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PREFACE

Rand is conducting, under the sponsorship ef the U.S. Oifice of Education, a
several-year study of federally funded programs designed to introduce and spread
innovative practices in public schools. These change agent programs normally
offer temporary federal funding to school districts as "'seed méney. ** If an inno-
vation is successful, it is assumed that the district will continue and disseminate
part or all of the project using other sources of funds. The Rana study examines
four such federal change agent programs--Elementary and Secondary Education
Act Title III, Innbvative Projects; Elementary and Secondary Education Act
Title V1, Bilingual Projects; Vocational Education Act, 1968 Amendments, Part D,
Exemplary Programs; and the Right-To-Read Program. The study identifies what
- tends to promote various kinds of changes in the schools and what floesn‘t; in partic-
ular, the Rand study will identify for federal, state, and local policymakers the
nature, permanence, and extent of dissemination of innovations that are assoc.iated
with the various federal programs and with various federal, state, and .ocal practices.

<

A series of five reports describes the first-year results of the Rand study

PO

(July 1973 to July 1974): . -
Volume I (R-1589/1-HEW, A Model of Educational Change) provides a theoret-

1cal perspective for the Rand study by analyzing the current state of knowledge of
planned change in education and by proposing a conceptual model of factors affect-
ing change processes within school districts. o

_ Volume II (R-1589/2-HEW, Factors Affecting Change Agent Projects) contains

the analysis of survey data collected by a national sample of 293 projects in 18 states
= : -g.:)
during November and December 1973, )

Volume III (R-1589/3-HEW, The Process of Change) summarizes the findings

and policy implications resulting from 29 case studies of change agent projects
conducted by Rand staff members and consultants in 25 school districts during
April and May 1974. The case study sites, chosen from the original sample of
293 projects initially surveyed, represent a variety of project objectives and local
district conditions. This report also describes the role of the state education

agencies in selecting, managing, and disseminating change agent projects.,
“Because of Rand's interest ir advancing knowledge of organizational behavior
in educational institutions, the research underlying this report was supported in
part by an allocation of Rand corporate research funds.
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Volume IV (R-1589/4~-HEW, The Findinrs in Review) summarizes the findings

of Vols. I, II, and III, and also synthesizes extensive data collected by Rand on
federal-level program strategy and management for each of the change agent pro-
jects. Volume IV also includes a discussion of alternative federal strategies for
promoting innovation. -

Volume V (R-1589/5-HEW, Executive Summary) presents the study's methods

and results for a gencral audience,

Subsequent research will collect additional data on Titles III and VII of ESEA,
with particular focus on projects whose federai funding has expired.

This report is one of four appendixes to Vol. III. Each appendix deals with a
different federal change program and brfngs together our first-year observations
and findings.a;t federal, state, and local levels. Appendix A deals with Title III,
App. B with reading programs, App. C with bilingual education, and App. D with
career-education.

" This appendix deals primarily with Right-To-Read, a federally administe red ™
program th:it funds innovative reading projects in schools that have been nominated
by their district. It also contains descriptions of some Title III reading projects.
Section I describes the origins and the planning and management strategies that
USOE adopted for Right-To-Read. Section II describes the role that state education
agencies attempt to play in their program. Section III presents syntheses of our
fieldwork case studies, which describe the similarities and differences we found in
the planning, implementation, and adaptati(;n of each of the projects covered, It
also attempts to gener-alizle-from the limited evidence. Section IV presents the )
individual case studies for these Right-To-~Read and Title III projects, In all cases,
the names of states, school district projects, and people are fictitious. Each dis~
trict that pa'rticipated did so under a promise of anonymity; our respondents' frank-
ness and cooperativeness testify to the merits of this guarantee in producing a fair
picture of how these projects developed, with their various strengths and weaknesses.

Ideally, our work would include a synthesis to describe how interactions of
federal, state, and local levels have shaped Right-To-Read. Building o this syn-
thesis, we could then recommend to policymakers at each level courses of action
that taken. together could improve the effectiveness of Right-To~Read. But we had to
settle, in view of time and resource limitations, for much less than this ambitious

goal. Instead, in this appendix, we present our findings at each level of govern-

ment .n separate sections with little attempt to integrate the findings from «.fferent

S
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levels. That task is approached in Vol. IV o. this series (R-1589/4~-HEW, The

Findings in Review), but cannot be pursued to its conclusion within the framework

of the present study.

What we have produced in this appendix is a description of Right-To-Read
as it operates at the federal and state level, together with our description and
analysis of factors that contribute to the strengths and weaknesses of selected
Right-To-Read and Title III projects as they actually operate in the setting of the
schools. The implications of our findings for public policy are discussed more

fully in Vol. IV.
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I. RIGHT-TO-READ

GENERAL OVERVIEW

This section gives a brief overview of the Right-To-Read program to serve as
a background for understanding the case studies of individual projects. The infor-
mation reported here was obtained from interviews with program personnel and
documents on file at the U. S, Office of Education.

The Right-To-Read program was first publicly announced by Commissioner
James Allen in an address to the 1969 Annual Convention of the National Associ-
ation of State Boards of Education. In this address, Commissioner Allen called
for a total national commitment to Right-To-Read and projected a high-priority
programmatic attack on reading proBlems across the nation. He expressed an
urgency about solving reading problems and proposed an ambitious goal for the
Right-To-Read effort: 'eliminating illiteracy by 1980." This objective has been
adopted by the Right-To-Read program as a focal point for its cnergics.

A unique change strategy has evolved for implementing the Right—To—Read
idea broadly outhined by Dr. Allen. Right-To-Read’s role in this strategy is to
provide the leadership but not the bulk of the resources needed for a nationwide
reading improvement effort, The resources are planned to come from redirecting
the use of funds from existing federal, state, and local sources. A multilevel
approach to redirecting resources is being attempted, whereby the Right -To-Read
program is organizing reading improvement programs at the federal, state, and
local levels in education as well as in communities, private industry, and a num-
ber of professional associations and national service groups.. The idea is thal
these organizing efforts will not only lead to successful reading improvement pro-
grams 1n these organizations but also create an impetus for change in reading that
will spread beyond the points of federal intervention. Right -To-Read's role in
organizing reading improvement programs is to be the "catalyst'” for change by
assisting in the establishment of reading as a top priority within each organization,

providing guidelines for planning a reading improvement program, offering tech -

nical assistance, and making available model reading programs. Small grants of
funds may also be provided for administrative and other kinds of expenses such as
staff tx;am;ng. \

In line with this strategy, the Right-To-Read program has had up until recer;tly

no specific authorizing legislation.BThe limited funds needed to operate the prograrn




~

have been obtained through the existing legislative,authority of the Cooperative
Research Act. Althouuh the provisions of this act have 1mpo>e‘d sonle ctonstraints
on feasible activities, there has been flexibility for Right-To-Read to move forward
on it plan~, In FY 1974, the Congress passed legislation as part of PL 93-380, a
bill amending the Elementary and Secondary Education .\t of 1965, specifically

e stablishing a Title VII Reading Improvement Program in OE,

PROGRAM BUDGET AND NUMBERS OF PROJECTS

As indicated 1n Table 1, the funding of the Right-To-Read program has remained
stable over tine and at the relatively low level of less than $12 million. A portion
ot these funds has been spent on a series of projects in both local school districts
and cominmunities. These projects are intended to tenerate model reading programs
that will be useful as demonstration sites in efforts by states and other local school
districts developing their own reading improvement programs. These school dis-
trict projects are cof two types:A the so- called " school-based’” projects, which are

three-year grants of approximately $ 40,000 per year to a single school in selected

local districts; and the "large-~city' projects, which are three-year grants of
$100, 000 per year to groups of several schocls in school districts in th{e 21 cities |
with the largest population. The ''large-city' projects are the focus of the case
studies reported here. .

Right-To-Read has also made grants of $100, 000 or more to 31 states for use
1n huﬂng Right-To-Read staff, training LEA personnel in planning and implementing
;eading improvenient programs, and for other expenses. Over 50 projects of vary-
ing sices are supported for numerous oiher purposes, including the development of
a TV adul: literacy course, sponsorship of a number of centers for training tutors
to work with adult illiterates, demonstrations of improved teacher training pro-

grams in reading in colleges of education, seminars in reading improvement for

principals. and other activities,” See Table 2, B

Table 1

. {XPP_?:OPRIATIONS FOR RIGHT-TO-READ
($ million)

Iiscal

Ye r Appropriations
|

1972 . . . . . . . . .12 -
O 4

1974 .12
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Table 2
NUMBER OF PROJECTS SUPPORTED

: E stration Projects . . .
Fiscal Demonstration Projects State Special

Year Large City | Sclol-Based ' Community-Based | Grants Projects

1971 -- -- -- 3
1972 21 5 68
1973 21 g 68
1974 21 ! 7+

STRATEGY FOR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

Right-To-Read is supporting its demonstration projects primarily for the
purpose of developing model reading programs that will be useful in working with
states, and does not currently plan to fund another round of projects. After the
demonstration projects funded in 1972 have reached maturity, the plan is to shift
more emphasis to working with the states.

Right-To-Read has develoApe'd a unique and highly specific approach to reading
improvement in schools that its demonstration projects were expected to follow.

This approach, which is called the School-Based Plan-of-Action, prescribes the

kind of innovation that a school district is expected to undertake, a planning process,
and organizational yuidelines. The key elements of the School-Based Plan-of-Action

strategy are as follows:

Project schools should implement some form of diagnostic/Prescr‘ip-

tive reading, which is a teaching-by-dbjectives approach to reading
that allows flexibility in the actual choice of curriculum and instruc-
tional methods,

Project schools should attempt a total approach to reading improve-

ment, which means that rather than changing one or two compo-
nents of the school reading prouram, a whole series of interre lated
changes should be made, such as introducing new instructional
methods, new curriculum materials, parent involvement,’ a reading
center, and specialist personnel.

In each school all the teachers and all the students, whether or not
they have severe reading problems, should be involved. This is

called the whole school concept.

In ecach school, the principal should be the project director and should

be tully responsible for project decisionmaking and management.
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. Each school should appoint a Unit Task Force consisting of a central
office staff member, ‘the principal, two teachers, two parents, and the
school librarian (optional) to plan the reading improvement effort and
oversee implementation.

. Each project school should decide on its own reading improvement

program and plan it by following an ll~step planning process kit

desioned by Right-To-Read staff. This planning process begins with
a needs assessment (which has also been laid out in kit form) and
includes steps to select project objectives, instructional materials,
diagnostic instruments, instructional approaches, personnel,
in-service training, and the project budget.

® Each project should emphasize staff development by spending 85 per-

cent of the total budget on in-service and other training activities.

In addition, Right-To-Read provided each project with expert technical assistance

from Technical Assistance Teams located at five sites across the country. Mem-

bers of these teams periodically visited projects to help with planning, in-service
training, and problem solving. Téam me;nbe rs were specifically trained in the
11-step planning process and were supposed to work closely with projects during
this phase of activ{ty.

The selection of Right-To-Read projects was handled somewhat differently
from other federal progra;ns: Instead of a competi‘tive award, Right-To-Read

asked each state to nominate four schools, one each of the following types:

. Tiansition sites: schools without substantial federal funds earmarked

for reading improvement that demonstrate a willingness to make the

transition from existing ineffective reading programs to effective

reading programs. Such schools were to contain the largest number
_of pupils in kindergarten through 12th grade who fall in the lowest

quartile in reading.

e Redirection sites: schools having the same qualifications as transi-

tion sites except with substantial federal funds earmarked for reading
improvement,

e Expansior sites; schools in which promising practices were occurring

and Right-To-Read money would be used to expand these practices into
exemplary programs. Such schools should have substantial numbers

of students in the second and thixd reading quartiles.
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e _Impact sites: schoois already having exernplary reading programs in

such areas as teacher training, diagnostic/prescriptive approach,
individualizing instruction, classroom organization, management,

and others.

From the list of nominations submitted, Right-To-Read staff selected 85 schools,
essentially at randoni, but in such a way as to produce an even distribution of proj-
cct type and location. ) _

Since the states nominated only a few projects in the central cities, where
reading was « critical problem, it was decided to award Right~-To-Read projects. to
school districts in the 21 largegt cities. Agai}z, the award was noncompetitive,
with the district superintendents asked to nominate the participating schools. The
request was for three schools in each district, al' of which would participate in the
Right-To-Read project, with one school as an in;pact site, one a transition site,
and the third a redirection site. The idea was that the impact site would initially
help the other two schools become impact sites, and then all three sites would
become demonstration sites for districtwide replication within the three-year life
of the project. . ’

In addition to providing project resources, management guidelines, and,tech-:
nical assistance, the federal Right-To-Read staff makes periodic visits to the

demonstration sites. .

STRATEGY FOR WORKING WITH STATES

The Right-To~Read strategy for working with the states, which is still at an
early stage of development, is the component of the program that the federal staff
believes potentially can have the most significant impact on reading practices.
Under this strategy, the states are expected to finance their Right-To-Read effort
with existing federal and state funds, or with new funds legislated by the state for
reading, and to retrain personnel already in the SEA and concerned with reading
"rather than hiring new staff for Right-To-Read. This is a key aspect of Right-
To-Read's overall approach of using existing funds and persoximel in a reading
improvement effort.

A sccond component of the state strategy is that the Right-To-Rcad office

supplies the states with technical know-how in organizing and implementing a reading

“These definitions are from the ;Bi ht-To-Read Plan of Action issued in the
swnmer of 1971, .Lé
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improvement effort. This technical know-how is in the forn. of guidelines to

states on what should be done to organize and implement a state Right-To-Read
effort; federal staff assistince to states in developing plans, reviewing progress,
«and suggesting approaches; model state management practices; model reading pro-
grams for schools; and model change strategies for local projects (e. g., the school-
bas~d Rlan of Action strateuy developed by the federal proers. - office). Indicative
.. of the relations between states and the federal program A <ht-Tn-Read
works with each state to develop a reading program that meets its needs and"meshes
with the organizational reallties of that state.
Right-To-Read 15 also encovraging states to adopt the "multiplier strategy"
for their :é;;ldmg mprovement progranis, origmually developed by the Minnesota
SEA. The idea 1s to select twenty or so persons in LEAs distributed demograph-
1¢ aliy_ across the state and train them in reading methods and the basic Right-To-
Read approaih to reading improvement, These persons then return to their school
districts and build a local Right-To-Read org.mzation. Once the local program is
operating successfully, these idividuals'train other local districts in the Right-
To-Read approatﬁ. This year, Right-To-Read ig working with some states to
develop and .pd(kz.xge moudjel programs for training the original cadre of LEA admin-
istrators, which*is 'a first step 1'nm implementing the multiplier strategy.,
> The goals and strategies of the I{ight-To-Read program at the state level are

described in Section Il .

-
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. STATE EDUCATION AGENCY PARTICIPATION -

ROL.E A8 1N DEMONSTRATION SITES

SEAs have had a munimal role in dealing with Right- Tov-Read demonstration
projects 1n schools. Although the SEAs were responsible for nominating sites,
Right-To-Read conmipletely excluded them from the selection process and, at least
in the states where we interviewed, did not even notify them when the awlirds were
made. Within those states that maintained strong reading programs before Right-
To-Read, our interviews suggested that this slighting of the SEA staff created frus-
tration and re sentn{fent.m Right-To-Read also did not encourage the states to become
involved in monitoring the demonstration sites on the theory that this would mini-
nize potential conflicts between the states and the federally supplied Technical
A.bbibljdn(,e Teams concerning the implementation of the Right-To-Reed Plan-of-
Action strategy. ' ﬂ
) Of the ten states represented i'n. our Right-To-Read sample, only two have had
contact with th-e/ir e%ehool_-ba sed sites, one periphetrally and one actively. In both
cases, the states view their degree of involvement as votluntary. In the state
clamung active mmvelvemont with school-based sites, members of the SEA describe
themselves as technic. assisfants, and view their job as one of providing this
specific service to all reading programs in the state. In the state with peripheral
involvement, a large, active, state-funded reading program had been operating
befoxe Right-T'o-Rcad money became available. Because of the size of t‘;ie reading
program, the SEA's Reading Division can visit only 80 out of the 1000 projects each
year; and Right-To-Read's sites are among those projects that nught be visited.
The Reading Division assumes the responsibility for coordinating reading instruc=
tion for all reading projects but seldom visits the Right-To-Read sites, which are
regarded as ''one less place to go. ' The main involvement with the Right-To-Read
sites is through one person on the division's staff of 13 who has the responsibility
for clissemine.ting information about all projects, including both the state and Right-

To-Read sites.

“Based on telephone interviews with program officers in elghteen states and
personal interviews in nine. A ﬂ

Y
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When asked whether they would change the management of the school-based
sites if they had a more active role in the program, about half of the Right-To-
Read directors responded yes, they would make cha;lges if given the opportunity,

Of those content with the U, S, Office of Education (OE) management of the
school-based sites, two were directors who found federal program staff helpful and
the guidelines beneficial; another was from a state with so extensive a reading pro-
.gram that the SEA was pleased not to have the additional responsibilities.

On the other hand, one of the four directors who wanted a change; in management
was from a state with an extensive and well-developed reading program. In this
irnstanceL, the state Right-To-Read directdor ridiculed what he considered the redun-
dant, if not wasted, federal effort that was going into the school-based sites. He
stated that the "school-based sites are doing what [our] schools have been doing for
year\é. " This state is now in the process of pulling together the best components of
all the state reading programs for dissemination. The director concluded that state
management of school-based sites would permit administration on a larger plan
basis, thus alfowing for more innovation and greater dissemination.

The remaining three state Right-To-Read directors in favor of change wanted
less to assume managen ent of these sites than to receive information about them.
Dissemination failed, they felt, because of lack of contact between the SEA and the
. project; that is, the school-based sites are isolated from the rest of the state (two
stat‘es)‘;md are provided poor technical assistance (three states view federal tech-
nical assistance as very weak).

The wish to change management of school-based sites is highly correlated with
reported coaflict with OE. A frequent cor;;)laint is that OE fails to notify the SEA
about . Which local educat{on agency (LEA) has received the Right-To-Reaa grant.
Other problems concern role definition; the SEA wants to provide technical assis-
tance to the school-based site and/or monitor the project, but it feels OE's resis-
tance. A very touchy problem, reported by one state, occurred when the state
nominated a school as an exemplary Right-To-Read site and OE then made it a
redirection site (i.e., a school willing to make the transition from an existing

ineffective reading program to an effective reading program).

EFFECTS OF THE FEDERAL PROGRAM ON THE STATES

&

From the perspective of the Riglit-To-Read directors in the SEAs that we

visited, the demonstration sites have failed to provide exemplary programs for the

15
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states. g They feel that this failure stems from the ""You go your way and I'll go
nune' attitude of OE toward the SEAs regarding these sites. The demonstration
schools were most often typified as isolated frorn the mainstream of reading prac-
tices in the s‘tate, in need of better technical assistance than OE can provide, and
hence not influential. .

Only four of the ten Right-To~Read directors whom we interviewed stateci that
the federal program staff and the fedgral guidelines have had an effect on their state
reading program. One of these states has been able to initiate a statewide reading
program, and the federal money helped bring this state program to fruition. This

state used the federal Plan-of-Action strategy in working with its schools. Two

other states used the Minnesota Plan  in developing their reading programs, and in

these states Right-To-Read money was used to increase SEA reading staff size.

“Fron,: the viewpoint of the federal office, it is, In fact, too early to tell. The
federal programn oificers are currently in the process of identifying which sites
were exemplary., After this 1s done, they may try to,use these projects as demon-
stration sites for ' state purposes.

A strategy developed by the Minnesota State Department of Education to
implement a statewide reading improvement effort.

¥
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III. SYNTIHESIS OF CASE STUDIES

John G. Wirt

HISTORY OF INNOVATION IN READING :

Innovation in reading practices is not a new phenomenon in American schools.
It has been vccurring continuously over the years in response to a variety of social
and technical forces. ‘ '

In the carly years of the country, the primary forces leading to change in read-
ing were social and influenced mainly the content of classroom readers. During
the period o f the late 1700s and early 1800s, classroom readers contained
patriotic stories and contemporary American literature, as a means of pulling the
country together and away from its European origins. Also, gréat stress was
placed on rules and exercises in correct pronunciation, for the purpose of over-
coming the diversity of spoken dialects and promoting greater unity in American
ianguage. By the late 1800s, these concerns evolved to where reading eraphasized
educating the populace for intelligent citizenship, which grew from an increasing
realization that the success of the new democracy was dependent not so much on
arousing patriotic sentiment as on developing the intelligence of the people, who
were to chouse their representatives. Around the turn of the century, as the
nation was maturing, the primary function of reaciing became the development of

appreciation for and a permanent interest in literature.

4

- DESCRIPTION OF CASE STUDY SITES

Adamston, ¢ northeasie i wity of 400,000, has long been & center for transportation. « distnbution pomt fot
many of the nation’s leading products. The population 1s moving away from the decaying. often violence-prone mner
cty.

Middleton 15 art old northeastern seaport city with many diversitied industries  Tts most serious inner-City
problem s ractal stife m the schools

Rockton, ¢ midwestern uity m g predomindantly agncultural state. 1 a magor manufacturing center, with 4 popu-
lation (about S00.000) that is made p of Germ, Poles blacksand Checanos

Brickton, 4 noithedstern sedport city ., has been largely rebuiltin the last decade and now supports diversified
manufactunng mduostry s poputation of over | nullion s almost half black. The city has long been considered a
center for learnmg. .

Lindaton s « mddle- to upper-middic cass resdential suburh (population S0.000) of 4 Luge mudwestern city
he school distiict s hnown Tor its quality teaching staft and innovative practices  Although near the cential Lty
Lindaton 1s only now experiencmg the m-nugration of blacks,

Able 15 an older northeasteni vity that has had its share of mner-city problems, mcluding controversy among
its varied ethnic population about the quality of city schools.

17 ¢
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Education research began to influence reading in the early 1900s. In the first
quarter of the 1900s. researchers pointed out the importance of silent reading in
learning to read, against the established tradition of emphasis on oral reading.
Researchers alse pointed out that reading speed was an important skill and sug -
gested classroom exercises for improving this skill. For the first time, different

. reading disabilities began to be recognized and the concept of remedial reading
emerged.

In the next 25 years, reading was again strongly influenced by social forces,

v only this time the effect was not so much on content of readers as on the priority
of reading in the schools. During World War II, an illiteracy problem of surprising
proportions was uncovered in proc':ess'mg personnel for military service and, after
the war, concern gr'c;w that schools should be doing a better job of teaching students
to read. Also during this tiime there was rapid expansion of the mass commmunica-
tions industry, which causcig educators to be concerned for the first time on a
broad scale with how to ﬁ,‘éigelop interest in reading.

The period since the 1950s has been dominated by advances in reading research
and developrent, and by rising public support for a strong federal role in solving
major social problems. The developments in reading research and development
have mcluded increased understanding of decoding procasses in learning to read
(e.g., from the science of linguistics), new techniques for teaching reading (e.g.,
language experience), advances in understanding of basic reading skills, and
explosive growth in the range of instructional programs and materials that have
been developed and are available on the market. ) Rising public concern for ,
serious social problems has resulted in legislation authorizing a strong new role
for the federal government in providing resources and leadership for the solution
of major education problems. In reading, this support has resulted in the Right-
To-Read program (described in Sec. I) and the hig}h priority on reading immprove-
ment in many other federal education programs. Of the other programs in the
change agent study in addition to Right-To-Read, reading projects are mostly in

the state and federal portions of the Title III program.

FIELDWORK DESIGN

One of the major arcas of recent advance in reading research and development

has been in the diagnostic/prescriptive approach to reading instruction, and this

’

“The contents of this section are drawn and paraphrased from Nila Benton
Smith, American Reading Instruction, International! Reading Association, Newark,
Delaware, 1965, 18

-
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was the basic reading innovation selected for investigation in the fieldwork in

reading projects. All six of the reading projects selected were, at least as stated
in their project proposals, for implementing the diagnostic/prescriptive approach
in the project schools. The basic idea of the diagnostic/prescriptive approach is
to systematize reading instruction by specifying a sequence of well-defined skills
for teachers to use in organizing classroom instruction, and by providing teachers

with the means to individualize instruction through (1) téstixﬁg the achie:vement of

.their students with respect to the set of prespecified skills and (2) preb}senting
activities to individpal stadents that are specifically designed to strengthen their
performance in skill areas of weakness detected through testing, Testing and
prescription is to be done frequently throughout the sc':hool year as students pro-
gress. The diagnostic /prescriptive approach capitalizes on the progress that has
been made in research on the reading process and basic skills, and in the develop-
ment of instrucffonal programs to teach these skills.

This apprdach 1s in great contrast with the more traditional approach to the
teaching of reading where students p;oceed'essentially lock-step through an instruc-
tional program decided on by the teacher with virtually no mid-year testing and
littie adjustment of the basic curriculum to meet individual needs. Most teachers
adjust their reading curriculum to individual students to some extent, by giving
extra help on the side to some students, and test through intez:prefing informal cues.
But with the diagnostic /presc ripti\ie approach, instructional activities should be

much more highly differentiated arr;&)ng students and much more frequently modi-

[

fied during the course of instruction. - - .
In addit;on to limiting the reading fieldwork to projects implementing the
diagnostic/prescriptive approach, restriction was also made to projects in which:

Multiple schools were involved. By limiting investigation to projects

in which two or more schools were involved, separation of project

effects from interschool diffex"ences was facilitated.

Primarily elementary schools were involved. By limiting investiga-
tion to projects involving primarily elementary schools, the projects
were more similar in objectives and activities.

A total approach to change wa%s attempted. This was defined as

follows: (1) the project was a;imed al changing the regular classroom
i
teachers in the project schools; (2) the project included other com-
ponentsrsuch as learning centérs, peer tutoring, or parent involve-
H

ment; and (3) the project invol:ved all the students in the project

19
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. schools, or at least all the students in several grade levels, In
practical terrms, these criteria eliminated programs that were
strictly tutorial or remedial, or that did not have a sizable n.service
component.
e The project was located in a heavily urban area. The larger the
city, the more serious is the problem of low reading achievement,
and change 1s often thought to be more difficult to achieve in such
cities. We chose, therefore, to limit our investigation to projects
in urban school districts (more than 90 percent of the school district
population is classified as urban according to data from the

U.S8. Census).

Using these criteria, we sorted through all 150 Title III projects in the Rand
change agent study, but could find only two that met these criteria. Both of these
were in the federal Sec. 306 portion of Title III. The school districts (nax.nes ’
fictitious) in which these projects were located and a brief project description are
shown in Table 1.

It is surprising that there were only two reading programs in Title III satisfy-
ing our criteria, because the kind of innovation included seems so central to the
objectives of schools. Of the 150 projects in the change agent sample, 95 had
indicated in the survey questionnaire that they had something to do with reading.

Of these, 41 satisfied the multischool and urban criteria, implying that 39 of them
were not for implementing the diagnostic/prescriptive method or were not for a
"total approach' to reading improvement. Judging {rom the abstracts of these
projects, most were of a peripheral nature, such as remedial reading programs,
or were of a more innovative variety, such as the teaching of reading in ''content
areas' (e.g., social studies). For our fieldwork, we selected projects that were
more of the "hard-core' variety, that is, less unorthodox in the type of innovation
attempted and more intensive in treatiment.’ )

Of the 25 Right-To-Read projects in the Rand change agent study, 12 satisfied
our criteria, and of these, four were selected for fieldwork, essentialiy arb"}trarily.
The school districts (names fictitious) in which these projects are located ax;d a =

brief project description are shown in Table 2. All of these projects are from the

set of projects that Right-To-Read calls its "large-city schools' projects. Right-

To-Read also has a number of single-school projects that the program office judges

2 .
to be more successful on the average, b‘\)xt that are mostly in suburban or rural
~

school districts.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 1

DESCRIPTION OF TITLE 111, SECTION 306, READING PROJECTS

School District

Description in Project Proposal

Lindaton

A group of reading teachers was to be trained in the
latest reading methods, including diagnosis and
prescription. These methods were to be implemented
in all nine district schools through assignment of
these reading teachers to these schools. The project
was managed from the district office.

%aker

A series of training workshops for teachers in the
latest reading methods and including diagnosis and
prescription was to be developed and offered to
teachers. Follow-up service into classrooms was
to be provided. The project was managed by an
independent agency, outside the school district, but
funded through the school district.

Table 2

DESCRIPTION OF THE RIGHT-TO-READ READING PROJECTS

4

School District

Description in Project Proposal

Rockton

Brickton

Three schools were to implement a new basal read-
ing program incorporating diagnosis and prescrip-
tion and make several other changes in reading
centers, learning centers, and tutorial programs.
A fourth school was to implement a complete
diagnostic/prescriptive reading system.

A complete diagnostic/prescriptive reading system
and training program for teachers was to be
developed, demonstrated in ten schools, and then
implemented citywide.

Adamston

A highly specified, intensive, and skill-based read=-
ing and reading readiness program was to be imple-
mented in two of the district's schools.

Middleton

Funds were to be used for in-service workshops on
diagnostic /prescriptive reading and provision of
assistance to teachers.

ol
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As described in Sec. I, all Right-To-Read projects were expected to follow
the "School-Based Plan of Action' strategy in planning and implementing their

reading improvement program:

) Grant-in-Aid Funding: Selected school districts were informed in

late 1971 that they would receive $100, 000 per year for three years
for the improvement of reading and were asked to select three schools
where the money would be spent. The fiist $10, 000 of the award was
to be spent on preparing a plan for the rest of the project. Thus,
school districts received money before any plans were set on how
the money would be spent. This procedure was intended to provide
maximum flexibility to school districts in using the funds provided
and to demonstrate that the Plan of Action strategy would work in a
wide variety of school districts--not just the ones able to win a grants
competition.

e School-Based Problem Solving: The thxiusc of Right-To-Read's

strategy is that the federal support is to be used for local problem
solving; that is, each school in a project should consider its needs
and decide what improvements to make in the area of reading. To
further reinforce this emphasxs, Right-To-Read specified that the
"principal should be the project director” for each school, on the

theory that the principal is the key change agent in a school.

. Total Approach: In problem solving, schools were to consider the

needs of all grade levels (the "whole school"), and to develop a com-
prehensive plan for reading improvement, including all the elements
necessary for a complete reading program.

e Type of Innovation: To narrow the range of problems schools would

consider and to stimulate adoption of the latest reading technology,
Right-To-Read also specified that schools should implement the
diagnostic/prescriptive method of reading instruction.

e Management Needs Assessment and Planniag: As aids in problem

solving, project staffs were provided with and trained in the use of
step-by -step kits for performing a needs assessment and preparing
a project plan.

. Technical Assistance: As a further aid in problem solving, projects

were also provided access to Technical Assistance Teams, who were

versed in the Right-To-Read P‘l)an-of-ActiOf‘.-strategy and were
~
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available to visit projects for consultation on problems and to help
with in-service training of teachers.

e Staff Development: Eighty-five percent of project funds were to be

spent on staff development.

The support strategy for the two Title III, Section 306 projects differs in some

important respects:

° Competitive Award: In Title III[, school districts develop their own

ideas for projects and submit detailed proposals for review by the
federal program office. Awards are made by the federal program
office on the basis of the quality of these proposals in comp.a‘rison
with other proposals submitted.

e Central Project Staff: Although not specified as an element of

Title III strategy, most projects are organized so that objectives and
activities are determined by a central project staff and not by
individual schools.

e Management: Projects are expected to follow the accountability

model of project management, which requires an educational impact
evaluation, a process implementation evaluation, and a management

plan. An independent audit of the evaluation design and its results

is also required.

Title III recommends an emphasis on staff development and use of technical assist-
ance but does not have formally stated requirements.

Because of these differences in the strategies of the Title III, Section 306, and
the Right-To-Read programs, there is an opportunity in the reading fieldwork to
assess differences in effects on innovativie projects. The issues are how these
differeﬁces affect the initiation, implementation, and continuation processes of the
project: the kinds of changes attempted by the project; and the extent of change
achieved. Caution is V\;arranted, however, in generalizing from oui results
because the sample of projects in the reading fieldwork is so small.

Our synthesis of the fieldwork in reading projects will be presented in five
.major sectidns. The first section will consider the technology of diagnostic/
prescriptive reading and what happens when it is introduced into schools; the

second, project initiation; the third, project implementation; the fourth, project

continuation; and the fifth, project (j;:zfemination.
~
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DIAGNOSTIC /PRESCRIPTIVE READING AND CIHHANGE

The overwhelining impression from the fieldwork in reading projects is the
difficulty and complexity of implementing the intricate technology of diagnostic/
prescriptive reading in schools. Although there were many examples of teachers
who totally changed their approach to teaching as a result of thé reading project,
there were only afcw instances ol schools that were radically transformed. Imple-
menting diagnosis and prescription i reading requres fundamental change in the
instructional styles and techniques that teachers are expected to use. The changes
are difficult for teachers to make and require complicated arrangements of support-

ing resources.

