time on achieving those goals. and
required youth to share responsibility for maintaining relation-
ships. In general, prescriptive relationships tended to set expec-
tations too high and were, therefore, not developmentally ap-
propriate. They also did not build on the strengths of youth
(Gambone & Arbreton, [997).

Organizations that engage youth on a consistent basis share
common features. Although they are *place neutral”—that is.
their efflectiveness does not-depend-on-their-location—the-envi-
ronment created for youth within them is key. Effective youth
organizations all had (a) consistent, caring adults who involved
themselves in many aspects of youth's lives; (b) clear rules for
membership and safety; (¢) a “whole™ youth approach; and
(d) activities that were valued and assessed by youth and com-
munity—real responsibilities, real work (McLaughlin et al..
1994; U.S. Department of Education & U.S. Department of Jus-
tice, 1998; Villarruel & Lerner, 1994).

In conclusion, cumulating evidence identifies curricular and
organizational features of youth organizations that do and do
not promote youths™ opportunities to learn. For example. cen-
ters that function as little more than drop-in locations do little
more than provide a place off the streets. Older youth typically
shun these programs in favor of the streets. where they can find
engaging activity and a consistent peer group (McLaughlin
ct al., 1994). Older youth, given the chance to do so, also reject
out-of-school educational opportunities that are too much like
school. Youth and children alike dislike program settings that
are designed to “fix” them—programs to which they are as-
signed to remedy problem behaviors. Such programs. too often,
only reinforce youth’s view that something is wrong with them,
that they are somehow deficient. and that they are a problem
(McLaughlin, 1993, p. 59).

Although many community-based youth programs and or-
ganizations function as powerful supports for youth develop-
ment and success in school, they, with few exceptions, provide
this support for learning (and. by extension, support for teach-
ing) effectively in isolation from schools. In Heath and Me-
Laughlin’s 10 years of field research in community-based pro-
grams and organizations that were judged effective by youth,
not one had any formal affiliation with local schools (e.g.,
McLaughlin, 2000). When links did exist, they existed between
individuals (e.g.. between the middle school teacher who
g-mailed students’ homework assignments down the hill to the
neighborhood Boys and Girls Club and her friend who worked
there after school) not organizations. However, a growing num-
ber of exceptions to this separation between youth organiza-
tions and schools are demonstrating how such connections can
powerfully expand opportunities to learn and teach. These
strong examples of connections beiween youth organizations
and schools usually also involve relationships with other com-
munity organizations—providing youth development activities
in and out of school as part of 2 broader web of supports for
youth and families, teachers, and youth workers. We discuss
these school-community efforts to support learning and teach-
ing at the end of this section.

Crosscufting Lessons for Opportunity ro Learn

In summary, schools and communities that are connected in the
various ways described here—through school-linked services,
service learning, school-to-work initiatives, and community-
based organizations—reinforce and extend youth’s opportunity
to learn in a number of important ways. For example, they pro-
vide the following supports.

Improved health and sveial support. Enhanced social services
enable young people to come to school with the energy and
health thit is esseritial to engage in classroom activities and
goals as learners.

Places and spaces to learn. Many youth lack places to do
homework and resources to support their learning. In neigh-
borhood youth-organizations, youth may find quiet spaces to
work, helpful tutors. technology, and other resources to sup-
port their work. )

Involved, caring udults. The literature on out-of-schoot influ-
ences consistently highlights the importance of a caring adult
to mentor. support, guide. and motivate young people in con-
sistent and ongoing ways. Community-based youth organiza-
tions. school-to-work initiatives. and service-learning projects
can provide these adult resources and role models o young
people who may lack them in their home environments. These
adults expand youths' horizons and expectations and help
young people find the connections and resources they will
need to achieve their goals.

Positive peer groups. Peers who define productive goals for
themselves and value education and learning depict a most
fundamental sort of opportunity o learn. because they in-
fluence other youth's cheices about how to spend time and
ideas about possible futures. Organizations and activities such
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45 service-learning efforts. community organizations. and
school-to-work programs provide structures and activities for

the development of positive peer environments.

Expunded occasions for learning. and success. Community-
based organizations. school-to-work initiatives, and many ser-
vice—learning efforts extend Jearning in a number of important
ways. For one. they focus on many of the nonacademic skills
that young people need to succeed in school and as adults—
among them, leadership, persistence, entrepreneurship, and
civic responsibility. They also equip youth with the soft but
essentjal skills of eye contact, & firm handshake, habits of
punctuality, and even table manners. These out-of-school
contexts offer opportunities for youth to practice the skills.
roles, and relationships that are egsential to their success as
students and adulis. They provide engagement in real-world
enterprises such as business or community work. These com-
munity classrooms arg often more meaningful and maotivating
than thase found in school, and the engagement with learning
that is generated in community classrooms often carries back
to school.

