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FOREWORD

These five case studies of school systems that made serious
attempts to become true learning communities report both effects on
student learning and lessons for others having similar goals in the
future. If carefully read and discussed, the cases will provide valu-
able insights for others seeking to transform institutions into places
where parents, faculties, and students continually learn about learn-
ing.

No one really knows what will be the future of public education
in a society where only about half the parents rate the school their
child attends as excellent or good. Politicians are generating sym-
bolic legislation by authorizing “charter” schools. Many politicians
openly support “vouchers” and the privatization of education despite
the dubious constitutionality of those proposals.

Attempts to legislate school improvement and attempts by local
school boards to improve standards both indicate how much educa-
tion has become a high-stakes concern in our society. Real school
improvement will not come about through legislation or even state or
local “standards” for excellence in schooling. School renewal will
come about by sustained local work of the type vividly described in
the case studies reported here. We can’t just tell people to do a better
job, we have to roll up our sleeves and create a workplace where
school improvement is the norm. Today’s schools look remarkably
like they did 50 years ago. Years of criticism and rhetoric have not
improved them.

The lessons from these successful programs make clear that the
culture of schools must change to where learning is the central focus
of a workplace. In that workplace, the search for more powerful
teaching strategies is embedded in ongoing staff development de-
signed well enough that real change in curriculum and instruction
takes place under governance structures that move schools toward
democratic practices in which workers and clients have direct re-
sponsibility for improvement. These cultural changes parallel the
revolution in private-sector organizations where continuous train-
ing, collective decision-making, and worker responsibility are inter-
twined.

VI



Readers will appreciate that cases range from small to large
school districts in several regions of the country and in a DoDDS
region. They will also appreciate the many types of data reported:
interviews, surveys, observations, studies of changes in governance
and teaching, and several types of measures of student learning.

In several of the cases, teachers learned teaching strategies that
few teachers have available to them in most districts today, and the
results affirm the recent research on staff development that shows
that well-designed training enables most teachers to learn strategies
that are new to them.

The reports include many things that didn’t go well, including the
skepticism of many teachers and administrators, lack of central orga-
nization support in some settings (and outstanding support in others),
problems of communication about purpose, and the common initial
belief that new practices “won’t work with my kids.”

Staff development was critical and, in several of the cases,
resulted in above-average implementation with consequent effects on
student learning. In action research, the staff development is in the
form of technical assistance both in the process of action research and
in the organizational changes needed to permit action research to
flourish. Even so, schools need to adopt curricular and instructional
changes and generate the staff development necessary for those
changes to move from intent to reality.

We need to take action that is informed by the knowledge base on
curriculum and teaching that now exists, and at the same time we
need to continually expand that knowledge base. The question is
whether student performance significantly increases when we enable
teachers and administrators to learn and use this knowledge base. The
answer provided in these cases is clearly affirmative. If we don’t find
ways to make schools true learning communities that rely on and
expand the knowledge base, we are destined for more short-term
tinkering and legislated requirements as well as flat or even declining
student performance with respect to the knowledge and skills they
need for the future.

The spirit of these case studies provides an affirmative message.
We can make the needed changes in curriculum and instruction, and,
capitalizing on knowledge about how to influence the culture of the
schools, we can do so in a way that can change schools into learning
organizations.

Gordon Cawelti
Project Director
Alliance for Curriculum Reform
Arlington, Virginia
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C H A P T E R  1

LEARNING-CENTERED
SCHOOL RENEWAL

������ �	
��� ��� ����
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The search for better strategies for school renewal is the theme.
This book reports five case studies, each of which took the form of
action research into the school-renewal process over periods of from
three to five years. Technical and social aspects of school renewal
were examined in each program as district personnel and school
faculties sought to learn how to build learning communities for adults
and children alike.

The settings are different, as are the designs of the programs, but
the inquiry mode that dominated their efforts binds the five. Breadth
of involvement and leadership were structured into each program.
Extensive technical support for their efforts was available from the
beginning, from inside and outside the district and schools. In four
settings, all teachers and administrators in the schools or districts
participated in extensive staff development and/or community-build-
ing activities. In each case, formative evaluation or action research
was used to assess implementation, effects on students, and the
response of the social system and the organization.

���� �����	
�

Geographically, the programs occurred in the Southeast, Mid-
west, Far West, and an overseas region of the Department of Defense
Dependents Schools. The real names of the cities and towns are not
given to permit candor in describing organizational problems while
reducing the probability that the brave, hard-working project person-
nel will be liable to criticism.



�� � � � � �	
����������	��

���� ������ ���
� ��	����

In what seemed to be a major innovation eight years ago, whole
schools joined, by majority vote, an intensive school-renewal pro-
gram. These faculties committed themselves to a collegial organiza-
tion, the intensive study of teaching and curriculum, the formative
study of student learning, and the study of implementation.

���� ���������
� �	��� ��	����

This program was structured around individual, school (through
action research), and district levels of staff development. The Univer-
sity Town program illustrates many of the features of the school as a
center of inquiry—embedded time for colleagueship; a system for
shared decision-making; an information-rich, formative study envi-
ronment; the study of research on curriculum and teaching; and a
comprehensive staff development system that includes study groups.
Formative studies of teacher satisfaction, implementation, and effects
on students permitted an investigation of the productivity of indi-
vidual, school, and district governance.

���� ������������ ��	����

This program was designed to build a culture of readers. All the
teachers, administrators, parents, and children of a district of 11
schools were involved in an “at home” reading program conducted as
action research by the entire community. At-home reading of all the
students was studied intensively, including effects on quality of
writing and on the results from standard tests of reading.

���� ������ ���
� ��	����

The Inner City Initiative for School Improvement was designed
to provide excellence in student learning and in the workplace of
educational professionals. With respect to the students, the intent was
to ensure that no student be disadvantaged educationally, regardless
of conditions in the home. Goals were to ensure normal or above-
average growth in personal qualities, social skills, values, citizenship,
and academic work. With respect to teachers and administrators, the
intent was to build a self-renewing organization where innovative
collegiality and the study of teaching and curriculum are the norm.
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In a Southeastern state, the faculties of 60 schools worked to
build shared governance and generate schoolwide action research.
Technical assistance was provided to leadership teams through work-
shops, an information-retrieval system, and a yearly on-site visit. For
five years, the progress of schools in Action Network has been
studied through action research. The dynamics of the most successful
schools have been identified. Based on these studies, technical assis-
tance has been improved and brought to the point where schools
wishing to adopt the action-research paradigm can implement it more
rapidly and effectively.

�����	

	��� ��
��	������� 	��

����������

The five programs we describe share three characteristics: the
primary focus was improving student learning; the major school-
improvement strategy was an investment in people; and each pro-
gram was designed and conducted as a learning experience to gener-
ate knowledge about important aspects of school renewal and staff
development. In four of the cases, initiatives were made to directly
influence the learning of children, and implementation and effects on
student learning were studied. In the fifth case, a strenuous effort was
made to turn schools into self-renewing organizations through shared
governance and action research, and the effects were studied in terms
of changes in the professional community of 60 schools, the initia-
tives they generated, and their effects on students.

��	�������� ����������

The River City Program was in a school district that served
30,000 students; its student achievement has traditionally been about
the same as the average for the country.

The University Town Program is in a smaller district that served
5,000 students; its student achievement has traditionally placed it
among the top 5 percent in the nation.

In Readersville the 11 schools of a Department of Defense
Dependents Schools region studied the “at home” reading and the in-
school and out-of-school writing of their students and generated a
community program to increase reading and writing and study the
effects of doing so.
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The Inner City Program is in an urban school district of about 100
schools where student achievement has traditionally been among the
poorest in the nation. Most of Inner City’s 350,000 residents are
caught in a vise of urban decay.

The Action Network brought together more than 60 schools with
varied demographics scattered throughout a Southeastern state to
generate shared governance built around the study of student learning.

������������� ��� ���		������	������

����	�����

Each program used the formative study of implementation and
effects on students to guide changes in the initiatives. In three pro-
grams, the core of staff development was designed around the theory-
demonstration-practice-peer coaching paradigm developed from Joyce
and Showers’ research on how teachers add curricular and instruc-
tional models to their repertoires.

In all five programs, all teachers and administrators in the schools
of focus were involved: 16 schools in River City, 9 elementary
schools in University Town, 5 “demonstration schools” in Inner City,
11 schools in Readersville, and 60 schools in Action Network.

In three programs (River City, University Town, and Inner City),
all the teachers studied several models of teaching. Peer-coaching
teams were organized to support changes in all schools; implementa-
tion data were gathered and used to modulate training; and student
learning was studied. These programs were designed to continue or to
be succeeded by equally intensive projects; therefore, district and
program organizers gave significant support to the schools, and
cadres of teachers and administrators were prepared to support other
schools and continue the study of teaching within the district.