Reading Skills

In diagnostic/prescriptive reading, instruction is organized according to a
hierarchical sequence of basic skills., Once these skills are defined, it is possible
to select reading objectives. to select or develop instructional materials specifi-
cally for these objectives, and to select or develop means for diagnostic testing,
all of which are essential to the diagnostic/prescriptive approach. As examples of
what is meant by a hierarchy of basic reading skills, we present a list in Table 3
that has becn developed for use in a commercial reading system.:‘:

One of the important kinds of changes required in implementing the diagnostic/
prescriptive approach to reading is greater teacher awareness of specific reading
skills, the order in which these should be taught, and how to recognize different

reading skill deficiencies. These are the fundamental steps foxmost teachers to

struction, and

make in adopting the diagnostic/prescriptive approach to reading Y
they are difficult for mianyteachers to make. Many teachers we intérviewed seemed
va:g_ue about essential skills in reading, unsystematic in orﬁglanizing reading instruc-
tion, and tended to ke undiscriminating in identifying differences among students'’
reading 'difficulnes: They tended to perceive students as slow, average, or fast
readers, and not to see skill differentials. A basic insight that teachers can gain
from the diagnostic/prescriptive approach is that it is possible for both "slow' and
"fast' readers in their classrooms to have the same reading skill deficiencies and

needs for learning. The kind of change that teachers can experience from adoting

the diagnostic/prescriptive approach is indicated by a quotation from one teacher

“This list has been developed by the Wisconsin Research and Development
Center for Cognitive Learning for the Word Attack component of its reading system,
the Wisconsin Design for Reading Ski};/‘)ev_elopment.
o s
ERIC -
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whonm we interviewed: ""As a result of this project, I now see differences in ny
kids that I did not see before ana how to teach to those difterences.

The suc-ess uf the reading projects in producing this change in teachers was
difficult to deteriine and 15 hard to summarize. One of the best sources of infor-
mation was the opinion of rcading specialist teachers in the projects, who could

identify teachers in their schools whou had made a major transition in their approach

to reading. Althoug

h there are serious problems of definition and validity in the
responses of these specialists, the modal number of such transitions by teachers
was in the range of three to five (in elementary schools). However, within a
project. the nuwmber of such transitions reported varied greatly by school. In some
schools, there were evidently no teachers greatly (hanged, and in a few others,
alinost all teachers were greatly changed, In most schools there were also many

il
other teachers who changed to some lesser degree,

Sy,

Diagnostic Testing - =&

The most direct way for teachers to determine the reading .skill deficiencies
of their students is with specially designed diagnostic tests, and all of the projects
elected e'ther to purchase comuiercial tests or to develop them locally. If well

traned, teachers can diagnage reading skill deficiencies informally through

interpretation of student responses f)r with _teacher-made tests (informal reading
inventories), but the more formal approach of using packaged tests appeared to
clarify the testing task. Most of the projects also expected the teachers to keep
records of student performaince on these tests as a means of keeping track of
student needs. Some superintendents (particularly in Lindaton and Brickton) saw
the test results as « major benefit uf the diagnostic/prescriptive approach to read-
ing: Whenever students transferred to a new teacher, their diagnostic profiles
could be transferred along with them to give the new teachers an instant picture

of their new students' reading abilities.

Judging from the projects we visited, the demands of the diagnostic/
prescriptive method for frequent in-class testing.}génerate more teacher resistance
than any other aspects of the diagnrostic /prescriptive approach. 'Test, test, test,
is all we do, " is a typical reaction; "it takes valuable time away from teaching. "
Teachers also strenuously object to all the required record-keeping, and we found
few teachers in the projects who were doing a careful job of keeping diagnostic
profiles unless provided with external support. )

Clearly, the test, teach, test, style of teaching, which is required by the

diagnostic /prescriptive upproach, is not the way teachers teach now. They doubt

| ERIC <6
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its efficacy, and they strenuously object to the additional time burden it iinposes

on their rouwtine. Teachers did 10t see which other activities should be displaced
for this testiag and record-keeping. Supporters of diagnosis and prescription
argue that record-keeping s not that burdensome (in soimne projects, teachers had
only to punch a few holes in a card for each student after each test) and that the
benefits to quality of instruction more than con;pensate for the costs.

2 In the projects we visited, testing and 1'e\E:'yord—keeping were implemented to
sonie degree only if records were required and these requirements were enforced
(Brickton) and’or if auxiliary services were provided to relieve teachers of the
requirements for in-class teaching and/or record-keeping. These, auxiliary ser-
vices were provided in the form of a computerized, control-otfice-provided test-
scoring and record-keeping service (Brickton) or by extra personnel who did the
work (Adamston and one school in Rockton), .

.

Instructional Approaches

’

Another source of resistance,to the diagnostic/prescriptive approach is con-

flict with the existing instructional approaches to reading accepted by teachers. In

a review of reading, Reginald Corder has identified eight different instructional

approaches:

1]
® Meaning emphasis ¢
.
© Code emphasis
Phonics .
- Whole word v
' e Linguistics

e Modified alphabet :
® Responsive environment ’
° Programmed learning

. e Individualized reading

. l.anguage experience

[hese approaches are not highly scientific in prescribing how to teach, but are

mther'styles of teachinu, somewhat distinguishable by what skills are emphasized,

¥

“The Information Base for Reading, Educational Testing Service, Berkeley,
California, 1971.

i
~~
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in what order these are taught, and how they are presented to hildren, In the
meaning emphasis approach, for example, the rule 1s that comprehension and
interpretation should be included as major goals of instruction from the start, with
children introduced at an early stage to whole words and sentences lh(:u are as
closely geared to their own experiences as possible. In phonics, the emphasis in

the early sta.ges of reading 1s on ""code-busting. Learning letter and syllable
sounds «s « mphasized first, burlding up to word recognition. Comprehension and

. interpretation are not emiphasized at the beginning.  M\ost teachers, however, are
not versed in these different instructional approaches, but in their styles of teach-
ing and (ontent emphases behave approximately according to one or more of these
approaches. /

In the diagnostic /prescriptive approach, the emphasis is on teaching well-
defined basic skills, and many teachers who follow instructional approaches that
emphasize higher order reading skills. such as comprehension, that have not been
as well. defined resist this dspeét of the diagnostic /prescriptive method. There
were many classroom teachers (and reading teachers) in projects who objected to
the basic shills emphasis of the diagnostic/prescriptive approach. "Word aftack,
word attack, word attack, that's all we teach,' one project reading ieacher said,’
"and that's not enough. "

The emphasis on basic skills implicit in diagnosis and prescription also creates
a related problem, which is a conflict over educational goals. Parents, school
administrators, and the public are usually more concerned with how well the
children are doing on comprehension and other higher order skills<than with the
basic skills emphasized in diagnosis and prescription. Because of this factor,
there can be opposition to the diagnostic/prescriptive appro’ach if it results in
children who can proncince words but not understand what they are reading. This
is exactly what happened in the Adamston project, which emphasized basic skills.

In this project, improvements in basic skills were dramatic but comprehension did
not change at all, and the district officials were not entliusiastic abcut the project.
Improvement in comprehension was stated as a project goals but the project
evaluator suggested dropping it because he thought the project would not be able to
produce comprehension gains in a short period of time. Ie thought that failing to
achieve that goal would discredit the project in the eyes of the community and the
administration.

. The educational technologist retorts, as did the Adamston project director,
that the;re is no reason why comprehension could not be taught through diagnosis

.

and prescription if we could define it P)recisely. "But we can't, ' he asserted, ''and
’ ~
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we shouldn't try to teach what we don't know how to teach. T Although this is a
philogophically defensible position, it 1s still not acceptable to many people.

There are reading specialists who would argue the opposite position that
enough basic skills related to comprehension are known (such as the concept of
"get-the-main-idea'’) to teach through diagnosis and prescription. But these skills
are generally less well defined than decoding skills. As evidence, the comprehen-
sion component of Wisconsin Design has been much slower in development than the
Word Attack component.

-

Skill Referencing

In addition to defining reading skills and establishing techniques for diagnosis,
implementation of the diaglnostic/prescriptive approach requires that teachers be =»
provided with a means for selecting reading materials to teach specific skills.

Most of the schools had a wealth of commercially published reading materials,
both purchased by the project and already available in the schools, and they relied -
on these in reading programs.

4 problem, however, with commercial materials is that [)lelishers do not
generally explain what portions of instructional materials are useful in teaching
what reading skills. This makes it hard for teachers to select what materials to
use to téach particular skills.

Lack of librarics containing skill-referenced reading n‘»atcmals accessible
to (lassroom tcachers was a serious problem in two of ther four projects we visited
that made a scrious attempt to implement a sophisticated version of diagnostic/
prescriptive reading (Lindaton and Brickton). Both of these projects had a means
for skill refercencing on the drawing bodards, but during the project iifetime were
only able to reach the diagnostic stage of implementing the diagnostic/prescriptive
approach and fcll down on prescription.  As a result, it was left to the teachers!
own initiative to organize materials for instruction, and few had.the time or
techpical knowdedye to-do-This. Our conclusion is that diagnbsis/pr.cscription is’
an cxample of an cducational innovation where partial implcm;ntation is reallyv

no implementation at all in t8rms of the cffccts on teaching.

Ixcadmg Systems

One solution to Lhe problem of providing teachers w1th references to reading

mater ~ls was for projects to purchase a commeurcial reading system or develop

Thls position is argued forcefully in Carl Bereiter, Must Weé Educate?,
Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewoed Cl1£fs, New Jexséy, 1973.

N\ ¢ -
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one locally, andAwo of the six school districts in our fieldwork sample (plus one
school in Rockton) elected to do this. In addition, one project (Brickton) elected
to d’eyelop its own reading system. These reading systems consist, at a minimum,
of a hierarchy of basic reading ékills, instruments for skill testing, a means for
recording student test scores,‘and . reference list of reading materials (and pages
in these materials) appropriate for teaching particular skills. In addition, some
reading systems provide a catalogued library of reading materials. Several such
systems are on the market, and in ou1 fieldwork we ran into three of them: the
Wisconsin Design in Lindaton and one school in Rockton, the High Intensity Learn-
ing System (IliLinks or HILS) in Adamston, and Fountain Valley in one s<hool in
Middleton. *

3

The projects and schools within projects“that elected to implement a reading
sy‘stem geunerally achieved much more change than projects that did not. One
example 1s the Adamston project, which included a complex series of instructional
materials, specifically selected for teaching a_comprehens'ive set of basic reading
and reading readiness skills that were selected according to the latest precepts of
educational research. Up to three-quarters of the school day \;vas devoted to
instruction from these materials, many of which were programmed for the teacher
:15 well as for the students.

One reason why highly developed reading systems were effective in producing
change is that in-service training can be made much more specific and applied
directly to the practical details of using the system in the classroom. Consequently,
it is easier for teachers to understand what is expected of them. The'in-service
format of the reading system mighi direct the teacher as follows: Here are some
examples of this skill, lle;'e is the_test to e used for this skill and how to use it,
here are the insiructional materials you can use for this skill and how to use thém,
aqd so forth. In the Adamston project, the skills and instructional mate;ials were
so specific Lth teachers could be thrown into the new curriculum with only a few
days' trainin%; As teachers encountered specific problems, resource persons
were available to give them immediate assistance. Another example-is the
Lindaton p{oject, where teachers generally reported that the in-seryice workshops
were mush better in the third year of the project. These workshops trained
teachers to use parts of the Wisconsin Design, whereas workshops in the two pre-
vious years covered such topics as individualizing instructions, auditory-visual
problems in word iearning, and application of informal reading inventories.

“The Fountain Valley fead'mg system appeared, however, to have been adopted
independently of the Right-To-Read project.
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A second reason why reading systems were effective is that they provided a
technological inducement to change i1n the form of the skill f]efinitions, tests, and
specified instructional materals. If the teachers accepted the reading system or
were in some way {orced to use it,.théy were led into behavioral change. In the
words of the Adamgston project director, teachers in his project become ''managers
of the «lassroom environment and of the materials, with much of the therapeutic
learning process transferred from the teacher to the +materials that have been
des‘igned to achieve therapeutic outcomes. " ’

A third reason for effectiveness was that many reading systems require
corollary c,ihanges in school organization, further influencing_the teacher's physical
environment. The Wisconsin Design, for example, imposes a burdeh on teachers
that makes 1mp1ementat10n difficult unless relief is provided through’some foxm
of intra- or cross-grade grouping. Another example is the Adamston pro;ect,
where intra-grade grouping is extreme: Students move from classroom to class-
room every 15 to 30 minutes for two and a half hours of the school day, requiring
the teachers to keep on schedule in order to maintain the system.

The potentlal importance of fully developed reading systems to implementing
the dlagnostlc/presc riptive approach is also indicated by other activities in the
dis‘tricts we visited. In Rockton, a citywide effort to implement the Wisconsin
Design was un.'er way at district expense and will continue; for several years. In
Lindaton, the superintendent has mandated implementation of the Wisconsin Design

in all ohf' the district schools as a continuation of the project that we visited, In

Brickton, the district has under way citywide imrlementation of the readirig system

developed in the pi'oject. In the Adamston projeéta,. HELS and DISTAR were the
main readmg components; and Middleton, the only school taking specific steps in

reading, was implementing Fountain Valley, although not as part.of Right-To- Read

In..ho Baker project, there was no trace of a commercial reading system., In

summary, out of the six.prdjiects that we visited,.citywide implementation &f a

commercxal reading system was under way in two (Rockton and Lindaton) and of a

locally developed reading system in a third (Brickton).

Reading Teachers

K i

\
Five of the six projects we visited decided to hire or include specialist reading

teachers for the schools in the project. (In the Right-To-Read projects, this was
contrary to the idea that « reading improvement project should be ix‘nplemented with
existing -esources.) The roles of these reading teachers varied, but generally they
served as change agents in their respective schools. They organized in-service
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training sessions, often ran a reading resource center, sought out willing teachers

to work with thein on imiplementing diagnosis and prescription, and cunsulted wath .
them on proble;'ns encountered in the (lassroom. There appears to be great need

for a resource person to whom teachers can go for assistance in implementing

diagnosis and prescription. All the projects we visited included formal in-service
training,’ but this appeared to serve the function of exposing teachers to the changes

they were expected to make rather than training them how to make chaﬁges. Actual
change to the diagnostic/prescriptive approach appears to occur throqgh on-the«job,
in-class experiences, which can be successfully providéd only if there is a resource
person in the school. :

. Outside cqnéxtltantS', either from the district office or_the p‘\roject staff, were
less effective, Reading teachers in the projects we visited emphasized that a
resource person had to establish personal rapport with the teachers before he
could be effective, and this requires someone who actually works in the school.
Also, the resource person needs to handle teachers' problems as'tﬁey arise -- at
lunch or during school hours -- and this function cannot be performed as well by an
outsider who is in the school only mfrequently

The reading resource person has to be able to work with teachers, and many
whom we interviewed said that niost reading teachers do not have this.skill. The

districts we visited have large numbers of full-time reading teachers (Rockton,

for éxample, has more than 200 for 130 schools), but they are mostly remedial
reading teachers, who function out of the classroom as tuters for low-achieving
students. These teachers often have little classroom experience and have a diffi-
cult time making the transition to the reading resource mode. In one project
(Lindaton), which was specifically desxgned to train reading resource teachers for
the district, only 6 of the 13 trainees * who started the program made the transition

’ to reading resourcd person and two of these had previous experience as resource
teachers in other subject areas. The rest were dropped out of the project and went
back into the schools as remedial reading teachers or into some other position.
Another example is Rockton, where twq of the four reading teachers initially
selected from v&;ithin the district were unable to make the transition to the reading
resource modé, .

. The school districts we visited did not uniformly staff projects with the most
competent ;'eacling teachers available or select the best teachers in the district

to become reading teachers. In many cases, the reading project provided a chance

. Two other reading teachers were lgéuded from nonpublic schools inside
the district,
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to place someone who was unable to p:rform well in other positions. For example,
the Lindaton project hired about one-third {5) of the group of reading teacher train-
ees [rom outside the distriit and transferred the rest from inside the district.
Of those from inside the district, only three (37 percent) made the transition toa
reading resource teacher (including two who had previous eXperie;nce as resource

persons), while three (60 percent) from the out51de made the transition.

This situation, if generally true, has important irnplications for federal pro-
grams designed to channel money to the schools for reading. Judging from the
results of our fieldwork, there may be a tendency for school districts, because of
sstaffing pressures, to use reading money as an extra source of funds for reassign-
ing district staff and not to staff rea.din'g improvement efforts with the be st people=--~

an organizational factor difficult to counteract from the federal level.

PROJECT INITIATION

The six projects in the reading fieldwork were selected because of several
common charac'ter_istics':. from the project proposals, all were thought to be imple-
menting a total approach to diagnostlc/pre scriptive reading, and for the Right-To=-
Read projﬁect"s, to be following a school-based problem=-solving stréftef‘;y. But, as

Table 4 shows, there were many deviations in the projects from these characteristics.

Effects of the Right-To~Read Guidelines

A major question is how effective Right-To-Read's project support strategy
was in influencing projects to follow the basic philosophy of conducting a process
of school-based probiem solving to implement a total approach to diagnos\tig/
prescriptive reading. .

A firm conclusion, one way or the other, is difficult to make because 1t is
impossible to know what the four Right-To-Read projects would have been in the
absence of the guidelines, but as summarized in Table 4, two of the projects
(Rockton and Brickton) chose to implement some form of diagnostic/prescriptive
reading and engaged in problem-solving activity in Ways closely paralleling the
details of the Right-To-Read guidelines. In comparison, the two Title III projects
that attempted to implement a total approach to diagnostic/prescriptive leadlng did
not come even close to the Right-To-Read problem=-solving model. And, the fact
that only 2 of the 39 urban, multischool reading projects elected to implement a

total approach to diagnosis and prescription suggests even more strongly that the
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Right-To-Read guidelines had some effect because 3 of the 4 Right-To-Read
projects were in this category. Thus, the Right-To~Read guidelines appear to
have some effect on project activities. -

The power of the Right-To-Read guidelines is apparently limited, however,
because two projects deviated substantially from the Right-To-Read guidelines in
certain ways. One of these was clearly the Middleton project, in which funds were
used for purposes other than for reading. The school district had decided before
Right-To-Read money became available to establish open-stiructure classrooms in
several schools and used Right-To-Read money in three of them to facilitate the
conversion. In another Right-To-Read project (Adamstoﬁ), funds were used to
implement an existing federal project in two additional schools, with the schools
having little choice in the matter. Therefore, there was no problem solving.

A third Right-To-Read project (Brickton) also deviated from the guidelines in
conducting problem soglving at the district rather than at the school level. This

project, however, attempted a substantially more ambitious degree of change.

Degree of Change Attempted

The changes attempted by the six reading projects, which are summarized in
Table 5, suggest that projects following the school-based apiar-oach tended to attempt
less ambitious change than other kinds of projects. In Rockton, for example, the
attempted change in three of the schools was a new basal text (different ones were
adopted in each school) containing diagnostic/prescriptive features but at a modest
level of sophistication. Freviously, schools had allowed teachers to choose their
own texts, and as a res‘ultya number of different reading texts were used in each
school. Now, there is one basic text in each school. In Middleton, it was hard to
specify what changes were attempted except that project funds were used (differently
in each school) to support teachers in converting to open~space classrooms, a
decision made before Riﬁght-To-Read money became available. 8 In the other reading
projects, the decisions on what changes to make resided more with the central proj-
cct staff or the district administration, and, as Table 5 indicates, apparently they

were bolder about é.tte‘mpti,ng reading change.

. “One othgr (Right-To-Read) school-based, problem-~solving project that we
\'xSx.ted as a fieldwork pretest attempted essentially the same changes as the Rockton
project and achieved similar results, providing further support to our conclusions.
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Table 5

- ATTEMPTED CHANGES IN READING PROJECTS

Projects

Changes ‘

School-Based Projects
Rockton Right-To~Read

Each school attempted different changes, but
generally adopted new basal texts incorporating
simple diagnostic/prescriptive techniques.

Also, a reading resource center in one school
was to be duplicated in the other project schools,
One school attempted full implementation
of the word attack component of Wisconsin

Design. ’

. Middleton

Funds were to be used to ease the transition to
open-space schools,

Other Projects

Lindaton

Development of a series of workshops for
training reading teachers and a ''delivery
system" for in-class follow-up to implement
diagnostic/prescriptive reading in all (nine)
district schools.

Adamston

Implementation in two additional schools of a
complex reading and reading readiness system
that had been developed by the project direc-
tor over a three-year period in several other
district schools.

Brickton

Development and full citywide implementation
of a complete diagnosticgprescriptive reading
system.

Baker

Development of a series of workshops for
training teachers in diagnostic/prescriptive
reading and a "delivery system" for in-class
follow-up to achieve implementation

Implementation to be in many schools in ’
seven neighboring districts,

Needs Assessmeht

As a stage in project initiation, Right-To-Read expected each school in a

project to perform a detailed needs assessment and provided ‘a detailed step~by-

step kit for projects to follow. The results of needs assessment were to be the

basis for the project's proposed plan of change. The assessment was to be per-

formed by a Unit Task Force, which was supposed to consist of the school princi-

pal, two teachers, two parents, and the school librarian (optional),
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In practice, the composition of Unit Task Forces varied greatly, Two were
constituted according to the Right-To-Read model, while the other two had only
parents as members. One (Adamston) had 20 members.

The Unit Task Forces generally found it too difficult to conduct needs assess-
ment, and projects soon turned this responsibility over to the project reading
teacher or to a committee of school personnel. Principals were rarely involved in
these committees, but did occasionally meet with school staff to review progress
and discuss results. Most principéls had some familiarity with needs assessment
and generallythought it was a good idea. Most parents found needs assessimrent
unintelligible and contributed little to collecting information and decisionmak ing.
After some imtial meetings, most Unit Task Forces had little subsequent involve-
ment in the projects.

The Middleton projeict apparently made no serious attempt at needs assess-
ment, which is consistent with the way the project used its funds.

Needs assessments did not appear to lead to decisions that were a radical
departure from trends already under way in the district or in the school, or to
decisions that were not 1n line with the previous experiences of planning group
tnembers, For example, if there was a person on the planning group who was
strong in the area of early childhood education, the project was likel'y to focus on
the primary grades; or if people on the planning group believed phonics was impor-
tant, the curriculum choices were weighted toward phénics. None of this is sur-
prising, but it seems useful to point out that needs assessment does not appear to
produce dramatic policy change.

Nevertheless, respondents uniformly praised needs assessment. When pressed,
almost all would say that the Right-To-Read needs assessment (and planning proce-
dure) is the ''right way" to plan a reading improvement program, even though, in
some cases, their projects seemed to belie such a statement. The Right-To-Read
approach, with its emphasis on collecting student achievement and teacher. skill
data as a basis for program pla}lning, on assessing existing resources, and on
specifying the resources needed to implement a new reading program is certainly
a departure from the ways that most scheols make curriculum improvements in
reading. ’

Some respondents felt that nceds assessment provided a valuable overview of |
the dxagnosti_c/presu-iptive approach to reading improvement. ''It sets the stage,"
one respondent said. "With needs assessnient, you don't feel like you're thrown

into 1t. "' Needs assessment appeared to function in this way by showing the schools

what some skills were, hovs materials could be %ed selectively to teach these
’.v
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skills, and how a compicx arrangemoent of resources was necded to implement fully
diagnostic /prescriptive reading., Neceds asscssment also provided a mechanism
for involiing school personncel in planning and implementing reading cur riculum
improvements that some thought were beneficial. It was necessary for several
people to be involved in data collection and deciding what the project would be.
Membe-rs of the school staff who scldom talked with cach other or with their school
administration about substantive issucs were suddenly brought into communication
with cach other.

A few principals used needs assessment as a change agent mechanism by
showing the results to individual teachers who were found to be weak in the area of
reading instruction compared with their colleagues. These principals thought that
when faced with these data, the teachers would be encouraged to put more effort

. into learning how to teach reading. ) . '

In summary, needs assessment had little direct effect on projcct decisionmaking,

but numerous side benefits and indirect effects.

The Role of the Superintendent

The six case studies indicate how important the superintendent's active support
1s to the initiation of a diagnostic/prescriptive reading project, because we found
no clear instances in which teachers or principals were active in initiating the read-
ing project or saw a definite need for it. We did find, however, two superintendents
who were actively involved 1n initiating their reading pr?y’ects (Lindaton and
Brickton), and these two projects were among the four that attempted major change.
There was little support from the superintendents during initiation in the two dis-

tricts that attemipted the least change (Rockton and Middleton).

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

As Table 5 shows, the reading projects we visited generally failed to
implement the anticipated changes. Many of the reasons for failure were similar
to those in other projects in the Rand study and are discussed in the main text of

this report, but some are more peculiar to diagnostic/prescriptive reading,

Implemented Change

Except for the Adamston project, which achicved full implementation and was

dramatically successful, the overall pattern in the reading prujects was that a few
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teachers in each project school were using in some form the diagnostic/prescriptive
approach to reading, while many other teachers were affectéd in minor ways. \
There appears to be a tradeoff between the school-based approach to change in
reading and more centralized ‘change efforts. With school-based problem solving,
our fieldwork data suggest that, although less significant changes are attefnpted,
2 higher proportion of these changes are implemenied (compare Tables 5 and 6).
Evidently, the changes attempted are more attuned to perceived school needs, and
in the process of problem solving, greater commitment to and understanding of the
changes to be made develop. With the centralized appreach to change, our field-
work data suggest that more significant changes are attempted‘but that a lower
proportion a;re implemented. With more intensive effort at implementation, ihe re~
is a potential for the centralized projects-to produce much more signiflicant institu~

tionalized change.

Adaptations

Although our 'sample of projects is small, our fieldwork strongly suggests
that the problem-solving approach of the Right-To-Read guidelines-reduces the
severity of adaptations during impler:nenté.tion. The evidence is that while both of
the Title III, Section 306 projectsl underwent extreme adaptations in project objec=
tives and activities, the two Right-To-Read projects that engaged in problem solving
(Rockton and Brickton) had stable objectives and minor changes in activities.

-

Development and Implementation

One factor that helped prevent implementation in some projects was that staff
members tried to implement an innovation at tHe same time as they were develop-
ing it and did not realize the magnitude of the development task they were under-
taking. This situation is clearest in Brickton, where staff members decided to
develop their own complete reading system and a series. of training workshops at
the same time that they were implementing their designs in the schools. DBut when
the development task turned out to be far more difficult than expected, staff effort
had to be diverted from implementation activities ip improving the reading system
components. As a result, implementation lagged. Another,’problem was that’as
bugs were discovered in the reading syst‘e‘m and training program, cha;nges had to
be made in the project.schoo°1~s,'3‘;1d these were expensive in terms of staff effort

= *

and loss of confidence in the project anlongaprix;cipal’s and teachers.
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Table 6

READING PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION OUTCOMES

Projects

Implementation Outcomes

School- Basgélvpl’oje cts

Rockton (Right-To-Read)

[ r

New basal texts incorporating « simple
diagnostic/prescriptive system adopted in
three schools, Some skill grouping.
Reading resource centers improved in two
schools, Learning centers introduced into
some classrooms. High school tutoring
added to one school.

,  Full implementation of word attack
component of Wisconsin Design including
cross~-grade skill grouping in the fourth
school.

Middleton (Right-To-Read)

"Workshops on teaching in open~space

schools conducted. Project staff consulted
with teachers on classroom problems. Few
effects on reading instruction were observed.

Cther Projects
Adamston (Right-To-Read)

Full implementation of the reading and
reading readiness system.

“ Lindaton (Title III)

Six reading te’ache rs trained. These reading
teachers trained a few teachers in the
diagnostic/prescriptive method in each dis-
trict school. Generally, the project failed
in its original objective. ’

In the thizd year of the project, the
original pygject goals were changed by the
superintendent to implementation of the
Wisconsin Design reading system. Only
break-in testing was completed.

Brickton (Riigiﬁ?:i‘o-Re-ad )

Complete reading system for citywide use
developed but not completely implemented.
Diagnostic testing partially implemented in
ten project schools, Prescription not.imple-
inented in these_schools,

Baker (Title III)

Workshops in diagnostic/prescriptive ,
reading provided to hundreds of teachers in
seven surrounding school districts. Original
plan to provide follow-up into classrooms
failed. Subsequent plan to introduce reading
resource centers in the schools largely
failed. ' .
Tutoring to low~achieving students
became the most significant implemented
component of the project.

10
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In (ontrast, the Adamston project director hiad developed and perfected his
reading system over a period of three years before the start of the Right-To-Read
project, understood how it worked nd how to explain it to others, and knew Wnat
type of resistance he would face and how to deal witht., C onseouen‘ﬂy, he was
able 0 concentrate on implemientation and needed to make only minor adjustments
in h:s innovation, - .

ine inndaton ané Baker proje.kss also started from scratch to develop innova-
tions; 1n the case of Lindaton, it was a traimng program for reading teachers-and
a reading system, and in the case of Baker, it was a "'delivery system' for imple-
menting diagnost (/prescriptive reédmg in a large number of schools in several
districts. At the sam- time, both projects started delivering s_rvices to schools',
and when they ran into pr oblems the dnvelopmental effort deteriorated. Neither
pIO‘eLL manag’ed to de\elop 1its own coherent dxaonostu/plesmetxve innovation.

Total Approach ) o \

Right-To-Read emphasizés the importance of a‘t‘ total approach as essential to
implementing dlagnostlc/pxescnptlve reading. We can get a further idea of what

this approazh can mean by listing the cotnponents of the Adamston project:

]
-

¢ Removal of individual desks from classrooms.
¢  Multiple instructional components: two directly related to reading,

others reldated to reading readiness.

L1

) A grouping strategy where 'students/move from roomn to room through-

out the school day. ] )
) A wealth of instructional materials (over 20 different programs} .
matched to each compcnent and selected for specific purpases. .

) Instructional 1naterials stored in space provided in the classréom

and catalogded for use. ,
) . edia and learning centers in classrooms.
. A reading center for intensive drill in reading skills and staffed by

a reading teacher and an aide.

o Involvement of all teachers at each grade level in the project, plus

a number of specialist teachers.

o ~ . .
e Classroom aides, specifically trained in the inst. uctional materials
and assigned to specific teaching tasks,

° In-service training for teachers in instructional materlals used in

t

iy .
1 34 .
3

the project,

/

~
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() A resource person in each school readily accessible to teachers for

help and advice.

e An evaluation system to check on process implementation by
teachers.
. Diagnostic testing performed oy specialist teachers.

() A system for recording student scores and upgrading them to reflect
progress.
e Regular meetings w " teachers to discuss problems.

. ] A specific, high-quality, and yet simple, project evaluation design.

An almost as long a list of components could be given for the Brickton project,
which, of the projects we visited, came t ext closest to Adamston in imple-
menting adaophisticated version of the diagnostic/prescriptive approach in the
prOﬁ_]‘CCt schools. . )

"

It 1s noticeable that no single commercial reading system pro(zides mote than

a few of these components, nor could more be supplied. ‘The resulting package
" would be so cumbersome and complex as to be almost irl;xpossible to implement,
The thesis behind Right-To-Read's emphasis on a total approach is that there
are no simple solutions to the problem of improving reading achievement. The
usual appzloach in schools is to look for a‘''teaching method" (i.e., an instructional
approach) that will "solve'' the reading problem, or to do simple things such as
involving parents in the classroom or peer tutoring, but the evidence to date is
that none of these measures alone will prove superior. And, since many differerit
teaching methods and classroom techniques have been developed .and tried over a
long period of time, it is not likely that significantly better or sitnpler methods are
going to be found in the near future. To get further improvements in.reaQing,
more comunizx changes, involving the application of more resources and more
empnasis on reading, may have to be made. This is the idea behind the total
approach to reading, as exemplified by the Right-To~Read strategy.
_There is a catch in Lhis., however, because complex ‘changes are likely to be

very hard to implement, as witness the many implementation problems in the proj-

cets that we visited., These complexities included the need for teachers to learn
complicated arrays of basic skills, how to group students for instruction, how to

se multiple instructional aids (learning centers, instructional materials, para-

professional aides, and so forth), and h(iwzto coordinate prescriptions with diagnoses.
i
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‘Role of the Principal

Right-To-Read also emphasizes the importance of the principal as the key
change agent 1n the school, and our fielf]work confirms that, -indeed, the leadership
of the principal is rmportant 1n how much a project accomplishes in a school. The
principal's leadership seemed even more important than the socioeconomic charac-
teristics of the school population. We visited several schools in poor neighborhoods
where the principal was a strong supporter of the project, and the project had had ‘
at least as much, 1f not n:more, effect as in schools in the same project in wealthier
neighborho;)ds where tile principals were not as supportive.

