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This paper's topic, "School Organization and Implementation

Factors in the Deéigp of Reading Instruc=ion," should be understood
in terms of what the "real" world wants the researchers, the
developers of curriculum, and the educatiohal pUblisHers_to consider
‘as they pfepare-instructionallmaterials for teachers and students
to use in the reading program. .Instead of'considering "The
real;yorld" solely in terms of sc;ool organizationél factors and
exisﬁing teaching pradtices,‘this paper»will begin with the
consideration of children»as a prime factor in ﬁhe reading program
design.

If we continue to organize schools, to desigﬁ programs
and to offer schooling in dirfcf conflict with our knowledge of
children and how they learn, we will continue to foster the
_Problem,. andAimpede_the solution} ‘ |

Our naticnal bbsession with cognitive development
as measured bfotest scores, seems .to be ﬁurtu;ed bv the schools,
the résearchersland~the publishers. We rank and rate childreﬁ,
rewarding and Stigmatizing them accordih; to their ability to
do well on miniscule fasksfthat,schoolé:cén measdrg guanti-
tafively. Humanistic schools and humanistic curriculum are
sﬁill not the'goals of educétion today. We have a\professea but -
uncommitted devotion to hﬁman needs and the iﬁprovémént of
a quality of life, which values physical vitaiity, cgring,
imagination, recOufcefulness,¥cooperation and moral commitment,

yet we continue to seek and use mechanisms to sort individuals
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~into slots. We have allowed quantitative standards, which are
central to our economic and highly developed technology, to
become the yardstick of a child's worth.
As educators, our practices contraaict our kncwledge of
children and how they learn; we do not provide the educational

environment that rececnlzes children as organlc whoieq who

4
i
"

think, act and ‘eer in the same moment.
'As_program designers, we prepare programslas though
"children develop in an assembly line fashion, one part at a tiﬁe
until the product is complete. -

As researchers, we focus on part of the whole and
foster one-sided perceptions that,force program-designers, pub-
lishers and teachers to loseAEight of the total sense of children.

”-If we agree with Vincent Rogers’ view that teaching
childrea and organizing schools should be based on the best

evidence that is .currently available, it would seem that we must

- make a concerted effort to resolve the conflicting ideologies

-

purporting to know what ‘is good for children. Instead of relyiﬁg
on unsupported data that gives credence to the goals and |
-objectlves of these ideologies, we should develop iong- term
(research studies. We must avoid basing 1nstructlon on crass
éeneralizations. _ Resulting instruction can only be”non—
essentiai and will be difficult - if not impossible - to

reform or revise.

Moore and Carricker in the March 1974 Phl Delta

JKappan stated that educators are not willing to accept and use
research findings, no matter ‘how they are packaged because

they resist research as a concept.

4




Walter McGinitie in the Readiné FEesearch Quarterly»
1575-1976, Voi. 10, £#1, in his researcn, suggests that "for
research to be translated into more effective teaching, it
may be necessary for research to be done on the translation
process itself: what are the_processes by which research results
._influénce instruntion, or fail_to influence it when it seems |
ﬁnéy should?" Further, he pqsés an important guestzion,

_does research influence instruction,-by'asking, who takes the
‘research results and uses them as guidés in building in-
stpuctional ?rograms, and. where do the respective reSponsibiiities
of the teapners and the researchers end? Who can diséeminate

i

the researéh and lay out ciear and definitg alternati§e~
| .

procedures% Clearly, the ideoiggy that a child's worth is measured
by his cognitive devélmeent ;;a test scores has prevailed.
Unnoticed and unneraldéd is the reéearch by Roger Farr and his
associates, which states; "We are convinced that anyone who says
"he knows that literacy ig decreasing is ignoring'data. Such a
person ié at best unschoiarlfband at worst dishonest."; This .
study, "ﬁeading Achievemént ié?the U. S. -~ Then and Now", as
reported in the Journal bf’Régding, Vol. 19, #5, March‘l976, also
states that "déspite a multi—nillion dollar tesﬁingvbusiness,
few longitudinal and ensily accessible recordsvonﬂﬁhé per-
formancé of children exist."