���	�����

Let us begin by considering a number of contemporary questions
regarding the state of knowledge about education and the quest to
improve schooling in America:

Is enough known about teaching, staff development, and school
renewal to design programs with a high probability of success in
raising student learning?

Can school-community programs be created that affect the home
environment in ways that fit with the goals of the school and generate
student behavior that raises achievement?
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Is action research an effective paradigm for school renewal? How
much help do schools need if they are to use it effectively?

Can staff development/school renewal be effectively governed
by school districts, schools, and individuals? Are there differences
that favor one level over another?

Can school renewal change the influence on future learning of
gender, race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and prior achievement?

Is enough known about school renewal to bring about the cultural
changes in the educational community to make self-renewing schools
commonplace?

The case studies accumulated information that bears on the above
questions and a number of others that are frequently asked. The cases
do not provide definitive answers—they are part of the continuing
inquiry into them. Nonetheless, they have generated findings that will
confirm the opinions of some and challenge seriously some contem-
porary conventional wisdom.

Throughout the book, we try to make clear that the case studies
are not reports of inventions to be packaged and transferred uncer-
emoniously to other settings. True, they are descriptions of very
large-scale improvement programs and their considerable effects on
student learning. However, the essential story in each case is of a
complex inquiry into aspects of the school-improvement process.

The information generated from these five cases illustrates the
emergent nature of knowledge: contemporary school-renewal theo-
ries and programmatic assumptions are sometimes confirmed and
sometimes challenged by the findings. Some puzzlements seem some-
what clearer whereas others are even more muddled. But the entire
effort inches us along as we try to grapple with the kinds of questions
outlined above.

��	������ 	�� ��������� ��� ���		�� �������

Is enough known about teaching, staff development, and school
renewal to design programs with a high probability of success in
raising student learning? A general test of educational theory.

In one sense, asking this question seems almost Alicelike. On one
hand, isn’t the obvious point of educational research and theory-
building to support productive change? On the other hand, many
practitioners and researchers question whether enough is known to
effectively provide a basis for programs that will probably succeed.
While only a few educators feel the knowledge base is completely
empty, many wonder how full is the storehouse.
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In 1993, an entire issue of the Review of Educational Research
was devoted to arguments over whether there is a useful knowledge
base about teaching—the core of educational activity. In the same
year, The Journal of Staff Development included a section built
around the assertion by some reviewers that there is no proven link
between staff development and student learning. Without such a link,
how can research be of earthly use in staff development and school-
improvement programs?

Bev Showers puts it well when she says that the major import of
the River City and University Town projects was that they are general
tests of educational theory. Essentially, can programs be designed on
the basis of a body of educational theory and research with a high
probability that they will change the educational environment for a
sustained period, generate increased student learning of a consider-
able magnitude, and result in significant changes in collegiality? In
River City and University Town, entire faculties of teachers (25
schools in all) studied heavily researched, theory-based models of
teaching. These two studies followed a heavily researched staff
development design created to bring about a high degree of imple-
mentation of those models in the basic curriculum areas.

In both cases, the teaching models became a part of the active
repertoire of the teachers, students learned to respond to the changes
in curriculum and instruction, student achievement rose markedly
according to multiple measures, and the collegial relationships among
teachers and between teachers and administrators changed greatly.

A massive complex of initiatives was designed to impact student
learning in Inner City. Importantly, although implementation was
uneven, the schools were able to absorb the impact of the initiatives;
the faculties were not fragile, though several were organizationally
chaotic as the program began. Considerable increases in student
learning occurred, again unevenly. However, the program demon-
strated that school renewal can begin with substantial changes in
curriculum and instruction provided that the initiatives include con-
siderable amounts of staff development and technical assistance.

The results are direct evidence that there is enough in the store-
house of educational theory and research to design school-renewal
programs that will affect student achievement and collegiality. The
finding concurs with the recent research by Slavin and his associates
(1990, 1995), Sharan and Hertz-Lazarowitz and their colleagues
(1982, 1988, 1990), Wallace and his team (1990), and a number of
others.

Is this knowledge applicable in all settings? We think so. But
would we expect completely equivalent results across all settings?
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Probably not. For example, in the case of Inner City, an extremely
troubled urban school district, some very positive results were
achieved, but the culture of the central office was an impediment
throughout, and the design team could not help them realize the full
potential of the content of the program or understand how to institu-
tionalize school renewal in the culture of the district.

�	������		�� ������	�����

Can school-community programs be created that affect the home
environment in ways that fit with the goals of the school and generate
student behavior that raises achievement? A test of capability to
affect school-parent-community relations.

Again, at first reading, this appears to be another Alicelike
question. On the one hand it appears obvious that schools can have
such an influence and there are many examples of such. On the other,
many practitioners complain that the family environments of children
greatly impede or enhance learning but the schools are relatively
helpless to change conditions in the home.

Readersville (chapter 4) implemented a districtwide action-re-
search program called “Just Read” in which all the schools studied at-
home reading by the students and created community efforts to
increase at-home independent reading and writing. Parents, teachers,
and students worked together to build a culture of readers and writers.

The Readersville program worked very well. The language arts
curriculum followed the children into their living rooms. Amounts of
“at-home” reading by all increased several-fold, and the “lowest
readers” read books they selected independently at a rate several
times what the average had been; the “highest” readers read about 10
times what the “highest” had read before. The socioeconomic status,
ethnicity, race, and gender of the families were not factors in imple-
mentation.

Nor did demography influence increases in learning. Quality of
writing improved dramatically across the board, though there was not
a general curricular change beyond the extension of the language arts
curriculum into the home, and scores of tests of reading comprehen-
sion rose substantially.

The Readersville results support the proposition that schools can
affect “at home” behavior substantially and, in so doing, affect the
academic environment of the school. Could “Just Read” be used in
any community? We think so. It was used in the Inner City Program
and in several other communities that differ widely—a largely His-
panic district near the Mexican border, a university town, an upscale
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suburban school district. Its effects were strongly influenced by the
degree of leadership from principals and lead teachers. With respect
to community involvement, it appears that where there is will, there
are ways.

����	�� ��������

Is action research an effective paradigm for school renewal?
How much help do schools need if they are to use it effectively? A test
of the general theory of action research.

As a formal theory, action research has been around for a good 60
years and is one of the major lines of thinking about “grass roots”
renewal in business, industry, and schooling. Its popularity waned for
a while but is glowing brightly at present. Yet, there is surprisingly
little action research on action-research in education. The issue of
whether building democratic, data-driven faculty environments will
achieve its goals has been studied only tangentially. The action-
research paradigm that was employed here includes (1) generating a
degree of democratic governance in the school, (2) helping faculties
study the health of the educational environment, (3) using those
studies to make initiatives, (4) studying the effects, and (5) recycling
the process (see chapter 6). Looking over the picture of the more than
70 schools whose stories are told in chapter 6, it appears that two
conclusions are warranted:

1. Action research can work, and very effectively. Some schools
did very well.

2. Probably all could have, had they had adequate technical
assistance.

The difference between schools that tried to process their own
way through the action-research paradigm and those that received
help was dramatic. Furthermore, help was needed in all phases of the
paradigm.

So, in answer to the question “Does the action-research paradigm
bring about school renewal?,” the import of these studies is “yes,”
provided that the process is accompanied by generous amounts of
technical assistance. In other words, it appears at this time that most
faculties are unable to teach themselves how to make the paradigm
work. These results fit with research on other paradigms that are
recommended for site-based and controlled school improvement. For
example, the studies of the Coalition of Essential Schools, the State of
California School Improvement Programs, and several others have
indicated that most of their schools are stalled.
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The studies on the Action Network reported in chapter 6 indi-
cated that many school faculties appear to have a much easier time
generating initiatives for school improvement than learning how to
collect and share data about the health of the school, generate initia-
tives based on those data, and then collect information to track those
initiatives, assess effects, and modulate the initiatives accordingly.

The development of democratic process and the use of data-
based processes for school improvement are apparently more foreign
to the culture of school faculties than is the making of initiatives
based on perceptions. However, based on studies of the Action
Network, improvements in technical assistance bring action research
into the culture of schools more rapidly and effectively than was the
case just a few years ago.

�	��������� ������

Can staff development/school renewal be effectively governed by
school districts, schools, and individuals? Are there differences that
favor one level over another? Are their differences in the satisfaction
and productivity when staff development is governed by individuals,
faculties, or district offices?