.Because of the small ,'rs/ample size of our fieldwork, there is no way of charac-
terizing the ''most effective' principal, but we observed a number of ways that
principals could be supportive. A few principals took the lead in planning the proj-
ect and encouraging the adoption of bolder changes. ¥ It was important that the —
principal assigned the most capable people in the school to key project positions.
All supportive principals backed the project strongly when faced with teacher
resistance, If teachers con'uplained about the reading teacher, for example, the
principal wouﬁld never undercut the reading teacher,

Unfortunately, the idea of making the principal the project director is not a

. strong policy lever for making supportive principals out of principals who are not
already strong leaders of their schools. The supportive principals were strong
educational leaders (or managers) and had been .nnovative in the past. Thus, we
know the role of the principal is the key to successful implementation, but we don't
know in general how to use demonstration projects to change principals.

Changing principals will often be a tactical rather than a strategic problem in
a project. For example, in one prcject, the superintendent and the staff perceived
one of the school principals as strongly resistant to the project and applied pres-~ '
sure in several ways to make him change, including a meeting in the supefinten-
dent's office. When we interviewed this principa’ it turned out that the teachers
in his school (who were senior in the school district) thought that what the school
needed was a remedial reading teacher and not a reading resource teacher, as the
project wanted to provide. -(The slow readers may have been more obstreperous
than other students, and remedial reading was a good way to get them out of the
classroom. ) The principal was new to the school when the project started, and had
never been a principal before. In his first year on the job, he had to choose between

supporting his teachers by insisting on a remedial reading teacher and winning

In some schools, the vice principal was the real leader,
?
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their support, and ‘supportihy the pioject and possibly losing his teachers. lle chose
his teachers and in supporting their posi‘t}on eve"ﬁtually got labeled as a resister by
the central pr‘oject staff. After two years, the district realized the problem and
provided a remedial reading teache.. h No.v.v, the principal strongly supports.the

project. The incident illustrates how vague the term resistance 1s and how deal-

.

ing with resistance may call for some specific maneuvering.

N
Technical Assistance

~

To foster implementation, Right-To-Read tried the unique idea of contracting
with teams of technical assistants to provide advice and in-service to projects.
Ideally, the technical assistants were to visit the projects periodically and to be
on call for telephone conversations. In practice, the assistants have had only a
maréinal influence on the projects (seey Table 7). Of the four Right-To-Read proj-
¢ccls that we visited, the technical assistant was highly praised only in the Rockton
project. e visited each school in the project a few times to talk with school staff
and gave some in-service sessions. He also informed the project staff at the dis-
trict level of weaknesses in the project, and in particular of the poor performance
of two of the project reading teachers, On this basis the project staff asked the
principals in these schools for a change in reading teachers, which was done. Other
Right-To-Read technical assistants aiso visited the Rockton project but were not
praised by the staff.

The record of technical assistants hired by projects, rather than those provided
by Right-To-Read, was not significantly better. In Adamston, a consultant hired
by the project played a major role in technical decisions, but otherwise projects
either did not choose to contract with outside technical assistants or did not find
them useful.

It'is'impossible to generalize from the few -ases that we observed why techni-
cal assistants are not more useful to the projects, but we can list some of the

reasons given by project personnel:

. Too Academic: Some technical assistants cannot give teachers much

help with ordinary classroom problems, which must be overcome
before sophisticated techniques can be tried. For example, teachers
need assistance in figuring out how to keep the rest of the classroom

busy while they are working with a small group before they feel secure

"A new reading resource teacher was also assigned.

3%"




II1-29

\ _Tablé 7
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE EFFE’ .S

4

. . Project . . s mpact

Rockton (Right-To-Read) 'One;}§ Right-Tc-Read technical assistant was

" given high marks. He visited the.project
périodically for.consultations, gave project
staff feedback on how the project was going
- in each school, which led to some incre~
mental changes (two reading teachers
replaced) and hence to project improvements.

Other Right-To-Read technical assis~

tants who visited the project were not given
as high marks. )

Middleton (Right-To~Read) No technical assistance used.

Adamstor. (Right~-To-Read) The Right~-To~Read tcchnical assistant
objected to the philosophy and approach of
the project., A meeting was held with the
federal program officer who decided that no
changes should be made because the govern-
ment should not dictate to local projects.

He thought the project was well managed

and effective.

. Consultants hired by the project were of
. major assistance to the project director in
making technical decisions (what components
to include and suggestions for instructional
xnaterials),

Brickton (Rigat-To-Read) The Right~-To-Read technical assistant, a
local professor, assisted the project in
| ‘ developing its reading system.

\ :
Lindaton (Title iII) The local professor hired in the project was
released; too academic for the project.

Baker (Title III) ' Most project personnel had strong ties to
. the local university.

in trying skill grouping. Also, some technical assistants spend more
time than neceséazly on esoteri¢a when \a more pragmatic approach is_
needed. For example, a technical assistant on one project spent several
training sessions' on in-depth interpretation of readability tests, her

~ specialty. .

e Too Remote: Technical assistants are never around when projects

need them and, as one pr.. ipal said, "Telephone calls are no sub-

stitute for face~to-face conversation. They don't know our problems
. g
\ like local people do. ' | 15
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° Conflicting Advice: There ‘can be a problem of conflicting-advice

when a project has more than one technical assistant. One respon-
dent said, "One technical assittant says one thing and another says
something else. It's confusing.' ‘

e Personality Differences: Barriers to communication may arise from

personality clashes between the project staff and the technical assistant. -

[y

We would also speculate that school personnel, and especia.lly‘ reading teachers who
pride themselves on professionalism, are not particularly amenable to t;1e passing
visit of an outside academic expert.who comes to put the house in order. Good
technical assistants are special persons, able to establish rapport with teachers
and specialist staff, and to help them with their pragmatic as well as technical
problems. -

i}

CONTINUATION

The prognosis for continuation of the reading projects we visited is summarized
in Table 8. Inthree projects, formal project activities will probably collapse if-
federal fund§ are withdrawn, leaving only whatever behavioral changes that fgrinci:-
pals, reading tea_che;rs, and classroom teachers have internalized. In the other
projects, particularly Brickton and Lindaton, district support seems strong enough
to ensurc continuation. -

In both Brickton and Lindaton, the superintendents strongly suppoxrt continued
citywide implementation, and certainly represent the decisive factor in continuation.
They believe in the efficacy of systematizing reading instruction and value ‘t}}e poten~
tial side benefits of diagnostic/prescriptive reading in éutting down on the range of
reading materials used in their schools and in otherwise allev'iating the student
transfer problem by making available student profile sheets. Neither project has
yet shown significant gains in reading achievement test scorés, although this is not
St;rprising since they have not been implemented fully' in the project schools. Con-~
tinued support may result in .nore implementation and higher reading scores. It
is notable that a reading system is a major component of both of these projects.

Neither the Rockton nor the Middleton projects are likely to be continued when
federal funds are withdrawn. The superintendents in these two districts have never
actively supported their projects.

The Adamston project is not likely to be continued etther unless additional
federal funds are obtained, even though it was highly successful. As discussed

earlier, district officials say that they would support the project for expansion to
(

Ny
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Table 8
CONTINUATION OF READING PROJECTS

Project Likely Continuations

Rockton Reading teachers will continue to be employed by the district .-
and may or may not be transferred to other schools, Formal
project activities will collapse in these schools; however, none
of these activities is «ritical to continuation of the imgle-
mented change.

Operation of Wisconsin Design will continue in the fourth
school at district or other federal project expense. These
expenses are criticdl to continuation of the implemented change.

Middleton No continuation of project activities expected.

Adamston | With new federal support, the project will continue. Without
new federal support, the project will probably collapse
because the district is unlikely to pick up the e*ctra expense of
the project.

Brickton The superintendent plans to Continue citywide implementation -
with federal funds, if these are received, or at district expense.

Lindaton The superintendent has mandated continued implementation
of Wisconsin Design in all district schools at district expense.
Some' of the teachex-training workshops developed by
the project will be operated as demonstratxons if support is
obtained from Title III, Section 306.. -
Reading teachers tramed by the project wxll continue to
be employed in the district, some probably on other federal
projects.

Baker ) The project grant has two more years.

other schools in the district 1f 1t could show significant gains in reading
achievement. The project has shown dramatic gains in reading readiness skills
and reading de«.od’ing skills, but not in the reading tests used by the district.
Further, below the surface, there appear to be other factors at work in
prevenrting the spread of the Adamston project. One is race; the school district is
highly politicized over the black/white issue and the project director is white.
Another factor is the personality of the project director, who is strong-willed,
forceful, and not bashfil about confronting tcachcers. But he is also unusually
skilled in the areas of child uevelopment and reading. All these, qualities go a long
way toward explaining why the project has been so successful, but they also have
negative effects on the continuation und dissemination of the project in the distrirt,
Two other factors, related to the contlict over goals, are the instructional methods

of the project, which are highly.structured and directed, and the assumption of the

‘k
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px}ojegt that poor children need training 1n perceptual motor skills not needed by
middle-clags children. In the past some have seen a disabilities model in this”
approach and react strongly to it.

The high cost of the Adamston project is probably also a ‘actor, aithough dis-
trict officials say that they could and would support the project if it showed achieve~
ment gains. The cost is high because of the three extra specialist teachers in each
school who are essential to the project's operaticn. The project director claims
that available district and federal furds (mostly Title I) are sufficient in most
schools to support the project. As evidence, he says that the project is institution~
alized in four district schools, and that this was done by juggling the allocation of
district and Title I funds. The district has several hundred dollars per student of
Title I funds. . .

There is an important question of what parts of the Adamston project are neces~
sary to continue teacher behavior at full implementation. The project is operating
in four other schools (where implementation was initially achieved with a Title III
gra;lt) without federal funds, and remains largely implemented in th;’ee of them.

The pi‘oject director says that the primary reason why the, project is still operating
in the four schools is because the assistant superintendent for elementary education
provided fundssto continue the specialist teachers. The project director also says
that the reason why the project is more fully implemented in three of these schools
is that the process evaluation system designed to monitor teacher behavior has _
been continued. In the fourth school, the process .evaluation system has broken down,
and the teachers have been slipping back to their old behavior patferns. ‘This is
potentially a fundamental result and indicates that continued application of external
behavior controls is required to maintain the diagnostic/prescriptive approach.

The implication is that the diagnostic/prescriptive approach requires extra teacher

. energy that cannot be assimilated by transition to a routine behavior. In other words,

diagnosis and prescription require permanent extra work.

DISSEMINATION

Of the projects that we visited, only the Brickton project had had much contact
with any schools outside the district, and even these were largely limited to letter
requests for copies of the diagnostic test that the project had developed. These
requests were stimulated by an article about the Brickton project in a newsletter
regularly published for the Right-To-Read progr.am t'r the International Reading
Association. None of the reading projects made any attempt to publicize their

work outside their home district. ’18
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One other dissemination activity in the projects that we visited was 1n the

Lindaton project where some of the teacher-training workshops devéloped may
be operated as demonstrations if the district receives a fourth-year grant from the
Section 306 program.

Part of the Right-To-Read model for projects was that one of the schools should
be designated as an "impact site,' which meant a school that already had an effec-
tiv: reading program and, therefore, could help the other schools in the project to
ir.iprove their reading programs. This idea did not work at all. We did not find
one case where the school designated as the impact site provided any substantial
assistance to the other project schools and only one sz:hool that picked up one idea
from an impact school. That idea was to establish a reading resource center.

The two general reasons for the lack of interaction were that the impact
schools were not very exemplary to begin with and that the non-impact schools were
not particularly interested in being helped. When we asked principals why their
schools had been selected as impact sites, the response was typically that they had
been surprised by the choice. One principal said, ""When we looked closely at our.
program, we couldn't see why we were chosen.' The reluctance of schools to
work with an impact site appears to stem from unwillingness to admit that maybe
another school is doing a better job. Interschool differences are also a problem;
schools in low socioeconomic neighborhoods have different problems, needs, and

style than those in middle-class neighborhoods.
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ADAMSTON

Todd I. Endo

Adamston has leng been a center for highway, rail, and transportation and 1

a major northeastern distributing point for many of the nation's leading products.
Its population of 400, 000 has decreased in the last ten years as the gulf widens
between the decaying, vio¥ence (often racial)-prone inner city and the well-
developed but disinterested suburbs. v

The Adamston Right-To-Read project is the only one in the field visit reading
sample that attempted to implement an entirely new instructional system, the
Informational Processing Model, in all classrooms at the specified grade levels in
the project schools. The other projects were for more general staff development,
advocated much less major change in teacher behavior, or involved only volunteer
classrooms. Thus the Adamston Right-To-Read project attempted the greatest
degree of change and was the most comprehensive in the sample.

The project is also the most structured for both teachers and students.

Teacher and student behavior are tightly controlled by the project model and by the
active intgrvention of the project director. Teachers are directed to follow a
detailed curriculum in a tightly packed, organized schedule. Students follow a
teacher-directed curriculum, whose reading component features the DISTAR pro-
gram. Neither tecachers nor students are allowed to deviate from the curriculum
or the schedule to pursue their own interests for the two and a half hours of the
school day that the project occupies.

On the spectrum from development to implementation, the project is close to
the implementation end. The Informational Processing Model. which is the basis
of the prejgct, was developed and largely perfected under two previous federal
grants. In the Right-To-Read project, the model has been expanded to two addi-
tional schools and somewhat modified. From our brief observation, the project
appears to have been fully implemented -- in spite of the initial objections of some
teachers -- and to have achieved impressive student gains on the designated criter-
jon tests. On the basis of a brief visit, th.. project is the most successful of the
ones in the sample and among th‘e most interesting.

The project is the brainchild of its project director and is obviously an exten-
ston of his 1deas, personahity, style, and leadership. One wonders what would have

happened if someone else had tried t(g_'}{nplement the model.
D4
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PROJECT INITIATION

Like other big city Right-To-Read projécts, Adamston was notified by Right-
[o-Read in late 1971 that it had been awarded a three-yecar grant of $100, 000 per
year Lo design and administer a reading project. In Jdnuary 1972 Adamston was

given a $10, 000 planning grant and asked to submit a proposed operating plan.

Adamston's Responsec

The major 1nitial decisions concerning the Right-To-Read project were made
by the deputy superintendent. At first, he intended to build the Right-To-Read
project aro>und the person and work of a former teacher who had become known for
his method of teaching reading. Ile had developed his method of teaching reading
while he was a teacher in Adamston, but had left the district when he could not find
support for his work. The députy superintendent had visited his classrooms, was
impressed by his methods and success, and hoped to bring him back to head the
Right-To-Read project. But when these plans were discussed with the Right-To-

Read office, they were refused. Right-To-Read insisted.that the model used at

the impact site must already be 1n existence in the SCi]&Ol district.

As a result, the deputy superintendent began Lo search for alternatives. The
assistant superintendent for special education and the district’'s federal program
manage‘r recommended the Informational Processing Model, which had been oper-
ating 1n Adamston schools.for several years under fede:al gfiants. The de,puty
superintencent had never heard of the model, and 1initially thought that it was not
focused enough on readlr;g, but was soon persuaded otherwise. Ultxmétely, he
recommended the model to the school board, which app;‘oved it as the basis of the
Right-To-Read project in February 1972.

Meanwhile, he had also sclected the schools to be included in the project.
[hese were Washington School, Madison School, and Emerson School. Emerson
School, designated as the impact school, was a site where the model had been
operating for three years. In the Right-To-Read project, however, Emerson has
been an impact site 1n name only because no one from the school has been involved
in the project. Washington School, a low socioeconomic school with a Title I pro-
gram, was selected as the redirection site, and Madison School as the transition
site. Madison 1s in a relatively middle-class area of Adamston, and parents had

been complaining vigorously that their school had not been receiving its share of

funds from the school district, According to-some people ‘we talked with, the district

o<
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started a Right-To-Read project and a Title I project in this school becausce of this
pressure.  The principals in these schools were notified, not consulted, abquL
thewr involvement in the Right-lo-Read project. One principal said she was noti-
[ied late one afternoon to attend a Right-To-Read meeting in Washington the next
day.

Finally, the deputy superintendent selected the project director in the spring.

Ihe Unit Task For(_ti‘-

The primcipals of cach of the schools selected the unit task force members 1n
March 1972, In each school, the unit task force was a large, loose confederation
of the school’s Title I board, the PTA, and voluntecr.parents. According to the
project director, the unit task force in each school cliligentwqbgjmugll the Right-
To-Read planning process and discussed the Informational Processing Model with
him. He concedes that the needs assessment and objectives written by the unit
task forces have not affected how the project developed, but he claims that the pro-
cess was important for the purpose of informing a group of parents about the Infor -
mational Processing Model (a highly unorthodox approach to reading), gaining their

T

confidence, and winning their active support.

Trouble with the School Board
In thc‘lé;tc spring or carly sumimer, members of the school board began expres-
sing opposition to the director and his project. After a visit to the project and a
conversation with the director, the president of the school board became convinced
that the diif'egtor did not believe that black children could learn and objected strongly
to this. ‘A}’nothcr board member accused the project and part;cularly DISTAR com-
punents O:': using Pavlovian methods. But the anti-b‘fack accusation was the most
1mportan‘t;. The new superintendent mterviewed a number of other persons to
replace the project director and tried to persuade him to step down. However, the
deputy superintendent, other assistant superintendents and school officials, the
prmuy)lals ol some of the schools, and members of the community supported him.
The board tinally supported him and the project but gave its final approval only in
Septemoer 1972, This delayed the actual beginning of full classroom activities
;untii December 1972 because of late hiring ot personnel and ordering of materials.

Implementation was slowed, but not seriously disrupted.

o3 : -

RIC

© .
.

l\/

“




IvV-6

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

———— . =

Historical Dc\ elopment

The project director origimated his system under an ESEA Title VI grant
early education for the handicapped) in January 1969. The mitial project was
intended for normal urban poor children, but because of the Title VI identification
and the basic instructional approach, many saw the project as one for mentally
handicapped children, which contmbut’ed to accusations that *he projact was based
on a detficit model of black learning .abxllty The prOJect.d,xrector has spent a lot’
of time explaining his project to SleOl Poafd mﬂe@mbcrs amd the community, but
now believes that il is well undcrstood “argd aceeptcd When the Title VI funds
expired, the director continued the projtct §nde§a Title III Section 306 grant.

As the Right-To-Read project was bt.gmmng,g the system was functioning in four
schools’ v
&

A Brief Description of the Informational Processing Model

The Right-To- Read project monitor <laims that the Adamston Right-To-Read
project is the best specified one in the country, It 1s clear from talking with the
director and from reading the voluminous materials that he has written a'nd accu-
mulated that h<, has read the research in the field; constructed a model based on
previous rescarch that he believes will provide better instruction for children in
the early gr adcs, specified the Ol)JeCtIVCS components, materials, 1neruct10nal
process, means of assessment, and management processes in considerable detail;
and refined the model on the basis of field experience and evaluation results.

Basic Approach. The project director believes that urban poor children enter

school with cognitive processing needs that inhibit them f1 om learning to their full

° potential. He believes that supplying these needs is the paramount job of early

elementary education, and all else must be of secondary importance. ‘In support of

his approach, he cites Carl Bereiter's book, Must We Educate? and defends skilis
teaching against what he terms child care or creative education. He 1s not 1
adamantly opposed to such approaches for some students, but he does insist that ‘
with limited Lime they are ''frills' in the education of urban poor children. He |
favors a structured. directed teaching mode of instruction. ‘

: . The director organizes instruction in this model systematically. He disdains |

.what he terms the "I think, I feel" approach to education, which does not specify
\ p

ok

1
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objectives and «riterion tests and thus cannot be proved right or vong on the basus

.

of data. Ile also (riticizes prec2meal approaches to change in jnstructjon, such as

those that promote a specific method of teaching reading. Instead, he believes that

the only way to organize change inmstruction 1s throtgh a systems approach. e

defines a svstem as:

) A totahity of elements m interaction with each other.

. Atype of .o rure which‘f\mctions m the form of a definite sequence
Toof operations. . . .

s The structute or organization »f an orderly whole, clearly showing

the mterrelations of the parts to each other and the whole itself.

B * -
The director has a large chart describing the ¢components of his project and their
mterrelations, which vividly 1llustrates how his project fits together and 1s derived

from grinciples of cogaitive theory.

L L
The Informational Processing Model. The project director outiines the

———— S

Informational Processing Model as follows: This model 1s used as the basis of the
diagnostic -instructional process in the classroom. The model is based on cyber-
netis, communication theory, neurdpsychology, and neurophysiology. It is a syn-

thesis Hf the works of Osgood, Wepman, Kirk, Myklebust, Climents, Pribram,

Praget, and Rruner. This wmodel is an open system based on human development
and learning and 1s organized to facilitaté the development of a diagnostic-instruc-
tional system for use in eleinentary urban education.

The model is designed to teach those readiness-for-learning skills which are
essential 1if a child is to survive in school. The model assumes that chere are a

rumber of underlymg readiness skills that children must have in erder to learn to

s

read and.acquire other, higher order, cognitive snulls:
<

. Attentien .

e Shori-term n.“xemory
. Language acquisition
) Visua: perception

F ) Auditory perception
e ilinesthetic process

- L !"S - 3
. Elementary cognitive skills O
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: Furthermore, the thesis of the model is that these readiness skills should be
Id

taught in parallel. b

I'o this end, the director has e¢stablished a parallel curricuium of instruc-
‘3
tional*materials. All materials 1n the program arce systematically organized

around the following major decoding processes of the child:

) ) Gross motor §/ '
e - Fincé motor o | .
° Kin2sthetic 5 .
— & Tactile

° Visual perception

° Auditory perception ) . {
Auditory linguistic N
e Langaage acquisition and reading

N

Cognitive development ;

—

For cach of these processes, the model specifies severalsbasic skills objec-

t1ves (some far baotter than others), criteria for student achievement of these

skills, specific instructional materials to tecach each skill, and a schedule for

€

teaching and learning tasks.
Witfhm this instructional framework, the model also specifies an organization

of time and space n the school, roles for classroom and specialist teachers and .

paraproufessional aides, a process evaluation for checking on teacher adherence to

-

roles and.schedules. criterion performance tests for cach of the decoding processes;

I
individual student-profiles for use by teachers: and a complete project evallation by
L] B
an outside evaluator. .
in cach school, the moc 1 is used with all students and teachers in kindergarten,
O
.

-

Ist grade, and 2nd grade. 7he personnel include .c,iassroom teachcers, full-time
aides 1n each classroom, a number of full-time special language teachers, a few
physical caucation tcacher;, and a reading specialist. The model uses the concépt
that the teachers become the messeng. rs of che (lassroom environment, with much
of the therapeutic learning process transferred from the teacher to (he materials

which have been designed to achieve prescribed therapeutic outcomes. Each mem-

ber ot the stafi 1s responsible for giving tnstruction m specific skill arcas, using
the materiais and techmques selected by the project director inthe sequence and
structure spectfied. For imstance, physical education teachers work on gross

| 56
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motor shills in a component called movigenics, the classroom aides are responsible
for the visual molor perception instruction: the specialists handle reading and
nguage development: and the classroom :teachers concentrate on reading and
listening sk:‘l/arcas. The children 1n cach grade except kindergarten are tested
at the bé:g-innmu of the year and placed in honmogencous groups of about cight
each. In kindergarten, the teachers form the groups. In succeeding grades,
grouping is based on results of the DISTAR tests. Children's assignments to
specific groups change as progrés.s warrants throughout the year. During the
school day, kindergarten children are involved in project activities for 2 hours of
thetr 3-hour school day and first graders are involved for a mmimum of 2 1/2
hours of their 5-hour school day. % :
During this time each group moves from mstructor to instructior af regular
intervals. These inlervals are fiftecen minutes for kindergarten children and thirty
minutes for first graders. During the rest of the time, cach individual classroom

teacher provides giher instruction for her class of three prOJcrt groups (about

24 students). They are encou1a5ed but not rcquuéd to use the prOJecL curriculum.

Each child, thcn, has many teachers in a day, and most instructors rarely teach

more than eight children at any one time.

The Project Director

The m(;ving force in the project is the project flirec.to r, a wh_ite.man in his
early fifties, trained in educational psychology. The project was his idea. rhaps
he alone totally undergtands it. Ce rta'mlgl he runs it. The components of tl.. proj-
ect may be described, analyzed, and disseminated. But we feel that the foremost
reason behind any success this project enjoys is the idiosyncratic style of the .
dircctor. . .

As Others See Him. Nearly everyone we talked with had both strongly positive

and strongly negative opinions of him. Onc of his staff members said, "He rubs just
about everybody the wrong way. ' Ile is a strong, forceful person who believes i
his system. Ile certainly makes some people feel inadequate. Others rcact with
hostilily to his sometimes abrasive way of dealing with people. Tecachers resent

his rigid insistence that they do things his way. Almost all people who work with
him or for him respect and support him i spite of these characleristics because

of his obvious dedication, brilliancg, hard work, and apparenl success with the

children. 5’?

.
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One staftf member captured the ambivalent reaction to him. On one hand,
she said, "He's difftcult souactimes; he has very definite 1deas. Ile has to realize
that everybody 1s not as energetic as he 1s and that not everybody is up cn research.
But I've learned to live with it." On the other hand, she said, 'le's a dynamo.
I'm giving himy a hand. There are few people in the city who have tried to imple-
'
ment change as he has. We need people who are a thorn.' .

llis Change Strategy. In the Right-To-Read project, the director played no

role in the selection of the schools or the unit task forces in the schools. But once
they were sclected, he worked diligently to explain the model and enlist their sup-
port. lle feels that without the active support of these groups, the success of the
project would have been impossible.  Wiath their support, he believes that he can
take substantial rishs with the teachers and the central adnumstratic - because
teache x:s.ubvy principals and the adimnistration Js sensitive to community pressure.

Within a school, the project director imposes his project on all teachers at a

_given grade level. lle believes that to prove his model heiniust work with all
teachers, not just volunteers. He sL;.rts with all kindergarten and first grade
classes and adds a grade every year. ,

In the initial months of the program, he blitzes the teachers with all the com-
ponents of the model. llc tries to uhang-e the teachers' behavior, believing that
behavioral ch‘ange leads to attitudinal change. "Hle goes into the classrooms per-
sonally, takes out the deshs, and arranges the tables and :crcens the way he thinks
best. He rigidly imposes the scheduled sequence-of activities and student group
changes. lle insists that tcachers follow his instructions coxilple:tely. He says that
the imposition of « totally new, (omplex system on teachers gives him time at the
beginning becausc the teachers are onfused, ask questions, but g'enerally do not
have the knowledge or energy to actively -esist. lle says it takes teachers three
months to ugcierstand what he is asking them to do and feels he must show evidence
of student progress in that time or he will face growing teacher opposition.

During those three months, the project c{irector puts added cmphaszis on visual
perception activities because he knows from cxperiencc that these produce changes
in students quickly. His presence is dominating during those three months. Ie is
alwc{ys around, going from room to rooni, acting as a director, teacher, technician,
counselor, helper. 1lle says that because of his expericnce in setting up the model
in numerous schools, he can now anticipate questions and problems and.intuitively

know how to handle various situations. .~
- . S8
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Hhs.general approach to teachers is based on his belief that teachers will not
use additional time wisely uniess it is structured for them: that they try to avoid
additional work; are methods oriented, not systems oriented: do not set measur-
able objectives and thus rarely analyze data. He therefore uses a strategy that
he calls 'shape and shove' to obtain good performance from teachers. Whenever
possible he tries to win teachers to his system by providing personal and tangible
support, such as advice, demonstration, materials. DButl if necessary, he resorts
to "shove' techniques to cbtain behavio: change, such as embarrassing teachers
in fron. of their collecagues or directly confronting them. He strongly believes

that some conflict is necessary for change to take place.

e 1s willing to take the risks of antagonizing teachers because he believes -
that teachers are basically obedient to the power structure, especiaily to the
school principal. He also believes that teachers will support activity that leads to

visible change 1n children, and he 1s confident that his model will do that. Finally,

and fundamentally, he believes that teachers hike the advantages his modeli gl'vies

tihem -- a full-time aide in the classroom and supportive specialists, who reduce

the pupil-teacher ratio significantly and give the teacher more free time.
The project director believes that his methods are necessary to supporl sus-

tained change s an urban school setting. He describes the problem in a final

report on his project: .
' 3

It would appear that administrative attitudes and behaviors toward change
at the school-based level are ambivalent at best. If change interferes
toc much with the pragimatic function cf the principal or the teachers, a
subtle resistance Lo the change process automatically occurs. This group
& phenomonon may be explained by some recent rescarch that suggests that
people may be ""programmed' by our culture to behave in ways that cancel
out their uniqueness and reduce their effectiveness in groups. People
inculcated with such behavioral inzompetence will tend to design organiza-
tions that protect theirrdomains from change. Consequently, the internal
altitudes of schools toward educational innovations will become defensive.
This defensive posture can be either overt or covert and will create con-
ditions of organizational entropy, whereby the school organization will
tend to produce valid information for the unimportant problems and
invalid information‘\for the important issues. This fype of attitudinal
condition in the schools causes educational innovations Lo deteriorate,
even if the data and political, economic, or social forces are in favor
of change. This phenomenon of resistance is so subtle that it is difficult
to combal >r overcome and 1s the major cause of why there can be no
"sustained chang~' in curriculum or product outcomes at the school-
based level. Until administrators and teachers really want change to
occur there can be no '"'sustained change' in our schools no matter how
viable the change model might ber._
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This remains an unresolved educational administrative problem. It

may be a major variable in wHy we have been unable to solve the cduca-
tional failure rate of urban students. The project staff and its director
have experienced, 1n depth, all the phenomena delineated in the educa-
tional change research literature. The fate of the project has followed
pretty much the same course as has most other Office of Education-
sponsored projects directed toward change at the school-based level.

It is about to disappear, 1n spite of the fact that the data indicate that

the program works much better for urban punils than do more traditional

.

Until we are abie to organize an "'on-the-job'" system of training for all
classroom teachers that is based on a management-by-objectives
approach for organizing the learning process, the skills development of
students, and the use and application of the current research findings
related to language and reading, change in any real form will*be difficult )
to obtain and even more difficult to sustain. ILet me hasten to point out, -
however, that the inability of the teacher to become a "change agent' 1s

not the teacher's fault. The teacher is a product and victim of both cur-

rent and past teacher training systems. These same teacher training

systems, when linked with the current traditional educational models,

result i a system which 1s self sustaining. The young teacher really is

not trained or equipped to be a change agent by the present teacher train-

ing system, nor assisted in becoming a change agent in the ""traditional

educational model' used by urban schools. In fact, almost every variable

in thg present environment in our schools mediates against change. The :
teacher 1s responsible, in a sense, for maintaining this model, and any
attempt by an outside agent (like the Informational Processing Model) to
bring about change acts as a threat to the teacher, the administrators,
and the ancillary personnel in the schools. Many teachers, however,
rhetoricaily request change when they see how difficult it is to help most
stadents. Even this body »f teachers finds change difficult when the
opportunity s presented to them. The reason for their difficulty, even
when they seem motivated to change, 1s a cructal human factor--subtle
resistance to both chaiige and the need for a high level of energy output
required to bring change about and to sustain change when 1t occurs.
Changing teachers' habits 1s a most difficult process, as is most human
change.

I'he analysis of the '""change agent role' is stated here for teachers,
because the "teacher is the key' to the entire change process, if we are
to change the direction of failure 1n urban schools. However, it is
almost an axiom that if principals and citywide higher administrative
levels are not fully committed to the change process there can be no real
change-1n the vducational process at the school-based level. Therefore,
any program that attempts to train téachers as agents of change has to
have, the leverage and the meaningful support of all administrators, or no
meaningful sustained change can be accomplished, no matter how much
gov-rnment mohey we spend. Money is only part of the equation. We
have analyzed and synthesized in the Informational Processing Model the
basic needs of pupils and a system for obtaining and sustaining change at
the classroom level, but what is most eded at this time is not only
teacher education, but education of the upper levels of administration
about the change process and 1ts sgbcturc for problem-solving.
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Teachers are critical and.thev are at the cutting edge, but cvenif we
could change teachers to be more effective problem-solvers, without
the leverage that really supports change at the higher level of education,
“sustamed change’ cannot occur.

PROJECT IMPLENMENTA [ION »

Staffing

The Right-To-Read project is very expensive because of the number of staff
involved. Besides the project director, ‘there are three central project staff --
two psychologists and a r.eading specialist experienced in DISTAR. These four
haie been together for a number of y‘ciars and administer both the Right-To-Read
project and the Title II1 E)roy:ct {a tutal of, five schools). The staff supcz-viscs the
administration, scering, and analyses of tests and helps teachers out.