Crosscutting Lessons for Opportunity to Teach

The literature on the programs described here in this section,
like the effects literature in section 11, is generally silent on the
value of these initiatives for classroom teachers. ‘However, our
analysis suggests 2 number of ways that these deliberately struc-
tured out-of-school contexts can enhance teachers’ opportuni-
ties to teach, particularly when they are linked with schools.

Improved in-school climate for tecching Teaching and learning
are two sides of a single coin. Expanded opportunities for
youth to learn can mean expunded opportunitics for teachers
to teach, in part. because youth may come to class better pre-
pared, eager to learn, and motivated to do well. Youth might
come to school with a stronger ‘base of social supports and
assistunce to cope with the myriad factors that compete with
teachers for energy. attention, and time.

Extended space and time Jor teaching. Connections between
schools and community-based organizations that are Orgd-
nized around learning can extend teachers’ space and time for
teaching by providing opportunities for youth to continue
their school projects or expand them into new activities. The
work of a youth newspaper group, for example, can provide
important practice in literacy skills and concrete rewards for
good writing and analysis. A basketball team’s caleulations
about their nutritional needs lend relevance to the work of
rmath teachers. Boys and Girls clubs, YMCAs and YWCAs,
and local churches have critical assets of space and adult sup-
port to provide places for studying, assistance with home-
work, and access to important learning tools such as comput-
ers and books. Through connections with such community-
based organizations, teachers can extend their teaching into
youth’s nonschool time in ways that compliment and reinforce
instructional goals.

Access to funds of knowledge about their students. Insufficient
knowledge about the circumstances. neighborhoods. and sup-

ports of their students hampers teachers’ effectiveness with
many students, most particularly, with students who come
from backgrounds different from the teacher's. Many teachers
say they “just don’t know how to relate to students today™
(McLaughlin & Talbert. 1993, 2001). School-community con-
nections give teachers access to new knowledge about youth’s
Jearning and effective settings for it. That is, parents, youth
workers, athletic coaches. and youth's other teachers each
have knowledge about youth's learning that is generally un-
available to classroom teachers unless they have opportunitics
to collaborate and build trusting relationships and social net-
works. Thus, closer connections between teachers and their
students’ communities can provide important information
that teachers need to make their practices substantively
student-centered. For example, through school-to-work initia-
tives, teachers have Jearned about the kinds of employment
opportunities for which their students will compete.
Teachers' collaborations with community social service
workers can also provide valuable information about family
conditions that teachers should consider. For example, on
learning from a school-site social worker that several students
in her classroom had no place to do homework, a California
{eacher revised her classroom activities to be sure that the
most important “home" work was done in school. In the same
vein, a project in Arizona's Mexican communities shows that
when teacher-researchers visit households as learners, estab-
lish connections with parents, and base instruction on these
observations, the subsequent teaching that is based in these
local “funds of knowledge™ enhances the.school performance
of nonmainstream students (Moll, 1992). Collaboration be-
tween schools, community organizations, and caring adults in
the neighborhoed can provide a bridge between school and
community, between youth and mainstream institutions.

Partners in teaching The community contains many teach-
ers—from “old heads.” to adults wise about life and the
community, to parents, 10 staff members of the various
community-based organizations. IF these adults could-meet-at
intervals throughout the year with teachers of local youth,
they could work jointly toward achieving the learning activi-
ties and goals of particular students or groups of students. A
YMCA- or YWCA-based drama group, for example, could
build upon the English curricutum; & “Weed and Seed” effort
sponsored by a church or youth organization could collabo-
rate with science teachers 10 generate ways youths could de-
velop particular skills in their science classes that would en-
hance their work in the community. In addition, schools and
community organizations that work together have morc
opportunities 10 match adults’ teaching styles with youths’
learning styles in ways that can build on the strengths both of
youth and of their multiple teachers in and out of school.

Expanded professional nerworks and supports. When schools
and communities are connected in ways that realize improved
opportunities 10 jearn. the scope of school extends beyond the
resources available on campus to those throughout the neigh-
vorhoods of which the school is a part. For teachers. tHis ex-
tension beyond school can mean expanded access 10 profes-
sional networks and supports that include other classroom
teachers. youth workers, social workers. parents. and others.
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These interdisciplinary professional networks can expand the
types of professional practice with youth that teachers have
available to them. For example, as part of an after-school arts
program, teachers may work alongside visiting artists and
have opportunities to observe these adults working with their
students in ways that may inform their classroom teaching.”
One finding from the literature on program effects suggests
that, unless adults see the benefit of enriching youth’s learning
out of school and somehow link it with youths’ experiences in
their classrooms. the effect of these “community” efforts on
academic achievement is not likely to be significant, at Jeast.
in the short term (Morrow & Styles, 1995; Wehlage et al..
1992). Professional networks and supports may provide the
necessary opportunities for teachers and ather adults to con-
sider what these linkages between communities and class-
rooms might look like for themselves and for their youth.