For about 20 years there has been a more or less continuous and
sometimes vehement debate about the most effective ways of govern-
ing staff development, particularly whether individuals, faculties,
districts, or some combination should be the governors. Some argue
passionately that only individuals can know their personal needs and
choose how to study (Elliott 1991, Hollingsworth and Sockett 1994).
Others center on the school (Barth 1990, Glickman 1993), and many
policy-makers have elected the “site-based” option. Curriculum plan-
ners tend to focus on the role of the district to generate equity in
curriculum and instruction.

In University Town (chapter 3), the district provided handsome
support to staff development governed at all three levels of the
organization, providing a comparative perspective for what we be-
lieve is the first time.

The results indicate that governance by individuals, schools, or
districts can work, but it was harder to get the individual and school
levels working than the district level. The results are directly contra-
dictory to those who argue that district planners are doomed to failure
because their plans cannot gain acceptance by teachers and building
administrators. The results are also cautionary. As in the case of
Action Network (chapter 6), faculty-centered efforts required sub-
stantial technical assistance. And many individuals were simply at a
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loss to generate their own activities, even when supported by as much
as $1,000 in a given year.
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Can school renewal influence student learning more powerfully
than stereotypic predictors such as gender, race, ethnicity, socioeco-
nomic status, and prior achievement?

One of the most important issues with respect to the power of
educational treatments involves the interaction of any treatment with
the characteristics of the students. The magnitude of the issue derives
from the fact that with most common treatments (how education is
usually carried on) demographic differences have a very large effect,
producing huge disequities in educational opportunity. Thus, if a
treatment is generated from research, an automatic question needs to
be: “How does it interact with gender, ethnicity, race, socioeconomic
status, and the student’s learning history (previous achievement) to
date?”

The overall message from these case studies is quite positive. In
River City, a middle school that served only black students raised its
promotion rate from 30 percent to over 90 percent, with changes in
norm-referenced test scores to match. Inner City had more uneven
implementation but some similar results overall. In Readersville,
results were independent of any demographic factors. In University
Town, a traditionally high-achieving district, gender differences in
competence in writing were reduced considerably.

A dream of educators has always been to be effective enough to
raise student achievement not just for some, but for all, making
educational inequity a thing of the past. These cases provide one
more matrix of information that the right kind of treatment can
approach that goal.
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Is enough known about school renewal to bring about the cul-
tural changes in the educational community to make self-renewing
schools commonplace?

This question can be addressed in two ways. One is the sub-
question “How long does it take to bring about the collaborative
conditions that make major school-improvement initiatives possible?”
The other is “How long does it take to institutionalize collaborative
inquiry so that the school is in a state of perpetual school renewal?”

With respect to the first question, the answer is “not long.” In
every case, teachers and administrators coalesced to bring about
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increases in student learning within the first year of the inception of
the programs. With respect to the second question—the time it takes
for renewal to become self-perpetuating—the information leads to
considerable ambiguity. Although changes in the workplace have
been sustained for several years and the orientation toward school
renewal has weathered many storms in each case, they still appear to
be person-dependent to the degree that they will gradually disappear
over time as the key personnel leave. A great deal of research is
needed in this area.
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The embedded studies provided information about several other
questions that refine and sharpen inquiries in the staff-development
and school-renewal fields.

Do the age and experience of educators influence their motiva-
tion?

Frequently, questions are raised about the influence of age and
experience on the motivation of teachers and administrators to en-
gage enthusiastically in school-improvement programs. Often, it is
suggested that age and experience reduce motivation. Age and expe-
rience as factors were addressed directly in the River City, University
Town, and Readersville programs. In all cases, they were not factors.
Motivation does not appear to be related to age or experience. If
anything, age and experience increase receptivity to innovations.

Is the dynamic of school renewal influenced by the demographic
characteristics of the schools or school districts?

The cases involve school-improvement efforts in school districts
that varied widely. The problems, obstacles, and issues of organiza-
tion were very similar.

Do the demographic differences among school districts require
different curricular and instructional approaches?

In these cases, demography did not influence the effectiveness of
educational treatments within or between programs.

��

	��

The stories will unfold in the chapters that follow. The reader is
urged to follow the stories not as attempts to “prove” that particular
school-improvement efforts “work,” but rather to see them as part of
our struggle to contribute knowledge to the slowly emerging field of
school improvement.



F O R E T A S T E

RIVER CITY

In what seemed to be a major innovation eight years
ago, whole schools joined, by majority vote, an inten-
sive school-renewal program. These faculties committed
themselves to a collegial organization, the intensive
study of teaching and curriculum, and the formative
study of implementation and student learning.

A cadre of teachers disseminated the program to 16
schools, demonstrating the ability of teachers to trans-
port a multidimensional program to faculties where all
members participate.

The most dramatic instance of student learning was
in a middle school where the promotion rate rose from
30 percent to 90 percent in two years, an effect that has
been sustained for six more years.
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C H A P T E R  2

THE RIVER CITY PROGRAM:
STAFF DEVELOPMENT BECOMES
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT
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What happens when entire school faculties engage in the study of
teaching and school improvement?

We visit a program where the faculties of three schools joined in an
effort to improve the performance of their schools. Several other
noteworthy features also distinguished this three-year program: Models
of teaching were the content, the classic training paradigm was used,
formative evaluation of implementation and effects on students was
embedded, a cadre of teachers learned to disseminate the program,
and the procedures were shaped to increase self-renewing capability
by school faculties.

We use this inquiry into school improvement to investigate
technical questions about the transmission of teaching skills to a
large number of teachers, the preparation and effectiveness of the
cadre, and the link between implementation and student learning.
And we use it to investigate social questions about the participation
of faculties as a whole, the reception of the program by the district
organization, the creation of self-renewing capacity, and the social-
psychological reactions of teachers and administrators.
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The River City program (called locally the “MOT Program” (for
Models of Teaching) is situated in a County School District in a
Southeastern state. A city of about 50,000 people is the commercial
center of the county, which houses about 200,000 people overall. The
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metropolitan area extends into an adjacent county of largely affluent
suburbs, and also reaches into the edge of a neighboring state. In 54
schools, 1,800 teachers and about 800 teaching assistants serve about
33,000 children. Economic prosperity varies widely. About 60 per-
cent of the students qualify for free or reduced lunch. The largest
employers are a military installation, a medical college, and a high-
tech factory that produces plutonium. A division of the state higher
education system is located there. African-Americans and Cauca-
sians each make up about half of the population.
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For years before MOT was initiated in the 1987-88 school year,
teachers, parents, and administrators had been frustrated by the low
levels of achievement of many students. In percentile terms, mea-
sured by the Iowa test battery, mean achievement in the major
curriculum areas hung in the 40s and, in some schools, in the 20s and
30s. Even without the use of the standard test battery, it would have
been apparent that achievement left something to be desired, because
teachers and administrators knew that a third of the students were not
learning to read independently, many dropped out during the middle
and high school years, and few students were outstanding.

In addition, energy spent on disciplinary action was considerable.
Throughout the district, from 20 to 30 percent of the middle and high
school students were suspended in any given year, and the situation
for elementary schools was not much better. In one elementary
school, the percent suspended regularly reached 20.

The district, although not affluent (the per pupil expenditure
based on average daily attendance figures was less than $3,000 from
all sources), was very active in the use of a variety of initiatives
designed to improve student learning, particularly ones to help stu-
dents identified as “at risk.” Some of these activities were subsidized
by state and federal sources, as in the case of Title I (then called
Chapter 1) and special-education programs, but others were created
by the district itself. Eight hundred paid instructional aides worked in
nearly half of the classrooms. Curriculum was updated regularly, and
staff development was offered for teachers and administrators.

 Despite these efforts, many students remained in academic diffi-
culty. To illustrate, in one of the middle schools included in Phase I of
the program, 90 percent of the students were receiving attention from
programs for students in difficulty. In the years before the MOT
Program was initiated, fully 70 percent of the students achieved
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below the levels set by the state and district for earned promotion and
were retained in grade. The average student in that school took five
years to complete the three years of the middle school. In one of the
Phase I elementary schools, 90 percent of the students did reach the
standards for earning promotion, but the median student’s composite
grade-level-equivalent was nearly a year behind the national average.

On the other hand, an “arts” magnet school provided an elabo-
rate, vigorous, and highly successful program for a racially balanced
population of students judged to have promise in one of the arts. The
“arts” school was successful academically as well as in its thematic
specialties. Unfortunately, its existence removed many of the most
successful students from the other schools.

����������� 
��  � ������������ ��������


Prior to the inception of the MOT Program, nearly all the staff
development elements were driven by requirements of some sort: for
basic and specialized licenses, for curriculum changes, and for changes
in the requirements of categorical programs. An unfortunate side-
effect of the requirement-driven mode was that a large majority of
teachers viewed staff development as something they must do to meet
someone else’s standard. Teachers in the district were (and are)
required by the state and the district to earn a minimum of 10 credits
either in university or district-sponsored courses each five years, and
teachers could choose from a wide spectrum of offerings from the
district’s staff development office.