In tht;“EJroject, cach kindergarten and 1st grade classroom has a full-time aide.
In the Madison School and Annex, the cost of the aides is shared by the R{ght-To-
Read project and tae Title I project, Must of the aides in these schools are parents
with children in the schools. So they have many incentives to make the project
WO.X'k.

. The most expensive personnel (ost is for the speciaiists. The Right-To-Read
project employs eight special language teachers, three movigenics (physical educa-
tion) teachers, and one reading specialist, Besides instructing children, these
specialists serve as in-school resources for the teachers.

The Right-To-Read Guidelines

3

The impact, transiticn, and redirection site relationship never materialized in
t

. the project. The impact site, Emerson School, was never included in the project

O
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and was not one of the more successful Title IH,f)roject schools anyway. Any rela-
tion‘sh.ip among the schools was mediated through;th.(_:i person of the project
director. ’ .

Also, as djésc ribed earlier, the unit task forces cc;\n‘scientiously used the
eleven-step plan;{ing process. The dircctor described the process as cumbersome,
the technical results as not very useful, but the process as extremely important in
involving parents and winning their support. '

He used the technical assistance team but did not find 1t useful. The technical

assistance team disagreed with the philosophy, approach, and methods of the

($%4
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project. At one point, the situation became serious enough that the Right-To-Read
project monitor met with the director and the technical assistance team to discuss
whether the prg;_wat should continue, In the end, the project monitor decided that
Right-To-Read cannot dictate the approach a project must take and the project
director won out.

Title III guidelines have been most useful to the project director. ile espe-
cially has appreciated the accountability model and the assistance that the Title I
project monitor gave him i implementing the model. Of course, the project
director’s thinking conforms to the structure of the accountability model. He also
has made good use of the external cvaluators that Title III requires. le established
cloge relationships with them, learned from thein, and altered his model because

of therr recommendations.

Teacher Training

The teachers did not have much pre-project teacher training. In the spring of
1972, all teachers received a one-day orieniation by the director and thres days
of intensive DISTAR training. During the school,year, the teachers received an
additional two hours of formal Lram.mg during the regularly scheduled one-half
da;per month released time for teachers. More informal Lréining occurred
througn teacher contact with the project director, his staff, and some of the

specialists in the school.

Problems a2t Washington School

~
. Problems arose at Washington Schoo} that delayed its participation in the
Right-To-Read program. The princpal and the school administration disagreed
with the chairperson of the local Title I Advisory Board over hiring aides for the
project. The schoel system wished to transfer aides from other parts of the sys-
tem, but the Title I coordinator wanted to hire local persons. This controversy
prevented this school from beginning the project at *he same time as Madison
Schoot. The project at Washmgto'n was scheduled to begin in early January, but a
tire destroyed the school that month, and students and statf were distribmeoed to
other schools in the system. Some were transferred to the Madison School. This
influx farced the city to find additional space for the students at Madison, and a

building was lrased that is now the Madison Annex. This school houses the second

and third grades of Emerson School and is included in the Right-To-Read project.
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Implementation at Mad.son School During the First Year

Niadl?c)n was the only school i the Right-To-Read project during the first year
because the project was only for hindergarten and Ist grade. Two hundred Kinder-
garten children and 207 Ist graders were involved the first year. Thus, although
the project director and his staff were responsible for the four Title III project
schools also, they were able to devote a great deal o?giﬁf%l'he to Mad]son. This inten-
sive effort enabled the project to get off to a good start. Ilowever, some resistance

to the project soon emerged {from two ma n sources.

Teacher Resistance. Many teachers believed that schedules were excessively

rigid and instructional activities overly prescribed. They feared that teaching
would become monotonous and children would suffer from lack of individualized
attention. With this resistance, only the strong support of the principals allowed
the model to be implemented as planned. The apparent success of t’he project for
students has quieted this complaint; but for some, teaching has lost creative
interest. As one teacher said on her questionnaire, 'It's boring for me, but it
works for the kids. "

The project sought to change teacher behavior radically; particularly in kinder-
garten classrooms, which are generally play-oriented. The project model views
kindergarten as a key year when children can be taught academic and school-
oriented skills. At first, the kindergarten teachers resisted the pressure to elimi-
nate trips, games, etc. Now muost kindergarten teachers accept the project because
they say their children have learned to read in kindergarten.

The project could not overcome all teacher resistance, however. The project
director said he has had to work intensively with some teachers just to get them to
adhere to the schedule or follow the instructional sequence. Ille has given upon a
few and allowed them to move to the periphery of the project.

Resistance from School Specialists. Any project, such as the Adamston Right-

To-Read prOJéct, that intends to implement a complete instructional system must
compete with other interests for school time. Because this project demanded hours
ver day and teachers were required to teach other essential subject:q such as math,
the specialists in art, music, science, and black history found their subjects being
squeczed out of the schoolday. These specialists and their supporters put enor-
mous pressure on the project director, principals, and central school administra-
tion, and numerous meetings were held. But the principals have stood firmly with

the project director and the special subjects have had to find time in the gaps in the

schedul2. The time available to them has been sharply reduced.
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Changes in the Second Year ‘

Pressures on the Pr )Jd{t To Improve Reading Scores. The interim first year

evaluation described a tension in this project. The evaluator pointed out that the
project model 1s more than a reading project and that some project activities,
while potentially leading to important goals, are only indireccly, 1f at all, related

L4
to improvement 1n reading. ' On the other hand, he emphasized that the central

. AL
school administration and the school's parent community are justifiably concerned

about "'dramatic immediate results' 1n achieving gains in reading scores. If, as
scems likely, improvement in reading scores is not dramatic in the short term,
"he states that the project would face pressure to address the reading problem more
directly even if most of its other goals were achieved.

In fact, the project director has perceived this pressure. He realizes that the
chances of his project becoming institutionalized in Adamston depends on the demon-
stration of strong and continued growth in reading. He understands the parents’
concern about reading and their view that parts of his model are frills. He has
heard the constant suggestion that the movigenics component may be dispensable.
But he disagrees, believing that movigenics is an integral part of the model. He is
alarmed by the narrow focus on reading achievemern‘t test scores and by what he
views as a simple-minded search for an easy panacea. Yet he has alteady changed
his model.

The fundamental assumption of the project is that the basic skills training will
eventually tead to gai~s in higher ovder cognitivc skills such as reading comprehen-
sion. DBut, it will take time for these gains to show up, and the project may not
have this period of support. ‘

The High Intensity Learning System. Bowing to pragmatic concerns, the proj-

¢t dircector climinateq movigenics in the second grade component which began in
the second year of the f;roject. In its place, he added a special reading program,
the High Intensity Learning System (IIILS). Students go to a specially equipped
reading center in groups of thirty for forty-five minutes each day. The IIILS pro-
gram does the following:

7

Defines each pupil's unique reading needs.

Prescribes appropriate reading activities.

[onables one teacher to manage the individual curriculum of 30 or
more students per class hour (150 students per day).

Combines the best individualized reading materials from 40 pub-

lishers within a comprehensive classfoom management system that
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is based on the philosophy that if children cannot read it's because
they have not been taught to read. i
. Provides educational assessment for each c}‘nld.
o/ Develops profiles for each learner.
@ Evaluates design for accountability,
° Fraluates entire program by an independent cvaluator,
Second graders also participate in the other components of the Informatm.nal
Processing Model. So the time they spend on project activities increases to 3 to
4 hours a day. . ; '
:

PROJECT IMPACT °*

‘A visitor 1s impressed by the obvwious behavior change that is apparent 1n staff
and children. The staff 1s working with small groups of students 1n every available

physical space. TIhe physical education instructor has five children in the auditor -

wm. The language specialist 1s working with six children in a small office. An
awde 1s working on visual motor perception with eight children on one side of a

classroom. Behind a screen tn a corner of the same classroom the teacher is

runiing a DISTAR lesson with five children. When the schedule calls for a shift,
the children go single file by themselves to their next class.

Teachers and principals, in questionnaires and interviews, indicate that the
children are more orderly, are more interested in school, and are rcading better.
The principals enthusiastically praise the project. Most tcachers re.uctantly give
the project credit for the positive changes that tl{ey sce in the children.

The interim evaluation shows that in genecral teachers are implementing the
project as intended. Most teachers adhere to the schedule, ‘teach the assigned
activities, and keep the proper records. Only threce classrooms were consistently
off schedule. The leadership and persistence of the director is a factor in success-
ful implementation. So is the perceived success with students. Another critical
factor appears to be the regularly scheduled shifts of students from one staff to
anolhex that mal\e each staff member somewhat dependent on the others. When the
basic structure of instruction is changed away from the self-contained classroom,
it’is hard for « staff imember just to igno;'c the project directives. A final factor in
teacher compliance is the presencc*of aides and specialists. With these extra per-

sonnel, tcachers teach fewer children at any one time and many, especially 2nd

grade teachers, have more noninstru(c}t'gnal time during the day. .However,

ERIC
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instruction is compartmentalized, and many staff members do not know what the
children do when they are with other staff. Ior instance, some teachers asked us
what was happening in the project. Others said they included some e ra material

in the students' schedule because they feared it was being left out, only to discover
later that it was being done elsewhere. Staff members in the IHILS center commented
that very few classroom teachers have visited the center and almost none use the
data they provide on cach student. It seems that the project director (and perhaps
his staff) has the only overall view of the project, although the project director

says that this situation had changed by the end of the school year.

[he final first year evaluation indicates more than average monthly gains for
children on all the designated criterion tests (six for Ist graders and seven for
kindergarten children) except on the test for following instructions. The most-dra-
matic gains were on the Lor;,c Thorndike Intelligence Test and the visual perception
tests; the smallest gawns (only slightly above the average n.lonthly gains) were on
the three Metropolitan Achievement Tests (word knowledge., word discrimination,
and reading), N

The evaluation concludes with the following observations:

The data suggest the simplistic but crucial fact that children tend to learn

what we teach them. The problem facing Adamston's Right-To-Read

project is what to teach in kindergarten that directly pays off in literacy.

Right now it appears that the curriculum is pretty strong except for

following directions, and that will require modifying teachers' behavior

to get them to relinquish the mother hen roles with K-1 children. These

are well-intentioned teachers who could smother these children into -
underachievement with their well-intentioned mothering.

Considering the gains, the Right-To-Read treatment should become the
basic K-1 curriculum throughout the school district. In implementing
the curriculum, it should be carefully supervised and should be given
three years to take hold in the schools.

1 . 3 + ¥ .
The project is dramatically successful, ernugh to warrant media coverage.

. Adamston's children need some good publ.city, and this project deserves
some positive notoriety.

CONTINUATION AND DISSEMINATION

Despite the flood of federal money that has entered Adamston, high officials in
the central school administration claim that they currently would not budget money
to continue the program. In fact, administrators say, if the project does not gain
third year Right-To-Read money, the project will.end, because all available city

money has already been budgeted for 1974-75. These school officials say that
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the project 1s very expensive and has not proved itself superior to other reading
programs in raising the all-important reading achievement scores, If federal
money does not phase out until next year, school officidls say they will have to
seriously consider institutionalizing and spreading the project if the test scores
show impressive gains. This 1s a difficult challenge. Fi‘”rst, many researchers
believe that reading achievement tests, such as the MAT used in Adamston, are
biased not to reflect reading gains due to any specific curriculum. Second, the
evaluation of.the project indicates that miuch of the project activities are aimed at
improving reading scores. Finally, to be available for schogl administration
decis'}onmalxing for the 1975-76 school year, the test scores must be available by
the middle of the 1974-75 school year. Thus school officials will have to rely on
second year results available in June 1‘)74., These results will reflect only one and
a half years of instruction. The project isn't likely to achieve great gains in
reading achievement scores under thesec constraints. )

One reason that the project must achieve great success is that the project
director is white in an increasingly blgck Adamston. Most pcople we talked with
at least reluctantly agreed, and some-emphatically stated, that race makes a differ-
ence in Adamston. All but one of the top-level school officials are black. The
project's strongest top-level supporter, a white assistant superintendent, is retir-

ing. Active middle-level support is slight.

The project will also have cliff)iculty spreading because the assistant superin-
tendent for elementary and secondairy cducation has produced his own system-wide
reading pregrain. It does nothing more than sanction three programs for move
widespread use--DISTAR, Cureton, and Lippincott. Supposedly, each of the three
approaches plus additional school-initiated x"eading programs will be systematically *
compared. llowever, the research design appears meager and there is evidence
that the selection of the models and the schools to use them was based more on
political considerations than the merit of the reading programs.

Finally, the Right-To-Read project will have difficulty spreading because some
key officials don't like the project director. Lveryone we talked with conceded that
he antagonizes people, thus making it easicr for them to opposec the project.

The director himself is pessimistic about the future of the project. When this
subject is broached, his usual confident, fecisty manner turns to somber uncertainty.
[le says the project has proved itself over the last five years and he blames social

and political turmoil and burcaucratic inertia for its continued pilot status. In his

most optimiistic moments, he believes that the staff must try to continue the proj -

¢t on an cven keel until the political context becomes more favorable,

-~
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)‘,\The project has been running in four other Adaﬁuston schools for sonme time
@ '\yxt;l‘qut direct federal support. The assistant superirtendent for elementary edu-~
ca‘cxo‘r} provided these schools with extra resources for the specialist teachers and
. aides trom Title I andlocal funds so that the project could continue in thzse
schools. In three of the schools, the project is continuing at almost full imple-
mentation, gut in the tourth, the project is deteriorating. The principal in this
school s opposed to the project, and the three schoels that are centinuimg have
found that it 1s necessary to continue with the proc{:ss chechs on teacher behavior
i order to keep the project at full .mplementation. Othcrwise, there 1s gradual

slippage back mto old Lehavior.
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MIDDLETON

Fodd 1, l;:ndo .

Nia i ois an old northe istern seaport city with many diversitied industries.
It has its share of inner-city problems, the most serious of . hich is racial strife
in the schools. ) )

The Right-To-Read project in Middleton has just completed its second year.
It involves threc new open-space schools--Ventone (1000 students) opened in J'?E":'l;
Horton (700 students) opened in 1‘77;_; Bethel 50D students)ﬁopened in 1972, Aboul
90 percent of the $100, 000-per-year project budge goes for summer teacher
worhshops, and the test for son;:c—: consultant help :nd viorkshops for teachers N
during the school year, supplies, equipment, and periodic visits to the schools by
the project director. .

Ibe Right-To-Read project 1s hard to deifine for many reasons., 1-‘11'5.1, by

Riaht- o - Read policy, Middleton and other large cities were virtually promised

‘wrants without much stipulation on project content. Second, Middleton used the

Right-To-Read mioney, in combinatior with I'itle 1II and city money to farilitate the
smioother opening of a number of new open-space schools. Third, two of the three
nght—T-o-Road schools also have a number of other projects going at the same
time te.g., Title I a“gl assistance from local universities). Tor all these reasons,
Middleton essentially pooled the Right-To-Read money with funds from other
source: and used the funds to achicve a number of its own goalé, ,nol} restricted to
reading. The project certainly cannot be considered an exemplary reading project,
m}g it is a good example of how a city school system Wses unrestricted federal

funds for its own purposes.

LEA CHARACTERISTICS

-« “ny reading project in the Middleton public school system in 1974 had to

contend with a number of factors which influenced its direction and progress. -

S

Desegregation .
e = »

FPor nearly o decade Middleton public schools have been in confl/x,ct with the
state., HEW, at d the courts over raciai imbalance in cthe schools. When we “qere

in Middleton, the state legislature was arguing over the govornor's descgregation

/ 6O
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plan, and a federal court was considering « suit to (lo'st:?g regate the schouls,
<
‘ Chroughout the vear, somie school staffs thercfore lived in mcertainty.  The Horton

¥ School was most affected.  Three different plans have been propose(l. for the school,
The first would have made the school a middle school; the second would have -
brought itn a large number of upper middle-class whites. The current proposal wilk

}

squeo?/,v the existing school mto the lower levels of the building and make the upper
level a middle school annex.  Each plan would have different cifects on the staff,
Under the current plan, a number of the younger staff will be forced to transfer.
[he Ventone School was dffected on.ly a little, and the all-white Bethel School is

- Eal
excluded from any desegregation plan,
y g t

Personal PPoelitics .

>

It has been noted that politics in the Middleton public scheols and other
political units in the state are personal rather than issue-oriented. While this
tendency may be true inmost places, it seems extreme in Middleton. One person
there comipared the system with o feudal order based on loyalty., At the top of the
order is the school board, which d¢  'nates the entire system. The superintendent
is relatively powerless to act independently of the board. According to many,
school admimstrators' fortuncé risc or fall depending on their ties to members of

trie board. .

Franmﬁr}tfat_ib‘n in At—b_(-‘School System

i R,

Perhaps bécause of persofid@l pc tics, it is not casy to explain the divisions of
responsibility in the system. Reading,. for instance, is under the associate
‘supcrmtcnc!ent for special services, not under the associate superintendent for
immstructional services.. A new department of reading was created, perhaps in
response to a survey of reading that showed very low achievement scores., But
the reading department has no budget and no apparent power. The director of
reading, at prescnt at least, has no influence over reading projects in the
schools. In fact, it scems that ea h school is rather autonomous, especially when,

as in the case of one Right-To-Read school, it has a strong principal.

' -40
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INITIATION O THE PROJIC T

Yo
Background in the District .

The city of Middleton, independent of the school board, began to build a =
number of open-space elementawny Schools 1n the carly 1970s.  The first two,
Ventone and Wister, opened n the fall of 1971, The city stocked the schools with
an abundance of n.aterials and turned them over to the board to adnunister. The
board was. despiie ttsell, torced to plan tor the transition ot staft and students -
fron: the olc'ler, smaller traditionally built schools. The city contributed some
nioney for swmnier orientation workshops., The board also obtained a state Title IIi
grant, which supported three members of the staff development department to work
full-time with the open-space schools. This staff worked with the Ventone and
Wister schools 1n 1971-72, added sdx schools in 1972-73, and one more in 1973-74.
While they were dealing with pl'obl“cn‘.s that might arise from the new open-space
schools, Right-To-Read made money available for a reading project in the fall

of 1971. - _ N

Right-%o-Read Policy

w

IThe Right-To-Read project belccnon process for the big city schools was
simple. Rq.ut I'o-Read nou)e"f’l city school systems that they had been awar ded
a $100, 60O pant in November 1971, and in January 1972 awarded $10, 000
planning grants to cach system. -In the next few months the school systems wrote
up operating plans and werc then awarded the remaining $90,000. The Right-To-
Read project monitor for the city believes that this was a mistake for Middleton
and the other citics, because any real leverage OF possesscd was lost whien Right-
I'o-Read climinated the sclection process. As a consequence, the project monitor
feels that Middleton Right- To-Read has never been quca(ling project; it is

primarily « means of bolstering open-space schools. \

I'he Responsc of Middleton

An associate supcrintendent is.credited with writing the initial Right-To-Read
proposal. According to hin, the Ventone School had been working out reasonably
well for a yezn',‘ and the district wanted to copy it clscwhu{;c. Horton and Bethel
schools were chosen because their new ovenaspace facilities were scheduled to

open in the fall of 1772, : 4
B L
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The plan submitted 1n May 1972 was quite brief and stated c<learly that the
grant would be used to pay for staff developmient activities that would facilitate
the transition from a self-contained classroom to team teaching open-space
schools.  Staff development plans included general approaches to open-space
schools (tean: teaching and individualization), as well as specific reading
approaches. ’

The objec ti\"c‘». listed in the proposal are largely modifications of objectives
suggested by Right-T(‘)-Read in its planning Kkit.

The exemplary programmatic components ' of the impact school, Ventone,
which were tq be replicated, were described in vague terms:

. Use of consultative support to the staff in addressing instructional

problems.

2. Providing eight comimercial reading programs as well as a variety of

teacher-developed materials that could be miatched to pupil learning
stylcs:

. Use of formal and informal diagnostic-prescriptive approaches.*

3
4. Use of neighborhood teacher-aides as members of the instructional team.

members.

6. U$&ec of various innovative instructional techniques, including team
for selected studer s.

Stafl devclopment activities were described in equally vague terms:

Since the impact school will now be the model for the Right-
To-Read program, it will serve as a workshop base for the
two schools. Most of the pre-service training will take
place in the Ventone School. Training will be previded for
the following: .

1. Teachers assigned to the redirection and transition
schools. B
(@) Three-day internship during the month of May--
10 teachers. s
(b) Five two-hour workshops in the month of May--
35 teachers.
(¢} Four-week summer workshop five hours a day--
54 teachers., ’
. 2. Tecachers in the Ventone School will attend a two-week
workshop, 5 hours a day, to develop learning packets
to share with the two otier %cllofgls.

*

ERIC

JAruitoxt provided by exic [ .

5.  Support of summer ins.titutc‘\? and regular in-service workshops for staff

teaching, multi-age groupings, and the employnient of a "'contract’ system
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3, Tutor aides assigned to the redirection and transition schools:
(a) Two-week summer workshop for four hours a day.
(b) Projected in-service workshops for the academic
year 1972-73--20.
4. Youth corps tutors--no cost to project (A.B.C.D,). !

(2) Summer workshop. .
(b) Internship at the Ventone School in September and
October, '
: (c) Tutoring program during 1972-73 in all three

Right-To-Read schools.
5. Unit task force parents will be invited to join in workshops
{or teachers in May.
6. Volunteer parents will attend
(a) Training program for comimunity tutors.
(b) Will volunteer to tutor during academic year 1972-73,

-

.

During these workshops the experiences, use of materials, and
the evaluation of student performance will be shared to prepare
the participan\ts for their involvement in the Right- To-Read

program. .

Ninety percent of th,e(budgetcd funds were to be used to pay salaries for staff
development. The budget specified how many people would be involved, and for
how loné, in each activity.

This plan was accepted by Right-To-Read. The project monitor says that the
plan’is typical for Middleton, that Middleton officials are action-oriented «nd never
take time to develop comprechensive plans,

In effect, Middleton officials opportunistically seized available federal dollars
to work on a pressing local problem that was only tangehtially related to Right-

To-Read's purpose.

IMPLEMENTATION OF .{E PROJECT

Project Director

Ms. Janet Brown was sclected to direct the project soon after the initial
operating plan was submitted. She had many years of experience as a Middleton
elementary school teacher, had worked in a laboratory open-space school, and
most recently had been a member of a staff development team funded by Title III to
work with hew open-space schools. She continued to be a« member of the Title III

team during her Right-To-Read tenuvre.

’?3\ . ‘v -
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Ms. Brown is the moving force in the program. The unit task forces : ay have
functioned effectively in the beginning, but there is little evidenie now that they
have had niuch tnfluence. Ms. Brown says they have vetoed a few ideas but admits
that in 1973-7+4 she consulted each miember individually. She claims that the ’
principals are the educational leaders in their schools and that she is px‘imz:x'ily an
administrator. But the principals 2t two of the schools (Horton and Bethel) say
they leave it all to Ms. Brown. These principals could not describe the program,
needs assessment, or the unit task force in anything but tae vaguest gencralitics.

Ms. Brown, then, appears to have made most of the decisions in the program
within the framework developed by an associate superintendent. The latter opf)osed
adding personnel (e.g., aides) to project staffs and chose to'rely on changing
teacher roles and attitudes toward staff development. Ms. Brown decided to use
the bulk of tle money for sammner workshops for staff. She arranged for most of
the specific 'extras’ in the project, such as a toy workshop for p;rents and high
school age tutors in the schools. She also h?s designed the second and third
summer workshops and the workshops, seminars, and confeiences during the
school year. She actively seeks suggestions from the staff at each school.

Except for a secretary, she is the only central staff person on the project., and
her salary continues to be paid by the Title Il grant. Thus, in this project almost

“all monies do reach the schools involved, mostly for staff salaries.

Characteristics of the Schools

"

All schools were new and modern, on the open-space plan. ach school was
divided into a number of '"pods,' cach containing fron. five to seven teachers and
from 100 to 180 students. All schools, except Ventone, where 180 students were
assigned to pods designed for 120 to 150, had enough space for open-plan activities.

The race and class (omposition of cach of the schools was different. Ventone,
located 1n a lower middle ¢lass area that was becoming increasingly black, was
about equally split betwe 'n black and white students. lorton Scheol adjoins a large

*  housing project and enrolls predominantly poor blacks and Spanish-speaking
students. Bethel School is virtually 100 percent white, lower middle class irish.

The principal of Ventone is a dynamic and controversial woman. She was
familiar with the Right-To-Read progran and her school in general and certainly
fought to get resources for her school. This aggressiveness has led to a few con-
flicts with Ms. Brown. At the other extreme, the principal at Bethel School was an
older man who appeared to be largely a plant manager. Appa rently he had a

laissez-faire attitude toward instruction. Ile said he Lhuu,ght BBethel was chosen for

Q 74 . ; .
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RighL-To—Renad. because it did not have any other federally fuided program.  the
principal at Horton School also did not seem to involve himself much in school
instruction, but, from comments from teachers, he apparently was very con-
cerned with discipline and order. In none of the schools, with the possible
exception o?f Ventone, could the principals be called educational leaders. One
reason for this is that cach principal is responsible for four elementary schools
in the district.

The teaching staff was predominantly young and white. Teachers said they
could do pretty much what they wanted in their pods. As a result, the atrnospheres
of the pods depend on the particular staff, and each pod is in many ways a semi-
independent sub-school. Most teachers from the old schools transferred
voluntarily to the new open-space schools. There has been only modest turnover
since then.

.

Relationship to the Title III Project and Others

S

We found that most project teachers had difficulty saying what Right -To-Read

was. One thanked it for providing a wealth of materials that the city had in fact
paid for. Others knew about the Right- To- Read summer workshops but not much
else. The Right-To-Read project is so interwoven with other projects in the school
that the average teacher would have no way of distinguishing one from another.

For example, the OE project monitor for Right-To-Read feels that the project
is impossible to distinguish from the Title III project--that they complement each
other. As mentioned previously, the Title Il staff preceded the Right-To-Read
cffort in the Ventone Sciwol and works in each of the three Right-To-Read schools
with the same gencral purpose. In addition, Ms. Brown is on the staffs of both
projects, so when she goes to a school sfme wears two hats. ! r

Another example uf how the two projects interweave is the funding of resource
pool teachers in cach school. In 1972-73, the principal of Ventone felt that the
Title III staff developmcnt.team was not spending enough time in her school. She
suggested that a full-time substitute be provided to frece five teachers one day a
week to work with other tcachers. She claimed that Right-To-Read could not fund
this. Eventually Title [II did, with the stipulation that Ventone teachers also
provide assistance to other open-s’pace schools (this 1s the role of Right-To-Read's
impact site). In 1973-74, Middlcton funded the resource pool teacher project in
eight open-space schools for fifty days during the yecar. Right-To-Read then paid

for some additional days in the \"ontor’m‘;- School.
]
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The Right-To-Read schools also have other projects whose activities
sometimes overlap with Right-To-Read or meet needs in the school that Right-To-
Read might have fulfilled. IFor instance, lorton School has a large Title | program

-that focuses on reading; an arrangement with a nearby university that provides
stddent teachers, tutors, and other resources to the school, and a bilingual
cducation program. Ventone has perhaps even more resources to work with, A
staff person from the state university works virtually full-timie in the school. Tle
formerly worked with the Title Il teani and is concerned with the effective
in.plementation of the open-school idea. ile arranges for in-service courses for
university credit on a variety of subjects (administration in open-space schools,
use of physical space, individualizing reading) and serves as a general resource to
teachers. The school also has a pilot Sesame Street math course, a bilingual
cducation program, an extensive science program using the regional science center
in the school, a pilot program for special educatic n students under the new PL-766
which requires some melding of special education s ndents into regular school
activities, and a small social worker program in con_ anction with a local medical
center. Bethel School has npo other major progca:. using-outside funds.

Many of these activities are focused directly on making open-space schools
work. In part, then, it scems that the Right-To~Read project in Middleton fills a
void in the summier with a workshop and works around the edges of otiier projects
during the school year. Therefore, it is impossible to assess the c¢ffect of the
Right-To-Read project alone.

4

Project Activities v

For the teachers, the workshops in the tirst year occurred as outlined in the
operating plan.,  Teachers trom Rethel and Horton Schools did visit Ventone School
for a series of orientation sessions, and sonie of them wor}Eed intensively at the
school for three days., The focus of these nicetings was on open-space schools, not
reading.qln the summer, almost the entire facultics of Bethel and Iorton a.ad some
parents attended a four-week workshop that included a humber of lectures and

sessions on a va. ety of topics, but only one week on reading. The workshop was

" run by outside consultants and some Ventone teachers  In addition to this work-

shop, Ventone teachers spent two wecks developing individualized "learning
packets’ for students, primarily in recading. .

In the sccond year the staffs worked independently.
76 '
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The plan tor the thirdaycar workshops was agam to run a joint workshop tor
All three staits and structure it around specific topics.  LThe teachers we talked
with opposcd this plan. \Ms. Brown did not give a reason besides a tight budget

tor the change in structure,

¢

Project Strategy. The Right-To-Read project obviously did not have any
specific strategy to improwve ‘1 nstruction in open-space schools. It provided a
storgashbord ol speakers and activities and operated on the theory that opportu-
nities tor espericnced teachers (Ventone stalf) to share insights with other tecachers
and time for teachgrs in cach school to work independently would help. No specitic
approach to diagnostic-prescriptive reading instruction or any specific reading
program was pushed. No systematic follow-up during the school year was
attempted except for Ms. Brown's weekly visits to each school. Somie teachers saw
her regularly and appreciated her help. Others scarcely knew who she was.

She justified the project strategy by stating that reading can only be taught
effectively if a teacher is functioning effectively at a more gencral level. For
instance, if a teacher is “uptight' about racial imbalance or fears open-space,

Ms. Brown feels the teacher won't function well. Therefore she prefers to deal
with the larger staff development issues in summer workshops and in personal
conferences during the school year and not restrict activities soiely to reading.
She believes that teachers know how to teach reading and do not need more reading
instruction. She says that teachers need support that will enable them to believe
that they and the children will succeed. Because of her background as a teacher in
an'open-space situation she says she is sensitive to teachers' problems and can
provide some of this necessary support. But she has not further specified what a
supportive system is.
' We asked Ms. Brown why most of the money went for the sumimer workshops,
but her answer wasn't satisfactory. For the first year, before the opening of
Horton and Bethel Schools, a summer workshop made a good deal of sense. After
that she apparently did not scek any alternatives. M\s. Brown hinted at one reason
for summer workshops--teachers who attend them receive $10 per hour, and for
many the workshops take the place of a summer job. Ms. Brown said that
everyone who worked in a school all year descrves a worksho- . She alsomeLcd
that when there were niore teachers than slots available, principals chose to
reward some feachers. She said that in one school the principal refused to allow
new teachers, who needed orientation, to attend the workshop because they would

have to replace some teachers who had taught in the school the previous year.
’:}"‘J
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Influence of the Right-To-Read Process. The Right-To-Read process has not

had much influence on this project. \s. Brown, as project director, has
dominated. The principals and unit task forces have had little influence on the
projeet. Only the principal of Ventone School has been a forceful leader, and this
has nothing to do with the Right-To-Read proce ». If a nceds assessment was con-
ducted, it has had little influence o project activities. No une seemed to be aware
of one. Designations of impact, transition, and redirection sites have had little
meaning. The Ventone staff has provided some assistance to other staffs, but
essentially the schools have operated independently. Ms. Brown has used the
technical assistance team little since the fir\st year of the project. She felt it was

generally out of touch with the needs of the staffs.

IMPACT ON TIHE SCHOOLS

As mentioned previously, the specific impact of the Right-To-Read project on
the three schools cannot be assessed. We can, however, offer a few observations
on where the schools are now and how the staff perceives the process it has gone
through. Inall schools, normal activities scem to continue, with few signs of
major problems. As we toured the schools and talked with staff 1t was apparent
that the schools differed froni one another in their acceptance of open-space; the

<
pods in each school showed considerable variation.

Ventone

Ventone best accepts open-space now, although the staff says it has taken
three years. Because of the principal's directive, all pods inc lude students from

all grades, 1 to 5. But most pods are organized in age groupings within the pod.

The idea of the resource-pool teachers began here and seems to have had the most
effect here. The five-person staff has trained teachers how to use the new
materials that were made available at the opening of the school and has concen-
trated on instructing teachers on the Fountain Valley reading system, which the
principal hopes to implement schoolwide. The staft has uscd the open-space well
and has begun to construct equipment for it.  We get the teeling that of all the
schools this staff 1s the most alive, but little fecling that this relates in any way

vE

to the Right-To-Read project.

