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BL: Okay. So this is Bill Leslie from the Department of History of 
Science and I'm with Joyce Epstein, who is, well, your official title 
now, with the Center for Social Organization in Schools? 

 
JE: At the Center, I am a co-director, but I also am Director of the 

Center on School, Family and Community Partnerships. 
 
BL:  Now we'll talk a bit about community too. I certainly want to get 

there, but I thought maybe we'd start with your own background of 
your undergraduate work and what brought you to Hopkins, and 
then what Hopkins was like. 

 
JE:  I was a teacher many years ago, and did my master's degree at 

Harvard Graduate School of Education in an interdisciplinary 
program called the Palfrey House Program. I don’t think it is there 
any more, but it was a wonderful way to give a master's degree 
student an opportunity to explore sociology, psychology, and 
anthropology.  It was a kind of a social sciences immersion 
program.  Although I enjoyed all of the courses, of course, I really 
liked sociology of education. 

 
 When I finished that program, there was an opportunity to join a 

Center at Harvard that was similar to CSOS at the time, conducting 
education research.  I thought I’d really have to see what schools 
are like if I’m going to do research on education." 

 
BL:  You hadn't been a teacher before that? 
 
 

                                                 
1 Note: The interviewee reviewed this transcript and made substantial edits to enhance clarity and add 
additional information. The unedited audio of the interview will differ in places from this edited transcript. 
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JE:  I had not been a teacher before. I taught for a few years before 
going back to school. First in Massachusetts, then, I got married 
and taught in California. My then-husband was at Stanford 
completing his Ph.D.  We moved to Maryland and I taught there, 
but reflected that I knew enough about teaching, teachers’ rooms, 
principal leadership, and children in kids in grades four, five, and 
six.  It was time to go back to school. 

 
                   Looking around, Hopkins was the place that was most interesting 

and attractive, in part because James Coleman was here.  The 
sociology department, which then was called the social relations 
department, was a mix of sociology and anthropology at that time. 

 
BL:  Ah, that's before Sid Mintz and Richard Price had come. 
 
JE:  Right.  The two disciplines were pretty separate in terms of how 

students identified with them.  It was really sociology that attracted 
me here.  The two disciplines were, then, separated into two 
departments.  

  
                      Coleman, Peter Rossi, Jim McPartland, Doris Entwisle, and Ed 

McDill were a pretty powerful quintet of professors.  It seemed to 
me to be a good place to become the sociologist that I wanted to 
be.  

 
BL:  Now was there something distinctive to sociology Hopkins-style, 

besides having an unusual name? I think of the Chicago School of 
Sociology from 50 years before. 

 
JE:  Right. Hopkins Department of Sociology has always included the 

specialization of sociology of education. That is still true today, 
and it has a reputation for emphasizing quantitative methods and 
studies. 

 
 In those days, this was a rare emphasis, because computers were 

just coming into their own.  The department worked closely with 
CSOS, which was located at 3505 North Charles—a little house 
that made it a pleasure to study and work. 

 
BL:  I had my office in that building for five years on the second floor. 
 
JE:  3505? 
 
BL:  Yes. 
 
JE:  After CSOS moved to 3003 North Charles? 
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BL:  Yes. 
 
JE:  Oh interesting. It's a great building, isn't it? 
 
BL:  I'm glad to be in Gilman. 
 
JE:  Really?  Well, I loved that building.  Behind 3505 was a carriage 

house. 
 
BL:  Oh, it's still there. Yeah. 
 
JE:  And in the carriage house was a 2401 IBM computer. It took up 

the whole room. One computer took up the whole building.  
Researchers would put on their tapes. 

  
[0:05:00] 
 
 Then, run their cards.  There was a “night ghost” that run a set of 

regression analyses overnight. If you made a mistake on the cards, 
you had to start over, and wait another night for results. We 
thought it was great, but it was really quite primitive compared to 
today.  

 
                    That was really at the beginning of quantitative sociology, after 

hand operated machines that were really limited.  Quantitative 
sociology grew from there, and certainly extended and improve on 
the even more simple analyses in the Coleman Report. 

 
 The Coleman Report was published in 1966.  CSOS was started in 

'67 by Coleman and Rossi.  Also, Jim McPartland was completing 
his Ph.D. degree in the Department, was working somewhere else, 
and then returned to JHU and CSOS for his career. 

 
                    It was exciting to be here at the time, focused on quantitative 

studies in the sociology of education, having the computer 
capability that existed, and building on and improving concepts 
presented in the Coleman Report.  

 
BL:  I'm going to get to that in a bit. I wanted to get back a little to what 

the department was like when you arrived. What Coleman was like 
as an advisor and as a teacher?  

 
JE: Coleman was an active professor. You know, as a first year student 

coming in to this department, it was quite intimidating.  One of the 
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interesting things for a new student coming in was there were 
certain courses [that] were required. 

 
                     Prior to my time here, the department was quite different, more 

open about course requirements.  You can ask Jim McPartland 
about the way the department was set up when he was a student.  It 
had fewer required courses and was a bit freer.  

 
BL:  What year did you arrive? 
 
JE:  That was '71. 
 
BL:  You arrived in '71. 
 
JE:  '70 or '71, somewhere in that school year. One of the required 

courses for first-year students was Sociological Theory.  It was co-
taught by Coleman and Rossi.  This was a unique experience. 