The curriculum unit offered workshops to support newly adopted
materials, programs, and practices, and to disseminate regulations.
Generally, the workshops were conducted either by representatives
of the publishers of the textbooks or by district curriculum area
coordinators, neither of which had used the materials in clssrooms.
The workshops were largely for assistant principals and accompanied
each new textbook adoption. After participating in the workshops,
these assistant principals were to provide training to their school
staffs. Where such training occurred, it was brief, expository, and
unsystematic.

In addition, training was required as part of the system for
evaluating new teachers. By the end of three years, teachers had to be
qualified by an instrument that emphasized primarily the “direct
teaching” approach interpreted from the work of Madeline Hunter.
Principals and designated teachers were trained on the use of the
beginning-teacher-evaluation model and, in conjunction with repre-
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sentatives of the state, observed the new teachers twice a year. The
teachers being observed were expected to use some form of recitation
teaching and illustrate their ability to execute the “Essential Elements
of Instruction.” Staff development was offered these new teachers
based on their assessment profile.

Although nearly everyone in the district was concerned that
student-achievement data from the testing program was almost flat
from year to year, the staff development director was particularly
concerned that the regular cycles of curriculum “adoption” and the
large Title I programs were not improving instruction generally and
that the offerings of the staff development unit were too weak to make
much difference either. There was a good deal of evidence that many
of the students were not being served well. Each year nearly one-sixth
of the students in the district were suspended from school for one
infraction or another, and the trend was upward. The number of
students who failed to attain promotion was disturbing. Fewer than 10
percent of the students exited the Title I and special education pro-
grams in any year because of satisfactory performance.

The staff development director raised the question, “Could a staff
development program, built around the study of instruction, result in
sufficient change that student learning would increase?” From that
question the project began to take shape.
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A six-month-long series of meetings were held with the district
cabinet (superintendent, associate superintendent, assistant superin-
tendents, and heads of departments), groups of principals, and teach-
ers. The focus of the meetings was to approach the student-achieve-
ment problem through staff development focused on instruction.

A considerable amount of concept-building was necessary to
build an understanding that would sustain a massive, concerted ef-
fort. Commonly used terms turned out to have radically different
meanings for people. For example, during the initial discussions,
some people thought of staff development as events, rather than as a
process of study intended to influence what is taught and how it is
taught. Some thought of instruction as the “province” of the curricu-
lum department and expressed concern that there might be organiza-
tional problems if a major program sponsored by the staff develop-
ment unit emphasized instruction.
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During these initial discussions, the confusion was considerable.
Officials responsible for curriculum, Title I, and special-education
programs were not pleased to have the effectiveness of their pro-
grams called into question. The superintendent mediated the issues,
arguing that doing things differently could be done with dignity—
without “putting down” the present efforts, which were at least as
good as the norm of the state and were well-administered compared
to the programs of other districts. Nonetheless, the program planning
might have bogged down in wrangling and inertia had not the state
government made a general initiative in support of staff development.
The state initiative precipitated the intensive planning that shaped the
River City project and brought the district administrators together in
a temporary alliance that facilitated forward movement.
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During the spring the state legislature, with robust support from
the governor, passed the Quality Basic Education Act (QBE). The act
supported a substantial initiative in staff development, based on
strong sentiment that few reforms would amount to much unless there
was a strong staff development effort. The provisions of QBE in-
cluded stipends for teachers to participate in summer programs re-
lated to instructional needs and made contributions to the administra-
tive costs of staff development activities. Each of the state’s 186
school districts received an allocation based on its number of
teachers.

The staff development budgets of nearly all the state’s districts
had been very small. In River City, it was about $20 per teacher each
year. The new act provided about $350 per employed teacher. A
program that served 25 percent of the teachers in any district during a
year would include resources of about $1,400 per teacher served.

The QBE guidelines did not prescribe the content of the programs
to be mounted by the districts, and district personnel were given
discretion to determine the content and the number of teachers to be
served each year. For example, longer programs could serve 20
percent of the teachers, or shorter programs could serve a larger
percentage. It was anticipated that the resources would be used
primarily for summer programs because stipends could not be autho-
rized except then, when teachers would be paid for service above
their basic contracts. Important for supporting sustained school im-
provement was the expectation that QBE funding would continue for
several years. Thus a district could decide to serve portions of its
teachers and administrators each summer on a rotating basis.
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The sudden influx of resources provided a great opportunity, but
it also created problems for the districts to solve. Imagine the chal-
lenge for a district like River City, where the entire staff development
program consisted of short courses driven by evaluation for license,
requirements for recertification, and changes in textbooks with train-
ing provided by publishers’ representatives. Some of the smaller
districts had programs that contained no more than a half-dozen short
workshops serving a few volunteer teachers or teachers seeking an
initial license. Suddenly, these districts had to create staff develop-
ment programs where virtually none had existed.

The resources provided by QBE enabled River City to proceed
more rapidly and intensely than would otherwise have been the case.
Eventually, about 40 percent of the district’s allotment under the new
act was used for the MOT Program. The remainder supported initia-
tives in special education and curriculum, permitted expanded re-
sponses to requests from schools, and helped with various smaller
needs.

The need for rapid planning (only three months before the sum-
mer would begin) made the concept of the MOT Program, already
partially planned, attractive to the district cabinet, partly because
resources for it would not have to come from existing funds. The
superintendent led the cabinet to a consensus on moving forward with
the program, and detailed planning began. The project started to take
shape.
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The decision to focus on instruction that promised increased
student learning had been explicit from the start. The question now
became what kinds of student learning to emphasize and which
instructional models to include. The district needed to reach for
consultant help at this point, and what resulted was a partnership
between the district and Booksend Laboratories that continued for
several years and is reflected in the authorship of this article.

The district leaders and Booksend consultants worked together to
survey available models of teaching that are backed up by a strong
research base (Joyce and Weil 1986) and chose several that apply to
a wide variety of curriculum areas. The chosen models also promised
to make the instructional environment more active, to encourage
higher order thinking skills, and to teach social skills and thereby
increase the cooperative environment of the classroom and school.
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Specifically, over the life of the program, the following models were
used:

1. Various forms of basic cooperative-learning strategies

2. Inductive-thinking and concept-attainment models that teach
students to develop, refine, and apply concepts

3. Synectics, a model to teach synthesis through the use of
analogies

4. Mnemonics, specifically the link-word method for helping
students to learn and retain new concepts and information

These models, used in conjunction with one another, address a
variety of goals: social skills and values, development of self-esteem
(by increasing ability to learn), increased ability to regulate one’s
own behavior and resolve conflicts, and increased ability to learn
academic material by analyzing information, forming and refining
concepts, synthesizing information, and using association devices to
memorize and retain new material.

These models of teaching get their effects by teaching students an
increased repertoire of learning skills. In the study of writing, for
example, students skilled in using these models should have in-
creased ability to work in cooperative groups and to analyze and
produce writing, with confidence that their skills are increasing
through simple application of the models.

The MOT Program was designed to help teachers increase their
repertoires rather than replace their existing repertoires. The idea was
to enhance and expand natural styles, rather than discarding them. A
corollary was to help teachers focus on increasing the students’
repertoires of models of learning. As it turned out, the above models
of teaching represented real increases in repertoire for the teachers in
River City. For nearly all teachers, all of these models provided them
with approaches to teaching that significantly expanded the types of
things they could do with their students.

The reader will recognize that the content of the program is one
approach to what has been called “thinking skills,” cooperative learn-
ing, and mastery learning, all undertaken simultaneously.

We attempted to design the training process to ensure implemen-
tation of the models. The schools in the program changed their
operations to increase colleagueship and empower the faculties to
make decisions about how to further improve the schools. The roles
of administrative teams were changed to emphasize management of
these school-improvement efforts. Support for these teams was ex-
tensive, helping them learn to lead their faculties to success.
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Two decisions were then made that greatly affected the social and
organizational character of the initiative. One was to concentrate the
enterprise on schools as “wholes.” The second was to accept schools
on a voluntary basis, with faculties deciding if their school would
apply.

The first decision came directly from the substantive objective of
the initiative: to affect the environment of the school in such a way
that students became more powerful learners, thus raising their rates
of learning in the personal, social, and academic domains. If only a
handful of teachers from any given school studied teaching models
and added them to their effective repertoires, the learning environ-
ment of the school would be only modestly affected.