O
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Iorton School

Neither the principal nor the assistant principal is an enthusiast of vpen-space
schools. They cope as best they can. The staff is generally young and competent.
According to staff persons, team teaching has worked well in three of the pods and
much less well in the others, Relationships among the pod members were cited
as the critical factor. As in the other schools, the staff appreciated the Right-To-
Read workshops in general but could attribute no specific contribution to them. We
fecl any good results in the schogl stem from efforts of individual tcachers., They
do not sense much leadership from the administration. As one teacher said,

"Once the doors are closed, you could hang the kids by their thumbs--as long as

they kept quiet. ™

Bethel School

By the principal's adinission, Bethel is a very structured school. Again,

e

behavior in the pods varied. But only Bethel had the extreme of a teacher who
organized her students in vows in one corner of the pod, just as she did in her
self-contained classroom. As in the other schools, we sensed that the Right-To-
Read project had only a marginal effect. ‘

i

IMPACT ON THE DISTRICT

The project appears to be having little impact on the di"strict. Few teachers or
principals in the non-Right-To-Read schools we visited knew anything about the
project. Directors of the Baker project, a Title III project also worki!ng in
Middleton, s«id that they have been trying unsuccess{ully to find out about the Right-
Fo-Read project for a couple of years. The director of the reading department
does not know much about the project. Since sh.o is in her first year, she is
naturally concerned about other problems, but she does not appear to be looking at
the project for help in formulating a systemwide reading strategy,

When the project ends, nothing tangible will remain, with the possible
exception of the resource pool teachers, who were funded primarily from Title III.
All else will remain only in the experience of the staffs.

In general, it appears that the Right-To-Read money scrved the useful purpose

of helping the system open a series of open-space schools. [t was never expedted

lo much more. y
to do much e ,_.),9

[
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CONC LUSIONS

Liv:portance of Project Selection
i A

We agree with the project monitor who teels that Right-To-Read's selection
policy of "no selection ' is inadequate unless the Program is intended to give
general ard,  The Middleton Right-To-Read project paid lip service to the Right-
To-Read strategy and then did whatever it wanted. We also agree that the project
monitor had no real choice but to play the game within Middleton's framework once
Middleton was selected. Ilad he chosen to try to enforce Right-To-Read’s
prioritics and structure, he would have failed, because OE has no power to control
local district imiplenientation. This project was not intended to change reading
practices and succeeded masterfully. It was intended to case the transition to

open-space schools and probably helped in that process.

Change in the Middleton Schools

The discussion of the Baker project shows that good ideas are powerless if
the project staff cannot establish « working relationship with the school staffs.
Our discussion of Middleton's Right-To-Read project shows that the establishment
of good working rclationships 1s meaningless in the absence of good ideas.

Ms. Brown got along with almost e.erbody in power and knew the incentives (such
as sumnier workshops) for teachers. As an experienced teacher who had risen to

an administrative position, she was a member of the "club.™ But as a socialized
member of the club she expressed few challenging ideas and certainly did not

create many waves.

50
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ROCKTON

John G, Wart

THE CITY AND THE SCHOO!L, DISTRICT

Rockton., a midwestern city in a predominantly agricultural state, is a major
manufacturing center for machinery and other industrial products. The city is old,
but unlike many other large contral cities appears trim and prosperous. The popu-
lation is highly ethnic, consisting largely of German, Polish, black, and Chicano
groups. -

The Rockton school district is large, both‘in geographic area and numbers of
schools. The schoul board is clected, active, and appears to play a strong role in
setting policies for the schoovls--even to the extent of deciding on school-by-school
allocations of some district funds.

The people we interviewed all expressed strong support for the superintendent,
who was planning to leave the district for an:)!her position at the end of the 1973-74
school year. lle made a nuniber of changes in the school district during the seven
years of his tenure. le reorganized the school district to improve communications
among principals by grouping the schools into clusters. Each cluster has two types
of schools: "A'" schools, which are inner-city schools, and "B'" schools, which are
fringe schools. Principals meet regularly with other principals in their cluster and
with principals in another cluster in the same category of school. The principals
in each cluster reportto an administrative specialist, who reports to an area
superintendent, who reports to the assistant superintendent for administrat ion.

The superintendent has attempted to change the role of principals in the school
district by converting to school-based budgeting and providing more assistant prin-
cipals and instructiunal specialist staff from the central office to assist the prin-
cipals 1n improving their schools. Principals are being encouraged to think of
themselves as educational managers or facilitators, as well as instructional leaders.
Assistant principals have been assigned responsibilities for disciplinary tasks, and
specialist staft instructional leadership. The promotion policy for principals has
also been changed from strict seniority to "the-man-for-the job,'" as one principal
put 1t.  Since the announcement of this new policy, promotions have moved younger
sta.' ahead of older staff into principal positions. Principals are paid according to
the “"complexity' of their school, and as a result, five elementary school principals

are paid more than one high school principal.
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INNOVATIVE PROCESS IN THE DISTRICT

The superintendent has also moved to support more innovation in the schools
through a district-funded improvement program that implements his "broken-{ront”
strategy for educational change whereby individual schools are provided extra
resources for innovations of their own choosing. In operation, the program
resembles a muni-version ot Title III.  Any school can apply to the board for a
project grant to make any change it wants. A school writes a proposal, wvhich is
then evaluated by the district statf and presented to the board for a funding decision.
As in Title IlI, some schools get help from the central office in writing their
propousals.

The program also resembles Title Iil . the problems that arise: There are
many more applications for projects than there are funds for projects; many
schools that need change the most do not apply; many projects are of low quality;
and once a project is funded it is almost impossible to turn it off. The district is
currently struggling to find ways to terminate projects without disruption. Itis
thinking of limiting funding to one or two years, with the provision that a school

may apply for a "locatipnal budget” (which means permanent board funding) 1f its

1 1

project is "successful.” These problems of too many proposals and limited funds
to continuesprojects appear to be even more severe at the local level than at the
tederal level because of the closer political relationship between the decision-
makers and the funding recipients. The schools are not at all bashful about stir-
ring up community support to storm board meetings to gey, or keep, funding for a

project.

Federal Project Management
v b3

The district has a "'categorical program coordimnator, "

who is the equivalent of
a federal program manager. The coordinator, who reports directly to the deputy
superintendent, has no statf; he keeps'track ol funding availability through a net-
work of informal communications that he has ecstablished, and he initiates proposal
activities when a potential source of funds is located.

Rockton does not have: a proposal writing staff but calls on curriculum super-
visors or other district office staff to set aside their normal duties and take
responsibility tor proposal writing and coordination. All proposals for federal
projects mus' go to the hoard for final approval. Once awarded, federal projects
are typically managed by someone in the districi office and usually someone who

was involved 1n writing the proposal. 82
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I"nc(-(lm'al vrogram coordinator preters state-managed to tederaily mannyed

'S

1
progsrams tor two reasons:  Lhe technical support trom the state level s hgher in

quality, and 18 more trequent. le argues that tederal project officers tend to be

young and mesperienced compared with heir state counterparts, and can come t{o

Rocttan far less trequently.

Effects ot Change Agent Prog - - on the Instrict

-

. The federal pragram coordimator idicated that the ¢ 1ncipal effect éf federai

. categgrical programs 1s to force school districts to add additional staff that would
not normally be hired, which, in hie terms  eventually encumbers the school dis-
trict with extra costs after fcd\c ral funds arc terminatech ' Judging frop: the Right-
fo-Read project that we \'131105:— bo,wever the school district seenis ‘o be able to

. shift staft from one source of * = v to another so that, in reality, the number of
extra staf! forced on Rockton g only as thelevel of federal funds it receives

ol

gOCS up.

“unding Reading in the Rockton Schools

Rockton spends a lot of money ¢n "ca(lln‘g. About 230 reading teachers and
7 ading instructional specialists {(supcervisory staff) are in the schoc sysfem,
mostly at elementacy tevels, which means that on the average there are almost
two reading teachers per clementary school. :

Funding for reading teachers comes from three primary sources: “regular
board fund.,, Program Imgrovement Proposal funds. and Title 1. Title I supports
v reading teachgrs, Program Improvemen Proposals fund about 20 reading
teadhers, and the board runds about 1+, \In comparison, Right—fo-!t{(-n(l tundgs
have been used to support 4.4 reading teachers.

Reading Centers Program

.

An important part of the reading ettort in Rockton 1s the reading centers pro-

gram. begun in 1948 by the present Right-To-Read projeci director. This program
has often Lo cited by the Otitce of Education as a model reading program, and in
1971 1t was cited by the Nattonal Center for Educational Communications.

The reading centers program consists of a central office administrative facil-
ity plus satellite reading centers in the schools, A reading center typica.dy con-

sists of ane or two rcading teachers (depending on the number of students receiving
833 '
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specialized reading instruction) who are provided with a classroom and great

-

quanditics of reading materrals Children with reading proh.ems are broushe te

the reading centers daly tor hali-hour sessions with a reading center teacher.

0, O.rgmadly, the reading center progran was strictly iy instruction of students’
in the 4th gréade and above, but over the last decade the program has gradually
changed. Once trend has bheen a gradual shift away trom emphasis on the upper ele-
méntary grades toward an emphasts on the primary grades on the grounds that it

1s better to prevent reading problems than to try curing them after thl:y have
become severe. Another trend has heen away from having the reading center
reacher wourk with chitldren in a separate rcom, and™oward having the readmfg
center teacher delp other teachers improve their skills in teaching reading.

Those we talked with in Rockton Swug\_{chtl:d two summewhat cm’ﬂra(lictur) reasong
lor this shift. Pirst, the nced for remedial reading teachers hegan to increase
grcatly as the student population became increasingly black and poor, and as
teachers recognized the conventence of having slow readers removed from the

classroom. Seccond, there was growing concern ebout the bad side effects on
< .
. I . .
chitdren when removed trom therr regular classrooms {or specialized instruction.

<
! Title [ Tunded Centers.  Many of the dystrict's reading centers are supported

with Title I funds. Forty pevcent of the district!'s total of $5 million in Title I funds
is allocated to the reading center program.  Title I tunds can be spent only on

Tutle I-cligible children, and thereby ¢ thiet with the district™s desire to convert

1*cach}m center teachers tnto reading resource teachers (reading teachers who work
.

directly with the classroom teacher). The district nas handled this problem-by add-

iny, district-tunded reading teachers to the Title Ieenters as the reading ceater

teachers are comverted into readhing resource teachers. In 1‘375-7-1,' the district

polity was tiwallow Title I eenter teachers to spend hatf their time in remedial

s’ ruction with Fitle [ children, and the other half working as reading regource

tcachers. In 1974-73, the split is projected to be 60/40. o
The district oblains its reading resource teachers mainly through promoting

personnel Lrom within the sy stem who have oblained the certification required by

the school district.

Bhard-Funded Reading Feachers. It 1s estimated that the board-funded read-

. 1ny tcachers work approximately one-halt timie as resource teachers and the rest
of the time 1n the »emedial mode with chitdren.  The district obtar s these esti-

mates throuch intormal feedback during visits to the schools and nonthly reports

filed by the reading teachers., 8[1 .
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Continuum Program. Rockton 1s also implementing the Wisconsin Design for

Reading Skill Development in all elementary schools. This program, it imple-

meanted, would adopt the major goal of Rxgh‘l-To-&cad-—diégnostxc/pres'crip‘ ver S wy
reading mstruction--in all clcmsn‘tary schouols, The program’is the r,es(xl' of '
several years ol study by subcommittees of the board, which decided'lac__ear
to make reading a top priority, to adopt the Wisconsin Design, and to provide
$500, 000 tor implementation.  The money will be spent’for seven reading instruc-
tional specialists 1AIS) who will operate out of the district office, for one hundred

. .

aides to help teachers with clerical work, and for materials.

P'x'iux-ity of Reading in the District. While the board has designated reading as

a top priority in the district, no onc has been assigned clear responsibility for

2
reading in the district and implementation of the continuum program. ‘A large
number of persons in the centra! office have various duties and functions concern-
ing reading and implementing .thc continuum program. In addition, the district has

also designated as top priorities new services for exceptional or special education
1) .

3

" - " * . v
students, bilingual education, carcer educatic., ‘environmental educatieon, and pro-
grams for native Americans, ¢ .
John Jones, reading coordinator in the division of elementary and gecondary

voad

education, 1s the Right-To-Read project director and has been assigned the seven

RIS personnel. lle reports to'the division director, Fred Gross. Alsy reporting
to Gross are four elementary curriculum specialists (supported by 20 supervisory
teachers) and 30 secondary curriculum speciaiists andAswupcrvism'y tcachers. The
M ’
curriculum specialists are redponsikle for working on their gubjects with all .
schools 1n the district, but they also serve ag '"team leaders'' for one ¢r more
clusters of schools. A\g,{i/ny of the curriculum specialists are concerned in one way
the

or another with readin’g in their subject areas. In their team leader roles,

e

curriculum supervisors are concerned with all curriculum matters in their ¢
ters and work with the principals and administrative specialis!s ir the clusters.

administrative specialists are paid more than the curriculum special-
\ - .
1sts, and because the principals report to the administrative specialists, the cur-

Because the

riculum supervisors are in a comples situation regarding their responsibilities for
curriculum and need for acgess to the schools. . This organizational arrangement
has created problems for JonC‘S in defining responsibilitics for the seven RIS per-
sounnel as‘si.gned to him for implementing the cuntim‘mm program. Aftcr several
meetings with the curriculum supcx:visu’r\y staff over a jubh description for the seven

=% . o . .
RIS personpel, Bewhich litile progress was made, Gross hag apparently dropped the
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whole matter, andtold everyone to get on with their work and forget the job
*a . . \ al ~~ . . .

description business. The job of coordinating efferts of the RIS personnel in

implementing the continuum program has been assigned to an actiny reading

consultant.

RIGHT-TO-READ

In this complex organizational situation, with Junes not having clear responsi-
biliiy for reading, and in the context of the laxge reading effort in Rockton, the
comparatively small Right-To-Read preject has not yet had a large impact on the
district. The.main results have been to add .4 reading teachers to the four
Rockton schuuls involved, to produce minor changes in the reading curricula of
three of these schools, and tc; support continued implementation of the Wisconsin
Design in the fourth.

[}

Project Organization

-

Although the project di};ector is Jones, most of the administrative load was
carried by his assistant, Bob Trail, a former reading teacher who was selected
for his capabthtles as a reading specialist “and resource teacher. Trail has lmo,stly
handled paper work, although he did plan most of the in-service sessions in the ;51'(‘).3— .
cct's first year and was involved in the change of a reading teacher in one school
in the second year. Jones' main contribution -was dealing with the federal project
()fficcrjfrom Right—To—Reéd in Washington. Neither Jones nur Trail exercised
much direct icadership,- but Right-To-Read docs not \;ant leadership from the proj
ect director. 1he intervention strategy is that the leadexship should b(“provided

The four Right-To-Read schools were Drew, Spears, Martin, and Brewster.
Each school decided to use Right-To-Read money to hire an extra reading teacher,
and except in Spears School, the principal essentxally turned the project over to the
veading tcacher. "In Spears the principal turned the pr()]ect over to the assistant
principal. Each school already had at leas{ one reaaing teacher, some funded by

Title I, and the others by the board. All of the schcols formed a unit task force.

History of the Pwoject

Project Initiation. In October 1971 the district was notified of a Right-To-

Read méetingin Washington in November for iarge urban school districts and of
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pr‘uvision of $100, 000 in Right-To-Read funds as of January 1972. The Rocktun
delegation included Jones and Gross. The purposec of the meeting was to explain
Right-To-Read to the districts that had'been selected and to'present the project
guidelines. Jones' impressions of the meeting were mixed: ""We had heard about
Right-To-Read for years and then all of a sudden we get a hurry-up call from
Washington and a package of money. Representatives from tke large. cities heard
a rumor fronPont of the Right-Tou-Read staff that the suddenness of the grant was
linkéd t& a pre-election 'sitrategy‘ "

This impression was reinforced by the apparent disurganization of the Right-

L3

To-Read staff as perc'éived by the Réckton group:

Every few minutes there would be a short staff meeting among the RZR
people to decide on the answer to a question from the audience. It looked
like they were setting policy on the spot. I pointed out to them their

- January'1972 starting time was impossible since they wanted projects to
-conduct a needs assessment before January 1972 which was less than
90 days away--the amount of time they said was needed for a nceds
assessment. '

?

Right-Tu-Read beld a second meeting in Washington in January 1972 to explain

Right-To-Read planning and nceds assessment processes to the projects. Jones,
Gross, and the principa;\s of three of the four schools that had been s‘elected
attended. The Rockton people were amused by the suggestion that the planning
charts be tacked up on the wall in what was dubbed a Right-To-Read "war room."
Jones described the attitude of the principals toward Right-Fo-Read: "They were
pleased that the g,rant was assured rather than spending a great.deal of time in
planning a proposal and then havmg it rejected.”

Selection of the Four Schools. The four schuols in the project were selected

by a central office committee and Jones. Ie got a list of readi- g scores for all the
schools in the district, and per Right-T )-Read instructions selected a list of
schools whouse reading scores were in the lowest quartile. Then he called a meet-
iﬁg of districc staff to discuss the list and select four schools. They called
Washingtun and asked if they couldn't spr cad the money around to more than the
three schools specified in the Right- I()-'R(,ad guidelines, aqpgd werc told no. A

compromise was reached on four schools.

One school, Saltair, refused tu participate, because the principal felt that his
tcacners were already overworked.
X

The two schools selected as impact sites were Drew, because it was imple-

menting the Wisconsin Design as part of the "ficld-test pattern' for the Wisconsin
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Research and Develupmcr_mt Center, and Spears, because.of.its resource center

and tutor program. Brewster was chosen b:cause it had the worst reading scores
in the district, and Martin because 1t satisfied the Right-To-Read criterion for a

- transition site and \;'as experiencing racial problems. The district thought that a
little extra nioney there \Vuu‘l..d\ divert attertion from the racial problem and '"co 1
things off a little.”" Jones said that there was nu competition among the schools for
scléction and no inpu!'frum Gross 0;1, which schools shou.d be selected.

. v
First-Year Implementation. Right-Tou-Read expected school districts to select

their uait task forces and complete the needs assessment and planning process by
May 1972, but Rockton did not respond until July. All of the schools complained
that selecting a unit task force took time, and that they found it hard lo,;:-arry out
the neecds assessment and planning processes.

Funding Delay. By the end of the first year of the project (August 1972), the

schools had managed to spend unly $10, 000°of their first year's $100, 000 allotment.
\s. Betty Brown, the federal project officer, rcad the Qroject proposal, saw the o
$90, 000 of carryover funds, and decided to hold up the second-year grant an.dgmake
changes in the project. She remembers that Rocktgn did not appear to have a
replication strategy (for the impact chools to work‘yvith the two schools with weak
reading psx-'ugrams) and no plan for coordinating in-service staff development with
project objectives. Consequently, she held up project funding and made a trip to
the project to straighten things out. As a result of the meetings, Rockton reworked
its project , tan to Ms. Brown's satisfaction, and the project monies were released
by December 1972. She thinks she had a major effect on the project in redirecting
it toward the Right-To-Read approach.

The project staff rewrote jts proposal, but for reasons that will become clear
below, and in the words of a project staff mem{)cr, there was little change in the |
project. The large carryover in the first'year reflected the decisions of the proj-
c¢ct schools to hirc rcé.cling teachers with most of their funds, and the district pro-
cedures’that made it impossible fo hire staff before September 1972.

During the funding delay, the project carried the reading tecachers and other
staff (classroom aides an. the evaluator) on board funds. There was a delay In
purchasing some materials, although the consequences were not severe because
most of these were orderet in the summer of 1972. S

3 Implementation. The project has gone smoothly. ‘There have been a few

changes in personnel, some modification of the reading programs in the schouls,
and some significant changes in the in-service component; but the project has been

implemented pretty much as planned. &8
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The lack of-adaptation proubably reflects the simplicity of the changes that were

attempted, the specificity of the project plans, and the freedom ‘that Right-To-Read
gave each school to decide what it would implement. ’

In-Service Traininy. Between the second and third years of the project, two

significant changes were made in the in-service component: The in-service ses-
sions were changed from a schedule of after-hours and Saturdays to one of released

time, and each school planned and cunducted its own in-service sessions, instead
~ bad
of attending common in-service s¢ssions.

é

The change tu site-specific in-service was made by mutual agreement between

T

the schouols and project staff, who felt that the first year of in-service training was
not as effective as it should have been. Even though teachers werc paid $6. 50 (out
“ Right-To-Read funds) to attend each session,.attendance was only 50 percent.
The teachers were just not interested in giving up their free time for in-service
t”air;ing in reading. The project staff and most of the teachers we talked with said
that the format was poor. Each school was implemrnting a somewhat different
reading program, and it was therefoure hard to plan in-service sessions that would
meel everyone's needs. Alsu, moust of the sessions were l—ééztures by district office
staff or outside consultants, with no follow-up in the classroom. As the Right-To-
Read pfu;ect officer had thought from the original project proposal, Rockton did
not havcsxts in-service cluseiy cocrdinated with the program objectives at cach
site. )
In the second year, cach site planned its vwn series of workshop sessions, and
almost e rery teacher we talked with in schouls that had a good reading teacher said
that 'hese sessions were much better. Some teachers were enfhusiastic about the
third-year in-scrvice sessions. : ’

.The switch to conducting in-service during released time instead of after hours

.was stipulated by Right-To-Read, and Jones says that this has turned out to be a

good idea. I!He thinks teachers respond more favorably to and get more out of
released-time in-service. le now plans to use the idea in other in-service ses-
sions that he is organizing. . .
Between the second and third years, Ri;i;ht—To-Read also stipulated that 85 per-
cent of project funds had to be spent on staff development and that only $'6.00 per

professional would be provided in the project schools. This resulted in a lower

third-year budget for the project, but there were carryover funds available from

~

the previous yearhtha'lt Right-To-Read allowed the dis‘rict to use to make up the
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difference. If the carryover had not been available, the project schools would
have had a difficult time continuing the classruvom aides funded by the pl'f)jéé-t.

,

Project Components .

Unit Task Forces. Except in one school (Martin), the unit task forces. which

were appointed by principals, had little to do with the Right-To-Read project, The
needs assessment was done by the school staff, with parents and other vutsiders
called in fur perivdic review meetings. The duminant themes in comments about
the unit task furce were "The technical 1ang’uage was incomprehensible_to them' and
"They couldn't attend all the meetings. ' Most unit task forces collapsed after the
first year. .

The une schouol where the unit task force was active had one community mem-
ber who was already active in the school and another member who took great inter-
est in the project; even to the extent of redoing the needs assessment himself.
This unit task force has been ve'r;/ active in lobbying for board supp rt to‘continue
the project. A letter-writing campaign was organized and produced 365 letters to
the district office from parents. ‘

Needs Assessment. Right-To-Read requires each participating school to con-

duct a needs assessmen. as part of a specified process for planning its reading
improvement pregram. It is a detailed procedure for assessing the reading inade-
quacies of students in the school, the instructional inadequacies of teachers, the;
appropriateness of x'eadin‘g curricula used, and the reading resources available
from the district.

All four principals turned the responsibility for performing necds assessment
over to someone else. In three of the schools, most of the work was d-;)ne by the
Right-To-Read rcading teacher and the Tit}e I reading teacher; in the fourth school
(S};ears) the work was done by the assistant principal and the Title I reading teacher.
All involved reported extreme frustration and anger while they were doing needs
assessment ("'l was a monster''), but in retrospect they all praised needs assess-
ment as worthwhile.

Despite these testimonials, none of the schools made large changes in their
reading curricula as a result of conducting nceds assessmen'. Three schools
swigched from a multitext curriculum (\vl;ich means that each teacher chose her
own pasal reader) to single basal texts (different ones in ecach school). These
‘texts did include skill-based diagnostic tests at the end/f of component books; now-

cver, these are administer:d at intervals of several alonths and instructicn has not
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b:en highly individualized. There has been a trend in the district for some time,
which is spreading schooul by school, away from the multitext approach to single
basal readers.

One of the principals we interviewed sai. . "he reason for the trend toward
single texts in Rockton is concern about gaps in the district's reading curriculum.

The fourth school in the project (Drew) continued to implement the Wisconsin
Design as one of the test sites in the Wisconsin Research and Development Center
for Ccgnitive Learning program to develop its reading system.

One school (Spears) did not actually switch to o single basal text until one year
after needs assessment was conducted. The school's reading teacher was not con-
vinced of the need to chang—e, and until the schcol administration shifted her to
another position, the school continued with largely its old reading program. In this
case, needs assessment may have taught school leadership something about 12ading
improvement which could not be implemented until the reading teacher could be
moved out of the way.

One concrete use of needs assessment that we found was in Drew Schocl, where
the principal shcwed the results of the teacher assessment to one of his poorer
tcachers ("'who was afraid to go out on her own'') as an inducement to get her to
change.

Needs assessment seems to be useful mostly as a means of collecting informa-
tiun that would not ordinarily be available to school leadership (such as describing
the rnaterials the teachers are using in their classroom), and as a teaching device.
The systems analysis philosophy underlying the Right-To-Read needs assessment
is radically different fru%n how principals and teachers normally think about curric-
ulum in their schools. (The principal i1n Spears School said this directly.) There-
fcre, nceds assessment may teach the participants something about systematic
curriculum planning. Some of the staff also said that they l.ad learned something
about planning an educational progran that they could use in other ways. When
asked 1f-they would ¢ver again conduci needs assessment on treir own, they usually
said yes, if the procedure were simplified. Iowever, the person respohsible for
Right-To-Read in Spears School who was asked this question and who is now the
principal in another school has not perforined ..eeds assessment in her school and
has no plans to do so. (She also has no extra resources Lo get the required testin‘g
done, or to buy maternials and in-service tra.ning.)

Needs assessment may also have a communications effect; we heard such com-

ments as these: ''It apprised the staff of its deficiencies,' "A lot of thinking came
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from just sitting there and talking, ' and "We had never sat down before and gone
over our reading i)_x-ogram in this school.”

Onec principal said that needs assessment was essential to prevent fragmenta-
tion of Right=Tu-Read money. He argued that singfe a Right -To-Read school gets
its money before a plan is written, there needs to be 1 decision mechanism.
Otherwise, he asscrts, the teachers will get separate claims on the money and the
program will go off in all directions at once. 6bvi0Llsly, this depends on the lead-
ership characteristics of the principal. I ‘

Neceds assessment was extremely difficult for staff members to perform. The
terms were without meaning tu them, the requirements for data collection {testing
kids and teachers) onerous, and the purpose unclear. The peouple who did needs
~assessment were not the pecople who went to Washington. The technical assistants
sent out from Right-To-Read technical assistance teams gave conflicting instruc-
tions. In the words of one respondent, "We were all so insecure oursclves abont
the whole nrocess that it was hard to handle conflicting opinions.' Therec were
taree different technical assistants who came in the early days of the project, but
only one was given high marks by the project.

Curriculum and Instructional Changes. All of the schools concentrated their

efforts on the primary grades, .cspecially in the first and second years of the proj-
cct, contrary t’o Right-'I"o-Rcad’s whole-school concept. In the third year, most of
the schools movea toward involving the upper grades, but less intensively than at
the primary level.

The recason for the emphasis on the primary grades is not entirely clear, but
there arc several factors. Some said that Right-To-Read policy was to start at the
lower grades and then work upward to the higher grades in successive years, but
this is not true. One factor is that the technical assistance provided by Right-To-~
Read recommended c« ncent.rating on the lower grades. Another is that one of the
district office curr.culum specialists most involved with Right-To-Read is a pri-
mary specialist. Third, the general movement in the (lis§t1'ict toward prevention
instecad (;:f remediation may have had an cffect.

The reading program in Drew School 1s impressive. The testing program is
highly organized, and cross-age grouping is used fur skill instruction, with differ-
ent teachers specializing in different reading skills. Students arce testedidiagnCs-
tically and regrouped for specialized instruction every few weeks. Record-kceeping

1

and regrouping arc thorough and are done Ly ihe project reading teacher. Amypie”

. . '
materials are available. 9,8
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Technical Assistance. The project staff 1s almost unanimous in 1ts praise of

one of the Rivht-To-Read-provided technical advisers. te visited most of the proj-

e

el 0y "n . . .
et schools aboul once a year and gave some of the im-service sessions. llis visits

to the project were helpiul 1n muoving at least vne of the schools toward more change.
In Martin School he saw that very little was happening and relayed this mformation
to Junes and Trail, whu were aware of the situation but did not take any action. lle
also told the Martin principal. Trail was then able to assign a new Right-To-Read
reading Ecaghcr, who has atcomplished more than her predecessur (all that had to
be done was swilch the position of the board-funded and the Right-To-Read reading
teachers 1n the school). The first Right-To-Read reading teacher spent most of

his time with children and virtually no time working with teachers. Trail says that
the technical adviser's judgment was influential in enabling the central office to get
the reading teachers changed.

Replication Strategy. Right=To-Read's idea of having the two impact schools

(Drew and spears) assist the two other schools in the project (Brewster and Martin)
did not work very well. The plan in the proJec.t proposal (as rewritten) was to have
Drew help the other schools in using the diagnostic tests from the Wisconsin
Design. Spears was Lo help the other schools build versions of its resource center
and to install its tutoring program. Ilowever, only one of these transfers has
occurred: Martin School has built a resource center modeled on the one 1n Spear
The tutoring program didn't spread because Spears dropped the activity itself at the
end of the second year. The resource center didn't transfer to Brewster because it
"discovered' that it didn't have the required physical space. Once Brewster,
Martin, and Spears had decided to adopt basal programs containing diagnostic tests,
1t was no longer attractive fur them to think about using Drew's Wisconsin Design
tests, which are far more sophisticated than the texts and the tests in the basal
programs that they had adopted.

Interestingly, an unplanned transfer has occurred hetween Martin and Drew.
The latter has picked up a high school tutoring program started in Martin by a
person on the Ma “tia unit task force who is heavily involved in school activities.
Th.- program was presented to all city high schools for their consiucration.

Ea

Evaluation. About 5 pcrccn{ of project resources were spent on the projec!
evaluation, but not much resulted. Each school wrote its own ohjectives and was
assisted by the project evaluator in writing criteria for these objectives. As a
result, none of the objectives was very difficult to achicve.  As an example, e

of the comprehensive objectives in most of the schools was to have students’ scores

on the Cooperative Primary Test exceed by twe, points the werghted mean of the
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scho 1's scores over the past three years. Leaving aside numerous measurement
problems mvoliedn this critert n, a school's reading scores could decline over
a year's time and still meet the objective.

The evaluator sends the results to the principals, but she has "'no idea' what

they do with them. .

Continuation. The Right-To-Read money ended in August 1974, and the dis-

trict will continue two vl the reading teachers on local funds and will find other jobs
o - . . 3 Ag s '
for the other reading teachers and aides hired by the project.

Dissemination. The project had no discernible effects on-other Rockton

schools.
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BRICKTON

John G, Wirt

Brickton 1s an old Seapo rt city in the Nu'r'th(mst'thdt has been largely rebuilt in
the lust decade and now gupports a diversified manufactu r’ing,{'i‘nl(l,ustxiy. Its popula-
tiom of over I million is almost half black. Long considered :a cénter of learning,
the city boasts more than 30 colleges in the areca, ' -
The Bricktor Right- To-Read project is especially interesting as a change agent
study: It has followed the Right-To-Read strat;:gy more closely and has tried to
implement chagnostic proscrmptive reedimg in many more schools than any-other
project we visited.  The Right- To-Read program oitice considers the Brickton
project to be one o1 the most--it not the most--successtul of its large-aity proj-
ccts. Despite this bithing, however, events in the districts have caused severe
mmplementation problems. and the project as far belind schedule. Nelertheless,

the stage has been set tor a citywide mmipact on reading in the next few years,

»

>

Leadership

The superintendent came to the Brickton school district several years ago and
has moved aggressively to bring .chcmge to the school system. He has implemented
a total reorganization of the school district and initiated a citywide training pro-
gram in teaching by objectives. For the current school year, the superintendent
has established ten systemwide priorities to continue his program to strengthen
the school district's instructional programs, organizational structures, and

operational procedures. These priorities are to:

'

. Improve achievement levels in reading, writing, and mathe tics.

° Continue the deveclopment of programs that elicit improved student
adjustment behaviors. ~

. Improve the quality and increasc the frequency of communications.

. Build improved internal and external human rclationships. \

. Improve the quality and extent of community contact and pa rticipation.

. Reexamine and redevelop support services to ensure that they «nhance
the educational proaess.
' . 35
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° D.crease the time reqgaired to obtain services from the sapport

areas o the school system.

® Make available w ritten operational guido'linos and procedures that
turther retinegand clarify individual roles for ait fanctional units of
the school svstem.

. Ensure that assessment and evaluation are facets of all plans and
implementation strategies.