 
BL:  Rossi I don't really know much about. 
 
JE:  He was a character in his own right.  He and Coleman were a great 

pair for teaching first-year students.  You could not ask for more 
than having the two of them teaching this course.  I do not know 
which one put the course together or how many years it had been 
taught before I came? Maybe a couple. 

 
 It required students to read two well-known sociological books 

each week and critique and compare them, and write a five to eight 
page paper every week.  It was considered a make-or-break course. 
You either were going to live through this (along with other 
required courses) or not.  The two professors alternated each week 
along with a student who led the discussions.  It was a wonderful 
(and tough) experience. 

 
BL:  What was Coleman as in a graduate seminar? 
 
JE:  He as wonderful. He was, you know, an idea person.  He had a 

great sense of humor and was responsive to students.  He was a 
great person and a wonderful teacher.  I only knew him at that time 
from what was going on in the required theory class.  

 
 He and Rossi commented on presentations and papers, and graded 

our work.  To get an A from Coleman was a good thing. 
 
BL:  Did you get an A? 
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JE:  Yes, I did. 
 
BL:  Good for you. 
 
JE:  The point is that the course made you think: "Well, this is 

sociology. Do you want this or not? Is this for you or not?" 
 
BL:  And I suppose he must have brought with him from Chicago that 

quantitative emphasis, because his first book really was on 
mathematics and sociology. 

  
[0:09:57] 
 
JE:  Yes, but Jim McPartland can fill you in better on the first years that 

Coleman was at Hopkins.  I understand that his first job or his first 
study had to do with the quantification of marketing dog food. 

 
BL: I didn't know it.  
 
JE: Something like that.  It was way far afield from sociology of 

education. But it was about using mathematical analyses in social 
research and evaluation.  The department at Hopkins was not 
opposed to qualitative studies, but the emphasis was clear that this 
was a place to learn and do quantitative research. 

 
BL:  Now when it came time to, did you pick a dissertation advisor, or 

how does that and who was it? 
 
JE:  By the second year, students were asked to become involved with a 

specific research project.  That still is true in the sociology 
department here.  (By the way, that famed theory course we talked 
about was altered down the line to assigning students one book a 
week, and I am not sure how it works today.)   

 
 I had taught school and knew that I wanted to specialize in 

sociology of education.  CSOS was across the street from the 
campus at 3505 North Charles. And when I visited there, John 
Holland was the director at that time. 

 
BL:  Yes, I saw that. 
 
JE:  Jim McPartland was the assistant or associate director.  The thing 

about CSOS then and mostly now, is that it is a “soft money” 
center. The researchers were supported 100 percent of their time to 
do research, but they had to bring in their research money.  The 
Center was awash in federal dollars for many different projects on 
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school improvement.  The researchers were responsible for writing 
proposals to obtain funds, but not on “anything.”  The Center 
conducted programmatic research that would lead to aspects of 
school improvement. 

 
 The researchers needed student helpers, and so I joined one of 

those projects, and just stayed on.  I was working with McPartland 
and in a short time we had a wonderful opportunity for funding.  I 
don't know if it was federal funding or district funding or a 
combination of these.  

 
 Howard County School District was going through a school 

construction period.  It was the mid '70s and the district was 
building open space schools. 

 
BL:  I remember those. 
 
JE:  Open space schools? 
 
BL:  Yeah. 
 
JE:  Pods and – 
 
BL:  Pods and mods, mm-hmm. 
 
JE:  No walls. 
 
BL:  Yeah, all that. 
 
JE:  The district had about half traditional schools and had built about 

half open space schools. The superintendent at the time was 
interested to know, which way should they go in the future? 
Should they keep building open space schools and what was going 
on in these schools? 

 
 The district asked Jim and colleagues at CSOS to do a longitudinal 

study, which was remarkable at the time.  We were studying the 
impact of traditional and open space schools at all levels—
elementary, middle, and high schools, on students’ academic 
achievement and school behaviors. 

 
 Over a two year period we wanted to learn: Did certain students do 

better in one kind of school or the other?  This was a good basic 
question.  It also was an important of improvement over the 
Coleman Report, which was not able at the time to get into the 
“nitty-gritty” of school life and school workings. 
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 The school data in the Coleman Report were quite limited to 

resources and facilities, and other things that were easy to measure 
at the time.  The study in Howard County was about ten years 
later. So, there were some important advances. 

 
                     With this project, we set a deeper and more difficult question for 

research by asking whether children in open or traditional schools 
responded and learned differently if they came from open or 
traditional families. 

 [0:14:57] 
 
 The students were in two kinds of schools—open or traditional—

and they lived in families that were more democratic or more 
authoritative.  So, the question was whether the matched 
environments or different environments affected learning.  We 
found that there was no difference in achievement for students in 
the two kinds of schools, after statistically controlling background 
variables.  But students in open schools reported liking school 
more, and there were other benefits. 

 
BL: And what about the kids in the traditional school? If they came 

from a more open family, were they restricted in some ways, or 
what was going on there? 

 
JE: This was a time in educational psychology and sociology that 

researchers were studying interactions.  They called it “person-
environment interactions.”  We were pressing the point to go one 
step further. We were studying person-environment-environment 
interactions to study student outcomes in both home and school." 

 
That connection was really interesting to me as a student and 
become my dissertation topic, too.   