In school organization, however, something is happening
that may assist those of us who have a commitment to marry -the
school's program with the éhild,

5



Administrative decentralization in decision-making

is on the upswing. 1In a recent article in Bducational Leader-

ship, 50% of school districts surveyed Qere moving-toward
- decentralized decision-making. N
The study examined 10 issues.or key decision areas
in the operqfion of schools. It repbrﬁed that building level
. petééhnel.had the gggg influence on all issués. These included.
Aselection of basic reading ma;éfials, inservice proérams;
selectioﬁ,of personnel (includ;ng:the érincipal), staffing
-'pat£erns, organizing school'fori}nsE;uctipn; and curriculum
modification. |

Growing interest in placing decision-making closer

to the ciient should have far-reaching impaét on efforts to

-

| provide gppropriate materials and programs for teachers-aﬁd
children.

It suggests a changing role for.cent;al administrators,’
curricﬁlumAspecialiEts, principals, teachers, students .and
parents, whether the decentralizatioﬁ is pﬁrely adﬁinistrative
*of includes community partiqipatiOQ and/or community control.
Key to the'dégree of shared 6wne;ship or power in this
organizatiohal éattern, however, is the redistribution of
resodfces, insuring impleﬁeh£a£ion.of_local decision-making.

In a 1975 publicétion 6f ASCD - Impact. of Deceniralization

on Curriculum - several studies were presented on this trend.
The resulting viewpoints underscored a commonality of practices

and problems rclating to curriculum and program.




1. Decentralization has given the
local unit or school the flexi-
bility and autonomy to develop
its own instructional program.

2. It is generally unclear by whom
and/or on what level within the
school district curriculum develop-
ment activity is initiated.

3. 1In decentralized districts there
are few mechanisms or strategies
for diffusing new instructional

- programs, for helping teachers
learn vhat new materials are
gvailable and for helping them
modify their teaching practices.

4. The increased mobilityféf séudents
within the local school systems
has caused some districts to return
to more standard district-wide
programs. .

Apparently decentralization fosters ambiguity. As
reflected by the probiemg‘nOted above, it seems that unless tne
problems éfe resolved, decentralizaticn Qill foster thelStatus
quo,: rather than the feviéw, renewal and regenération, of

. progfém.. On the other ?and, if we agree with Goodlad\that-
"the.sinéle\sqhool‘is ghé iargestvand proper unit for edu-
cational chaﬁgé"_decentralizatipn, at least, provides the setﬁing
and-resources to encourage self-renewal. | |

 Under £he leadershié of a "futurist" superintendent,
fhis author's own diStrict bégan its move toward administrative
decentralization in 1968. A consolidated small city school
district, it covers an area of 155 square miles and serQés 

approximately 2000 students. It is a microcosm of the total

educational scene, reflecting trends and problems noted in both

7
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'large city and urban districts, as well as small towvmn and
rural communities. |

Tﬁe superintendent‘s strategy for adminisfrative
decentralization appeared to be in response to students'
and parents' demands for a greater voice in decisions affecting
education in the commurnity, a justificatienvgiven by most othef
. districts- for cﬁange to decentraliéation; In reality, however,
-the leadership used this justlflcatlon of responsiveness to
legltlmlze and foster a strong administrative philosophical
view that:

1. Educational alternatives must be
provided for students.

Z. The teacher's function must change
from a dispenser of knowledge to a
facilitator of learning.

3. The central office and curriculum
personnel exist to serve the prin-
c1pals and their staffs as. they,
in turn, provide an educatlonal'
environment and prograr responsive
to the needs of the students in the
communlty

A monumental budget‘crisis.accelerated the change and -
was- usea as the "covef" for the érocess of decentfelizatiod.
| : Pr1nc1pals were allocated staff and resources for e
all programs on a per—pup1£ bas1s. Drasfxcally depleted funds
were distributed to the schools,” while only pupil persoﬁpel
services. were distributed from the central office. Priﬂeipals;
and staffs could organiie'the building and}prcgram as they

wished. Services of special area teachers, use of para-

professionals, choice of programs and ma- “rials ‘were decided

&.
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at the building level. Even rescurces for c.stodial services
and building maintenance materials could be channeled into

teaching staff and instructional materials, if the staff so’

/
J

decided. o /

7

During the years that followed the initiation ﬁ%

decentrallzatlon, each problem that emerged was addreéged in
light of the three above stated administrative phllosophlcal
themes. This approach to district proklems allev1ated H'o a
great degree, two problems cited in the ASCD”Ppbllcatlon on
decentralization, level of initiation,of'curriculum develop-
ment, and student mobility. |