® Continue to develop and implement acconntability procedures for
all persons concerned with schools, including students, teachers,

administrators, and parents.

[he superintendent has widely publicized his plans for the school district and has
appeared frequently on television to discuss edicational ic,ues in Brickton,
Because of his ambitious program and his strong leadership style, he is widely
recognized in the community as an educational leader, butbalso is a subject of
controversy.

From the outsel, the Brickton Right-To-Read project has had the full support
of the superintendent. e has consistently supported the project administratively
and discussed it frequently on television, radio, and through the newspapers.

Ofter the Right-To-Read project is referred to as the superintendent's pcf:oject;

but, because of the superintendent's strong role in the district, this has had both ) .
positive and negative effects on the project. Even considering the negative effects,
howe.vel', the I{igh‘t-TO-RCdd staff believes that without the s‘uperintendent's support

much of its work would not have been possible.

Cite¢fide kight-To-Rea(I ] ‘

When the superintendent was informed that federal Right-To~Reud monies were
available for reading improvement, he immediately made plans to develop a project
for Brickton. He saw the $100,000 grant from Right-To-Read as an opportunity to
spearhcad a citywide reading improvement elfort and to implement his priority on
reading, Responsibility for developing a plan was assigned to a group of key per-
sonnel, including the assistant superintendent for elementary schools, the assistant
superintendent for secondury education, o rcading specialist in the district, and an
area supervisor. A plan was produced and taken to the second national meeting of
Right-To-Read projece Jdirectors in January 1972, Brickton was the only large

city schoql system to have a plan prepared fov this meeting.

26
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Reprganization

Soon after the initiation of the Right-To-Rcad project, the superintendent
completely reorganized the Brick£0n city school district. The traditional
elementary/secondary /special education form of organization was replaced by a
decentralized system, where there are nine regional superintendents, cach with his
own sizable statt of former central office personnel.  The central otfice had been
assiéned the role of providing staff support to the nine regional superinter.ldents.
This reorganization occ;.urred at the beginning of the 1973-74 school ycar, and, as
will be described, had a big impact on the Right-To—Réad project and a convulsive
one on the school district as a whole. Everyone in the district administration had
to reapply for a job in the new organization. Before the year was over, many
people had left the school district for other jobs, There was a nationwide search
for new administrators, and some people were brought in from the outside.

Part of the reorganization included the creation of an Office of Reading, whose
problems illustrate how the reorganization affected Right-To-Read. The change in
staff placed persons in the Office of Reading in positions thai had prcvious’ly been
held by their superiorsﬁ. Some teachers' sentiments were with their former
s iperiors, thereby causing them to divide their loyalties or resent the new persons
in the reading office.

Reorganization itself brought with it a new concept of function and responsibil-
ity for the total sta‘ff; but mainly for those. in central administration. Persons who
were once known as supervisors and had easy access to the schools were no longer
known by this title, nor was it clear that they had the same visiting privileges that
they once had. It was believed that:this privilege belonged now to the regional
tecams, with central office administrators providing support service on request.

Reorganization affected the citywide Right-To-Read effort both positively and
negatively, On onc hund, reorganization provided staff in the area offices who
could be trained to conduct citywide staff development in the schools. On the
other hand, reorganization disrupted lines of authority and communications in the
district, which created problems in delivering Right-To-Read to.the schools.

.The school year 1974-75 has seen a '"'clarification' of the role of the central
office staff, which now makes for more of a partnership between central office

and regional teams.
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Teaching by Objectives

For the 1973-74 school year, the teaching by objectives (TBO) method was
instituted through « series of training workshops for teachers conducted in the fall
by members of the area administrations. Attendance at the workshop was required
and this caused much concern among the teaching staff. But, even though teachers
resented having to attend the workshops, most did.

The teaching by objectives initiative interacts with Right-To-Read, since the
Right-To-Read diagnostic/prescriptive method of teaching reading anrsunts to teach-
ing by objectives in reading. This interaction has both good and bad consequences.

On the positive side, several people in both the schools and the Right-To-Read
office commented that Right- To-Read briﬁgs teaching by objectives "front and
center' to the teachers; that it makes teaching b s objectives more believable to
teachers because teachers accept this method as a realistic way to teach reading.
For other subjects, such as English literature or social studies, teachers see
teaching.by objectives as a rather contrived method. On the other hand, because
Rigl;lt-To-Read and teaching by objectives are so similar in concept, the training
that teachers have received in the technique may assist in implementing Right-
To-Read.

On the negative side, many teachers are infuriated by teaching by objectives,
especially because of the top-down way that it was introduced. Thus, to the extent
that Right-To-Read and teaching by objectives are a.ssociated in the minds of the
teachers, Right-To-Read may encounter greater resistance. This probably will
depend partly on whether or not teaching by objectives is ()\'e;'s<)l(i.

Thus far the effort of teaching by objectives on teaching in Brickton has been
inconclusive. Some teachers comply in form with the mandate by writing objectives
for some of their teaching, but partly because it has been introduced as a system-
wide effort and required of all teachers. Many teachers say that teaching by objec-
tives is nothing new, that they've been doing it all the time, that it hasn’t had any
effect on what they do in the classroom. Overall, it is hard to conclude what the

effects of the teaching by objectives initiative on the district have been or will be.

State Board Requirements

During the 1972-73 school year, the second year of Right-To-Read, the state
board passed a requirement that all elementary, English, and social studics teachers

in the state must obtain three credits in the teaching of reading by 1975. Although
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Right- To- Read had nothing to do with this action, the prominence of Right-To-Read
in the city ledgteachers naturally to believe, by association, that it was responsi-
ble. Right-Tur-rR?ead began getting calls from teachers asking if any money was
availabie to pay for the required training. At that time the district had no reirmn-
bursement program, and the three credits would cost teachers $135, Right-To-
Read moved to remedy this situation by approaching the board for approval of
Right-To-Read in-service training as q[xalifying for the three credits. The proposal
presented the board was approved and made it possible for teachers to receive
three credits for Right-To-Read in-service staff development.

Right-To-Read staff believes that the state hoard's approval of the in-service
training is essential to the success of the progr..... The approval gives status to
Right-To-Read's in-service training and is a direct financial reward to the

teachers.

Provisional Teachers

Also during this period a new state certification law was passed requiring all
provisional teachers to gain certification within two years, have their status
reevaluated, or lose their jobs. Needless to say, this also created disscnsion

in the school district, even though it was a state action.

Finaaces

The final school budget in Brickton is determined by the city government, and
not by the school board. Because a municipal board is the final authority on the
school budget, budgeting must be a three-step process: First, the school boa rd
negotiates with the school district, the Public School Supervisors and Administra-
tors Association, and the Public Scheol Teachers Association (PSTA) over a
tentative budget for the schools. This budget is then sent to the municipal board
and city council for approval. Usually the municipal board cuts the school board's
budget back substantially, partly because the school board is not given a planning
figure to use 1n preparing its budget. When there is a large cutback in the tenta-
tive budget, a third step in the budget process is necessary--a cornplete reallocation
of the school district budget by the administration. This increases the time and
effort required to derive the actual budget, creates problems for the school district,

and places the superintendent in a affficult negotiating position.
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Strike

By the 1973-74 school year, the teachers' resentment had built up to the point
where they went on strike after the municipal boavrd offered them a smuall salary
increase. More than 90 percent of the teachers walked out for over a month in the
middle of the school year, The basic issuc was pay, but there were other com-
plaints that the papers picked up from teachers and publicized. These complaints
centered on the lack of instructional mdteriéls and supplies in the schools and,
related to Right- To-Read, the alleged waste of money 1n paying for substitutes for
teachers attending in-service sessions when these teachers could be doing some-
thing '"'really useful like tecaching kids." In negotiations with the school district
and the board, however, Right-To-Read was not an issue. I

At the time of our visit to Brickton three months after the strike, teachers and
principals in the three schools that we visited were still extremely bitter toward
the school district and what they saw as the superintendent’'s role in the confiict.
They were angry about what they thought was his lack of support for their position
during the strike and attributed a number of statements to him that they reported
he made during the strike as the basis for their anger. After the strike, the super-
intendent decided that Right-To-Read and other systemwide activities would be
postponed until the climate in the schools improved.

Although the strike and all the top-down changes that have been oc.:curring in
the district appear to have caused dissension among principals and teach\;ars and
created a difficult climate for Right-I’To-Rcad, the staff members that we inter-
vi‘ewed in the three impact schools seemed to have separated Right-To-Read from
their dissatisfactions and expressed strong support for the program. One comment
was, "It will be good for Brickton if they can accomplish all they say they are
going to do." Another comment \\;ds, '"In the beginning we thought that Right-To-
Recad was the superintendent's program, but now we think it is ours. It's good for

our schools.'

Descgregation

The district is under the HEW desegregation order, and although there didn't
scem to be any connection between this and the Right-To-Read project, the changes

brought about by desegregation will affect the entire school system.
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THE PROJECT (

The Right-To-Read federal program office bills the Brickton project as one of
the most successful projects, stressing its citywide aspect and the Criterion
Performance Assessment (CPA) test that has been developed. The federal program
office invited the Brickton project staff to « Right-To-Read sponsored meeting of
the Great City Schools Conférence, as one of the program's most successful
projects.

There are really two parts to the Right-To-Read project: the ten impact
sites, which are supported with Right-To-Read funds, and the rest of the schools
in Brickton. The ten impact sites have been used as bases for developing and trying
out a reading system and a training program that have been designed for
implementing Right-To-Read in the rest of the city's schools. It is also plz\nned
that the ten impact schools will serve as demonstration sites for the citywide

effort.

Project Components

The project consists of two main components: a reading system developed by
the project, and a series of in-service training workshops for teachers and

administrators. v

The reading system that has been designed by the project consists of seven

celements:

A CPA test.
A manual on how to administer the test,
Profile sheets for recording and classroom storage of scores.

A hierarchy of reading skills.

A cross-referencing manual for the basal texts used in the district,

indicating where tcachers can find material!- to teach specific skills.

A manual on how to teach reading in content areas.
A test to be administered at the end of the year to find out how well

students have done.

At the time of our visit to Brickton, all of the elements except the post-test
had been developed. These sever; elements provide a means for skill-based

instruction in recading, using texts already available in the district. In other words,
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schools will not have to change the reading materia.s that they are using in order

to switch to skill-based instruction. The reading system is comparable in principle
with Wisconsin Design, the High Intensity Learning System, or any’of the other
reading systems that are currently available on the market. A major aim of the
reading system is the same as we have seen in several other districts: By reco.d-
ing « student's achievements on profile sheets, a record will be available of the
student's reading ability that can be transferred from teacher to teacher as the
student moves from grade to grade or changes schools.

The training component consists of three phases. The first phase concerns
diagnostics: a description of the CPA test, how to administer it, and how to
interpret the results. The second phase is prescription: How to use the results
of the test in instruction, how to construct teacher-made tests for regular assess-
ment of student progress, and how to do skill-based teaching by objectives in
reading. The third phase consists of various components, with emphasis on

teaching reading in content areas.

Project Staff

At the present time, the Right-To-Read staff consists of a project director
and her assistant. These two work in conjunction with and out of the Office of
Reading, which is hecaded by a person who was the project director in the first
year. The three describe themselves as a close-knit team, who have their
disagreements but who are united in their commitment to make Right-To-Read
succeed. Compared with other projects that we have visited, the staff seemed to
be much better qualified in reading and more capable in project management.

All three of the project staff came up from the ranks. One was a program
assistant of remedial reading in the district; one was head of an English depart-
ment in a secondary school; and another was responsible for staff development
in Title I. The fact that staff members were promoted into their positions over
more senior personncl has caused some resentment in the district office.

A special effort was made to recruit and sclect the project staff. The assist-
ant superintendents submitted lists of candidates to the superintendent for the
project director's and assistant project director's positions. The superintendent
personally interviewed the candidates over a period of two months before making

1C2

his final sclections.




Effects of the Right-To-Read Project

Citywide, the effects of Right-To-Read appear to be largely at the awareness
level and have fallen far short of full implementation of the reading system. In the
words of a staff member when asked what the main effect of Right-To-Read had been
on the district up to the time of our interview: "Everybody is focusing un reading
now. Right-To-Read has become a password.' Offered as evidence was the
upsurge in applications for courses in reading at colleges; however, the state
board requirement for three credits ;n reading may have more to do with this than
Right-Tou-Read. The original plan called for complete, citywide implementation of
all three phases by the end of the three-year project, at least to the point of having
carried out all of the planned training, but Li;e strike, elements of reorganization, ‘
and other implementation problems have disrupted the schedule. The original plan
was probably idealistic; an effort to develop and implement a citywide reading sys-
tem could hardly be successful in such a short time.

Also, the Brickton reading system had not been completely implemented in the
ten impact schools, although more has been accomplished. The break-in testing
using the CPA test was completed; teachers have mounted charts on the walls of
their classroom showing the results of these tests, and a portion of each day's
instruction is spent in skill-based instruction in reading. Over the ccurse of a
year, teachers appear to be covering about 8 to 10 reading skills. It ie difficult to
assess how much the teaching of reading has actually changed in the impact schools,
because several of them were already moving toward skill-based instruction in
reading. What Right-To-Read has provided are an orientation to the reading pro-
cess, developed and printed tests for assessing reading skills. and staff training
in the use and interpretation of these tests. Teachers were not generally aware

of the cross-referencing manual, nor had they been trained in its use.

PROJECT INITIATION

The project initiation phase in the Brickton Right-To-Read project began in
January 1972 and extended through September 1972. This period corresponded with
the time of the first-year grant made to all large city Right—Tp—Read‘projects.

Selection of Project Sites
‘ 7z
The ten impact sites werc selected by ten area directors. The superintendent

instructed each area director to choose one school but wanted the schools sclected
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to represent a cross-section of city school‘s. There was to be one low-income,
all black elementary schoul; one low-income, all white elementary school; one
low-1ncome mixed white and black elementary school; one middle-income mixed
black and white clcmcntar;' school; one mixed incume, all black elementary school;
one mixed income, all white elementary school; plus two high schools and two
junior high schuols. The supeuntendent's idea from the beginning has been that
these 1mpact sites will serve as demonstratlun sites for the citywide reading
improvement effort and that they would be most useful for this purpose if they
represented all segments of the school population. Thé area directors selected
the schools and appruached the principals to see if they would participate in the
Right-To-Read proj‘ect. All but one agreed, and a replacement for this school
was found. There does not appear to have been any other overriding criteria in
the selection of the impact site schools.

Brickton chose to call each of the ten schools impact sites. Each had vafious
strengths in their reading programs but none fully satisfied the Right-To-Read
guidelines for an exemplary reading program. It was thoughtthat it would "'not be
good for morale' to label some schools as redirection or transition sites and label

othérs as impact sites.

First-Year Activities

The project began with a series of meetings with principals in the impact
schools and directors of the divisions in the district office to familiarize them with
Right-To-Read. The team of assistant superintendents who had been assigned
responsibility for planning the Right-To-Read project briefed the participants on
the importance of the project for Brickton and on the nature and purposes of the
national Right-To-Read effort. The new project staff briefed them on the Right-
To~Read program in Brickton. ‘

‘ About this time, the team of assistant superintendents and the project staff
came up with a rough plan for éhe citywide effort in reading. The first phase was
to be an effort to implement Right-To-Read in the ten impact schools in the follow-
ing year. Then in t.e second year each of the ten impact schools would train two
other schools in the Right-To- Read methud This plan was 'presented to the super-
intendent, but he rejected it as requnmg too rnuch time to complete.

The pruject staff went back to the drawing boards and came up with an alterna-~
tive plan. During the summer there would {Se én effort to develop a reading system

for Bricktun that would be the core of the citywide reading improvement cffort.
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During the follux\;ing schouol year, this system would be implemented in the ten
impact schools, and then, in the final year of the Right-To~Read grant, the reading
system would be implemented in the rest of the city's schools. It was not clear at
that point whatl the reading system would be or how the project would work in the
first and second years.

As per Right-To-Read guidelines, cach of the principals in the impact schools
formed a unit task force tu go through the needs assessment process and produce
a project plan. It soon became apparent, however, that the parents on the task
forces were not knowledgeable enough about reading, the district office person on
the task force could not afford to spend much time planning a reading project, and
the principals were busy with other things. As a result, the project staff decided
to form a ""dissemination team' in each of the impact schools to take over respon-
sibility for Right-To-Read. The dissemination team was tu consist of three or four
school staff members appuinted by the principal. Typical appointments were the
vicc-pfincipal of the school, a reading teacher, and one or two senior teachers.

Durihg the spring of 1972, disseminatiun team members repurt that they spent
much of their time on Right-To-Read project activities: performing the needs
assessment, seeing films of Right-To-Read projects in other locations, visiting
nearby Right-To-Read projects, investigating various reading materials, and
listening to presentations by publishers of reading textbooks. There was also

training by members of the Right-To-Read staff in the various methods of reading

instruction (linguistics, language experience, and so forth).
At first. the plan was to have members of the dissemination teams spend full
time on Right-Tou-Read and be relieved of their classroom duties; but this didn't
work out. Instead, substitutes were hired for dissemination team members when
they needed tu attend a Right-To-Read activity. This was because principals dis-
covered that they would have to replace dissemination team members with a new
teacher. According to district rules, a teacher relieved?ﬁer classroom duties
for any reason must be replaced with a fresh-out-of-school teacher. Since most
dissemination team members were senior teachers, and typically the more capable
teachers in the school, principals wer.e reluctant to trade them in for lower quality

teachers.

Needs Assessment

Each dissemination tcam also performed a needs assessment for its school.

Mostdissemination teams used the results of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS),
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which is administered annually in most Brickton schools. The Right-To-Read staff
went through the needs assessment page by page with the dissemination teams.

Unlike schools in other Right-To-Read projects, the dissemination teams in
Brickton do not report that needs assessment was a difficult exercise. This is
partly because of the training they had received from the Right-To-Read staff, and
alsu because some schools had experience in skill-based teaching of reading.
Needs assessmenl seems to have given the dissemination teams(expc rience with
the Right-To-Read approach in planning a reading program, and to have made them
aware of alternative inséructional methods in reading and the general needs in their
schools, but not to have led to any major changes in their reading curricula. In the
words of one dissemination team member, '""We began to see different needs that we
didn't know we had. Even the principals didn't know that we had these weaknesses.
For example, we had English teachers teaching reading who had no training in
reading. "

One principal in elementary school said that she went through needs assess-
ment even though she had done something similar before, and found it useful in
pointing out to teachers where the school needed improvement. This principal dis-
cussed the resulls of needs assessment with all the teachers in her school in a
group session. Needs assessment gave the teaii:hers a picture of where there were

weaknesses in reading instruction and set the stage for making changes.

Program Objectives

The impact schools went through the rest of the Right-To-Read planning pro-
ces,sj, including the selection of project objectives according to the prescribed pro-
c/e/dure. However, a Right-To-Read staff member said that "Schools have not
concentrated on these objectives in the prescribed manner because most principals
felt that all of the objectives were equally important after actually getting into the

program.’

Summer of 1972

During the summer of 1972, dissemination teams were paid to attend a series
of workshops a! a nearby university to develop the six elements of the Bricklon
reading system. Those who attended got college credit for their work.

A greal deal of elfort in the summer session was allotted to developing the

CPA test. The Right-To-Rcad staff says that the decision to develop this test was

>3

made as a rcsult of the nceds asscssiwg conducted in the schools. %
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The Right-To-Read team was aided in its effort by the technical assistant
provided by the national office, who was a professor at the university where the
summer sessions were cunducted and a recognized authority in diagnostic/
prescriptive reading. e arranged for space where Right-To-Read staff mem’bers
could conduct their meelings$ and spent a great deal of time working with them.

We pressed project staff members hard on why they decided to develop their
own reading test when a number of other commercially published tests are avail-
able. The general tenor of the replies was that the Brickton school district had had
cunsiderable experience with commercially produced reading tests and found them
inappropriate for use in inner-cily schools. Another factor was that the CO‘St of
purchasing commercial tests would have been prohibitive for a citywide program.
An elementary school principal said that involvement was the reason why they
decided to develop their own test: '""We did it so everybody could feel a part of the
project.' Stated another way, the. reading improvement effort might be more
acceptable to the Brickton city schools if it could be pointed out that everything had
been locally developed to meet local needs. )

Other groups in the summer workshop d(?voted themselves to developing the
other parts of the reading system: the manual of reading in the content arecas and
the manual concerning performance objectives.

By the end of the summer, the workshops had produced a draft of the CPA tes;“.,
the design for writing performance objectives, the furmat for the profile sheets,
and the manual on reading in the content areas. With these materials, tﬁey were

ready for the first year of implementation in the impact schools.

FIRST YEAR OF IMPLEMENTATICN

The first year of implementation began in the fall of 1972 and extended through

the summer of 1973.

Activities in the Impact Schools

Early in the fall of 1972, the dissemination team members began attending a
series of workshops conducted by the Right-To-Read staff. The teams received
training in admunistering and interpreting cviterion-referenced and norm-referenced
tests, in designing prescriptions based on performance objectives, in the use of

Ph_;'eadability graphs and formulas, and in teaching reading in the content areas.

After these training sessions. each site déVeloped a plan for disseminating the

information in each impact schocl. Each school team had until February to train
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the entire faculty. The dissemination teams also presented two additional days of
in-service training after the close of the 1972-73 school year.

The CPA tests were administered in the impact sites after the training had
been completed in cach schoul. The results were charted on profile sheets and
made available to the Right-To-Read staff.

Because the in-service training focused on the CPA test and because the cross-
referenced guide to materials fur teaching specific skills was not available, the
first year of implementation in the impact schools amounted to a field test of the
CPA instrument. The project staff did require that teachers in the impact schools
cupy test results on wall charts and fill out profiTe sheets for each student, and the.
teachers appear to have complied with this request. Members of the proje::t staff
announced that they would’be around to see that each teacher had completed a wall
chart and filled out the profile sheets. The effect on teaching is hard to estimate,
but almost uniformly the teacher‘s report that the charts were used to assign stu-
dents to skill’ groups for reading. One principal said that at first the wall charts
went up because "We weretold to put them up, but after awhile they went up volun-
tarily." The schools expressed surprisihgly few misgi‘vings about mounting test
scores on the classroom wall., There were a few comments about the e"ffect’on
low-achieving students, but not many. ’

Public Relations Campaign .

The other main activity in the first implementation year wes a vigorous city-
wide public relations campaign. A mobile van toured the schools and cummunities
demonstrating ''the Right-To-Read program.' There were radio and television
program's, displays at shopping centers, and leaflets distributed to homes in some
areas. The Right-To-Read staff reported that radio stations were cooperative and
donated time for Right-To-Read spot announcements. One advertising company
contributed free billboard space. The publicity campaign dramatized the virtues of
being able to read, such as getting better jobs and staying out of trouble. The pub-
licity campaign was rcduced in the second year, as the project was concerned :vith
other activities. The assistant superintendent for curriculum, for one, thinksé'that
the pubﬁuty campaign should be resumed. She thinks that the publicity creates a
favorable climate for Right-To-Read and that otherwise the only publicity is the

complaints that make their way into the newspapers.
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Brickton Improvement Plan -

Midway in the first year, the superintendent annouunced that beginning with the
1973-74 school year. all schools would be expected te administer the CPA test to
all students and develop a plan tuimplement Right-To-Read. Schools were given a
broad outline of the Brickton Right-Tou-Redd program and cach was asked to develop
‘a detailed plan and schedule for implementation. ‘

With the announcen.ent of the testing program, teach g1 grumbling about
the amount of extra work they would be expected to do and began to question the pu;--
puse of an assessment program when igiwas not to be followed by a progrem that

would "have a real effect on kfds. "

The charge was, '""The kids are tested all the
time, and nothing 1s ever done with the results. " The nced became appareni for
some means of relicving the testing burden on teachers.

The assistant superintendent turned to two district office staff members and
asked them to preparc a detailed plan for ¢itywide implementation of Right-Tu-Read.

They produced a manual, the Brickton Improvement Plan (BIP), which presented a
L]

conventional approach to reading improvement. . ]

The BIP sought to create a large steering committee of representafives from
all departments of the district uffice and the scinools to implement Right-To-liead,.
This commuttee would plan a large meeting to which each school would scndithree
disseminaturs. At the meeting there would be an all-day session emphasizing vari-
vus reading techniques and procedures, and stx‘é.ssing reading motivation as the key
to success. Following the meeting, representatives were to go back to their sci.nols
and replicate what they had heard. . .

- Raght-To-Read requefted a meeting with the supgrintendent and convinced hiam
that the BIP manual did not reflect the plan for reading improvement that the Right- .
Tou~Read staff had developed. The BIP manual called, for example, fur the administra-
tion of an informal reading inventory as the first step in a reading improvement pro-
gram, instead of thxc &PA test. Furthcrmore', the Right-Tu-R;‘ad staff had devel-
uped training prougrams and the dissemination team concept, and nore of these was

+

reflected in the BIP appruach. It was agréed thal a more compatible procedure
should be developed and that the Right-To-Read office would be responsible for

managing citywide implementation of Right-To-Rzad.

Support of the Superintendent .

—— *

T

The Brickton Right-To-Read prouject has had strong backing from the superin-

tendent, and staff members feel that this support has been essential.  I'or example,

*
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in the beg,innin;; the Right-To-Read staff ran into some resistance from impact’
schools on implementing Ri,‘.ft-'l_’u-Read. The Right-To-Read staff brouglit these
troubles to the - *=nticn of the superintendent, who called several meetings to
emphasize thL ctance of Right-To-kead in the district. After these meetings,

the Right-To-Read staff got more cooperation from impact schools.

Surnmer Workshops

In the summer of 1973, the Right-To-Read program supported a number of
wurkshops fur impact school staif members to refine the CPA test and prepare for
'hcitywlde implementation of Right-To-Read. Duringthe workshops, the staff also
devel'oped curriculum materials to be,used for diagnostic/prescriptive teaching.
Some of these‘xmaterials have been incorporated into the citywide training model,
but some have not been used at this point because they need revision. The Right-
To-Read staff plans to solicit the cooperation of sorae regional team» members and
. tmpact staff members in helping to make Lhese revisions and to prepare these

materials for distribution during the 1974-75 school year.

-

RS

SECOND YEAR OF IMPLEMENTATION

. Through the couperation the suberintcndcnt and the regior;al offices, and in
respox;&;e to the feedback from local schools, the Right-To-Read staff broduced a
t.hree-phase plan for citywide impruvement that was designed to be carried out dur-
ing the 1973-74 school year. Phase I was designed (1) tu give school staff an over-
view of the scope and sequence of the Right-To-Read plans for a citywide .effort in

. reaaing; (2) tu familiarize them with the significance of u.s'mg norm-referenced and
crit?rion-referenced tests in planning an effective instructional program; and (3) to
acqilaint the staff with the administration, scoring, and charting cf the CPA test
results. This ?hasg was to be completed in September. Phase II was to focus on

;hz interpretation and planning for utilization of the test results, as well as class-

room management, prescription writing ,‘ and teaching strategies to incorporate the

ITBS and CPA test results into an instructional model. Phase II was to be comple-

ted by Janua ly 1974, Phase I‘II, which would deal with such oreas as an in-depth
study of rcading in the contcnt.j arcas, the development of study skills, and the

' acquisition of cffective questionine technigues, was to be offered by May 1974.
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Dissemination Team Training

Another part of the plan involved the training of newly organized administrative
staff in the nine regions by the Right-To-Read staff, who in turn would train dis -
semination teams in each of the schools. The regions were told after the training
to select staff for working with the dissemination teams who had classroom experi-
ence and tu use others in support roles. But the regions didn't always do this and
many persons who had nu classroum experience were assigned to work with dissemi-
nation teams in the schools. As a result of this slippage and other problems, the
training of the dissemination teams gradually broke down. "We forgot, " one staff

member said, "how hard it is to get people to follow directions."

Phase I Implementation (Citywide)

The superintendent's decision tu proceed with Phase I (citywide) testing in the
fall meant that the Right-To-Read project had to arrange for printing enough copies
of the tests so that cvety student in the school district would have the test su\ggested
for his grade or reading level. Also, numerous decisions had to be made on which
of the more 'than 40 component tests would be administered to students in what
grade levels and in what time sequence. In the words of staff members, th. ; soon

i

realized that they were ''into a mammoth jof). " Over seven million tests would

have to be printed and d'istributcd to the schools within the first month of school.

The staff wanteci Zo have the tests print‘ed by a commerciai publisher, but the
municipél board had a freeze on using outside contractors except in emergency cir-
cumstances; the staff was forced to consider alternatives. To save money and to
avo!id having to make an appeal to the municipal board, the staff arrangéd with the
vocational education department of the school district to print the tests. This way
the only money cost would be for paper and ink to print the tests, since student
labor could be used to do the work free.

By September it was clear that the tests would not be available on schedule,
and tﬁe date for testing had to be changed. Printing the tests with student labor
turned out to be a gigantic job. The print shop was having trouble keeping track
of the tests and didn't print them in the order planned by Right~To-Read. These
problems necessitated changes in the schedule for testing in the schools, and the
schools were notified that their dates for testing would have to be delayed.

By late fall, Right-To-Read began to get a flow of tests into the schools, and to

get some returns. When the tests began to come back, though, unanticipated
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problems began to emerge that caused further delays. Some schools had received
the wrong tests and were sending in incorrect unes. Right-Tou-Read traced down
the problemi and discouvered that the print shop had gotten hold of the unrevised ver-
sion of some of the tests. During the summer of 1973, many of the tests in the
CPA package had been revised, to correct for problems uncovered when the tests
were used in the impact schuols. Right-To-Read also discovered that due to the
late delivery of tests, some schools had borrowed tests from the impact schools
and made copies so that they could meet their testing deadline. Consequently,
these were also the wrong tests.

During January, Right~-T<-Read staff members also discovered that they did
not have enough tests. The print shop had not been counting tests exactly; instead, '
they had been estimating numbers of tests and adding a few extra to make sure that
there were enough. As a result, there were not enough tests to go around, since
planning had been inr eract ﬁumber; to be distributed to the schools. a

The problems with printing the tesis are ancther example of the implications of
attempting a project as ambitious as Brickton's and expecting quick success. The
print shop worked long and hard to finish the tests on time, but had no experience
with such a large and complex job.

Then in Febr_uary the strike hit, and testing had to céme to a halt., The élistri-
bution system broke down and woilfd have to be started all over again.

During the strike, the school system people realized that they couldn't proceed
with full implementation of the Right-To-Read program after the strike. It would
take the month of March to get going again, April would be interrupted by the
spring break, and May is windup time; so they decided to proceed with the assess-
ment testing at a reduced pace and to offer workshops on interpreting tests to any
school that wanted to participate. They got 40 to 50 requests and provided the

workshops.

Communications

These and other Phase I problems gave the teachers the impression at the time
. that Right-To-Read was disorganized. The teachers are at the receiving end of
pr(;ject activities and see the mistakes but do not have much idea of the scope of
Right-To-Read activities or the ways in which the project is affected by factors
that the teachers can't see.

Because of the pruject's scope and complexity, the project staff has found it

necessary to communicate with principals and teachers through newsletters, TV, and

i2
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other media; and to expect that the teachers will assume responsibility for keeping

themselves informed. But the project has had difficulty with notices getting lost in

the mail (partly attributable to effects of the reorganization), and teachers have not
v

always taken the time to keep informed. As a result, effective communications

have been a problem in the project,

Cther Reading Systems

Throughout the implementation of Right-To-Read, the school system has had
. to deal with overtures from commercial publishers to purchase similar commer-
cial reading management systems. Al one point, the director of another federally
funded program in the district (and formerly responsible for reading in the district)
decided to buy one of these systems, and Right-To-Read became concerned.

In a meeting with the superintendent, it was agreed that all reading systems
should be compatible with Right-To-Read, and the publisher of the new system
was directed Lo work with Right-To-Read to make the two systems compatible.

The ¢wo systems are now matched.

PSTA Evaluation

As.part of the strike settlement, the PSTA won the right to conduct an evalua-~
tion of the Right-To-Read program. A committee of 14 people was selected to con-
duct this evaluation, including parents, other representatives of the community,
PSTA members, and district staff; the assistant superintendent for curriculum
heads the committee. Two meetings have been held to decide on issues ancf a
format for the evaluation. - )

The Right-To-Read staff says that the gvaluation is a good opportunity to
establish a two-way communication with the teachers. Through the evaluation,
staff memberé will be able to explain what they are aj@mpting to do and will
obtain, they say, valuable feedback on improvements that need to be made. In view
of the variables that hindered the implementation of the original citywide plan for
reading improvement, the evaluation committee has suggested that a revised sched-
Gle of 1974-75 activities be prepared, and the Right-To-Read staff is preparing that
now.