 
BL:  Who was supervising it? 
 
JE:  Jim McPartland was my dissertation advisor.  
 
BL:  Oh, so Coleman was your supervisor? 
 
JE:  No, not Coleman. Jim McPartland. 
 
BL:  Oh, oh, I see. Was Coleman, he was going to leave soon, I guess. 
 
JE:  Coleman was preparing to leave Hopkins for Chicago.  He had 

other students and was not working at CSOS that much.  He had 
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ties and friends at CSOS, but he had other students for projects he 
was conducting in the department.  Jim McPartland was the leader 
or “PI” for the Howard County study. 

 
BL:  I see. Was there, would you say a Coleman influence to the 

department still? I think of him as kind of a foundational figure. 
He's such a– 

 
JE:  You mean today? 
 
BL:  Well, even then. I'll ask today, but… 
 
JE:  The department is still known as a quantitative sociology 

department, and there is a specialization in sociology of education. 
 
                  From my view, graduates who have a Ph.D. degree are more 

marketable when they have skills in quantitative methods.  There 
are fewer of them than qualitative researchers, but they may be 
valued in a different way.  

 
                      Over the years, from the time of room-size computers to having 

wrist-size computers, the methods for quantitative sociology have 
become even more interesting and incisive.  It is important to have 
both quantitative and qualitative sociologists.  

 
                  I don't believe in it being a contest of which methods are better, 

you know—is it qualitative or quantitative. I think the methods 
work together, but I also think that graduate students benefit in 
terms of finding positions when they have quantitative skills. 

 
BL:  At least sociology stayed together. Anthropology, the physical 

anthropologists and the social anthropologists. 
 
JE:  I don't know what happened to them. 
 
BL:  Stanford split. They just split their departments. 
 
JE:  Is that right? 
 
BL:  We can't get along. We don't do the same field. 
 
JE:  Really? Well they are different. So, in my master’s degree program 

that included studies of soc, anthro, and psych, my anthropology 
professor was John Whiting. 

 
BL:  I don't know him. 
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JE:  Ah, that was social anthropology, which combines social theories 

and anthropological methods. 
 
BL:  Oh, okay. 
 
JE:  Whiting and his wife were stars, and were stressing quantitative 

social anthropology by counting and measuring particular aspects 
in interesting societies.  For example, I recall working on a 
research question that concerned the art or artifacts in particular 
societies to learn more about their histories and social relations. 

 
BL:  I wanted to ask, was there a racial dimension in your study of the 

open and traditional classroom, because that of course was so 
much of the Coleman— 

 
[0:19:59] 
 
JE:  That was part of the Coleman Report with national data.  It wasn't 

quite the same in our study, which was done in Howard County.  
 
BL:  Oh, that's why I asked, yeah. 
 
JE:  We did gather data for analyses by racial group, by ethnic group—

mainly white and African-American students at that time. There 
were very few Latinos in the state of Maryland at that time.  There 
definitely were, as in the Coleman Report, socioeconomic 
differences among the children and families in our studies. 

 
 Attention to high and low socio-economic statuses of students, 

families, and schools was a big part of the Coleman Report.  That 
has been a big part of every study conducted by the department and 
CSOS, I'm sure, since that time. 

 
BL:  That's an interesting way of thinking about the legacy of the 

Coleman Report. 
JE:  Now, in our current work, just about every school location is 

highly multicultural, multiethnic, multilinguistic, multi—
everything. But in those days, race was important in some places 
and social class was important everywhere. 

 
BL:  Well I did notice in some of the very early—I looked at some of 

the founding reports and first reports from CSOS, and they were 
trying to find a school that was, they were trying to find segregated 
schools, and integrated schools. 
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JE:  Yes.  
 
BL:  They were all Baltimore schools. 
 
JE:  Yes. 
 
BL:  And it was interesting how that you could see very much how the 

issues of the Coleman Report were inflected through the— 
 
JE:  Oh, definitely. In the early years of CSOS, even before I arrived, 

there were whole programs of research on segregation, 
desegregation, resegregation, and integration in schools.  

 
                    Studies on these topics continued in the CREMS, CDS, and 

CRESPAR centers (Center for Research on Elementary and 
Middle Schools; Center for Disadvantaged Students; and Center 
for Research on the Effective Schooling for Pupils at Risk). 

 
 Studies in all of these Centers at JHU included data on racial 

composition of schools and classrooms, and the interest in 
diversity and related topics continues in CSOS today.  The 
overarching issue, though, is poverty and class differences that are 
represented in the inequality of income. Sometimes this is even 
more powerful than race. 

 
BL:  What can you tell me about McDill as a—he was director for a 

while. 
 
JE:  He was director. 
 
BL:  I guess before Holland came. 
 
JE:  Well, he was director before and after John Holland at various 

times.  He, also, was a character in his own right.  (Isn’t 
everyone?) but Mac was a wonderful— 

 
BL:  Oh he went by Mac? 
 
JE:  He went by “Mac.” He also was chairman of the sociology 

department several times.  He co-directed CSOS with Jim for 
several years, too.  After a point— 

 
BL:  Jim McPartland, you mean? 
 
JE:  Jim McPartland, yes. They were a great team and they loved to 

joke with each other, tease each other, and made life fun.   
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BL:  Did McDill—Mac—give a different direction to the center? 
 