School-Community Connections for Opportunity to Learn
und Opportunity to Teach

As indicated above. these crosscutting lessons for opportunity
to learn and teach collect design features of school-community
partnerships from across the four types examined above—
school-linked services. service learning, schoeol-to-work pro-
grams, and community-based youth organizations. In practice.
we find that these lessons are embodied in a fifth type of
school-community initiative—efforts that fit neatly neither into
any one of the categories used above nor in the program effects
literature, For example. these efforts might provide social ser-
vices linked to schools that include opportunities for work and
service learning and a strong role for youth organizations. We
consider initiatives of this fifth group to be best cxamples of
school-community connections for opportunity to learn and

opportunity to teach besause, either explicitly or impiicitly.-

they embody the lessons regarding features most essential to
opportunities for learning and teaching that we derive from the
effects literature presented in section I1 and {rom the program
évaluations in section I§1. Accordingly, we call them “school~
community connections for apportunity to learn und opportu-
nity to teach.” Two examples follow,

EL PUENTE ACADEMY FOR PEACE AND JUSTICE

In the heart of the Williamsburg section of Brocklyn. El Puente '

Academy for Peace and Justice links in-school and out-of-
school learning through projects. themes, and skill building that
extend throughout the vouths™ day. For example. as part of their
math and science classes. students spent afternoons and week-
ends turning vacant lots into community gardens—planning.
budgeting, choosing suitable plants and equipment. and so
forth—and designing ads opposing pojlution and cigareites.
Also. the youth-written newspaper at E! Puente is a primary
vehicle for the development of writing skills. These are not
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simply examples of project-based learning—extensions of tra-
ditional classrooms. Rather, the El Puente Academy and the E|
Puente community organization (whose directors founded the
Academy for Peace and Justice that shares the same church
building) work in close partnership to infuse all activities of
both organizations with opportunities for youth to contribute to
their community and build their leadership skills. For example.
students assessed community needs and decided to organize an
immunization drive for young children. With support from their
classroom teachers and youth workers, they designed and im-
plemented this project. During a recent summer, building on
skills developed in the classroom, students researched their
neighborhood and developed a walking tour of the south side
of Williamsburg including an historic, economic, and environ-
mental analysis of the neighborhood. As part of this research.
youth surveyed 500 residents.

At El Puente, where the youth organization ends and school
begins is difficult to determine. School teachers and staff mem-
bers of the youth organization work collaboratively with one
another and with youth both during and after traditional school
hours. Students build skills in class that they apply to their pro-
jects after formal school hours: their shared projects after
school provide important contexts for lessons in civics, English,
maath, and other classes. [n-the first graduating class (1997) of
33 seniors, 92% attended college.™

El Puente Academy for Peace and Justice was founded in
1993 by the El Puente community organization with assistance
from New York City’s New Visions initiative. An explicit goal
of El Puente is ta build social capital. As expressed by Luis
Garden Acosta, founder of El Puente, “What is needed in
schools are human reiations. People must realize that these are
our children. We're all one family and that transcends our
homes, the street, and the public institutions. When we bond
with each other and build the realization that nurtures our hu-
manity, that is when education happens™ {Gonzalez, 1997). El
Puente clearly makes the child's-eye view essential to its work.
“We must respond to the unique challenges every child, every
school provides and not think of them as abstractions that do
not fit into an assessment. 2 budget. o union contract” (Rose,
1995, pp. 225-226: see also Burg. 1998; de Pommereau, 1996;
Gonzalez, 1995; Gonzalez. 1997).

ST. JOHN'S EDUCATIONAL THRESHOLDS CENTER:
THE BUILDING OF A BEACON

In the summer of 1993, school-age vouth participating in St.
Johns Educational Thresholds Center decided that they wanted
to feel safer in their neighborhood—the North Mission in San
Francisco, California. First, they surveyed 12 street corners and
found that 10 of the 12 were “dangerous.” Then they mapped
their neighborhood. indicating the dangerous and safe places
for youth. and presented their maps to the San Francisco Board
of Supervisors. They enlisted the help of local shop and restau-

* The potential strength of these interdisciplinary professional networks is suggested not only by the resenrch presented here but also by related
research that suggests professional networks improve school climate by improving teachers” perceptions of the school as a workplace (SR1 Interna-

tional. 1996).

™ This percentage is well above the city and state averages. Of seniors at other New Visions schoois, 81"% were accepied to college during that year.
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mnt owners and launched Quick Calls. Toduy, if you walk down
16th Street in the North Mission, you will see signs for Quick
Calls in many storefront windows. These signs signal to youth
that they can use the phone in any participating business to call
home il they feel unsafe. St. Johns works with elementary
school-age youth 1o maintain the signs and otherwise continue
and expand their relationship with business owners in their
scheol neighborhoods. In these ways, Quick Calls not only pro-
vides resources to youth at a time of need but also works to
change the relationship between youth and adults in this
densely populated commercial neighborhood.