Another issue that will be dealt with by the committee is how to obtain greater

involvement of teachers in the citywide reading effort. There is a feeling that

Right-To-Read's implementation c}’esign fails to give the schools a clear picture of
A
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future activities and to motivate them to participate in the program. One PSTA
representative believes strongly that Right=-Tou-Read necds assessment is a valuable
_instrument 1n motivating schouls to change their reading programs and implement
diagnosis and prescription. She has urged the adoption of « recommendation that
nceds assessment be used ciLywiEle. K

Another issue raised by the evaluation committee is the additional load on the
tcachers resulting from the need to score tests and fill out profile sheets. To
handle this problem, Right-To-Read is arranging with the district's Center for
Planning Research and Evaluation to procure a. commercial computer program for
scoring Right-To-Read tests and printing profile sheets. This will be offered to

the schools as a free service to highten the teachers' load.

-CONTINUATION

The Brickton school district plans to continue with citywide implementation of
Right-To-Read ngﬂ%year, either at district expense or with federal funds if these
are made available by the federal Right-To-Read program. The plan will be to
restart at the beginning of Phase I and follow through with the entire sequence of

~

training activilies.

DISSEMINATION

Brickton has had over a hundred inquiries for copies of its CPA test, as a
consequence of an article on the project in an International Reading Association

Newsletter., Plans are being developed to respond to these inquiries.
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LINDATON

John G. Wirt and Todd I. Endo

Lindaton is « middle- to upper-middle class residential suburb (population
50, 000) of a large midwestern city. 'i‘he school district is known for its quality
teaching staff and innovative practices. A].thf)tlgh near the central city, Lindaton
is only now experiencing the in-migration of blacks.

According to the basic idea of the diagnostic reading instruction project, the
Lindaton school district wouid train a corps of teachers to become reading resource.
teachers, whu would then be assigned to individual schools to work with teachers in

improving reading instruction methods. Diagnostic/prescriptive methods of read-
A

I

ing instruction were to be emphasized. f
The project has undergone considerable change in activities over the three
years of funding: First-year training sessions were conducted by a reading con-
sultant from a local university; but the project reading teachers did not feel that
they were getting adequate training, and in the second year they decided to rcorgan-
ize the project. The reorganization involved shifting to a series of workshops
for classroom teachers on various aspects of reading instruction developed by the
project reading teachers, with follow-up into the classroom and assistance to
teachers expressing an interest in the ideas discussed. The project was also to
include development and implementation of a reading system for t}}e district, but
little was done until the third year, when the superintendent directed the project to

switch its major effort to implementation of the Wisconsin Design in all of the

district's schools.
E3

THE DISTRICT

The Community

Lindaton is unique in that its income distribution is unusually broad for a city
of its size, which ranges from relatively pdor in the northern, predominantly black
part of the town, to the very affluent in the ssathern, predominantly white, part of
town, which is near a nationally recognized private university. In recent years,
blacks from the adjacent central city have migrated to Lindaton, and in 1973-74
accounted for ¢ | percent of the school population, compared with 39 percent in 1971,
Becanse of the racial and income distribution in the <_:ommunity, there are great

differences among the student poitia.tions of the schools; for example, one school in
V)
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the northern part of town is in a poor section and 99 pevcent black, while one
school in the south is about 95 percent white and in « section where lawyers,

doctors, and professors live.

~ The School System

The school system has a total of 8500 students in one high school, one junior
high (grades 8 and 9), one middle school (grades 6 and 7), and 8 elementary schools
(K through 5). Most facilities are old, about 40 years on the average, but all
seem to be in good repair. The per pupil expenditure in 1974 was $1250. )

Like many school systems, Lindaton faces financial pressures due to reduc-
tion in school age population and a resistance to increased spending. As a result,
fewer new teachers are entering the system. The average teacher's salary in
1974 was over $11,500, indicating that many teachers are at the maximum salary
level. There are many more teachers with more than fifteen ycars' experience
than with less than five years. -

Nine years ago the school district began to decentralize its decisionmaking
process concerning staffing, curriculum, and other instructional matters. The
principals were given great autonomy in hiring, and the teachers have great auton-
omy in classroom and instructional activities. This presents problems for any
centralized attempt to improve instructions, such as through federally funded
projects. '

In reading, the autonomy of principals and teachers in curriculum decision-
making has resulted in enormous diversity in the range of basal readers and read-
ing instructioanal materials used in classrooms. A comprehensive list of all the
in,si;;;uctional material and basal readers used in tl\le district, compiled by a project
staff member, continues for over 40 pages of single-spaced, double-coltmned
entries.

Classroom organization and organization of tecachers in a school is determined
completely by teacher and principal prefercnce. In one school the ra.ngc may be
from a single teacher with 30 children to a team of five teachers and two aides
working with a non-graded group of 90 children. Within a classroom, the organi-
zation alsy is diverse enough to include almost any imaginable arrangement.

The school system is changing slowly to accommodate the needs of the black
population. Among professional staff, the whites outnumber blacks, but there is
one black elementary school principal, « black high school principal, a black junior

high school principal, a few blacks in the central office, and two black reading
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teachers., In 1973 the system reorganized its secondary school sy stem to promote

integration, by creating the muddle school, but left 1its elementary schools alone,

Ihere had been riots and great turbulence in the school systen tollowing the invasion
1

of Cambodia. resalts have been greater student participation in decistonmaking,

greater emphasis on black studies, and a new principal in the high school,

Innovation

Lindaton has had a reputation as a good, progressive school system. There
has always been an emphasis on innovation, and many projects over the yecars have
introduced new ideas. In 1974 the district had fourteen vutside-funded programs
whith accounted for about 8 percent of the total school district budget. The district
has become experienced in writing proposals for federal projects and even provides
workshops in proposal writing for other school districts.

The district's assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction, who

coordinates the federal fund-raising effort, maintains contacts in OE program

offices and at the state level to keep track of funding possibilities. When money

a district staft member--a district office administrator, a principal, or a class-
room tcacher--to take responsibility for developing a proposal. This person mecets
with others in the school district to develop ideas and arranges with staff in the
school district to write sections of the proposal. Certain district office staff,
principals, and classroom teachers have developed a specialty in writing a certain
scction of proposals.

&

The Superintendent

The superintendent is middle-aged, has a PPh. D. in educational administration,

and came up thruvugh the system. lle previously served as assistant superintendent

for finance and planning. but scrved four years as associate director of a regional
education laboratory. lle is aggressive and has definite ideas on how the schoul
district can be improved. Judging from his personality and pace of activity, itis
doubtful ihat he will be spending the rest of his carcer as superintendent in
Lindaton,

The superintendent’s highest priority is in bringing the systems approach to
the school district., Twelve years ago, he says, the school system was overly
rigid and in a straightjacket, but since then has grown "like Topsy.'" Ile cites as

an cxample the situation in readin 4w’b’cre virtually cach teacher uses a different

> Wy . .
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reading program, tcaches skills in a different order, and has a different priority
on reading, As a consequence, the superintendent sees big holes in the reading
curriculum and problems for students when they move to a new grade level and
are assumed to have certain reading abilities.

To cope with such problems of discontinuities and gaps in the curriculum the
superintendent believes that the district needs to adopt behavioral objectives in
cach subject arca which outline a program of instruction. Each teacher would still
be free to select instructional materials and instructional methods, but would be
held accountable for students’ achieving a minimal set of educational objectives.
The supcrintendent argues that without the systems approach, teacners have mo
idea what they should be doing and end up going off in all directions. Ie sees a
set of behavivoral objectives as a way of unifying and coordinating the educational
program of the school district. The superintendent says that '"Nothing happens
accidentally in education. To get change and effective teaching there must be
objectives, evaluation, and monitoring. You need to have a complete delivery
system. ' -

Three years ago when'thé superintendent first came, he established several
committees of principals and teachers to reexamine curriculum plans and develop
instz:'uctional objectives in each field, organized around curriculum systems
approaches. Each committee was responsible for finding or developing educa-
tional objectives in a certain subject area at all grade levels. The performance of
these committee‘s, however, has been mixed. Some have made progress. One
committeec has developed a program of performance objectives in mathematics
that is being used in the school district. Progress has also been made in the
physical sciences, although not as much as in mathematics.

Some teachers reacted strongly to the superintendent's behavioral objectives
initiative and complained through their association and to the principals. Teachers
fear the prospect of having to adopt curriculum objectives in several subject areas
at once and of ke'ép"i'ng records on student progress in all these areas. They don't
sce how £i1ey will have enough time to keep all these records unless the district
provides extra assistance in the form of paraprofessional aides or specialist
teachers. One teacher said:

If we have to do all that, we'll end up being a bunch of clerks. ... The
administrative end of teaching is getting out of hand. You end up not doing
much teaching with all the records you have to keep now. I feel my place
is teaching and I wonder if the people who plan all these things have taught
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in the classroom more than a month. They don't know about all the other
things you have to do to keep the classroom going. Each project that
comes along wants you to keep different records. It takes a year to learn
in each one what's important and what's not important, and now they

want us to take on several subject areas at once. It's too much.

e

e

PROJECT INITIATION

The idea for the reading project can be traced to a comprehensive nceds
assessment done by the school system in 1969, as a response to problems caased
by changes in the community. The needs assessment was a Delphi-style survey
of parents, students, and school district staff, which showed that rcading was the
top priority concern of almost everyone. * As a result of the assessment, a
former superintendent had the idea that the district should hire a number of spe-
cialist reading teachers who would work with students in a remedial or developmen-
tal reading capacity. ' .

The assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction suggested that a
bigger dent could be made in the recading problem by getting to the classroom
tecachers rather than relieving them of their problem children, and out of discus-
sions there emerged the idea of the district's having a number of reading teachers
who would work with classroom teachers to develop their capacities for reading
instruction. These specialist teachers would have to have exceptional abilities
because of the difficulties of working with and attempting to change classroom
teachers.

The former superintendent initiated a nationwide search for a number of highly
qualified reading specialist teachers, but didn't have much luck. By this time it
was July, and few reading teachers did not already have contracts. The recruiters
came back with the message that even if the district had started earlier, it would
have been difficult to find many candidates.

About the same time, the assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruc-
tion was talking with the state Title III person about other matters and inquired if
there were any funds available for projects. She was told that there was some
money available for the state in the Section 306 program and that no one else in
the state had applied for the money, so that the chances of being funded were

pretty good.

“The assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction said that the
results of this needs assessment have been included in several proposals sub-
mitted for federal funding, and that she thinks this appeals to federal funding

offices.
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The availability of federal funds and the problem of finding reading teachers
outside the district sug‘gcstcd a project to train a number of reading teachers in
the skills that were needed.  With the help of the state Title LI person, an applica-
tion was hurriedly submitted for a 510, 000 planning grant and accepted by the

federal Title III program office.

Writing the Project Proposal

Once the preliminary proposal was approved, the assistant superintendent
called together a team of cight pcople to develop « plan., Two were experienced
resource teachers in the system (they later became reading teachers in the proj-
cct): one was a sixth-grade teacher who usually wrote the evaluation scectisn of
proposals; one was a consultant from the local private university; and the rest were
from the central district staff. No principals or other teachers were involved, A
consultant firm provided technical assistance under contract in writing the proposal.
The assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction says that the pro-
pusal had to be prepared in too short a time to involve teachers and the community,
and in addition, it would have been hard to scll the teachers on a staff develop-
ment project. The assistant superintendent knew how strongly the teachers
believed that what the district needed was more remedial reading tecachers.

One additional member of the proposal writing task force was a community
representative appointed by the superintendent. This person made little contribu-
tion to the proposal writing cffort, as he was too busy with his many other com-
munity commitments.

During the propvusal writing period, three task force members attended a
three-day accountability conference in Chicago sponsored by the federal Title I
program to learn how to prepare proposals for the Title I1I, Section 306 program.
This was the district's first attempt at a sophisticated federal proposal; it had not
previously prepared proposals that required process objectives and behavioral
objectives. The assistant superintendent says that the conference was extremely
helpful in preparing the project plan and subscquent proposals according to the
federal Title 111 format. .

As a result of writing the proposal for the reading project, the district learned
that the group writing the pruposal should be larger and that more people from the

district should bLe included right from the beginning to gain broader support.
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The Proposal

The task force produced a massive proposal that was over 300 pages long.
Included were countless behavioral objectives, detailed work schedules, project
organizativnal structure, and pages of data analysis plans and evaluation criteria.

The abstract of the proposal states:

The proposed project is a comprehensive plan to build a permanent
institutionalized capability for diagnostic reading instructions which will
persist beyond the duration of the project. The diagnostic approach to
reading instruction . . . will simultancously involve children, teachers,
administrators, parents, recading specialists in-training, pre-service
teachers, and university personnel in solving complex problems with
reading. The project will be exemplary in testing a complex model for
attacking rcading problems within an integrated urban community through
joint school-univerdity efforts.

Children who have not previously found success in reading will increase
their capability and competency significantly as measured by normative
tests and performance criteria. Students at all levels will increase their
desire and liking for reading and will demons‘rate increased achievement.
Standardized instruments, interviews, attitude inventories, and observa-
tions will be used to monitor achievement of the children as they increase

- their desire and ease of rcading.

Classroom teachers will become more skilled in diagnosis, in the use
of performance cbjectives, and in measuring individualized instruction,
motivation of children, and analysis of teaching.

In order to resolve the problems of inadequate preparation of classroom
teachers to tecach reading, inadequate training of teacher aides and

. volunteers, inadequate training of teachers to use the services of aides,
and inadequate provision of services for children with severe reading
disabilities, 14 reading specialists will be trained to continuously (1)
retrain teachers, and train new teachers, teacher aides, and volunteers,
and (2) give special help to children with severe reading disabilities . . . .

Materials and resources will be identified, seclected, and organized for
efficient access in usage to fill instructional prescriptions resulting
from individual diagnoses. Efficient record keeping forms will be devel-
oped for utilization by children and teachers.

Parents will be fully involved in the program ond will be taught to
increase the child's learning capacity by providing enriching and supportive
experience in the home. '

School administrators will become involved in management processes in
the utilization of systems analysis approaches to planning and organizing
effective diagnostic reading inctruction programs throughout the school
system . .. technical assistance will be sought fo1 planning, organizing,
and evaluating the project and for conducting an educational audit.

A coordinating council, representative of the community, composed of
parents, students, teachers, administrators, and other citizens will
serve in an advisory capacity to the project director and staff,

For each of these components there were behavioral cbjectives, performance

¢riteria, and milestones. 1,?,'1
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Project Staffing

After some delay, district people heard from the federal Title KIII program
office in the late spring of 1971 that their project would be funded beginning the
following August. Becausc this notice came so late in the school year, the dis-
trict decided to begin hiring staff ininmediately, so that a project staff could be
available by the beginning of school. This need to hire staff quickly, because of
the short l/ca,d—timc on funding, turned out to have major consequences for the
project as it eventually unfolded.

The district decided that there was no ore within the system with sufficient
reading.expertise to direct the project, so it initiated a search to find someone
from the outside. The superintendent personally made many calls to his contacts
in universitics and elsewhere to find someone capable of managing the projact.

He finally located a rcading specialist frorrl; a university in another state, but not
until late in the summer after all of the other project staff had been hired, and
some of the planned summer workshops were being conducted. )

The district initiated a broad search to find candidates for the fourteen (later
expanded to fifteen) reading tcacher trainees. A letter was sent to all district
teachers aniouncing the project and the availability of positions, and the personnel
department conducted a scarch for candidates from outside the district. A notice
of positions available circulated in the district produced eight or ten volunteers,
wilile contacts in other school districts produced several more. The final sclec-
tion included five from outside and ten from inside the district.

Applicants were screcned by a selection committee, which included two writers
of the original proposal. Review.by such con.mittees is ordinary procedure in the
district for screening candidates for teaching or administrative vacancies. Spe-
cifically, the purpose of thesec committees is to examine applicants on their sensi-
tivity to black-white factors, ability to work with students, and other interpersonaul
kinds of abilities. The committees are not concerned with an applicant’s pro-
fe ssional qualifications. Final selections of personnel for projects arc made
jointly by the superintendent, the assistant superintendent for curriculum and
instruction, and other administrators who arec closely involved.

Persons selected for the recading teacher traince positions fell int> three
categories: (1) Eight were teachers from within the system, two with long experi-
ence in special projects in the district; and the rest were remedial reading or
classroom teachers. Few had any background in reading other than as a class-

room tecacher, or in working as a resource tecacher with other teachers. Several
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project staff members report that a few of the classroem and remedial reading
teachers were misfits, no longer able to contribute effectively as teachers in

the classroom. (2) Two reading teachers were hand-picked by the nun-public
schools fur participation in the project. (3) I'ive teachers werc hired from out-
side the district; most of thefh had a strong background in reading and experience
as remedial reading teachers. As a result, the fifteen teacher trainees ranged in
experience and training from a person with a master's degree in reading and with
classroom and consulting expericnce to a former hLigh school teacher with no read-
ing training and who had not taught for more than ten ?ears. This range proved to

be a big problem in the project.

Kickoff Meeting . -

Teachers and principals in the school disitrict first heard ab(;ut the reading
project in a meeting held nea: the end of school in the spring of 1971. [feachers
who were interested in knowing more were notified by letier of a special meeting;
approximately one-third came, with higher proportions from some schools and
almost none from others. This meeting was held alang with a series of workshops

which ran for.threeE days following the close of school.

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

The district has had a difficull time implementing its diagnostic’reading proj-
ect. There were changes in every aspect of the project including training activi-
ties, the staff, and the objectives of the project. The first two years, the project
pruceeded essantiallyiaccording to plan with emphasis on training reading teachers
and previding in-service training to teachers.  In the third year, the pro_jectl was
cha'\bcd to include experimentation with the Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill
DeVelopment There are extreme differences in this project in readmg teachers'
approaches, schools' activities and interest in the project, and the priorities of
the superintendent and the project staff,

"lhe project as originally conceived focus-ed primarily on indlvidual teachers,
not on schools; but schbo% differences becar e very important. No principals
parti&pated intensively in any of the project planning activity, although they were
informed of the project fromn its beginning. Most principals supported the project
as a way to get additional resources for their schools, but some actively resisted

because they disagreed with project objectives.

12
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First-Year Activities

Assignment of Reading Teachers. Reading teachers were assigned to

schools in a meeting held at the beginning of the project. According to some who
attended this meeting, it was a rather awkward affair. Each principal described
his school and interest in the reading project, and the reading teachers described
their skills and background. From the discussiun, it was clear that the principals
kaew little about the reading project and that imany of the reading teachers knew
Lhitle about reading.,  Alter this, huulh sides ranked their preferences on secret
ballots, which were then comprled to arrive at the assignment of reading teachers
to schools, A tew of the principals had made informal arrangements with a reading -
teacher before the mecting, but the rest of the matches were largely arbitrary. A
few good matches resulted, but 1n some schools, personality differences betw cen
principals and reading teachers and the poor performance of reading teachers led
to many reassignments. )

Workshops. During the first year of the project, the reading teachers spent
about 60 percent of their time on their own professional development, mainly in
workshops conducted for a two-week period in the summer and three afternoons
a week during the school year by a professor from the local private university
who had been consulted in writing the project proposal. The professcr/consultant's
purpose in these workshops was to give the reading teachers solid, in-depth
trau{ing in reading theory and clinical diagnosis, much to the same level of detail
and sophistication as a graduate course in reading. For example, many sessions
were spent on how to analyze the California Test of Basic Skills, " and weeks were
spent on the theory and interpretation. of the Spache readability test. There was
also a lot of work on other readability formulas and tests (a readability test is for
sciensgifically determining the reading difficulty level of a book).

Soon dissa;tisfiecf with these workshops, the reading teachers began meeting
among themselves to help each other. They thought that they were gétting little
from the reading consultant but busy work. Those with a strong background in
reading thought that a lot of work on readability tests was unnecessary; they had
learned about them 1n college, found them useless in the classroom, and saw no
need to learn about them again. There were _omplaints that ""Teachers don't need
to know the intricacies and subtleties of interpreting the Spachg test. We spent a
lot of time on that and now none of us use it. ' Other readirg teachers complained

that there were many subjects that should have been covered that were not. For

~

“The reading achievement test used in the district. ) .
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example, one reading teacher wanted more inf01'111aﬁioA‘ about the Dolch reading
test, which she though! was more useful in the classroom than the tests that
were .overed 1n the workshops. The reading teachers also objected to the reading

consultant's attitude: one said, ''She treated us like children. The reading
teachers wanted techniques for working with teachers, 1deas on how to introduce
diagnostic methods to teachers, etc. "'The first thing a teachier wants to know, "
one reading teacher said, 'is how she is ever going to be able to keep several
gr-oups going in a classro.om without losing control. We needed to know some
techniques for helpiﬁg teachers on that.' ''The trouble was, ' another reading
teacher said, "'we had to work with teacller;, not kids, and we didn't know how to
do that. We knew how to work with kids, and everything she was telling us was
useful only to a specialist teacher working with kids. Teachers would never do
all the stuff she was telling us about. ' Another reading teacher said, '""The reading
consultant was too academic. She tried to teach the reading teachers clinical
methods when the first thing she should have done was teach us how to help the
teachers get grovups yoing, ways of helping the kids be self-instructing, Then the
teacher will have time to do diagnostic w.rk and work with single groups on
particular skills. ™

As it became clear that the training workshops were not working out, the
projeai dircctor was urged by the district administration to drop the reading
. consultant and reorganize the project; but he declined to do so, and the reading
consultant remained for all of the first year. The dircctor did not enforce the
consultant s performance contraét according to its intent although the consultant
literally met her obligations. The project director also decided against
reorganizing the project, even though he disagrecd with the approach that the
reading consultant was taking. Compared with the consultant, the project director
was more interested in ''the whole reading experience of the child" as distinguished*
from breaking up reading into a series of skills, and was more interested in work-
ing with the classroom teachers than developing reading specialisi skills. The
reading consultant eventually left the project at the end of her performance
contract time when she became frustrated by the teachers' complaints, their lack
of cooperation, and the meetings that they were holding by themselves.

At the same time that the reading teacher-trainees were learning to be reading

specialists, a decision was made to also have them begin working with classroom

teachers. This proved to be a mistake because the reading teachers had not had
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enough preparation time to be confident of their skills and to be secure in working
with teachers. One trainee who came from the local school district and eventually
became one of the best readin‘g teachers commented, '""We were all thrust into the
workshops quickly and didn't have a very good idea; of what we were expected to do.
There was no direction to the project and we had a hard time knowing how we should
operate in a school. We shouldn't have been assigned to the schools so soon. We
didn't know what to do...." As a result, the classroom teachers quickly became
disappointed in the reading teachers, and began to ignore them. A principal in one
school said that a problem with the project was that the reading teachers were not
prepared in their specialty when they first came to the school. ''The teachers
saw it fast, ' this principal says, ''and they knew that the reading teachers had only
six hours of training. Right away, some of the teachers branded the project as not
. working very well. "
The reading teachers also had trouble with teachers who were not aware that
the project was coming at them with in-service training and who wanted the project
to provide remedial reading teachers instead of in-service training.

-

Second-Year Activities

After the res ding consultant left, the project director and reading teacher
trainees began to take control of the project and change it in a number of ways.

In-Service Workshops. Al the suggestion of onég"of the project reading teachers

(who later became the project's Reading Coo6rdinator), the train;ng igrma‘; was
changed to have reac}ing teachers develop workshop sessions on pérticulér reading
topics and present them to the schools. Thus each rea-ng{ teacher in the project
would select a topic of personal interest, learn about that opic from published
literature, and with consultant help develop and present an in-service workshop for
teachers on the topic” Reading teachers were to follow up their workshop with
classroom assistance to teachers if they requested it. Workshops were developed
on three major topics: (1) organizing the classroom for individual reading,

s« (2) class,room.dia‘gnosis of children's rcading abilities, and (3) learning centers.
Each workshop was given in four weekly installments with a 1eg:ture/demonstration
one afternoon a week and the follow-up into the classrooms on the topic of cach
scssion during other afternoons. Mornings were spent planning the workshop
session for the following week. In successive weeks, the workshop on lcarning
centers covered, for cxan;xple, introduction to the learning-center concept,
initiating the use of centers, enriching and maintaining learning centers, and
diagnostic usec of centers. In cach four-weck period, the workshop was presented

Q
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to two schools, and there were two rounds of workshops so that some schools
received more than one workshop. Schools were matched to workshops by a vote
of teachers, with preferences of the majority of teachers in a school determining
 which workshops would be presented to which schools. Workshop attendance was
voluntary, and about 104 elementary teachers, or slightly over 50 percent of the
district staff, decided to attend. Workshop attendance was somewhat less than
totally voluntary in that teachers had to accumulate a certain number of workshop
hours to get raises on the salary schedule, and participation in the project qualified
the teachers for credit.

After giving these workshops in the fall, the project went back the rest of the
year to having individual reading teachers work with teachers in the schools to which
they were assigned. ‘ . :

This workshop classroom follow-up strategy was judged more effective by the
project staff than the approach in the first year. It drew upon the varied individual
skills of the reading teachers, encouraged sharing among them, andprovided more .
intensive and coordinated work with classroom teac':I;e'rs. i

The follow-up feature of the workshop was generally applauded. One teacher
said, '"We get shown a lot of things in workshops, but they dor 't mean much to me
until I do something with them. ' The only problem was that the workshops were
held in the afternoon and no relief time was provided, which many on the project
staff believed reduced tencher attentiveness and willingness to participate. Also,
not every teacher taking the workshop fully understood the necessity for aqtually
implementiﬁé changes proposed in in-service sessions. Some felt they did not
have the time; others did not have the inclination.

Reassignment of Reading Teachers. During the first two years of theproject,

there were numerous reassignments of reading teachers to schools, necessitated
by the ioss of reading teachers. One school had three reading teachers the first
year. Some left of their own accord, but others were released because of budget
reductions originally built into the project to force the district into picking up the
expenses for cantinuing the reading teachers. The reading teachers who were
released were reassigned to remedial reading or classroom positions. From the
original fifteen trainees in the project, only eight were left in the project by the end
of the second year.

One reading teacher said that these losses were actually gains because the

reading teachers who left were "a big drag'' on the projec*; but on the whole, a

£
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resulting lack of continuity in relationships between reading teachers and ‘
classroom teachers seriously hurt the project.

Resignation of the Project Director. The original project plan schedule

specified that as reading teachers became trained, they would begin working more
with classroom teachers and developmental effort would be started to specify a
»eading system for the district. The original project plan provided ‘or only a
small effort to develop a reading system; but the superintendent, with his priority
on curriculum systems, wanted much more effort on this reading system objective,
and starting in the first year, began to pressure the project to get busy on a read-
ing system for the district. The superintendent also pressured the project
director into serving as chairman of the curriculum committee responsible for
writing a system of behavioral objectives for reading. e

The project director, however, was no great fan of reading systems and
dragged his heels on getting started. Eventually, he hoped that this reading sys-
tem objective, which he had had no hand in writing, would fade away. He did con-
duct a low-level search for a reading system and concluded that the district should
not develop a system of its own and that if any system was to be employed, the
Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development was the best available. But he
called only one meeting of the curriculum committee. By the end of the first year,
the superintendent could see that little progress was being made toward developing
a reading system and he began to increase pressure on the project director.

The superintendent says that by the end of the second year, reports from the
committee system that he uses to evaluate the performance of his administrators
were showing that the reading prgject was not producing many results. In this
evaluation system, each district administrator annually writes a number of self-
imposed performance objectives which are agreed on with a committee of three
persons, two chosen by the administrator and one by the superintendent. These
committees were responsible for periodic reporting to the superintendent on how
well the administrators are achieving theNr performance objectives. Inthe reading
project, the project director chose three p rsons to serve on his evaluation
committee: the assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction, the project
evaluator, and a junior high principal.

For a number of reasons the project director decided to resign at the end of
the second year. The superintendent says that he resigned when faced with the
results of the evaluation committee reports, but in addition thece was a funda-

mental philosophical difference between the superintendent and the project director
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over the district needs. Against the superintendelet's enthusiasm for a highly
specified reading system with formal diagnostic tests and record-keeping, was the
project director's informal approach to diagnostic instruction in vec ling. The
project director's main objectives were individualizing instruction of reading
through helping teachers informally recognize differences in students and providing
;;uidance on how teachers could arrange individualized learning experiences te
meet student needs. The project director preferred using informal reading
inventories to using formal diagnostic tests, preferred being concerned with the
"totality of the r'eading experience'' as opposed to emphasizing basic skills, and
preferred helping teachers learn how to develop their own reading materials

rather than use commercial materials. Another problem was that many felt that
the project director was a poor administrator, who was more interested in working
with reading teachers and classroom teachers than in establishing a context for a
smooth progress of the project. The assistant superintendent for curriculum and
instruction criticized him for not keeping the central office informed and for not
submitting his reports on time; many others felt that he was not communicating
with the principals. One principal said, somewhat bitterly, that he was always the
last one to find out about things concerning the project in his school. According to
one of the project staff, perscnality differences were also involved in the project
director's resignation. The project director never forgave the district for the

quality of some of the staff that he found apppinted to his project when he arrived.

bl

Third-Year Activities -

After the project director resigned, the project evaluator was promoted to the
position of project director and one of the reading teachers moved up to the position
of 1eading coordinator. The superintendent requested that in the third year the
project would continue its previous activities but concentrate on piloting the

Wisconsin Design in the district schools.

Wisconsin Design. The project moved ahead with pilgting the Wisconsin

Design with less than total enthusiasm. Except for the new\project director, who
was an enthusiast of the systems approach, most of the other project staff favored
the informal approach to reading improvement which had dominated in the project
up to the third year.

The first step in using the Wisconsin Design is to conduct break-in testing.

The project proceeded with this task which involved administering a battery of

diagnostic tests to students to evaluate their reading skill achievement as a
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preliminary step to instituting the Wisconsin Design for formalized diagnostic/

'

prescriptive instruction.

The schools responded to the superintendent's requests in different ways.

Most chose to pilot cither the word attack or study skills comporents of the
Wisconsin Design; none elected to implement both. Break-in testing proved an
onerous and time-consuming acitivity for the staff.

Workshops. The project staff also had to begin developing in-service work-
shops for teachers to train them in the Wisconsin Design. Each reading teacher
was to develop his or her own workshop and present it in the schools where
ass.gned. The complexity of the Wisconsin Design made it necessary for reading
teachers to gi;re a number of workshops over the course of the school year.
Because of the hasty decision to implement the Wisconsin Design, reading tzachers
had no opportunity for formal training and had to decide themselves what to include
in the workshops. Also because of the short time, the reading teachers were just
one step ahead of the teachers who were being trained. Neverffleless, many
teachers reported that these Wisconsin Design wurkshops were the best presented
in the project. h

Lesource File. Although the Wisconsin Design includes a reference list for

prescriptive teaching, none of the reading teachers whom we interviewed had been
able to divert encugh time from their other third-year activities to develop a
reference library of instructional materials in their schools. Thus, the teachers
in these schools had received a dose of formal training in reading diagnosis but,
as of the time tha’& we visited the project, didn't have all the resources needed for
prescriptive teaching. The district planned to develop these files during the
following summer and budgeted local funds for the purpose.

Reactions to the Wisconsin Design. Some teachers praised the Wisconsin

Design because it revealed individual student needs and provided a way to teach

to those needs, but inust objected to the record-keeping invoived. A file of index
cards is kept on each student and holes are punched in the cards as students master
specific skills. One pruject reading teacher, who is not an enthusiast of reading
systems, doesn't understand why teachers object so much to record-keeping. She
says that it doesn't take thai long to punch holes in 25 index cards every so often
after diagnostic tests are administered. This reading teacher believed that card-
punching provided teachers with a record of students' reaciing abilities which could
be given to other teachers and reported to parents, helped teachers keep track of
progress, a‘nd gave them a way to organize classroom instruction. ''You can't keep

all that information on where kids are in your head,'" she said.
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It is clear from talking to the teache’rs, however, that their complaints involve
more than the record-keeping demands of the Wisconsin Design. They also fear,
rightly or wrongly, that the district will be increasing its pupil/teacher ratio and
that there will be behavioral objectives and record-keeping in several subject
areas in addition to reading.

One project reading teacher who prefers the ianguage experience approach to
reading instruction objects that the Wisconsin Design is "'very confining.' She
says, '"Phonics is on the way out, and now along comes the Wisconsin Design
where it's word attack, word attack, word attack. It's hard to spend so much time
on that one subject. The study skills component is good, but I'm opposed to teach-

ing word attack in isolation. It's not my cup of tea."