JE:  After Coleman, sociological researchers saw the opportunity to 

build on what Coleman and his co-authors had done in the 
Coleman Report.  Researchers, then, could look ahead and say, 
"You know, that was 1966.  The data were probably collected in 
'64 and '65. We know a lot more now. Now, we can conduct even 
better studies.” 

 
 One of Mac's ways of doing a better study was to look into the 

dynamics of school environments.  He and his students—one of 
them was Rigsby, Leo Rigsby, did a book together on school 
climate that was influential in the sociology of education. 

 
 School climate became part of many other studies at CSOS.  Mac 

was department chair when I was still a student here, and certainly 
influenced my thinking and work. 

 
[0:24:59] 
 
 So that book (by McDill) was important.  If you haven't looked at 

it, you might want to do that. 
 
BL: And Doris Entwisle is somebody else that I, of course, if I had 

known I had to do this project, I would have gotten in to know 
them. 

 
JE:  Yes. Doris was my professor for a methods course. She, too, was a 

very good influence.  Her classes were not in Gilman hall, but in—
what was the name of that building? 

 
BL:  Mergenthaler maybe, or Rowland? 
 
JE:  No. She had a joint appointment in engineering, so perhaps it was 

where other engineering classes were held. 
 
BL:  I saw that. I didn't know quite why, but I didn't— 
 
JE:  I'm not sure either. 
 
BL:  I see, and one of the—okay. 
 
JE:  She was very influential as one of the early woman professors at 

Hopkins.  She was the first professor here with whom I coauthored 
a paper, even before I came over to work with CSOS. We were 
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studying—interestingly I still study—children’s homework.  She 
had a grant to study whether it makes a difference if teachers 
comment or not when they collect and mark children's homework. 

 
BL:  I'm just guessing it does, but I hope so. 
 
JE:  It did. 
 
BL:  I hope so, having marked a lot of homework. 
 
JE:  But not every teacher takes time to give students comments.  So, 

yes, it was a good study. 
 
BL:  Was it a collegial department? There are some departments here 

that have great people in them, but they really don't work well 
together. 

 
JE:  I think you should talk to Jim about that. 
 
BL:  Okay. 
 
JE:  From a student's point of view, it was certainly collegial, but there 

were a few—what you might call “curmudgeons” with different 
politics than the rest.  As in most departments, there were always 
some tensions going on.  

 
 I really think Jim is a better one to talk about that, but in terms of 

the CSOS—one of the reasons that I really liked the Center (and 
this may have been a youthful misperception)—was that the 
politics of a department were not primary here.  I'm sure there were 
tensions here, too, but it wasn’t so competitive because all 
researchers were linked to different programs that contributed to 
the “whole.”  (Or, perhaps I did not know about the politics of the 
place at that time.) 

 
BL:  Did it help to have a little geographic distance? That is, to be at 

3505 instead of in Gilman Hall? 
 
JE:  Well, it probably was.  I was mainly located at CSOS while I was a 

student.  The study that I was telling you about in Howard County 
was a two year study.  My dissertation was on the data from the 
first year’s data.  Then, because the study was going to continue, I 
was asked to stay on as a new junior faculty member because we 
had to finish the study. 
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 That was a good thing, and I've been here ever since.  So, I was in 
the department for the first 2 years of my degree program, and then 
over here as a student, and then full time.  At CSOS, all full-time 
research faculty have to get grants to support their salaries, 
benefits, and data collections. That creates a real separation from a 
department, but we always maintained connections with the 
sociology department and still do today.  Karl Alexander was 
usually part of a Center program that was funded. Mac was always 
part of the program.  So CSOS and the sociology of education 
specialists in the department were pretty collegial. 

 
BL:  Yeah. 
 
JE:  I'm sure people had personal differences, but in the end, everyone 

at CSOS was part of the Center. We knew that we were stronger 
and could get on with the next study or the next funded Center by 
working together. 

 
BL:  One of the things that surprised me in looking at the first reports 

from the center to what's now the Department of Education. They 
did a site visit. 

 
[0:30:00] 
 
JE:  Mm-hmm. 
 
BL:  And the conclusion of the sponsor was, there’s a lot of good people 

in CSOS, but the sum is not—the sum of the parts is not greater 
than the whole. 

 
JE:  I see. 
 
BL:  And they thought that—  
 
JE:  Was that early on, or? 
 
BL:  It was early on. 
 
JE:  OK. 
 
BL: And they said, "You know, that somehow we've got to figure out 

ways to get these people to be more than five individual 
researchers." 

 
JE:  I see.  
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BL:  Did that happen? 
 
JE:  It may have happened, but as CSOS went on it grew in the number 

of researchers and staff, and had to get everyone together to 
compete every five years to win Center funding.  Over the decades, 
I believe that researchers were interested in their own work and 
their own careers, but people also contributed to the agenda of each 
new Center that we were awarded.  We are going to have our 50th 
anniversary in 2017—that is 50 years of many people working 
together on many different aspects of school improvement. 

 
BL:  Yeah. 
 
JE:  The Center has always been mainly funded by “soft money,” and, 

it was mainly federally funded.  At one point there were more 
federal funds available for very large research grants.  Over the 
years, however, there were fewer dollars. There were troughs and 
peaks for funding research centers. 

 
                     For example, during the Nixon administration, there was 

something called “zero-based budgeting,” which left researchers in 
the dark about whether a grant was going to be zeroed out or 
continued.  That was a little frightening at the time.  