Quick Calls is one example of several programs and activi-
ties developed by St. Johns Educational Thresholds Center (a
community-based youth organization) and neighboring schools.
For example, St. Johns, Everett Middle School, and Sanchez
Elementary School were primary partners in a school-linked
services program (funded through California’s Healthy Start
School-linked Services Initiative) that brought together 25
agencies at each school site to provide a range of formal and
informal services and supports for youth. These collaborations
laid the basis for Everett becoming the first Beacon School in
San Francisco. Although the idea for Beacon Schools origi-
nated in New York City, San Francisco has become one of sev-
eral citics across the country providing grants to community-
based organizations to partner with schools and transform
schools into community centers. Drawing on the resources of
their various pariners. the Community Bridges Beacon resource
center (CBB) at Everett offers after-school tutoring and case
management. Neighborhood youth of all ages participate in
after-school clubs and service learning at Everett and at St,
Johns. CBB is also the home of BOSS—Beacon Office Student
Servers. Through BOSS. students receive credit for their extra-
curricular activity requirement, a paycheck. and training in job
skills as they answer phones. greet visitors. prepare materials
for meetings, and perform other office jobs. Recently, BOSS has
evolved into a school-to-career awareness initiative in all classes
al Everett that includes o week-long speaker series organized
by youth who participate in BOSS.,

The work of St. Johns literally bridges the gap between in-
school and out-of-school learning, In math class at Everett
Middle School. students learned how to design and tally sur-
veys to be used in 1the community assessment for their Healthy
Start grant application, In language arts class. they wrote and
practiced speeches that they delivered to the San Francisco
school distriet about conditions in their community and their
school, In Kid Power. a weekly elective for Everett students
and the youth advisory board to the Healthy Start site and
CBB. students wrote and practiced their speeches for the San
Francisco Youth Summit. Also through Kid Power, they de-
signed and practiced a 2-hour lesson that they provide to
Stanford University students on how to construct community
maps and use them to assess the quality of neighborhoods for
youth. The Urban Institute. a project of St. Johns. partners with
the San Francisco Unified School District to run a summer
school for neighborhood students in Grades 5-9. The Urban
Institute facilitates conversations among summer school teach-
ers about how to provide a varied and integrated educational
experience for vouth in the summer around a theme that is
based on students’ concerns und interests. For example.
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through the languape arts component, students might write po-
ems that they will use in art class as the basis for illustrations
and other projects.

Through these links with classroom teachers and its other
activities, St. Johns essentially facilitates and otherwise partici-
pates in formal and informal interdisciplinary professional net-
works for various teachers both in and out of the classroom.
At St. Johns and through its various partnerships with schools
and other organizations, youth are not clients; they are active
participants in constructing sclutions to their own concerns
(Honig & Fiore, 1997; Wagner, 1996).

The Community Bridges Beacon at St. Johns, the El Puente
programs, and others do not identify their mission by the cate-
gories of services they provide {see Cahill, 1996), Rather, their
mission is to provide the resources and supports that their par-
ticular youth need to have expanded developmental and educa-
tional opportunities. Although resource constraints may mean
these organizations make choices about when and how to work
with their youth, they recognize that ali youth need supports
for learning. They engage youth in activities that build on their
strengths—often engaging the youth in leadership roles and
other activities to generate solutions to problems. Importantly,
they identify where youth already look for support and educa-
tion, and seek to engage those places and people in collabora-
tive efforts to improve youth's experiences in their neighbor-
hoods. In this way, they are developmental or strengths-based
and youth-centered. They view all the resources in a youth's
neighborhood from a youth%s-eye view to determine what
boundaries delineate “school™ and “community™ for the youth
with which they work and what connections can be made be-
tween the two that are meaningful for those particular youth.

A FRAMEWORK FOR RESEARCH AND PRACTICE

From the categories of school-community connections
explored above, we have identified major design features of
school~community connections that enhance opportunities to
learn and opportunities to teach. School-community initiatives
that have thesé features generally provide the resources, occa-
sions. and supports that youth need to achieve at high levels
and that teachers need to help students reach those high levels.
Table 45.1 outlines these design features. As indicated, we find
that when schools and communities are connected in ways that
enhance opportunities to learn and opportunities to teach, they
can be described as (a) focused on whole youth: (b) focused
on all youth; {c} strengths-based. prosocial, and developmental;
(d) responsive to specific youth and neighborhoods: (e) youth-
centered: (f) with expanded funds of knowledge available to
youths® multiple teachers in and out of schoal.