Initiation of curriculum development and curriculum
éctivity was encouraged at all levels,fparticularly at the
building and classroom levels. A eubport'system was estdblished
through'building principals' agreement to pool some of the |
resources allocated to their schools. These became research
and'deveiopment funds administered by the Curriculum Director.
‘Individual teachers, kuilding staff,'cross.building or grade
llevel staff, and principals were encouraged to develop pro-
posals for curriculum improvement and staff development. These
would be screened by aﬁprincipals' committee, reviewed by
building staff and approved or disapproved for funding by
the principals. The ecope of proposals covered the fuil range .

of curriculum and staff development topics.

“Installation of Man: A Course of Study in several

 schools, ineluding staff training and purchase of materials,
- values clarification workshops for staff of one building,

development of a teacher resource center for the district,

R



8_.
‘purchase of z station wagon for field trips in the developing
) community—aé—a-classfoom prograrn, exemﬁlify the range o% activity.
Everyone had an opportunity to initiate gdctivity - evervone
had a chance to review and evaluate theée proposals before
ﬁinal approval of the project.
Project success. however, was not measufédwﬁ§ﬂgﬁe
test_scores'of the students. The criteria for review wefe
based on the beliefrthat teachers and children perform best
when what they do is'sométh;ng theyvchoose to do. )
The problem of students encountering different -
reading programs as they moved withiﬂ the qistricp needed to
' be addressed. Thirfeén eleﬁentary schools, spread over 155
- square miles, feeding into two junior high échoOls, a l7%
economically~diSaanntaged student population and a mobile
college community popilation added to the complexity of

e

program articulation for thesg:students.

The Board of Education's readtion,to'thése develop-

ments reflected community and nationai concérn about reading
and studéntjachievement. Tﬁey viewed a diversity of materials

and a.variety of teaching styles,.simpiistically, as the cause

of the'probiem. What the fgsearéh has confirmed over and over
again about children's learning and effective teaching was .<;; v
completely ignored or not acéepted as significant or important

'Ly this "back to basics" ground swell.’

Vocal partisan views within the community, expressing.

reaction to uneasy social conditions.and to growing frustration

10 S 1
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I
. with covernmental and instructional bureaucracies, were publicly
discussed. In response, the Board issued & special order:

review of the district's reading program. The ﬂharge was N

e [

—_— T —

general onough to represent—-thevariety of hidden agendas

B w1th1n the Board and within the community. .

Some hoped that the review would find the€ one and only
reading program that "works", others expected it would ferret
out incompetent teachers, still others wanted it to pinpoint
poor administration, thus document}pg the need to return to.a

~ strorg centralized school system.
o After six rocky>years; the leadership, because of its
firm commitment to an administéative philosophy, withstood * -+ -~ .
the test, was able.to-actually address an. important and
needed element of deceqpralized decision-making in the
iﬂstructional reacding ?rogrém.

Supperted by centrel office administrators, building
level principals and their staffs developed parent involvement
progréms‘to provide a vehicle for understanding and involvement
in pnogrém planning at the local building level. A district-

wide reading committee of teachers,‘administrators and

)

parents was formed to review the district readlng program.
Leadershly and support for thlb effort were provided at the:
central office level, with the Curriculum Director assigned -
to serve as rproject leader. | | 7

Using techniques for total_stafﬁ ihvolvement, ehe s£eff

on'the district cdmmittee, supported by representatiées'from

T ' each bu1ld1ng, developed an agreed uron llSt of basic readlng

skills, 1nstructlonal objectlves for the skills, and crlterlon

. o ] R
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‘test items for the objectives. At the same time they were
correlating the skills list with the major reading prograas in
use in the district, developing z.student record form and

preparing guidelines for teachers to use in the placement of

'\) students and choice of materials. Presently over eighty teachers

are working on various sub-committees, each difectéd by one
of their number. The Curriculum Director ahd building princi .als
serve as resources to each committee.

In actuality the devclopment of a district skills

list and record keeping format is-a strategy to promote the

v -

recoghition and support of individualized pfogramé fcr students
and.serves.to capitalize on teachers' abilities to examine
students' needs and provide aéprop;iate learning environments.
Committeevefférts,havé resulted in the development of tools
for téacﬁefs, rather than shackles for children.