 
 At other times, through the mid-1990s, the federal department of 

education was funding big centers. Our CRESPAR center was a 
collaboration with Howard University.  It was awarded something 
like $27 million over 5 years.  This does not happen anymore. 

 
 Centers were redesigned to be pretty small projects – something 

like $2-$3 million a year.  This changes how “center” is designed 
and what kinds of studies are conducted. 

 
BL:  It's an order of magnitude less. 
 
JE:  Yes.  When the Center was well funded for a coherent research 

program (as with CREMS or CRESPAR), individual researchers 
had their own work.  People specialized in different disciplines—
not just sociology of education.  Still, it was possible to understand 
the Center as a focused program with many parts.  We had site 
visits every year and other kinds of meetings that helped us see 
how the parts fit together. 

  
 We had advisory panels and visiting panels. And we would go to 

D.C. to meet with the people in the Department of Education and 
they would come up here.  We were consciously trying to 
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understand that “center” could be a verb as well as a noun.  We 
read each other's papers. We commented on them to improve 
reports for publication. 

 
 For a time, John Holland was the director of CSOS. He was a 

developmental psychologist who was interested in occupational 
selections—finding the right job or field for students.  One of his 
big projects was called SDS—Self Directed Search—that helped 
high school students consider their interests and possible 
occupations.  Schools could use the SDS in a pretty easy way to 
provide this information to many students. 

 
BL:  I remember this test. 
 
JE:  Yes.  So that was a very psychologically-based project, and, for 

example quite different from the more sociological approach we 
were using in the study of open and traditional schools.  

 
                            Someone who was not looking at the broad view of school 

improvement might think that the people at CSOS were doing their 
work, unrelated to each other.  But in fact, when a proposal for 
funding was written, it had to explain the big picture in a way that 
reviewers could understand that it was worth funding the whole 
group for a good reason. 

 
                         The reason that I'm hoping that you give CSOS some space in the 

Hopkins history, is because from 1967 to today, CSOS has been 
one of the largest, most active, best funded, and most influential 
centers for educational research and development for school 
improvement.  

 
                       I think the only other center that started at the same time as CSOS 

and is still operating as a Center is at UCLA on the topic of 
evaluation in education.  It, too, is celebrating its 50th anniversary 
as a Center. 

 
BL:  They still send me surveys, I know. 
 
JE:  They send me notices of conferences.  There were once many other 

centers each funded by the U. S. Department of Education for five 
year periods. It was, really, quite remarkable. 

 
[0:35:01] 
 
BL:  I mean a half century is a long time for any center, let's face it. 
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JE:  Yes.  Although the structure of funding changed, CSOS is still 
operating with programs and projects funded in other ways.  For 
example, Bob Balfanz is a current star fund raiser taking a different 
path in conducting research on improving middle and high schools.   

 
BL:  And what is his—? 
 
JE:  He actually is following up what Jim McPartland designed as 

Talent Development High Schools.  Balfanz also works closely 
with Doug MacIver who designed Talent Development Middle 
Schools.  They put the two together for improving secondary 
schools—reforming middle and high schools. That is one clear 
focus of the work in CSOS. 

 
BL:  I see. 
 
JE:  Over the years, we evolved from conducting only traditional 

research studies to a mix of research and applied work to test 
research results in practice.  Even the study I mentioned of open 
and traditional schools was mainly basic research.  We were happy 
to report the results of data analyses in research journals.  But that 
was never the end of the story.  Researchers were always interested 
in how a research study would be useful to educators, and moved 
increasingly to the application of research in practice. 

 
 For example, Success for All –a national success story—started 

with research in the 1970s on cooperative learning.  My program –
the National Network of Partnership Schools, which help schools 
build family, school, and community connections—is now pretty 
well recognized in this and other countries.  It started with basic 
research in the 1980s on the results of parental involvement. 

 
 So, the based on funding available and interest in school 

improvement, the people at CSOS moved from mainly basic 
research to taking seriously the demands of our funders to make 
research useful in practice. 

 
 We had to think, “What do the results mean? What can be done 

with these results to improve schools?”  That is not a question 
addressed by most researchers, even today.  I say, it requires 
“translating” research. Researchers really must be multilingual to 
talk research to researchers and to talk about improving education 
to teachers. And the two goals require different languages. 

 
 It also requires different patterns of publishing—for researchers 

and for practitioners.  You have to do both or you lose your status 
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as a researcher.  You also have to speak at conferences for both 
groups – for researchers and for educators. 

 
 I think that CSOS and the people who were here and who are here 

now are among the hardest working researchers in the country, 
because we take seriously the goal of conducting research that will 
be useful in practice. 

 
                       It is even more than that, because the line is continuous in what I 

call “research to practice/practice to research.”  We want the 
translations of research to be tested and useful in practice, but we 
also learn from practitioners, who can inform the next research 
study, in an endless (but productive) cycle.  This is quite a different 
agenda at CSOS from when the center started. 

 
BL:  It makes sense. 
 
JE:  Yes. 
 
BL:  I have an interesting quote I came across. This was from Ross 

Jones, when he was—I think his title was Vice President for 
University of Affairs. It's from 1969, but I found it fascinating 
because Dan— 

 
JE:  It was before my time. 
 