Not all examples of effective school--community connections
can be described as high impact all the time. Creating connec-
tions s a difficuit. developmental process and partnerships will
grow at ditferent rates along various dimensions over time. The
nature of the daily challenge to connect communities and
schools is that school and community partners must continually
devise strategies to engage changing neighborhoods and youth.
Therefore, we define school-community connections that sup-
port opportunity to learn and opportunity to teach as a series of
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continua to reflect their developmental nature. These continua
deliberately outline largely conceptual dimensions. With this
approach, we intend to emphasize that we are still learning what
school-community connections look like when they expand op-
portunities to learn and teach. Accordingly, we are just begin-
ning to specify, in general terms, what these connections mean
for teachers and students. Thus, Table 45.1 is intended as a
broad research framework that requires further specification of
its elements through additional examination of practice and
policy. We turn to specific recommendations for practice, pol-
icy, and research in the subsequent section.

IV. Limitations and Barriers to Jeining Schools and
Communities in Support of Teaching and Learning:
Implications for Policy, Practice, and Research

A traditional school asks teachers to think about what happens to
their students in the classroom; u school linked 10 a social service
delivery system asks teachers and administrators to go further, to
“think about what happens to their students when they go home.
Linking schools with social services demands a recrientation for
“both families and schools, which exceeds the tenuous, negotlated
parameters that demarcate professional and private spheres.
{Smrekar, 1994)

The arguments for the importance of school-community. con-
nections for opportunity to learn and opportunily to teach
seem obvious. Schools, social service agencies, youth organiza-
tions, famifies, or any other single institution alonc cannot en-
sure that youth and teachers have the opportunities necessary
for youth to achieve at the high levels that reformers and the
public increasingly demand and expect. The evidence from and
experience with various efforts to join schools und communities

around support for teaching and learning offer promlsmg sup- .

port and directton for education-reform, —--—- —-

However, schools and their community partners face numer-
ous barriers when creating school-community connections,
particularly, connections focused on teaching and learning.
School-community connections: for opportunity o learn and
opportunity to teach call for a fundamental rethinking of the
roles and relationships between schools and communities, a re-
framing of educational policy so it incorporates more than
school reform, and a reconsideration of education policy from
the eye-view of students and teachers. In this concluding sec-
tion, we explore some of these challenges and suggest several
overall implications of this chapter for future research on teach-
ing practice and policy.

The Challenge of School-Community Connections in
Practice and Policy

ORGANIZATIONAL BARRIERS. THE PROBLEM OF TURF

Many researchers who study various types of school-
community connections generally characterize the problem of
connecting communities and schools as an organizational chal-
lenge: how to facilitate interagency collaboration. Barriers to
interagency collaboration include concerns with turf. That is,

schools and their collaborative partners have difficulty sharing
responsibility, funding, and resources, in part, because they do
not want to lose control, power, or prestige (e.z., Crowson &
Boyd. 1993). Some researchers characierize this protection of
turf as a typical reaction to change.

Others recopgnize that organizations and schools serving
youth may be reluctant to collaborate with agencies if collabo-
ration, at least in the short term, may Jead to interruption of
services or supports for youth and families. One director of a
youth organization recalls a time he arranged for students at his
organization to swim once a week at another youth organiza-
tion: ““We'd come over there and they [would have] just fired
this guy or he didn't show up or the pool was locked. Here I
was, I made this commitment to these kids that they'd go swim-
ming. If I said we're gonna do something, we're gonna do it. It
was like, now what 1 the hell do I do? I became so frustrated and
angry being dependent upon another institution’™ (McLaughlin

et al., 1994, p. 195).

Schools may present special barriers to collaboration.
Schools are places where many parents fecl isolated. They are
places where many youth do not succeed, Schools are sources
of red tape. In fact, one often-cited benefit of community or-
ganizations as sites for development and learning is that they
have the organizational, financial, and institutional flexibility to
respond to the needs of youth in ways that schools do not al-
ways have. Community partners, thus, may be concerned that,
if they are connected with schools, particularly, with schools
that are not the most trusted organizations in a given neighbor-
hood, they may compromise their ability to serve their youth.
These organizations see certain benefits in maintaining clear
separations between in-school and out-of-school opportunities
for youth (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1594;
Pittman & Wright, 1991).