Eight years of invol&emént in the procesé of de-
centralizing decision-making toward a goal of improving

education for the children of-the community offers a wealth

\ .

of experience and insights. Limiting the view, however, from the
- . \ : .

standpoint of/brogram design and from the view of school-

~

organizational factors, the following points suggest

~ -

themselves.

1. The principal is key to the gquality
of the instructional program, in
all schools. Program researchers
| : ané developers must apply their
‘ ' efforts to identify those principals
- who are effective leaders of reading
programs. Research must be trans-

lated for program developers .in order
12
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to design appropriate materials

that will create a support system

for- principals. Principals need — /
service, information, and skills

in order to provide the leader- . : ' C T
ship for ™" "“aina the program '
at th- avel,
2. Tea -hools are asking
| ' . . for . .aterials that have

‘ . more flexikility, are less rigid,
R ‘ *and have high intrinsic appeal.
- ... Research and the literature agree .
s that the teacher, and not the
' material, is the mair ingredient
\ in a child s reading progress.

But, it is the effective teacher o ~
- who wants and needs. effective Co
, material : f

4
The effective teachers.in the-University'oijexas .
study, (which Wlll be Cited later), were successful classroom ;Ty,.m /
B ’ T
managers ‘in that their aSSignments to students were interestinc .
varied, and attuned to the abilities of s;udents._ studen?s.f

<

work'was individualized and"appropriate, recogniZing; that dif-
ferent children and even the same'children at different levels

of” development require different tieatment for optimal results.

.?fIt-would seem that:

3. . "S&htwork" must ke examined by
developers. It must be planned,
not for teachers, who coined the:
phrase, but for children. De-.
"velopers must, provide chOices
which ‘are, wheneﬁer poss1ble,""' s

_ . - open- -ended : options. Developers

“ﬁ% oo ' o need to ask of° théir programs,

A S ~ "Do-these materials. foster group
R norms-.and grouf expectancies -
despite our claim that.,our goal . Co \

.is to prOVice_naterials for™ )

individualizing instruction°"

v

In More’ Than Joy What Eoes Research Say About Open

e e ...‘_;,.....,——- PRS-

e i gl 1t —

’

Education, Lyn Martin, New York Agathon, 1976, indicaEEs\v

5o

. children who have independence and self oirection Will develop -,*\\;\;\
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hlgher achlevement motlvatlon, have fewer discipline problems,v

and W1ll learn more Effectlvely Process materials, d1 covery. ap-\
' proach and Plagetlan curr1culum foster 1nternallty, and 1nternal-

121ng appears to be an indication of school and later life

success. Therefore-

4. . These ideas are ¢  'pelling. - //
- reasons for dev °~ ers of pro-
gram to help the teachers, through

T~

| _allow more freedom in a child's
. - approach to learnlng in school.
‘ \ It has been amply demonstrated
: /// that children who direct their
A ' own learning achieve as well
R ‘on standardized tests as
'tradltlonally taught groups.

5. Many teachers view programs
' imbedded with pre-and post testlng
, and othér monitoring ‘devices
E : : . as tools that measure them
x T ‘ [ " -rather than the students.: g
' p This author's. exoerience is supported by Erophy

-and Evertson 1n the book Learnlng From Teacher - A Developmental

Perspectlve, publlshed by Allyn & Bacon, 1976. This publlcatlon

detalls a two-year Study conducted by the Researfh and Developf
: 7 :
ment Center for Teaching Educatlon, Un1vers1ty of Texas, Austin.

) The study, ent1tled The Texas Teacher Effectlveness ‘Project,

us1ngfcogn1t1ve cr1ter1a, examlned teacher effectlveness as’

,determlned by student le nlng galns on standardlzed norm

referenced achlevement t sts.
. !