BL:  Yeah, but you'll get the gist of it in one sentence. 
 
BL:  Yeah, he's still around, actually, but 1969, and it could have been 

written by President Daniels yesterday. He said, "A crucial 
element—” he's writing a memo—"A crucial element in proving 
the stability of this community—” meaning Greater Homewood in 
Baltimore—"is directly related to the quality of the school system. 
The good stable families who are needed to undergird the 
community simply will not remain here or move into it if the 
school system is poor." This is the punch line. 

 
JE:  Correct. 
 
BL:  "We must seek as many ways as possible to strengthen the local 

public schools." 
 
JE:  Correct. 
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BL:  Now, that seemed to be an important priority of the center, and I 
wanted some—because it's such a hot topic now—I wanted some 
reflection on that. 

 
JE:  Well, it's a very important point that almost every university makes 

about its community. In CSOS, people past and present, including 
myself, had or have a relationship with Baltimore City Public 
Schools.  

 
                          Working backwards, today CSOS has a program called BERC—

Baltimore Education Research Consortium—which is a 
collaboration with Morgan State University, I believe.  This 
program has an agreement with Baltimore City Public Schools to 
serve as one of its research arms. 

 
[0:39:58] 
 
 BCPS, like all school districts, collects an enormous amount of 

data, but the system does not have the people or capacity or time to 
actually analyze those data fully, or to address the questions that 
emerge within the system.  

 
                  What does it mean to improve attendance? What data is the city 

collecting to inform that question? How is attendance reported? If 
you select any topic that is important for improving schools (e.g., 
improving attendance, test scores, connections of tests with 
curriculum -- whatever), there are data that could inform the 
questions asked and decisions about improvements.  The BERC 
Consortium is the BCPS research arm that can help address these 
topics.  

 
 In other words, the city needs good schools.  The district needs a 

research arm to enhance the limited in-house resources to analyze 
all the data that have been collected.  The research arm can help 
the policy leaders move in a data-based direction.  That's quite 
remarkable. 

 
BL:  Which gives CSOS access to the data as part of the consortium. 
 
JE:  Yes. BERC agrees to analyze data, but also must work in 

partnership with the district and its schools. It is not always easy to 
address questions of importance to the district. Sometimes BERC 
and the district leaders must resolve differences of opinions or 
interpretations, but there is no substitute for good information to 
guide policy and practice. 
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 Over the years, just about every program has been involved with 
Baltimore City Public Schools, and we care about that school 
system. My son went through the city schools and they did a great 
job with his education—I owe BCPS a debt, just for that. 

 
 But I also owe the district a debt because my project, National 

Network of Partnership Schools (NNPS), started by collaborating 
with the district and schools.  A community organization, Fund for 
Educational Excellence, was a partner with me from1987 to 1995 
to learn whether the results of our research could be translated into 
approaches that would be useful in practice to help teachers 
communicate better with students’ parents. BCPS was, in that way, 
“my teacher” about the work that we now conduct nationally in 
NNPS. We needed that partnership to learn the answers to some 
seemingly simple questions, which are not so simple: How could 
teachers work better with students’ parents? How could schools 
work better with community partners?  And how might these 
patterns of communicating and collaborating increase student 
learning? 

 
 These are difficult questions.  We needed to know what we are 

talking about when we say “parental involvement” or “family and 
school connections.” 

 
 People would say to me, "Oh, Joyce, that's a middle class topic. 

That can only work in middle class schools." We had started 
studying this topic in 1981.   By 1987, I was still getting this kind 
of pushback, “Oh you can't do this in poor neighborhoods.” I said, 
"Well, let's find out." 

 
 So we started to work with the Fund for Educational Excellence 

and the city schools. From '87 to '95, we had a great relationship 
that allowed us to test how to take research results on creating 
better partnerships, translate the results into tools for educators, 
and then scale up?  

 
 That's the big topic in education research. How can you scale up 

from a small set of pilot schools that were helping initially to a 
large number of schools in a big district? How can you scale up to, 
implementing a new strategy or intervention district wide—to 
every school in a district (when some people are saying that it can’t 
happen in poor community)? 

 
 In Baltimore, there were many single parents; many without a high 

school diploma; and great skepticism about families.  My 
colleagues and I said, "Well, let's find out." The district and the 
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schools proved that work on partnerships could proceed in any 
district. 

 
BL:  Would there be other examples of using Baltimore City Schools as 

pilot projects for CSOS? 
 
JE:  Yes. When you talk to Jim, ask him about how he worked with 

Baltimore City, particularly Patterson High School to pilot his 
work on Talent Development High Schools, which now is being 
scaled up by Bob Balfanz after Jim retired. 
 
So, many at CSOS have worked with and have a commitment to 
the system. 

 
[0:44:58] 
 
 BERC (that we talked about earlier) is another good example of 

CSOS working with the city schools to meet a shared commitment 
to research on school improvement.  Also, it should be noted that 
in my work, by about 1995 we had scaled up the implementation 
of good partnerships to about 190 schools in nine regions of the 
BCPS system. 

 
 A short time later (similar to last year) there was a huge budget 

crisis with the district facing a budget deficit of over $40 million. 
(I always wondered who was watching when the deficit was $1 
million.) 