Schools themselves may also protect their turf in an effort to
better serve youth and families. At one school-linked service
site, principals felt threatened by the presence of family advo-
cates at a school-based family resource center. Concerned that
the family advocates were collecting information about families
that was important to the work of the school, the principals
generally attempted to assume authority over the advocates to
ensure that families were well served. This response by the prin-
cipals created a paradox for the family advocates. On the one
hand, the presence of the resource centers on school campuses
made services more accessible to youth and their families and
gave them new opportunities to participate in school. On the
other hand, family advocates found that, at times. they needed
to set themselves apart from schools to maintain their accessi-
bility and effectiveness in the community (Smrekar, 1996; Smy-
lie & Crowsen, 1996; Smylie, Crowson, Chou. & Levin. 1994),

INSTITUTIONAL BARRIERS

Organizational barriers may be symptoms of more profound
barriers to reconceptualizing the roles, norms, and beliefs that
underlie our current systems of support for teaching and learn-
ing. Significant segments of the cited literature suggest that, by
connecting communities in their various forms with schools,
schools will be transformed, and teachers will have expanded
opportunities to teach. However, a number of researchers have
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Table 45.1 School-Community Connections for Opportunity to Learn and Opportunity to Teach:
A Framework for Research and Practice

LOW IMPACT

<+—>

HIGH IMPACT

Focused on discrete needs

* Specific services are provided based on the particular needs
of youth (e.g., youth with poor mental haalch receive
counseling services}

Focused on whole youth
Youth need academic and nonacademic supports to reach high

academic standards.

Youth learn throughout their day—on their athletic teams, in
their community service projects, and in less formal interactions
with adules and peers—in ways that can and do improve youths'
performance in school. |

Accordingly collaborations:

* Provide youth with an array of supports to succeed and
multiple ways to access learning resources and develop new
competences

* Strengthen the quality of nonacademic supports as primary
vehicles to strengthen students’ scheo! performance

Targeted for youth “at risk” or “in need”

* Services and supports are provided to certain youth
considered in need of additional academic and nonacademic
supports to participate successfully in school

* Programs tend to be added on to otherwise unchanged
regular school programs

Targeted to all youth
All youth need appropriate supports for learning.

Accordingly collaborations:

* Provide supports to all participating youth, even if youth
appear "“high achieving” by various standards

* Move beyond add-on approaches for certzin youth and
strengthen care aspects of schools and community agencies
for all students

Deficit-oriented ‘
* Partners fix problems, meet needs, and avoid risk as a
precondition to learning

* Youth are clients and recipients of services

Strengths-based/Prosocial and developmental
All youth, schools and communities have strengths.

Accordingly coliaberations:

* Meet youth’s need by building on their strengths

* Engage youth as co-constructors of solutions to their own
problems and concerns

Generic standardized programming

= Programs and/or program models developed by national
headquarters or another outside source; carried out without
consultation with or reference to the youth they are to
benefic

Responsive to specific youth and neighborhoods
Youths becorne more engaged in activities when activities stem
from their particular needs and interests.

Accordingly collaborations:

* Usa programs——whether.brought-in from the ourside or
developed locally—that are designed with the specific
interests and needs of local youth in mind

* Implement programming changes as the needs and interests of
participating youth change

Organization-centered/Adult-centered
« “School-community connections”™ means incegration or a
finking of organizations :

» Efforts focus on meeting the needs of adults (including
parents) as a primary strategy to improve student outcomes

Youth-centered

School-community connections” means the experiences of
youth in and out of school are connected and used to
strengthen the other. “Connection™ oceurs at the Jevel of the
youth,

Accordingly collaborations:
* Feature social netwarks among adults and peers within and
beyond the school as essential aspects of the partnership

Expands access to information for various professionals

who work with youth

* Efforts provide opportunities for teachers, youth workers,
and athers 1o learn about youths' experience in their school
and their various communities

» Partners tend to focus on expanding the information available
to classroom teachers abour why their students may not be
achieving

Expands funds of knowledge for youths’ muitipie
teachers in and out of school

Youth have multiple teachers throughout their day, each of
whom brings essential and different knowledge, experiences,
and expertise ta bear in their relationships with youth,

Accordingly collaborations:

+ Build trust and shared values

« Move beyond the provision of services at or near a school
campus and strengthens the day-to-day interaction among
youth and the various adults at a schoel-community site

* Provide muitiple oppartunities for these teachers to learn
from one another’s practice and to enhance and expand their
awn professional practice
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suggested that these expanded opportunities are not always
used by schools. That is, schools do not always reform roles for
teachers, students, and school administrators that might enable
expanded opportunities to learn and teach (Jehl & Kirst, 1992;
Mawhinney & Smrekar, 1996; Smylie & Crowson, 1996; Smylie
et al., 1994; Wehlage et al., 1992).

In several respects, it is not surprising that roles are not al-
ways reshaped or recast. First, practitioners who try to forge
school-community connections have few guides. What, for ex-
ample, is the role of a school principal or a classroom teacher
in a school that is connected with its community in the ways
described in section 1117 In most studies of leaders at school-
community sites, the leaders tend not to be members of the
school staff. When school staff personnel are considered, they
are generally depicted as barriers to school-community con-
nections (Chaskin & Richman, 1993; Kahne et al., 2000
McLaughlin, et al., 1994; Smrekar, 1996).

Second, we do not find significant reconsideration of roles
for schoo! staff members, in part, because schooi-community
partnerships tend to occur at the margins of school systems.