The researchers found that teachers who sald they were-

////least concerned about standardlzed achlevement tests and

" the scores of chlldren on tests vere the most successful in

LA theuse“Of“‘r éad‘ing materia.l.sl '_'tO'""”"""""“' SO A

prOducing.learnlng galns,as.measured by the tests. . Testlng

N ’ L l

.+ simply supported whatfteachers already knew from experiencejbased‘

14
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on observation of student work, and a working knowledge of

SRi;ls their students "should" know. Few saw testing as impertant

and few tested formally very often. This leads us to consider:

. 5. This dilerma - student testing
L seen as a, teacher evaluation tool "

;" by some, and, as a confirmation 0

n . -tool of what teachers already know
" by others, should be taken into
account by the developer of the
ading program. Can we do -
+eachers what everyone pro-
s that we do for students -
-ide a program that capital-
L.6S On Strondths anda aiminlshes
weaknesses’ ' - .

it ' .,-4' 6. ‘Program developers should also
“ " .. include suggestions in their-
. materials for record Aeeplng.

veloping their observatlon SklllS",/f:
_and would help them_ sort out: )
.pertlnent 1nformatlon about child- "
‘ren's skills. -In turn, this would

help teachers make appLOprlate
- decisions for 1nstructlon and
'--program.

1

B ' Researchers'and program developers,should examine the

l i

work of the North Dakota Study Group on Evaluatlon. Several

publlcatlons detail the efforts of thlS group of educators

”rmho have. addreSSed themselves to concerns about the use of

b

schools; Their suggeatlons and 1deas res00nd ClOSer to ‘most

.

_teachers' needs; documentlng-and assess1ng chlldren s learﬁqu,

o
A,

'y

.%Qf.than do:cfiterian referenced and standarclzed testl T

.‘“-x

study COes further, succestlnc a re- e\amlnatlon'of a.rang

.'

(0]

1

o

' This.would assist teachers in de~ s

narrow accountablllty themes and act1v1ty whlch domlnate our

P

evaluation'issues ard perspectives about scho07s and sc1oolldc

7. pardrrcfessionals and volunteer
parepts are-hosuily drnvolved in
school progrers, partlcularly in the -
reading prograrn. Sumr e tralnlng materials
- S ! .
. . ., 1 . .
. ' : . . - - -~ . : o
\‘1 . N o~ °;.' . o ‘ i’) ’
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



a

In summary,

: - Y s
designed to increase paraprofessional . .
and parent understanding papticularly i
as it relate$ to reading skills are !

isbrely needed. Prlnc1pals and teachers

could also make use of these naterlals
in a variety of ways.

All major developers and pub-
lishers should "get together" to -
develop a materials review format
that, in itself, could be used

, @s. an inservice act1v1ty in

districts examining new readlng
materials. Developers and planners
cooperatively planning a check-
list of procgram e ~ments, would
rrovide building ; incipals and
teachers w1th knowledge and
understanding of the varying .
focuses and emphases of programs
they review, i

There is constant reference in the
literature concerning the cerva51ve'
lack of stated phllosophles, and
goals of education|at the school
dlstrlct, as well as building,
level. This.tool, lor format as L
suggested above, might prove an
excellent strategy four district :
and building level ccmmittees to
alddress their own internal dif-

ferences in philosop” .5 concerning
chiliren's learning - = what school
is all about, particua. -ly as it
relates to the readi:. rogram.

) ; Lo i . ‘ 7 ,‘,“' N
to translation of their efforts into more effective teaching

;and"learning, must focus their efforts'tqward.supabrting the

\

'

efforts and sk 1lls of principals and téacbers. r"I;n.s papcr

_purposely did not discuss what reading'skills keach

methods tc use in

\

in this ¢ -ea 1is overwhelming: it would seex thaf reseuruhors b
R \ [ -

V.

~e

teachi~g reading. The _1terat£:e and ﬁeSearch

researchers ‘and puk ishers who are committez

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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and developers have abetted school people in los1ng sight of

the place of the readlng program'and reading goals for chlldren..
Unfortunately, our concentration on the minutia .of learning,

and in particular ofvlearnihg to read, has convinced the children
' N
that school does not relate to their#Vreal“ world

Let us join in our efforts to perpetrate the r1pple-

kx

effects of recent SLgnlflcant changes that have taken place in

\

. the’ educatlon of chwluren. Let us support alternatlves in the

school organlzatlon, instruction, and learning materialsL

'Let us seek ways in all our efforts to develop effectlve teachers

t
“,

as managers of chlldren s learnlng .and the learnlng environments.
':Let us keep before us a notlon of close relatlonshlp biﬁween
“schoollng né the total lzfe of the comnunlty.

It cur collectivefinsights could focus on improvihg_
the'quality =% 1ife for our children, the national obsession with
3testing_and ~he subseqoent spin-off activities ih our classrooms
Miéht give wsay * o a.rlsiné_spirit aﬁd vitality.in Americah

'education.

17 A ya
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