 
 When the district leaders faced the crisis, they had to pink-slip 

large numbers of people, and the leaders for parental involvement 
were among those fired from the central office. Districts that face 
similar problems don’t want to take teachers out of classrooms, so 
they must fire others who are considered less critical for children’s 
learning (even if that is not true).  Over the years, and interrupted 
by other budget crises, the department for family engagement was 
rebuilt.  We're still trying to get it back on the right path to have 
partnership programs in every school supported by district 
leaders…but it's very difficult. 

 
BL:  At least it had a legacy beyond Baltimore. 
 
JE:  Yes, our work has a legacy way beyond Baltimore in the National 

Network of Partnership Schools.  We even have partners in Ireland 
and Scotland. 

 
BL:  You're going international, very good. 
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JE:  And Chile. But our work has always been about taking research to 

practice and learning from practice to improve research. 
 
BL:  I noticed the very first schools it was working with, they picked I 

think five and one was— 
 
JE:  They who? 
 
BL:  The CSOS. There were five schools, I think, and they were looking 

at segregation early. 
 
JE:  Early on.  That may have been true in some project at CSOS, yes. 
 
BL:  And there was one that was an all-white school. One was an all-

black school and a couple, you could see Coleman's fingerprint 
kind of on that. 

 
JE:  Sure. 
 
BL:  But they were local schools. 
 
JE:  As CSOS matured, Coleman’s footprints on the topic of 

desegregation and integration of schools were followed by Jim 
McPartland’s and McDill’s footprints, as well. And for a while, 
when we had the CREMS, CDS, and CRESPAR centers, there 
were many talented folks who were specialists in the education of 
African-American students, and various topics of segregation, 
desegregation, and integration of schools.  Bob Crain was a 
professor in the sociology department who worked with CSOS and 
very well known for desegregation studies. 

 
 We had a post-doc program that Jim and I directed for and with 

minority scholars—that included many studying aspects of 
segregation, desegregation, resegregation, and equality in schools.  
Jomills Braddock was one of several excellent African-American 
sociologists who came through CSOS on that program and who 
built their own reputations hither and yon.  

 
 Bill Trent was another, and Gail Thomas… quite a remarkable and 

talented group.     
 

One of my papers at that time was called "After the School Bell 
Rings," and it focused on resegregation.  That is, black and white 
students may come to school, but after the school bell rings they 
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may be sent to separate classes.  That has important dynamics for 
kids’ learning.  It was interesting—I liked that study. 

 
BL:  That's good. Good title too, I like it. If I were going to ask you to 

come up with two, three, four long running themes of CSOS, 
things that are characteristic of programs there over that long span 
of 50 years? 

 
JE:  Sure. Research on segregation, desegregation, and resegregation 

was one such theme.  Another . . . All programs at CSOS have 
been and continue to focus on school improvement for student 
success—all students, equality of education.  This was the theme 
driving Success for All years ago and remain the theme of the 
research programs now operating on the second and third floors of 
CSOS—e.g., early learning in preschool, elementary school 
improvement, middle school reform, and high school reform, and 
school, family, and community partnerships.   
 
All CSOS programs have addressed some aspect of the question: 
How do you make schools better for more and different children? 

 
BL:  And there are different ways depending on the grade levels? 
 
JE:  And there are different ways depending on age and grade. You 

have developmental issues. You have sociological issues.  
 
[0:50:00] 
 
               You have family issues.  My part within CSOS has been to try to 

get sociologists of education to pay attention to the family and 
sociologists of family to pay attention to the school. 

 
 We don’t separate where kids learn and grow. My theory is called 

"Overlapping Spheres of Influence."  It recognizes that kids learn 
and grow better if teachers, parents, administrators, part-time 
employers, neighbors, and others work together to give them the 
message: "You are a student. You should stay in school." 

 
BL:  You know, I hear resonances of Coleman in that, of course, but 

also Karl Alexander. 
 
JE:  That's true.  That's been my work since '81. When I was a student 

in the department, sociologists in this country were arguing with 
each other: Which is more important for student achievement the 
school or the family? 

 



MS.0404 Johns Hopkins University Oral History Collection  24 

 That did not ring true to me, because I had taught school. I knew 
the school was important. I knew that families were important, and 
I suspected the community was important, too.  So, in my work, I 
changed the research question after my dissertation study. 

 
 We changed the question from: “Which is more important, the 

school or the family?”  The question became: “If families are so 
important, how can all schools help all families do those things to 
support student achievement that some families do on their own?” 

 
BL:  That's a nice twist. 
 
JE:  That question that has kept me and my colleagues busy all these 

years… many years now. 
 
BL:  I don't think that's going to be an issue that's going to go away 

anytime soon. 
 
JE:  No. It won’t go away and it's relevant in all nations. I also 

coordinate an international network that includes researchers in 
about 40 countries who study aspects of this topic.  In every 
country, there are families who have children who go to school, 
and who come home at night… go back and forth, and back and 
forth.  The connections of home and school are persistent. 

 
 It is a question of who is talking to whom, and how children are 

getting the right message that they should stay in school.  You will 
see when you talk to Jim that school reform at the high school 
level seems to have increased the graduation rate.  But you have to 
start in kindergarten for that to happen. 

 
 If you want more students to graduate from high school (and this is 

a national topic), and you have to have better elementary, middle, 
and high schools, and you also have to have school, family, and 
community connections. 

 
BL:  That's good. That's two, was there another third overarching theme 

to CSOS research that you can come up with? 
 