 Discretionary grant programs, waivers, or other regulatory re-
lief provide the support for most of the examples of school-
communily connections cited above. Many of the schools are
chosen to participate because of their one-of-a-kind leaders

- and staff members. Such conditions set these examples apart
from typical schools. Although these special schools provide
examples of what school-community connections might Jook
like, they offer few guides to typical schools about how to over-
come constraints and redefine activities and roles, because they
operate in different institutional contexts {Honig, 1998). Even
within schools. the community partnerships are often on the
periphery, focused primarily on youth who are in need or at
risk. During these times of limited resources, such targeting
may be a wise use of resources in the short term. However, if
we are interested in effecting the institutional shifts that may
make school-community_connections for opportunity to_learn
and teach more than extraordinary events, then such marginal
changes reflect, at best, carly progress.

Viewing the problem of school-community connections with
an institutional lens, we can see that schools and community
organizations may face certain chailenges as they redefine their
roles in partnership with one another. in part, because they op-
erate in different institutional contexts that may constrain such
changes {Chaskin & Richman. 1993: Pittman & Wright. 1991).
Community-based organizations, for example. tend to have
broader missions than schools and may view learning opportu-
nities for youth as situated in a youth development perspective
from the outset. These organizations tend to (a) be backed by
strong traditions and philosophies that undergird this approach
to supporting youth, {b) have more diversified funding sources
than schools, and (¢) operate under fewer constraints. Schools,
in contrast, have persisted as strictly hierarchical organizations.
Most finding for public schools comes from public sources, and
little of that funding is discretionary. These different institu-
tional contexts may afford community-based organizations the
flexibility necessary to work responsively with youth in the ways
suggested by the research reviewed in this chapter. whereas
schools may face preater challenges.
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THE PROBLEM OF POLICY

Public policy concerning schools largely assumes a narrow
frame. focusing on issues of finance, administration, cuarricu-
lum. und pedagogy within schools. However, meaningful op-
portunity to learn and opportunity to teach as described here
require education policy that operates on a community level
and. thus. engages the multiple resources and supports available
in a school’s neighborhood.

Policymakers have few guides for this kind of cross-sector
policy. First, the scope of educational policy itselfl has become
increasingly narrow, As discussed in section I, debates about
standards focus almost entirely on academic content, with little
consideration for the range of competencies that youth wiil
need to develop in order to achieve these high standards. Sec-
ond. the model on which public policy is designed at various
levels remains largely unchanged from that used during the
Great Society period when categorical mandates dominated the
political agenda. Today, we see more examples of local govern-
ment (e.g., school district, city, county) being allowed greater
discretion in return for increased local accountability for im-
proving the status of youth. However. these accountability sys-
tems remain largely prescriptive and may more accurately be
considered a variation on the familiar top-down mandates that
focus on particular students and needs strictly within the formal
educational system. Thus, they tend not to take a student’s- or
teacher’s-sye view of the relevant supports necessary for im-
proving teaching and learning.

One benefit of the current policy context for school-
community connections is that we have several examples of suc-
cessful schopl-community connections for opportunity to learn
and opportunity to teach. However, many of these initiatives
operaie at single schools as isolated projects, not as part of
comprehensive strategies (Fine & Mechling. 1993; Gomby &
Larson. 1992). In state-initiated efforts, local coordination is
encouraged often without paralle] development among the state
agencies and policymakers themselves (Crowson & Boyd, 1993,
p. 148). The irony is that modest projects may be more success-
ful than larger-scale injtiatives. However. unless we figure out
how to take these initiatives to scale, they will continue to oper-
ate on the margins of the educational system and will not en-
gage educators throughout the system in redefining their roles
{Mawhinney & Smrekar, [996).

Various literatures on school-community connections sug-
gest that we have enough examples of successful school—
community practice; the policy challenge now is to cuil and dis-
seminate this knowledge (Schorr. 1989, [997). Sometimes this
line of debale leads researchers to list characteristics of schools
that are linked with communities or 1o identify models of
school-community connections that can be replicated. How-
ever. creating meaningful connections is not merely a matter of
listing what a “full-service school” contains or of sharing infor-
mation among community agencies and schools. School-
communily connections require a deliberate effort to pro-
foundly restructure roles and expectations throughout the
formal and informal education systems. We must reconsider the
role of schools in communities. and, specifically. we must recon-
sider the roles of teachers and other educational leaders as
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people who operate not only in a school but also in a commu-
nity (neighborhood). This new Perspective may require corre-
sponding shilts in the roles of policymakers at various jevels
that allow them to build policy that enables school-community
connections for opportunity to learn and teach.