We reasoned that if we started with teams of volunteers the
program would probably be history by the time we had reached a
density in any one school critical enough to affect student learning.
However, if all the teachers created cooperative classrooms that
emphasized enriching the students’ tools for learning, the effect on
the environment should be sufficient to palpably affect student learn-
ing. Thus, the initiative would touch only a few schools at a time, but
would touch everyone in those schools.

The second decision was an attempt to have participants make
informed choices about participating, both in terms of the models of
teaching they would be learning and in terms of the social process
they would be joining. In other words, the process of having faculties
“decide” to participate was designed to introduce these faculties to an
informed, collegial process. Thus, after principals and teachers were
provided with information about what the project would entail, they
were to discuss whether they wanted to participate and arrive at a
decision. To become a candidate for the initiative, a faculty had to
demonstrate that at least 80 percent of their number had voted to
participate and that all the others understood they would have to
participate also.

In the five schools that became the leading candidates for the first
year, all but one or two faculty members voted for the school to
participate and those who didn’t were chiefly concerned about inter-
ruptions to their planned summer schedules. Many other schools
voted above the 80 percent level. By midspring, it was settled that two
elementary schools and one middle school would begin.

(By the fifth year of the MOT Program in River City, 16 schools
had participated fully, and there was a waiting list of schools that had
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sent teams to summer institutes. Many individual teachers and ad-
ministrators had participated in workshops and short courses on
specific models of teaching. The faculties of the schools that were
“waiting in the wings” had many members who were familiar with
the content and process of the program. By the end of that fifth year,
about 1,200 of the 1,800 teachers in the district had been in courses as
individuals or teams or were members of the “whole school” pro-
cess.)

In reality, in that first year it was very difficult for faculties to
make truly informed decisions because few could visualize so many
new and unfamiliar components in operation. For example, the
models of teaching were very different from the teachers’ current
repertoires, which was difficult for all but a few to imagine. (Most
thought they came to the program with a “complete” repertoire.)
Talks and discussions, however thorough, could not quite bridge the
gap between past experience and what was to become current reality.

In subsequent years, other faculties could “see and feel” what had
gone on in the first group of schools and make more informed
decisions. The program elements we describe below had all been
explained orally and in writing; understandably, the teachers could
not envision them in practice. However, all the teachers had signed a
detailed agreement that they understood each program element and
were willing to participate in the process.

Collaborative decision-making was a new process to the facul-
ties, and, despite the elaborate orientation and the provision of intri-
cate decision-making procedures, collaboration in decision-making
was unreal to many people. As they did it, they hardly believed it.
Many faculties had never made a collective decision that bound all
members, and many of their teachers were amazed that they could.
Many could “mouth the words” of democratic decision-making and
describe what they were doing, but the words were often tentative and
did not sound natural.
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Although the models of teaching that were identified to initiate
the project had been selected by the project coordinators, a major goal
was to increase school-improvement inquiries initiated by the facul-
ties themselves. The faculties had committed to two conditions de-
signed to develop collegial problem-solving groups. One was to work
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together in study groups to support themselves in the implementation
of new teaching repertoires. The second condition was to organize a
building leadership team that would help the faculty study the health
of the school and generate new initiatives for improvement, gradually
taking over decision-making and program assessment. In the long
run, it turned out that developing collective decision-making capabil-
ity was far more difficult than the implementation of the models of
teaching.

Like most school faculties, these teachers had worked largely in
isolation, heeding the norms of “autonomy” that prevailed in the
schools. They had rarely engaged in cooperative problem-solving
and, of course, had no experience with innovations of the magnitude
encompassed by the MOT Program. Most principals, although active,
had been seen as managers and evaluators. Those principals were
now to be full participants in the staff development sessions, were to
participate in study groups, and were to organize their faculties to use
the new content and to work together to develop new initiatives for
improving their schools.

Even the first decision to participate violated the norms of au-
tonomy so common in schools in that the decision of the majority
(albeit a large majority) would obligate others. Fortunately for the
beginning of the program, the first group of faculties had voted
virtually unanimously in favor of participation so that no one had to
feel coerced. For one or two persons in a faculty, ways to accommo-
date minority interests can always be found, and were. However,
these faculties had committed themselves to practices very different
from their normative ones, as we will see.

The collegial study of teaching was about to begin as was the
process of learning to work together to make decisions.
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Related both to the study of teaching and the development of
colleagueship was the model for designing workshops and the work-
place generated by Showers and Joyce. The “peer coaching” model,
as it is frequently called, enables 90 percent or more of teachers to
reach, within two or three months, at least a routine, mechanical level
of use of teaching practices previously unfamiliar to them. Teachers
can begin to apply the new practices adequately almost immediately
after training. Thus, the model, when implemented well, rarely loses
in the wars of implementation of the training content.
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The peer-coaching model is also compatible with the objective of
increasing colleagueship in the workplace, for teachers work together
in study groups to design lessons and units together, share their own
development efforts, and study the effects on their students. In a real
sense, it results in what has been called collaborative action research
by those groups.

The peer-coaching model includes a distinction between the
design of workshops, which need to impart a degree of knowledge
and skill that will sustain practice in the school, and the design of the
workplace, which includes the conditions in school that enable prac-
titioners to work together until they have mastered the teaching skills
that are the content of the training. The two designs need to be
integrated, but the problems of organizing them are considerably
different.

The Design of Training. The training design has three principal
components: lectures, readings, and discussions created to develop
theoretical understanding; demonstrations designed to provide be-
havioral descriptions of the procedures; and provisions for initial
practice in the workshop setting.

Development of theoretical understanding. Understanding sus-
tains best use, unless practice is to be rote and formulaic. Teachers
need to know the conceptual base and thoroughly understand the
kinds of effects to be expected if variations are appropriately used.
They also need to know how to measure progress to determine if they
are getting the desired effects. Without deep understanding, an inno-
vation will be short-lived (see Fullan and Steigelbauer 1991 and
Joyce and Showers 1995 for extensive treatments).

Knowledge of the expected magnitude of effects on student
learning is extremely important, for it keeps the purpose of the
training in the forefront and requires that trainers attempt to change
the views that many practitioners have about achievement and its
measures. Vague notions about “test scores” and “portfolio assess-
ment,” without clear views about what to expect and precisely how to
measure outcomes, are of little use; consequently, devices for mea-
suring effects on students may need to be included in the training.

Development of theoretical understanding also supports varia-
tions of the teaching strategy not included in initial training. Persons
learning their first simple cooperative-learning technique should not
deceive themselves that they have consumed the whole enchilada.
They are just beginning their venture.

Behavioral representations: Modeling and demonstration. The
fulcrum of training design is demonstration. Modeling anchors the
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theory in clarified behavior and provides the behavioral basis for skill
development. Demonstrating with the teachers as “students” is use-
ful, but it is no substitute for videotapes of children working. Espe-
cially needed are tapes that show how to organize students and
provide them with instructions.

How much demonstration is needed? About 20 demonstrations
are needed as a base for adequate skill development for a model of
teaching of medium complexity. At least half of these demonstrations
should be videotapes with students. We used about a dozen tapes to
demonstrate even the simplest of techniques. Trainers need to keep in
mind that participants, when they engage in their first trials in the
classroom, tend to mimic closely what they have seen in training.
Thus, demonstrations at an adult level, while very useful, should not
be relied on exclusively.

Practice. Opportunities for practice need to be provided within
the workshop setting. Teachers new to a procedure need practice
especially in making the “opening moves” that start a teaching/
learning episode. Skillful demonstrators bring the students into the
process so smoothly that novices have trouble profiting from that
aspect of the demonstration. Practice of the process during the work-
shop gives the trainer the opportunity to observe and to follow up
these observations with further demonstrations that make critical
skills manifest.

The combination of these three elements—providing for theo-
retical understanding, demonstration, and initial practice—enables
nearly all teachers to develop a level of skill that will sustain practice
in the classroom (Showers 1990), but the process of transfer to the
workplace has just begun. If nothing else is done, fewer than 10
percent of the teachers will be able to engage in enough practice to
add the new procedures to their repertoire (Joyce and Showers
1995). Thus, the design of the workplace and what will happen
following the workshops is of paramount importance.

The Design of the Workplace. A mixture of understanding and
skills is needed if transfer is to be accomplished. Participants have to
navigate the distance between the training setting and their instruc-
tional setting. In the course of this process of transfer, their under-
standing will be deepened, their skills will mature, and, central to
transfer, their understanding of when to use the procedure and how to
increase the skills of the learner will develop.

Immediate and sustained practice. The first understanding is that
practice in the classroom needs to be immediate and sustained.
Delaying practice inevitably leads to a loss of understanding and
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skill. If there is any fear or skepticism about the use of the new
procedure, delay gives anxiety time to develop and practice will not
ensue. Thus, immediate practice is essential.