JE:  Well, I thought that was about five.  Maybe, grade level 

differences or the theme of research across grade levels and the 
developmental issues involved is another theme. 

 
BL:  Yes, I guess you're counting each of those grades, yeah, yeah. 
 
JE:  CSOS researchers have explored early learning … and   
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 Also, another theme may be the emphasis in CSOS on quantitative 
studies. 

 
BL:  Well, violence in school is another one. 
 
JE:  Violence was a part of the agenda in several of CSOS centers. 

Gary Gottfredson and Denise Gottfredson were here at that time. 
They were sociologist and psychologist by training, but also 
focused on criminology and conducted research on violence in 
schools along with school climate. Today, bullying and anti-
bullying are still hot topics, and part of on-going CSOS work. 

 
 Reducing violence and bullying are part of middle school and high 

school reform studies. Family engagement also focuses on 
preventing bullying and related topics. 

 
BL:  And just a couple more questions. One is about—we had a School 

of Education, then we didn't, now we do.  
 
JE:  Right. 
 
BL:  How has revitalizing or reinventing the School of Education 

changed what you do here? 
 
[0:54:57] 
 
JE:  Big time changes. When I was a student, there was a School of 

Education at Hopkins, but it was not considered particularly 
helpful or central to the university.  I think the focus was mainly 
the history of education.  It certainly was not linked to the 
sociology department.  It was sort of no man's land. 

 
 I'm not sure why it was closed, but there was a period nationally 

that big universities were getting rid of departments of education. 
If they were not training teachers, they were not considered 
relevant.  In other places, the school or college of education was a 
big money maker for the university and were thriving because the 
mission was to train a lot of teachers. 

 
BL:  I paid a lot of tuition for a daughter to be trained. USC has a lot of 

my money for just that reason. 
 
JE:  Well, then you know if that school is doing a good job.  Schools of 

Education are still controversial in debate circles, but their 
reputation is getting a little better.  At Hopkins, education became 
part of the School of Continuing Studies.  Recently Ralph Fessler 
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was Dean, followed by David Andrews, who did a good deal to 
advance the School of Education within the University.  He left a 
year ago or so, and there is a search now for a new Dean.  

 
                        In the School of Continuing studies, education was mostly serving 

Maryland, mostly providing master’s degree programs. It was 
rather parochial. 

 
BL:  It had no status in the university, I can assure you. 
 
JE:  About three years ago, Dean Andrews had a vision for the School 

of Education (then a separate school) to include a Ph.D. program, 
which now is thriving after three years.  He wanted CSOS to be 
part of SOE. 

 
 Now, we have several of the Ph.D. students working with us over 

here.  We have a lot of different data sets, and many opportunities 
to participate with our research faculty on research studies that are 
of interest.  Some of our faculty teach some courses in SOE, which 
takes the place of all soft money.  

 
                     Some are supported part-time or half-time by teaching at the 

School of Ed to have experience in teaching or because they don't 
have quite enough grant money to cover their full-time salaries.  
Finding funds now is very challenging.  

  
So, the new School of Education changed CSOS in several ways. 
First, we are now located within SOE not Arts and Sciences.  This 
has pluses and its minuses. It changed CSOS from a pretty 
autonomous entity to one closely tied to SOE.   

 
Under the Arts and Sciences, we were really a quasi-department.  
Jim attended the meetings of department chairs and we followed 
the Arts and Sciences promotion standards if we were going to 
move from assistant to associate professor and the equivalent.  
There was a different set of titles for research professors. 

 
 Now, in the School of Education we follow its titles and rules for 

promotion.   This can get confusing because we do not have to 
teach courses if we have full coverage through grants.   

  
 If we bring in funds, the Center and SOE benefit.  It has always 

been the case that our IDC helps pay for other people’s sabbaticals.  
CSOS faculty do not get sabbaticals because you can’t tell a funder 
that you are taking time off. 
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 So, the connection of CSOS and SOE has been a good one, for the 
most part.  I was worried about it and I'm still worried about some 
things that will take time to work out, but mainly the new location 
is okay.  I liked the autonomy that Arts and Sciences provided to 
CSOS, but the links with SOE and its students have some benefits. 

 
BL:  Well it must surely be true that CSOS also helped the School of 

Education go from zero to number one—  
 
JE:  Oh, definitely. SOE is ranked number one or two. 
 
BL:  —in an astonishingly short period of time.  
 
JE:  In a few years, but the rating system is a little bizarre, and, yes, it 

gives credit for getting grants, which is how CSOS operates. 
 
[1:00:02] 
 
BL:  It counts grants heavily. 
 
JE:  And that's what we're about, also CRRE, the other center that Bob 

Slavin leads also is part of that story.  So, CSOS benefits SOE, but 
we have to pay in.  We both follow and lead. 

 
BL:  Is there anything that I forgot to ask you that I should have, or 

anything that you want to add? 
 
JE:  No. I'm sure Jim will fill you in on this history of things that he 

was part of and that I have no real knowledge about.  I just wanted 
to put in a plea to give CSOS a couple of pages. I know you're 
limited in space. I know that you have to make some choices.  But 
CSOS is a unique place and it deserves some attention. 

 
 It has had a real impact on school improvement over 50 years, 

nationwide.  So, I hope that you'll think about that. 
 
[End of Audio]          