Community Advisory Committee

According to Title III specifications, the project was to have a community
advisor)y committee, but although this committee was created, it never functioned
effectively and parental involvement never materialized. The committee still

ists, but it is completely diséoﬂn_ected from the project. Its main activity is to
sponsor a children's book fair periodically. The project's reading coordinator
says that she feels the reason parent involvement has not been too successful so
far is because reading is so complex. Also, parents are not too interested in the
actual ’ope ration of the project. They mostly want to know ways in which they can

help children read better, and they need specific guidelines on what to do.

Evaluation

The project has a massive internal evaluation system. The project evaluator
(who is also the present project director) is experienced in evaluation and has
written articles and papers on the subject. On paper, at least, the project is
guided by a long list of behavioral objectives that are revised yearly, based on the
previous year's performance. Data for the evaluation are compiled from surveys

of teachers, principals, and reading teachers, evaluations of specific workshops,
a weekly staff log, and student test scores.

The project evaluator is apparently the only one in the project enthusiastic
about the evaluation effort. Some of the others are openly resentful of the amount
of project resources that go into the evaluation and feel thatvt'he efforts do not
serve to improve the project. '"All those statistics . . . who reads them?" one

reading teacher asked. 'l know which teachers are doing it right from working with
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then: long before any evaluation results come in. The teachers let you know when
something doesn't work." Another staff person says that the evaluation comes out’
at the end of the year, far too late to affect decisions made on the project. As for
the project auditor, one comment was, "The auditor says one thing and writes
another. He doesn't understand the project."

The project evaluator is somewhat cut off from his staff, partly because he
was hospitalized five months the third year of the project. i The complaints are
that he tends to be out of contact with the project and doesn't understand re’ading.
He spends some of his time with another project in the dist.rict, even though he
£harges full-time to the reading project. Another reading teacher said, "Thé
evaluator has had nothing but troubles. His surveys are resented, and the kinds
of reports he writes are not accepted. But, if you know the way that an evaluator
writes, it's very clear. If you don't, then it's hard to follow wha't T{é"s‘ doing. lle
used to try to explain the project evaluation to us but nobody listened.' The proj-
ect evaluator's systems approach style bothers many of the reading teachers.

"He can't talk without drawing charts, ' one said.

Several reading teachers commented, however, that they valued the question-
naires that were distributed to classroom teachers at workshop sessions and
returned immediately to the reading teachers.

Communication among the project staff and between the project and principals
and teachers in the school was a severe problem.. In the first two years of the
project, little attempt was made to explain it to the schools through meetings or
publications, and principals had to find out what was going on from the reading
teachers. The principals had virtually no say in activities of the project except in
regard to when worksl{ops were to be scheduled in their schools. The project staff
came together only in sessions to develop workshops, but these meectings generally
involved teams of reading tcachers and not the wholc.: staff. Many reading teachers
said that they were rarely involved in decisionmaking. For example, the decision
to favor the Wisconsin Design was made’ by the first project director after con-
sulting with a few staff members and principals. There was no general discussion
of alternatives. Other than the requested pilot tryouts of the Wisconsin Design,
revisions of the project's objectives were decided by the project director, the

evaluator, and two reading teachers.

:':Thus, we did not have a chance to interview him for the case study.
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The project evaluator developed a complicated log sy stem to keep track of the
activities of the reading teachers, Each week the reading teachers had to fill out
a torm describing therr activities i hour by -hour detail, They resented these
logs and didn’'t belicve that the central project statt used the information for any
useful purpose. i

One reading teacher in the project sugeested that it was a mistake not to
advertise some of the early project successaes-~--"And there were some, " she said.
The lack of communication compounded with the general disorganization of the
project meant that the staff heard only about all the problems and never about any
of the successes achieved. 7

A number of reading teachers said that there was an informal power structure
in the project that included the assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruc-
tion and the two specialist teachers whom the district appointed to the proje;.'-t staff,
Through this network and periodic informal meetings that the assistant superinten-
dent had with all members of the project staff (individually and in groups), the

district administration was able to have a good idea of how the project was going.

Organization

The reading pruject had a simple organizational structure: the project direc-
tor reported dircctly to the assistant superintendent for curr’culum and¥nstruction,
with the reading cvovordinator responsible to the project director. The recading
coordinator was responsible for assigning roaaing teachers to schools and coordi-
nating activities of reading teachers.

The project was originally located in an elementary school near the west side
of the district, and sume tecachers reported difficulty getting instructional materials
from there., "'The materials were nice, ' one teacher said, '"but they were far
z:wa.y and it was hard to know what they had. And then when we would order any,

I feltI was lucky if I got them," Midway into the project, the headquarters was
moved to anvther school in the district, because of reorganization. Following the

third yecar, the decision was made to distribute the instructional materials pur-

chased among the schools.

’

PROJECT IMPACT -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

According to classroom teachers and members of the project staff, the proj-

cct had its n);ost significant effect on the district i. the third year. Overall, the
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cffects were varied and hard to summarize. Some teachers were greatly changed,
others changed marginally, and some were unaffected. Some schools changed

markedly; others were barely touched.

Impact on Teachers .

Effects on teachers were uneven and of various kinds. One teacher reported
that as a result of the project she now uses commercial diagrostic tests in her
teaching whereas before she had used her own informal reading inventories.
Another teacher said that she found the learning centers workshop to be most
helpful and had set one up in her classroom. Some teachers said that they had
lcarned more about what some reading skills were (e.g., diphthongs, blends,
ctc. ) and how to teach them. One principal summarized the effect cf the project
on his school as, "I think the teachers search for ideas more than they used to,
the school has lovsened up some on classroom organization, there are more
learning centers in the ciliassroom, the teachers know more about diagnostic
testing, some teachers are individnalizing more, and we have slightly better
records of student progress.' The reading teacher in this school reports that
only one teacher has completely switched to the individualized, diagnostic/ ‘
prescriptive approach to reading, but agrees that many other teachers have made
marginal changes. Amnother teacher thought that the project helped her most by

providing more instructional materials for her classroom.

Wisconsin Design

The Wisconsin Design is being used in some classrooms, although at the time
.of our visit, resource files were not generally available.

In one school where the principal enthusiastically supported the Wisconsin
Design, all but one or two teachers were doing the testing and following the rou-
tine of the reading system within a few months.

The reading coordinator, who participated in the trip to find out about the
Wisconsin Design, says that the district will never be able to go very far with the
Wisconsin Design until the schools switch over to team teaching in reading. She
says that the load on the classroom teacher is too great unless they specialize in®
teaching certain reading skills and that the only way to do this is to team teach.

As yet there has been no move in the school district to increase the amount of team

teaching in reading in conjunction with the implementation of the Wisconsin Design.

134




Iv.87

Reading Teachers™ -

Prime beneficiaries of the project appear to have been the reading teachers--
particularly those six who lasted through all three years of the project.

Because of the ngnsystematic way in which the reading teachers trained
themselves, they improved in different ways. All became skilled in techniques
for working with teachers: some learned .nore about individualizing instruction;
others learned more about the language experience approach to reading; and others
concentrated on diagnosis.

How to work with teachers was a difficult phase of training. Even the ones
who had had a background in remedial reading found it difficult. As one trainee
said, ""You have to learn how to be sensitive to a teacher’s strengths and weak-
nesses and how to deal with them. You have to learn how much a teacher can take
all at once without turning off. You have to learn how to stand up in front of a
group and give demonstration lessons. You soon learn that the lecture format is
ineffective for working with teachers; you have to work with them on an individaal
basis, " i

The project reading coordinator, and other reading teachers, stated that it
takec about two years for a reading teacher to have an effect on a school. The
reading coordinator said, ''It takes a trained reading consultant two years to level
off in a school. After that it's smooth sailing, and there won't be much more
impact." Another r‘cading teacher said, '""You really can't begin to have an effect
until the second year. In the first year, the teachers don't believe you're for real.
You have to spend a lot of time getting to know them on a personal basis and
establishing that you are a person who can nelp them."

One serious problem in the reading project was a lack of continuity in the
assignment of reading teachers to schools. Only one or two reading teachers had
more than a one-year assignment in any one school. In the firstvyear there were
many problems: two previous resource teachers had comn.itments to)c:orriplete and
did not participate as fully in the project as they nceded to; there were personality
conflicts among many of the initial reading teacher-to-principal assignments (one
school had three reading teachers in the first year, none of whom hac‘] any cffect);
and thc-n there was the problem that so man); of the trainces were poorly prepared
_for a reading project and even incapable of benefitting from it.

Change Techniques

- . -

-

Through talking with their colleagues, their principals, and empirical

experimentation, the six readifgJ&Gchers who stayed through the project learned
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a great deal about techniques tor ¢hanging teachers behavior. These reading
teachers will be able to continue as reading specialists in the district or in some
other district, or in work as resource teachers in the subject arcas.

Most reading teachers report that they have a favorite instructional approach
to reading and tend to try that out first with the teachers. A guod reading tecacher,
however, has an ability to teach other instructional approaches such as individual-
ization, linguistics, or phonics, and be able to tell when the teacher is comfort-
able or not comfortable with any of these approaches. An exceptionally able
reading teacher will be able to teach capable tecachers more than one approach to
rcading instruction and how that teacher can diagnose which approach should be
used for which children.,

Most of the reading tecachers in the project used the strategy of starting out
simply by urging the tecacher to try one skill-oriented lesson. Care was usually
taken to suggest a lesson that would be easy for the teacher to do and that would
be liked by the children. The reading teacher might either help the classroom
teacher prepare this lesson or suggest a pairing with a teacher in the same school
or in another school, who was already skilled in diagnostic instruction.

The reading teachers emphasized the importance of arranging conditions so
that therc would be quick success. ''When the kids like it and ask the teacher for
more, she's hooked, ' onc teacher said. "You've got about two chances. If the
kids like it on the first or second try, then the tcacher will be sold. But if the

kids stay turncd off, that teacher will be lost for a while.'" We heard a few stories
about tcachers who presented a skill-oriented lesson to their class and were sur-
prised, and plecased to find, that all but one or two students were able to master
the lesson. ‘

All reading teachers said that in order to make any headv;ray with teachers
they had to follow up in the classroom and provide teachers with:%n-class assis-
tance. '"'The day after the workshop you've got to go iato the classroom_ahd hilp
the teachers if you expect to get any chances, ' onc reading teacher said. '"You've
got to give support, and I mean support." '

Reading teachers also did a lot of legwork for classroom teachers. They
might take problem kids for remedial recading, give the tcachers a hand with
diagnostic testing and recurd-keeping, or track down instructional materials.
They thought that it was important to spend a lot of time learning about the per -
sonal rclationships betwe. n teachers in a school. One recading teacher said,
"Sometimes to get to person G you have to change persons A and B. 1f the

relationships arec right, they change automatically, if you can get to persons A
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and B. I sumetimes think it's awful to work threugh people this way, but it works., "
One reading teather said that her principal was the guiding force in teaching her
about becoming a hange agzent. "My principal told me that the problern: I wes hav-
ing getting a teacher to change could probably be overcome if I worked on getting
change n ur affective relationship first., 1 tried that and it works, and now I use
it all the time.” (

Onic no.c the sense from talking to reading teachiers in this project that they
have, as a result uf the pruject, become much mure knowledgeable about working
with teachers and have developed a sixth sense that helps them judge when teacher 5
arg ready for change, what kinds of changes should be introduced first, when to
back off a little bity when to provide X'CinfOX'gCXllCXIL,. and what stre'egies work best

in what situations. There was no formal training in the project in these change

4
agent techniques, but sume reading teacher trainces evidently were able to pick.

them up through on-the-job experiences.

.

Y * .

Interschool Differences

The project had different effects on different schools that we visited. In one
school in which there was little effect, the principal saw no need for diagnostic
reading aud, in fact, claimed that she already had behavioral objectives in reading
in her school, because she had a time schedule indigating where cach teacher
should be in the basal reader at certain points in time. ''ller big goal, ' the read-
ing teacher assigned to that school said, "was to have each tedcher be on the same
page of the same basal recader every day of the school ycar. Every book was
covered from front to back without skipping a page.' Nevertheless, in this school,
the reading teacher was able to go around the principal and work with thre - teachers.
Another schouol that was scarcely affected was the one in the affluent part of town.

The teachers in this school felt that their methods were already so advanced that

.

the preject didn't have much to offer. In another school, which was organized
. : 3

mostly int.  sen classrooms, the project reading teacher was able to train most
of the tecachers in the language c.\pe.rience approach to reading.
All nigh schooul Englist and language arts teachers were urigixially invited to
participate in the prujec't but did not couperate well and were soon dropped.
" One school got branded by the project as being the most resistant and

uncoovperative. The principal said:

We're the poorest schoul and always feel that we're the doormat in the
district. In the rich schools, Lhc':‘})arcn!s know where to push to get the
&
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things that they want for their schools. They call the principal, presgure
the administration to get what they want. They have a scnse of "mate-
rialness" that poor folks in our ncighborhood don't have. I don't

reseni the richer schools, but I hope that we'll be getting more from

the school district. There have becn a lot of problems with the rcading
project in this school. They keep trying to get our school.to mold

to the project rather than the project to our school. Our tcachers resent
being told what to do and what's important. .

When our tcachers first heard about the project they complained that
what the school needed was a remedial reading teacher to work with
the low achieving kids, not somebody to work with the teachers. We
finally got a reading teacher om thé district but then we had to shkare
her. (Qme of the teachers in tne school said that the‘reason why the
teachers wanted a remedial reading teacher was that because they AVere
in a poor district they had a number of children with reading prollems.
The school had a remedial reading teacher funded by a state program
but according to the rules of this program  medial reading teachers
could only work with students of 100 IQ or ter. The teachers thought
that the children with the lower IQs should «.so have a remedial
reading teacher.) ’

In the first year of the reading project we had three reading teachers
in this school. Most of them, shall we say, were not very good but I
never complained about it. Why they kept changing the reading teachers
around, I was never told. The reading teacher that we have now is
doing wonders. I don't know how we got along without h

-

At one peint, the superintendent had a talk with the pringipal about the reading

project in his school. The principal describes the meeting in this way:

The superintendent askad me why our school had problems cooperating
with the project. I told him that I was not aware of a lack of ccoperation
with the project. The superintendent seemed to have a ot of intormation
on what happened during the first few months of the project that I

didn't know anything about. I asked permission to do some checking on
the problem to find out all about the encounters, meetings, and go over
everything that touched on it. I had another meeting with the super-
intendent a~d I asked that the project leader be there. The project .
director t£..d that the reading teacher had been insulted by teachers
frov. my school. I asked him why he had not contacted me about this
problem previously. I told him that public relations was the key to the
success of his project; that we needed to be informed about what was
going on.

=

T'he principal continued, huwever, to support the teachers in their demands for a
remedial rcading teacher and refused to cumpromisc with the superintendent on
the issue. The principal said, "I bad to decide whether I would back up my
teachers or give in to the administration. Sometimes you have to stand nose to

nose with them for as long as you can to show that you mean business. I wanted
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to show the teachers that I was behind them all the way. I didn't like the
superintendent's approach too much. ... Clout doesn't do a job this day and age."

Other factors in this situation were that the principal was appointed to this
school at the same time the project started and had no previous experience as a
school principal. In his first job he had from the first day a special project com-
ing at his teachers who didn't want any part of it, and he was in a difficult situa-
tion. Another factor was that the teachers in this school are the most senior in
this district, and the principal is relatively young.

The logjam was broken when the district decided to give the school a part-
time remerial reading teacher and the project as signed a new reading teacher.
Since that time, the school has cooperated fully with the project and changes

began to occur.

CONTINUATION

i
The superintendent says he has checked into the costs and believes that the dis-

trict will be able to continue without outside assistance. Others in the district:
expressed some doubt that the district will continue to pick up the extra expense,
and others expressed skepticism that the innéva:tion will last very long. These
skeptics remember that a few years back, ITA was the rage in the district and
now little remains of that approach to reading. The -district has budgeted extra
positions in reading for next year to provide for three of the current reading
teachers, who will be retained as districtwide reading; consultants. The district
has promised other reading teachers still with the project that other positions in
the district will be found for them.

The district has also applied for an Emergency School Aid Assistance Act
grant that would provide 5 1/2 additional positions for remedial reading teachers.
If the district receives Fhis grant, some recading teach :s from the current project
may be transferred to the new grant.

The district has also applied to the Title III, Section 306 program for a
developer-dissemination project to demnonstrate the project-developed workshops
to other school districts. When we visited the project, the district did not know
whether or not this project would be funded. If funded, positions would be avail-
able for one or two project reading teachers.

At the suggestion of the Title III program, the district proposed a drastic cut

in the project budget for the third year to force itself to plan for the phase-out of
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federal funds. The only result of this action was that two project reading teachers
were dropped and travsferred to the district budget in available remedial reading

+  teacher positions.

DISSEMINATION

The project reading coordinator ard a reading teacher attended an International
Reading Assuciation annual meeting and presented a workshop on the project.
Also, there have been a number of vi:itors to the schools, and two articles have

appeared in The Reading Tecacher magazine. News of project activities has

appecared in the local press.
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ABLE/BAKER '

Jerome T. Murphy

Able is an older northeastern city that has had its sb ¢ of inner-city
problems. including controversy an',ng its varied ethn'. population about the
quality of city schools. Baker i1s a reading project that- was established in Able
and several adjacent communities.,

Reading the Baker handouts, one has the image of a highly successful project
that 1s helping under-aciNevers and handicapped children to read--many of them
for the first time. Through tutoring, in-service training, and specially dbeveloped
materials, Baker officials have developed, according to a project description, a
_model for the delivery of diagnostic/préscriptive teaching in reading, Remedial
reading teachers are becoming trainers ot teachers émd reading program
coordinators. Kids are changing their attitudes toward school and“picking up skills
they '"had not mastered in a regular classroom situation.' And all of this is
"easily replicable.' It is, as the Baker handout puts it, "a happy picture."

This picture, portrayed in a project description prepared for the U. S. Office
of Education, 1s indeed a happy one. But it has an unreal ring to it. In fact. one
has only to talk with the project's capable and candid staff to discover that Baker
has encountered serious implementation problems. What follows is an attempt to
describe the reality uf the project--its initiation, development, and successes--

and to attempt to explain why.the project hasn't turned out as well as expected.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Six years ago, in the summer of 1968, a group of Able-area school super-
intendents met with some academics from a nearby university to discuss the need
for more cooperation améng schoolmen. The result was an idea, eventually
funded by Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title III, to set up a collab-
orative program, Delta, which was to bring together the school systems of seven
districts and the diocesan and independent schools in these districts.

Everyone favored greater cooperation, but no one was quite sure what it
meant. Different people had diff erent priorities and they all started thinking
about concrete aliernatives. Inlate 1968, Professor Mary Dunning of the university
called people together to come up with ideas for a reading project that could carry
out Delta's mandate, or at least part of 1t. After much discussion among reading

specialists at nearby universities, a paper was developed. then shelved, and
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later resurrected when in 1970 it looked as if Delta might be able to tap some
discretionary funds under Section 306 of ESEA Title III.

At Ms. Dunning's suggestion, Ms. Je~n Payne was hired to develop a specific
propusal suitable for submission to USOE. (This meant submitting the propusal in
line with USOE's H-—ste;p "accountability model, " which, it seems, had little
effect other than to make the proposal's organization quite difficult to follow.)
After carefully examining the earlier work of the Dunning group, Ms. Payne
suggested objectives and activities, which were writtén up by a professional
proposal writer. It appears that the project's main purpose was to establish a

"new type vf delivery system' that "will capitalize on what is now knbwq, within

the context of larger issues of lenguage and communication skills, about reading
impediments.' The proposal saw the inability to read as ''a breakdown in the
'system' which must be fully operatio;lal for a child to learn to read.' And,
finally, the proposal called for ''a drastically different approach, which treats
readix:g as part of a total set of communication skills" and provides teachers with
the ''very specialized range of resources necessary to treat those problems within
the general classroom. " )

Having established that the project‘;p'lanned to tap every base, to cooperate
with anybody and everybody, and to deliver o.n a new delivery system, the pro-
posal became a little more specific about what the project would do. First, Delta
wanted to "'make the classroom teachers more effective in reading and communi=~
cations areas through improved utilization of diagnostic and treatment skills. "
Presumably, this was going to be done through the "in-service training and
development' of 150 to 250 teachers in target schools. Test, teach, test was the
basic idea. In addition, Delta claimed that target schools would ''serve as
laboratories for observation and investigation not only for the teachers within that
school, but also for other teachers who will come in as observers." Second, the
project, in keeping with contemporary notions, would attempt to change the role
of the remedial reading teacher. Rather than working with small groups of under-
achieving students, he or she would become a trainer of teachers and a demon-
strator of modern practices. Finally, in what appears to be a lower priority
effort, Delta planned to "collaborate with the youth tutoring program conducted by
the Able Model City, Education Divisicn.'' This seemed to mean that there would
be reading tutors in the schools.

After a series of intense face-to-face meetings between USOE and the project

staff, Baker was funded. More specifically, the Able school system submitted

the application. The funds were awarded to the school district, which then
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subcontracted most of the duties to the collaborative group, Delta. Within Delta,
the funds were administered by Ms. Payne, director of the new Baker project.
Ms. Payne and her culleagues were excited by the project, particularly since
they were led to expect the ''full cooperation’ of teachers and reading specialists

who were anxious tu improve their skills and take on new roles. This expectation

seemed reasonable since '"'staff support had been assured . . . within each
district. " And, most important, Delta's relationship with the biggest district,
Able, had been "already established.' Hoping to be of service, not quite sure

how, and with hugh hopes, Ms. Pa);ne and her staff launched Baker in the fall of
1971.

IMPLEMENTATION

Ms, Payne was quickly initiated in the ways of the Able school system as she
turned to Ms. Catherine Fromme, an associate superintendent, for the names of
schools to work in. In keeping with the proposal, each school district was to
choose appropriate schools for participation, consistent wthe project's basic
criteria. To this day, Ms. Payne doesn't have the slightest idea how particular
schools we‘re chosen, but the criteria apparently had little t(; do with school
interest in Baker's programs or ideas.

Undaunted by Ms. Fromme, Ms. Payne and company marched off to the
chosen scilools to improve their reading programs. To their surprise, the Baker
staff could hardly get through the school doors, much less deal with the teachers
or provide 'laboratories for observation and investigation. " The Baker staff was
viewed as outsiders and evaluators and certainly was not considered a resource to
the schools. Principals didn't want experts parading around their schools,
stirring up trouble, and disturbing the quiet. Remedial reading teachers didn't
want to develop an entirely new role, and didn't like the idea of experts telling
them to qnit doing what they had been trained to do. Teachers, it seemed, were
not about to spend extra time after school (unless they got paid) with experts who
hadn't undergone classroom combat in Able. All in all, Baker received a
decidedly cool and sometires hostile reception in the Able public schools.

Faced with this resistancc, the original notion of quickly entering the
schools and providing in-service training was no longer feasible. Baker had to
shift gears and find a vehicle for getting into the schools, developing trust. and,
it was hoped, after some time the staff raight be able to work with the remedial

reading and classroom teachers. ih@gehicle was the tutoring program which, all
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of a sudden, was to become the heart and soul of Baker's efforts to infiltrate.
(One Baker specialist suggested that'it was also a way to show USOE that the
project was accomplishing something. )

Each target schoul had a tutor-coordinator who was responsiole for récruiting
and supervising tutors. The tutor.s came from the communiiy (paid the first year),
colleges, and junior and senior high schools near the target schoels. Each tutor
would work with one or more tutees in the early ellernentary grades for approxi-
mately 20 minutes twice a week. The tutee would leave the classroom for help,
the tutors were to keep records of sgLQent progress, and the tutor-coordinators
were to keep the teachers informed. To help the tutors, Baker prov.xdéd training
and also developed some rather elaborate materials for implementing the
diagnostic/prescriptive approach.

The tutoring pro’gram had several virtues. It provided extra help for the
children, which in some cases was no doubt useful. For the schools, the project
did the work at no cost to the Able school system, and all the teachers had to do
was send their needy studentsout of the classroom to get extra help. From
Baker's perspective, the tutoring program provided/a foot in the door, a way both
to break down the fear of outsiders and to try to instill trust in the project. Also,
Baker officials hoped that if the tutors wurked individually with students and used
diagnostic/prescriptive materials, the teachers might pick up these approaches.
In 1974, Baker had approximately 400 tutors in 30 schools.

Over the years, several changes have been made in Baker's target school
efforts. Baker has exercised more control in selecting schools, requiring
evidence of principal support before setting up programs. Tutors are no longer
pa'id, making the program easier to continue after the project leaves. (One
resuit, however, has been the almost complete elimination of adult community
tutors--who s.mply can't afford to work for nothing.) Also, most college tutors
have been dropped, in favor of tutors of high school age and younger. Conflicts in
vacation schedules and lack of sustained commitment have been the main problems.

In 1972-73, Baker people came up with the idea of a reading resource room,
to gain greater access to the schools and to carry out their ideas on role changes.
Basically, a resource room provides a central location for books and materials,
and, it is hoped, a meeting olace for teachers and school reading specialists.
Baker also sees it as a way to help build the status of remedial reading teachers
and as' a prod to get them to start acting more as consultants to teachers.

Aside from these target school chaﬁges, Baker has also slowly but surely

stepped up its schedule of workshops. During this school year (1974"75);. Baker
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claims to have served more than 800 teachers each month, _,provid'mg in-service
training in diagnosing reading problems, in defining the role change for remedial
reading teachers, in prenaring educational games, and in explaining how to set up
reading resource rooms. Teachers attending workshops are drawn from all
Baler participating school districts, without regard to their employment in
particular target schools. For the most part, Baker's limited resources hav;.
been oncentrated on short-term workshops, with little follow-up or focus of
services on a select group that might need in-depth assistance. In addition, Baker
has set up a Drop-In Center, providing a place for teachers to examine materials
and to pick up ideas. Again, one does not get the irﬁpression that the Able target
school teachers avail themselves of the facility.

To understand how these various activities worked locally, we visited target
schools in four Able elementary schonl districts. (We did not, it should be noted,
visit schools outside Able. Baker people say that they have faced significantly
fewer obstacles in other smaller communities served by the project.) KEach of
these districts, consisting of two or three schools, is under the direction of a
prinjipal who is normally housed in one school, with assistant principals in
charge of the day-~to-~day operations in the other schools. We met with the
principals, assistant principals, tutor-coordinators, and several teachers.

It turned out there weren't many things to see or much information to gather.
By and large, the principals weren't very knowledgeable about the details of
Baker's efforts. The Baker project seemed to be of relatively low priority and
was not viewed as making a particularly significant contribution to the Able schools
that we visited. The tutor-coordinators were the only visible sign of Baker in the
schools~--that along with the be;ginnings of several reading resource rooms. Some
coordinators were now accepted into the regular school community, but most of
them were still viewed as guests or outsiders. The resource rooms we saw
ranged from an empty file cabinet to a half-filled supply room stacked with
materials (and described by the Baker staff as ''the mnst elegant'' resource room
in Ahle). In no case did we find evidence that teacrhers were beginning to make use
of these new resource facilities. I'inally, there was little evidence that Baker was
having any impact, direct or indirect, on the target school teachers, the original
focal group of the 1971 proposal. As Ms. Payne candidly put it: "In all the [Able]

schools our access to teachers is zilch .. .. We have had no major contact with

teachers in any school system. "
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LIMITED IMPLEMENTATION--SOME REASONS WHY

How to explain the gap between the Baker proposal and its implementation is
complex. Some explanations deal with the general complexity of change, others
with the Baker project's particular features and the Able school system. Somé of
the more important explanations ave listed here, nort in -any particular order.

First, the implementation gap was created in part by the unrealistically high
hopes for change reflected in Baker'ls original propocal. Ms. Payne and her
colleagues mistakenly believed that schools constantly scan the horizon for new
approaches and new ideas, and that innovators need only demonstrate quickly the
effectiveness of their approach. This view ignores the obstacles’to implementation
created by the specific history and tradition of schools, the high political stakes
involved in changes, and the tendency of organizations to be satisfied with ''good
enough' solutions.

The problems of change were in fact doubly difficult in the Baker case because
its model called for an entirely new role for the remedial reading teachers.

Ms. Payne readily acknowledges today, "A person who chose to be a remedial

' This view was

reading teacher is not the same personality to be a teacher trainer.'
well reflected by a terrified remedial reading teacher who tolc me, "I don't want
to do demonstration teaching. That's just not ‘my bag.' In all, part of the
problem was in the approach of proposers, who, being unfamiliar with the change
process and the difficulty of changing ingrained roles, established unrealistic
expectations that have been subsequently dashed. Older and wiser - >w, Ms. Payne

¥

acknowledges that she and her colleagues had been "incredibly naive.” In this,
they were little Cifferent from most reformers of the 1960s.

Another part of the implementation problem relates to the unique status of the
Baker project. It is part of Delta, a collaborative that, in every sense of the

word, is outside of the school systems it serves. Aithough Able is the recipient

of the federal grant, the project is directed by a board manhed by the superin- |
tendents of the participating school systems. Because of its status, Baker has

some legitimacy (as part of the collaborative) to a.c~t as a consultant, but it doesn't *

have much leyerage in dealing with various schools. Add to its outside character

the fact that it is a federal project (federal projects come and go by the dozens in

Able), it is easy tc understand why Baker access to teachers and principals is

substantially different from that of supervisors within a system. Cooperation,
coordination, and collaboration are nice words to use in writing proposals but

they don't'mean much if not backed up with power.
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A third, and perhaps most imp'ortant, reason for the implementation gap can
be found in the peculiar nature of the Able public school system. More than once
it has been described as insulated, autocratic, closed. and unwilling to accept
newcomers. Any innovation normally faces strong resistance. But this is
particularly true, as in the case of Baker, when the top levels publicly support a
project but never discuss the objectives with the school personnel who are expected
to cooperate.

Up against this inbred system is Baker, whose officials seem to come from
different backgrounds. to hold different values, and to work and act somewhat
differently. Indeed, visiting Baker is like visiting a prestigious women's
college. Its inhabitants impress one as clever, well-mannered. articulate, and
decidedly middle class-~-the antithesis of the basically ethnic staff in the Able
schools. Although this comparison is exaggerated. it does suggest that part of
Baker's implementation problems can perhaps be found in the clash of cultures
between the providers of services and their recipients. )

It should be noted, however, that the problems created by these differences
seem to have been magnified by the attitude of some Baker staff members. One
gets the impression that many Able teachers are held in contempt. If these
feelings are projected to Baker's Able constituency, as they certainly were to us,
this no doubt complicates an already difficult relationship. As one principal said,
"They [B;.ker] have closed minds . . . just like us. "

One final reason for the implementation gap revolves around tl:xe 1ssue of
depth versus breadth. Baker has chosen to deal with a broad audience--30 or so
schools and thousands of teachers participating in workshops., .A small staff_r
serving o« large constitucncy results in services that arc necessarily superficial.
Once over lightly has been the preferred course of action. It has its value
though. It can provide a real stimulus to a lot of teachers,

But it is not the only approach. Another possibility would have been to start §
by acknowledging how difficult it is to build trust in Able and by spending the first
year .or so in the schools estdblishing Baker's presence and showing the school
staff that their needs and p‘roblems were being iaken seriously. This approach, in
the long run, probably could lead to some changes with the hard core teachers.

But it is extremely time-consuming and frustrating, and drastically reduces the
number of schools served. , .
One has the impression that Able people have chosen the former route (breadth

as opposed to dept , partly because they think it makes more sense, but also.
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because the Baker staff is more comfortable teaching seminars than slugging it

out in Able school buildings.

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

In its public documents, Baker claims that it has a working model that
deserves replication. But based on our limited investigation in Able, there is
very little to disseminate other than some inipressive materials., Little has
happened in Able to change the role of teachers or the reading specialists. The
tutoring progz"am. while probably helping some children, has not proved to be of
sufficient success to suggest that Able would pick up the costs. And in the absence
of an in-school coordinator who is paid to take responsibility, the tutoring will
prob,abl'y disappear.

On the positive side, however, Baker's workshops and materials appear to be
of high caliber. But, as courses and materials provided at a university, it is hard
to gauge their effect. Furthermore, things may be changing for the better. After
a three-year stand-off with the recalcitrant Able school department, Baker staff
thinks greater cooperation is in the offing. Able har named a liaison person for
the project, and the director of Able's new Reading Department talked to us in
positive terms about the value of Baker. Rhetoric is rich in Able. but this doesn't
mean that a new relationship will develop.

Finally, it is curious to note that Baker, with all its difficulties, has been
almost ignored’b.y USOE. Fart of the reason may be the rosy picture painted in the
" Baker materials. But another part of the explanation is that the Section 306 staff,
like many staffs in USOE, is constantly turning over. Baker has had four USOE
project officers in three years, and has been visited only twice by federal officials
(harried by all the projects they are supposed to understand and monitor). The
result is that Baker is promoted as a success in its written materials, because

few people have taken the time to talk to its staff and to examine the many obstacles

this project has faced.