Second, about 20 to 30 trials with any new procedure are needed
before control and comfort with it are achieved. Everyone needs to
know this and to understand that the anxiety that often accompanies
initial practice will diminish rapidly after the first half-dozen trials.
Otherwise, participants will tend to avoid the anxiety by avoiding
practice.

Sharing and peer coaching. Third, companionship and sharing
(peer coaching) will greatly boost implementation. Thus, prior to
training, teachers need to organize themselves into study groups who
will share plans, discuss their experiences, and develop a sense of
community as they struggle to bring about change in their behaviors.
Observation is very helpful, for it enables members of study groups to
pick up ideas from one another and to get a sense of their relative
success. However, study-group members should be chary of offering
advice to one another. They need to acknowledge that they are
novices with the new procedure and may well offer poor advice
without realizing it. We have watched more than one study group
invent a dysfunctional variation on a model of teaching because the
most forthcoming member of the group provided the wrong advice in
a knowing manner.

Immediate and sustained practice, combined with companion-
ship and boosted by observation, will ensure that nearly all persons
will reach a routine but mechanical level of use with a new teaching
procedure. Provided that practice occurs daily, this level should be
reached in about six weeks and create readiness for the next work-
shop, which should occur about then.

Commitment to the above training and workplace conditions, by
both participants and organizers, should be made before training
commences. Organizers need to provide time for study groups to
meet, facilitate classroom observations among study group members,
and communicate any problems to the trainers conducting the work-
shops.

The consultant team was committed to be in residence for a two-
week period for the initial summer training and six two-week periods
for each of the first two years. The tasks were to visit teachers, study
progress, and offer further workshops. Essentially, if this staff devel-
opment design were implemented, we felt confident that virtually all
teachers would reach a fair degree of mastery of their new models of
teaching.
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The formative-evaluation system was designed to study imple-
mentation and progress toward the achievement of student-learning
goals. It had three functions. One was to enable us to track implemen-
tation and adjust support accordingly. We would know how much
each teacher was practicing, the levels of skill they manifested, and
the problems they expressed. Thus workshops and consultation could
be modulated on a real-world basis.

The second function of the formative-evaluation system was to
orient the faculties and administrators toward data utilization. Using
data, we reasoned, would help everyone in the program follow its
progress and develop ownership of it. In addition, using data would
help prepare the faculties for the self-directed action research that we
hoped would develop. Thus, the formative component could be
regarded as technical support or training for collegial action.

The third purpose of the formative system was to assess the
effects of the project on teaching practice and the learning of students.

Thus, the system was structured to provide four kinds of informa-
tion: (1) to track the implementation of the components of the pro-
gram and guide their improvement; (2) to assess the effects on the
learning opportunities of the students; (3) in certain areas, to attempt
to determine whether the learning rates of the students accelerated;
and (4) to study changes in the collegial interactions of the teachers.

The design included broad-scale surveys of the implementation
of the components throughout the schools and intensive study of
randomly selected classrooms. Data were obtained from a variety of
sources:

1. Logs of the use of models of teaching were collected on a
weekly basis from all teachers. These were used to determine
amounts of practice and their self-estimates of their skill and
the skill of their students in responding to the various models
of teaching.

2. Minutes were collected each week from study groups. These
minutes were used to document the content and types of
interaction, including shared planning and the borrowing of
ideas from one another.

3. Case studies were used. Six teachers were randomly selected
from each of the three schools, observed and interviewed six
times each year, and videotaped using their new repertoire.
The data gathered from these teachers were analyzed to deter-
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mine levels of use of the models, the skill they had achieved
(including integrated use of the teaching strategies), their
levels of comfort, problems encountered, and expressed needs.

4. Several student measures were used. Referrals and reports of
subsequent disciplinary action were collected regularly; writ-
ing samples were collected from the students at intervals and
used to determine changes in quality of writing; promotion
records were collected annually; and standard tests of achieve-
ment were administered annually.

All these data were analyzed regularly and reported to the partici-
pating schools and teachers.
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The intention from the beginning of the program was to increase
the capacity of the district to sustain and expand its school-improve-
ment initiatives, thus reducing and then eliminating the need for
external support. A primary means was the development of a commu-
nity of teachers and administrators who could carry forth all phases of
the initiative: introducing more schools to the processes outlined
above, providing staff development on models of teaching, support-
ing study groups and building leadership teams, and giving help to
other groups of schools.

The district design team decided to recruit the cadre from the pool
of teachers who made outstanding progress with the models of
teaching and who showed leadership in their schools in study groups
and schoolwide organization. The first summer institutes included
the 120 members of the faculties of the three schools, plus about 25
faculty members and administrators from other schools who volun-
teered to join the initial stages of the effort.

The implementation of the content by all these persons was
studied as described above. In the spring, those wishing to be candi-
dates for the cadre submitted videotapes of their use of each model in
the classroom. These videotapes were evaluated by the Booksend
team, who also visited those persons in their classrooms, watched
them teach, and interviewed them.

An initial cadre of 20 persons was organized to receive training
additional to the other teachers and administrators, training that
included the processes of organizing faculties and study groups and
the conduct of training.
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The principalship was regarded as critical. As indicated earlier,
the school administrators attended all training and were asked to
practice the new teaching strategies. In addition to organizing and
supporting study groups, they were members of study groups.

During the first summer, each of the principals, assistant princi-
pals, and a lead teacher from each participating school attended an
additional summer institute of two weeks’ duration offered to teams
from across the country to study models of teaching, processes of
staff development, and the school-improvement process. During that
summer, these administrators and teacher leaders studied models of
teaching and school improvement for a month and prepared detailed
plans for their conduct of the project.

During the school year, these same administrators and teachers
were involved in regular meetings to discuss the initiative, assess
progress, and receive consultation. In addition, regular private meet-
ings were held by the Booksend team with each principal/assistant-
principal team to discuss progress and try to develop solutions to
problems. About 12 such meetings were held with each team during
the first year.
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All the above information about the training design was commu-
nicated in sets of meetings to the district office personnel, all the
district principals, and groups of teachers throughout the district, as
well as the personnel directly involved in the operation of the pro-
gram. Dates were set and the program began.
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Much of this narrative will report the events of the first year and
try to interpret the information in relation to the problems of changing
the culture of education. We start this narrative with a description of
what happened in the middle school.

���� ������� 
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We really didn’t know, as the project began, just how desperate
things were at the middle school. Imagine a school that loses a third
of its faculty each year to transfer, requested by the teachers, and does
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not have a full staff until the first day of the school year because
hardly anybody wants to work there. Imagine 15 newly assigned
teachers, fearful of the children, hoping to get through the year and
transfer out. Among them are a few long-term teachers, some very
committed to the children, trying to orient the newcomers to the place
and help them find materials. The children arrive: poor, black, upset.
The front door appears to revolve as the students are “sent to the
office” and suspended. (Of 550 kids, half were suspended the year
before the project began.)

Dispirited is too mild a word to describe the children. For many
of the eighth graders, this is their fifth year in the school. Only about
one-third of the students manage to pass the tests that earn promotion
at the end of a year. The year before the project began, only 4 of the
154 seventh-grade students earned promotion. Thus, the seventh
grade as our year 1 begins is filled with students who failed the
previous year.

The picture on standard tests revealed that the average child in the
school has been progressing about 60 percent as rapidly as the
average child in the nation. Our seventh graders here, academically
speaking, were fourth graders, and many could not read effectively.
Yet, the textbook-driven curriculum depended on reading, and pro-
motion depended on passing the tests the publishers supply with the
textbooks. Many of these middle-school students were third graders
in terms of achievement. And, in standard test terms, there were no
high achievers. No child had been able to overcome the environment
and score as high as the 60th percentile on any standard test.

June of 1987 comes and the faculty of the middle school file into
the high school along with the faculties of the two elementary schools,
a collection of interested parties from a variety of other schools, and
a number of central-office personnel. The project begins with a
summer institute introducing the faculties to three models of
teaching.

The first week of this two-week summer institute is in June; the
second week is in August. The theory-demonstration-practice cycle
is followed as the new models are introduced. The faculties are
organized into teams who are to meet weekly between the institutes.
They are to build lessons they will use when school opens in the fall
and share these with each other.

How does our middle school faculty react to all this? First, with
disbelief. The thing is really happening! We discover that most of the
staff of all three schools had not thought the project would really
happen as designed when they agreed to participate in it! Now, it
turns out that they are really expected to use these models of teaching



�&� � � � 
����
�������	�� ���� ��	��

and that data will be collected to determine the nature of their
planning and practice. Second, they react with shock and surprise to
the idea that anyone really thinks that complex models of learning are
appropriate for the children they teach. Quite simply, they think we
are crazy. They are not alone. A fair number of the elementary school
faculties agree with them, though the proportion in agreement is
smaller.