Policy to support such shifts in roles for schools and commu-
nity agencies may lag behind practice. Although education pol-
icy continues to tinker inside schools, the day-to-day demands
on principals and teachers may mean that they do, in fact, oper-
ate on & community level. Some have argued that the new con-
text for school principals is a school-community context in
which school principals are increasingly engaged in jssues of
neighborhood renewal and change and community members
are increasingly enlisted in school governance (Fullan, 1996).
Without policy to support these shifting demands on schools,
the success of school-community connections may continune to
rest on the backs of extraordinary leaders who are abie to suc-
ceed despite otherwise constraining conditions (Eimore, 1996:
Honig, 1998).

Toward a Research Agenda on School-Convmunity
Connections for Opportunity to Learn and Opportunity
to Teueh

The implications of this chapter for research on teaching pri-
marily relate to the -frame within' which we have traditionally
viewed problems of teaching and learning. Specificaily, re-
searchers who focus on teaching and learning generally do not
examine and have not examined contexts for teaching and
learning that extend beyond the work of classroom teachers and
the purview of schools. Education research, like education pol-
icy, tends to be school-centric in its consideration of opportuni-
ties for learning and teaching,
An expanded understanding of opportunity to learn and op-
* portunity to teach, as suggested in this chapter, asks researchers
to redefine their terms.and rethink their researchi ool To help
enzble effective school-community connections, education re-
searchers and policymakers would do well to enact the follow-
ing five strategies,

. Develop a broader conception of what learning is and where
it takes place. One clear implication of this research review
is that out-of-school resources, occasions, and supports—
academic and nonacademic, formal and informal—affect
youths’ performance in school. One challenge for research
is to identify these out-of-schog] contexts and expiore in
more detail how they affect learning—both when they are
and when they are not connected with schools. The re-
search framework suggested here, school-community con-
nections for Opportunity to learn and opportunity to teach,
suggests certain categories that may provide a useful first
guide for this research. Specifically. this framework can be
used to identify promising school-community efforts, de-
scribe them in terms of teaching and learning, and analyze
them along common dimensions. The latter will be particu-
larly important for COMPparisons across school-community
efforts. A promising line of inquiry would focus directly on
the elements of this framework to explore specifically what
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these clements look like for youth and their multiple teach-
ers in day-to-day practice,

- Focus on whar enables school—community connections Jor

opportunities to learn and teach. As we have indicated
throughout this chapter, resources, occasions, and supports
for teaching and learning not only must exist but also must
be used. We know significantly more about barriers to
collaboration than we know about the factors and condj-
tions that enable school-community connections, Further
research on the implementation challenges of school-
community connections for opportunities to Jearn and
teach should focus not only on constraining conditions but
also on cnabling conditions. This line of research will re-
quire that we not simply describe efforts that seem to em-
body principles of best practice (Schorr, 1997) but that
we consider the contexts in which these models might be
successful day-to-day for particular teachers and stu-
dents. This line of research may also require that we focus
on typical schools that are attempting various forms of
school—community collaboration, not on only those flag-
ship schools that often boast significant discretionary
funding and extraordinary leadership,

. Examine specifically the roles of classroom reachers and

Principals at schools engaged in school-community collabo-
rations. What is the role of a classroom teacher and a prin-
cipal in a school that is connected with community in the
ways suggested in our research framework? What do cur-
riculum and pedagogy look like—and what can they lock
like—when classroom teachers are connected to networks
of youths' formal and informal teachers in and out of
school? Under what conditions within schools are teachers
enabled to use lessons in their own classrooms that are
learned from youths’ teachers out of school? Although
available research on these issues is limited, varions studjes

_ that used institutional theory to examine Tactofs thaf con-

strain changes in the roles of teachers and principals sug-
8¢5t promising directions (c.g., Mawhinney & Smirekar,
1996; Smrekar, 1994; Smrekar, 1996; Smylie & Crowson,
1996; Smylie et al., 1994),

- Recast the frame for research on education policy. The re-

&

search agenda proposed in this chapter suggests that edu-
cation policymakers, too, must expand the types of infor-
mation and sources of knowledge thar are considered
relevant to policy analysis in education. This expansion in-
cludes information about the limitations of schools and
teachers attempting, alone, 10 meet high academic stan-
dards. In addition, this approach includes, for “low achiey-
ing” schools. the ways that certain remedies—such as
those that require extensions of the academnic day—may
strain relationships between schools and community agen-
cies and otherwise paradoxically limit the ability of schools
to marshal the resources, occasions, and supports neces-
sary to improve their performance,

Reconsider traditional relationships between researchers and
practitioners (o expand knowledge about apportuniry to learn
and opportunity to teach. This new research agenda sug-
gests that we need to rethink traditiona] relationships be-
tween researchers and school-community partnerships.
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The line of research suggested here puts a premium on lo-
cal knowledge and on sharing it in ways that support local
action. Local partners can help researchers identify which
school-community connections and which results may
be meaningful in their particular communities. Overall,
schools and commanities must be engaged meaningfully in
investigations of school-community conmections.
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