We asked them why. They are not reticent about telling us. In
their opinion, the students are not capable of constructing knowledge.
And, these students will “go out of control” in cooperative settings.

Note that we had a number of choices as we perceived this
reaction. Nearly all the middle-school teachers were rejecting the
content. Not all, of course. The assistant principal and several teach-
ers were very enthusiastic and getting ready to dig in and make the
project work. Should we let the others withdraw? Should we draw
back and plan more training before they tried to use the models? Or
should we give the “commitment follows competence” theory a real
test and trust the “training model.”

�� ���
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We made our own interpretations of what they said. From our
perspective, part of their reaction derived from their stated view of the
kids: “The kids are genetically incapable of complex learning.”
“Their home backgrounds compound the problem of their native lack
of ability.”

Some of the teacher’s reactions pertained to the efficacy of
education: “The school is powerless in the face of the quality of the
children and the homes.”

Part of the reaction dealt with the district and us:“You will never
follow up. Maybe this stuff could work, but we need a lot more help
than you will be willing to give us. When we try these things and run
into trouble, you won’t be there.”

We responded directly. First, the kids can learn and teachers can
make it happen. Second, the school is not powerless. Third, we would
be there. We were no more subtle than they were. And, somehow,
they did create lessons and got ready for the fall, still skeptical of the
content and of us and of the commitment by the district. But, they
were ready to give it a try. The elementary school teachers were, as a
group, less skeptical than the middle school teachers, but nearly all
were nervous that they might be in a situation where they were being
asked to challenge the students beyond their ability to respond.
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The building leadership teams were ready and put the plan for
practice and study groups into action. The study groups met, lessons
were designed around the models and used, logs were kept of prac-
tice, and the principals were supportive and firm. The consultants
showed up, to nearly everyone’s surprise, and visited every teacher in
every classroom, met with study groups and, still more surprising,
taught lessons themselves—which they videotaped and showed to
the teachers. In the middle school, the assistant principal and a
counselor created and taught lessons daily and sometimes several
times a day. The project director visited each school weekly for the
better part of a day, was in and out of classrooms, talked with the
teachers and children, and encouraged the administrators.

The teachers practiced their models, met in their groups, and
suffered their anxiety, still skeptical. They practiced their coopera-
tive, inductive, concept-attainment, and mnemonics models regu-
larly. When the administration of the middle school and the consult-
ants found that many of the teachers were tentative about using
cooperative groups, even dyads, they persuaded the faculty to have
“cooperative learning days” where every student would experience
some form of cooperative activity every period throughout the day.
The assistant principal was able to report to the faculty that referrals
for disciplinary action dramatically dropped on those days!

Overt expressions of skepticism continued, but the teachers be-
came aware that the kids were becoming easier to manage and, most
important, that they could respond to the models. The kids began
doing their homework. The teachers reported less “back talk” from
the children.

As the time for “end of unit” tests came and went, nearly all the
teachers reported that the results were far better than they had ever
experienced before.

���� ��������� � � ������

In the middle school, the consultants and assistant principal
discovered that, in the past, very little writing had been elicited from
the children because the faculty felt that they couldn’t write. Believ-
ing that they never would learn to write without practice, we initiated
a drive to ensure that each student was asked to write at least two or
three times a week. An English teacher new to the middle school took
up the challenge powerfully and made sure that all the eighth-grade
students wrote regularly. By midyear it was apparent to everyone that
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eighth-grade writing was beginning to improve, and by the end of the
year it had improved substantially. Her example influenced many of
the other teachers.

The situation was similar in the elementary schools, but teachers
gradually realized the importance of practice and more and more
teaching/learning episodes included writing.

Throughout the year, teachers gradually attained mastery over
their new teaching strategies and used them more and more appropri-
ately. But before we discuss transfer and the effects on student
learning, we need to examine the state of colleagueship.
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As we mentioned earlier, the collegial arrangements represented
quite a departure from traditional practice in the schools, as coopera-
tive teacher work clashed structurally with the customs attendant to
autonomous teaching. Each school’s faculty organized itself into
study groups of four to six persons, and the administrators arranged
for them to meet weekly.

Although few teachers saw the opportunity for their empower-
ment through colleagueship that we envisioned, they generally wel-
comed the opportunity to get together. The need for adult interaction
appeared to be very much present. Study groups offered an opportu-
nity to socialize that had been absent. However, many teachers were
somewhat nervous about getting together at first for reasons we were
not prepared for.

One reason given was anxiety about whether cooperative teacher
work was legitimate. (That concern appears to have stemmed from
the fact that the evaluation of teachers was traditionally performed on
an individual basis; some teachers inferred that cooperative work
would collide with the evaluation system. The concern appears to be
similar to the frequently voiced problem of how to “grade” students
who work in cooperative groups and produce collective products.)
Some teachers really worried that the principals may have been
“violating a rule” by providing cooperative planning time during the
day.

A second concern was that the cooperative planning of lessons
was almost “cheating” on the job. It’s as if the norms of autonomous
practice were so ingrained that cooperative teaching violated the
provisions of their contract.

A third concern was that cooperative planning violates profes-
sional integrity if it is a regular part of work, unlike, say, a couple of



���� ���������	� �������� � � � ��

teachers getting together occasionally on a voluntary basis. Nonethe-
less, the groups met and the principals assured them that it was okay
to do so.

However, as we visited the study groups it appeared that, unless
a strong, natural, conceptual leader emerged quickly and structured
the planning activities, the groups were confused about what to do.
Most of the folks were completely inexperienced in cooperative
planning and how to go about it. The consultants were drawn on for
a great deal of advice, some of it minute, about what to plan together
and how to go about it, what to share and how, and how to observe
one another without being offensive.

As the study groups learned to engage in the originally planned
tasks, to construct and try lessons together, and to share and discuss
their individual projects, some fresh resistance to the teaching strate-
gies developed. The resistance was not by any means universal, but it
was there, and its causes appeared to be several. Teachers accus-
tomed to following instructional materials closely and “letting the
textbook do the planning” sometimes found that thinking through
lessons was onerous work. Some of them appeared afraid of being
exposed as conceptually inadequate. A few felt that asking for help
was a sign of weakness. A few wondered if colleagues were a
legitimate source of help. They were not sure their colleagues knew
enough.

Some novice teachers and others new to the system worried that
the use of these models of teaching might conflict with the beginning-
teacher-observation system. Principals and assistant principals were
a great help in allaying this fear, particularly because they were in
evaluative roles, but the anxiety continued for some time. Imagine the
dilemma of a young teacher afraid that an evaluator will catch him or
her teaching through inductive thinking or cooperative learning or, ye
gods, both! Given these concerns, the study of implementation and
student learning was extremely important as we tried to assess progress
and modulate the support accordingly.
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The chief implementation questions were derived from the two-
fold nature of the program: appropriate use of alternative models of
teaching (substantive content of training) and implementation of
change in the workplace, specifically opportunity and ability to work
with colleagues on the appropriate implementation of an innovation
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aimed at increased student learning. These specific questions were
explored:

1. Did the faculties implement the content of the training? (That
is, what levels of use and what degrees of transfer of training
were achieved with the models of teaching in which teachers
were trained?)

2. What factors affected variation in faculties’ use of the models
of teaching? (That is, did cohesiveness of faculties and peer-
coaching study teams, individual growth states, grade level,
age, and experience affect implementation?)

3. Did changes in the workplace occur as a result of whole-
faculty participation in the project, specifically the develop-
ment of the ability of the faculty and administration to set
specific goals for school improvement?
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One hundred and sixteen teachers and administrators—the facul-
ties from the first three schools—were involved in this first study of
implementation. Although data were collected on all of them, the
bulk of this report deals with case studies of a subset of 18 teachers—
6 from each of the 3 target schools—who were selected on a stratified
random basis. The case-study sample for each of the two elementary
schools included one teacher from each grade level (K-5) and, for the
middle school, two teachers from each of grades 6, 7, and 8. A
second-grade teacher was dropped from the sample because of an
extended illness that required her early retirement.

The remaining 17 teachers included 7 new or probationary teach-
ers, 5 teachers who had taught from 5 to 10 years, 3 who had taught
from 11 to 20 years, and 2 who had more than 20 years’ experience.
Apparently the percentage of new teachers in our random sample (35
percent) was not characteristic of the district as a whole but was in
fact typical of these particular schools; teachers with greater seniority
in the system have traditionally transferred out of these low-socio-
economic-status (SES) schools. Sixteen of the 17 teachers were
female, and the entire sample participated in the two-week summer
training session prior to the first year of the project.
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Six times during the 1987-88 academic year, teachers in the
sample were observed in their classrooms and informally interviewed
regarding their use of models.
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Teachers were asked to maintain monthly logs detailing their use
of the teaching models on which they had received training during the
summer of 1987. All teachers in the sample complied with this
request, though there were missing data for some for an occasional
month.

Arrangements were made to videotape teachers in the sample
near the end of the first project year to determine skill levels with
various models of teaching. Videotapes were completed for 14 of
these 17 teachers.

Formal interviews regarding teacher use and attitudes toward the
teaching strategies that were the object of this implementation effort
were completed with all sample teachers in April 1988 and again in
January 1989.

Sixteen of the sample teachers attended a second two-week
training session during the summer of 1988 and were studied during
their second year of implementation. The procedures for examining
implementation were identical to those used in the first year of the
project.
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The study of practice was combined with the study of levels of
transfer in terms of skill attained with the models.

Practice. Amount of practice was simply a tabulation of the
number of trials per month reported by the teachers in their logs.
These data are reasonably accurate representations of practice, but
they are not perfect. Some teachers recorded every lesson while
others recorded only examples of different types of lessons. The six
informal interviews recorded during the year as well as the formal
interviews helped validate the information recorded on logs and
make the picture of practice as correct as possible.

Levels of Transfer. “Levels of Transfer” is a continuum with a
score of 1 (low) to 5 (high).

Level 1 represents imitative use, that is, a replication of lessons
demonstrated in training settings. The types of lessons selected for
imitation often represent only the most simple and concrete examples
of a class of demonstrations. For example, if a cooperative numbered-
heads activity were demonstrated with a list of spelling words during
training, and teachers were subsequently observed to use numbered
heads only with their spelling lists, their level of transfer would be
judged to be imitative, though appropriate. Likewise, the fact that
various forms of more complex cooperative activity had been demon-
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strated during training but were absent from early practice was
characterized as Level 1.

Level 2 indicates mechanical use (or horizontal transfer) in that
the same teacher who was using numbered-heads activities only for
spelling begins to use numbered heads for drills in reading vocabu-
lary, addition and multiplication facts, and so forth. Practice increases
at this level, but there is little variation in types of implementation.
More complex examples of the models of teaching learned during
training continue to be missing from teacher practice.

Level 3 is a routine level of transfer in that certain activities,
types of lessons, and objectives become identified with specific
models of teaching. For example, as students learn the states and
capitals of the United States, geographic features of regions of the
country, and major land forms and oceans of the world, teachers
routinely select mnemonic strategies to accomplish their objectives.
Use of the strategies is frequent at this stage, but alternative strategies
are not considered at this point, nor are curriculum objectives thought
of in other than a lower order, concrete fashion.

Level 4 transfer is called integrated use and generally occurs for
different models at different rates. For example, a teacher who has
frequently used mnemonic strategies for learning concrete bits of
information in multiple subjects begins to understand that sequences
of events in history, major points in a philosophy, and policy issues
faced by presidents and governors are also areas for application of
mnemonic strategies. The proportion of imitative to innovative, sub-
ject-specific use has become quite small.

Finally, Level 5 transfer is designated as executive control of the
content of training. Executive control is characterized by complete
understanding of the theories underlying the various models learned,
a comfortable level of appropriate use for varieties of models of
teaching, and consequently the ability to select specific models and
combinations of models for objectives within a unit as well as across
subject areas.

Integrated curriculum objectives as well as higher order objec-
tives are frequently observable at this fifth level. Thus, a teacher
introducing a piece of literature to fifth-grade students might begin
with objectives relating to understanding of the relationships that
evolve between certain characters in the book. The teacher may also
employ inductive-thinking, concept-attainment, mnemonic, and co-
operative strategies to teach the necessary vocabulary and word-
attack skills to enable the students to read the story with comfort. The
major emphases, however, will be on analysis of the relationships
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between characters through categorization and interpretation of key
passages from the piece and writing with analogies to examine the
changing nature of evolving relationships.

Lesson plans, interviews, logs, and protocols from observations
were analyzed to determine the levels of transfer achieved by the
teachers. For each teacher, all lessons reported on logs and six
systematic observations during each year of the project provided data
for determining transfer level. Interview data supplemented lesson
plans and observations with self-reports on teachers’ use of the
models of teaching in their classrooms. Each lesson analyzed was
assigned a score of 1 (imitative use) to 5 (executive control), and
means were computed for each teacher.
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To examine factors that were hypothesized to affect variation in
teachers’ use of the models of teaching, states of growth (an orienta-
tion to the external environment with respect to both the formal and
informal opportunities for professional development) were calcu-
lated for each teacher. State-of-growth data were derived from inter-
views and observations of study teams. Data on teachers’ grade level,
age, and experience were available from employment records housed
both at the school and at the central office.

McKibbin and Joyce (1980) derived the states-of-growth mea-
sure in their study of staff development in California. Through a
structured-interview process, they examined teachers’ and adminis-
trators’ responses to opportunities for professional development
through the formal staff development system offered by universities,
counties, state-sponsored agencies, and districts; the informal oppor-
tunities provided by peers; and the participation in nonprofessional,
personal-growth opportunities available in the general environment
(books, film, theater, and so forth).

In the study reported by McKibbin and Joyce, teachers who
participated fully in both formal and informal professional-develop-
ment activities also tended to have well-developed interests in the
personal domain; that is, teachers who were actively reaching out for
growth opportunities in their professional lives were generally en-
gaged in growth. Furthermore, teachers characterized by high growth
states were more likely to implement innovations for which they
received training and to achieve transfer of those innovations into
their active teaching repertoires.

In a study by Evans and Hopkins (1988), in which both growth
states of individual teachers and climate ratings of the schools in
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which they taught were examined for their influence on teacher
implementation of training, growth states was found to be a more
powerful predictor of implementation than was school climate (though
the latter was not without effect).

The growth-states hierarchy is described in full in several sources
(Joyce, Bush, and McKibbin 1982; McKibbin and Joyce 1980; Joyce
and Showers 1995), but briefly, the categories are as follows:

Gourmet Omnivores are individuals who not only reach out for
opportunities in their environments but who generate or initiate those
opportunities for themselves and others. These individuals are active
participants in many growth opportunities but are discriminating
about their choice of activities. They are knowledgeable about the
range of options available to them. According to Joyce and Showers,
gourmet omnivores are “mature high-activity people who have learned
to canvass the environment and exploit it successfully” (1988, p.
134).

Active Consumers are similar to gourmet omnivores in that they
continually scan their environments for growth opportunities and
take advantage of those opportunities in both the professional and
personal domains. They differ from gourmet omnivores in that they
are less initiating and less likely to create opportunities and options
where none exist.

Passive Consumers comprised about 70 percent of the initial
sample in the California Staff Development Study (Joyce, Bush, and
McKibbin 1982). They are characterized as amiable, conforming,
and highly dependent on their immediate social context. They at-
tended required staff development programs but seldom did anything
with the content, and the activities engaged in outside the work
setting depended very much on whether their families and friends
initiated such activities.

Reticents actually “expend energy pushing away opportunities
for growth. . . . they have developed an orientation of reluctance to
interact positively with their cultural environment” (Joyce and Show-
ers 1988, p. 136). Consequently, reticents resist opportunities for
growth and often perceive efforts by peers or administrators to effect
change as forms of conspiracy designed to leave them less powerful
and efficacious.

������� ��� �������������

What was the state of implementation and what factors contrib-
uted to it?
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Knowing that skill development requires a certain amount of
practice before fluid and appropriate use is possible, we encouraged
teachers at the three project schools to practice their newly learned
models of teaching frequently, especially at the beginning of the
school year immediately following training. In earlier studies, teach-
ers who had postponed practice found it difficult or impossible to use
the content of training. We urged teachers to implement the simpler
forms of cooperative learning immediately and pervasively during
the first month of school in order to teach students how to work in
cooperative groups and to ease the implementation of other models of
teaching.

Teachers were so successful in this effort that by the end of the
first month most of the elementary teachers were reporting a mini-
mum of two cooperative sessions per day and the middle school
teachers at least four per week. In fact, one elementary teacher
reported 80 trials with cooperative learning during the four weeks of
September! Teachers found it much more difficult to implement the
concept-attainment, mnemonic, and inductive-thinking strategies.

In table 2.1, reports of practice with cooperative learning are
eliminated from the totals, and teachers who reported at least daily
use of cooperative-learning strategies are indicated with a double
asterisk.

Analysis of teacher logs for the 1987-88 academic year shows
that, for our random sample of teachers, the new models of teaching
were practiced an average of 14.48 times per month (for School A,
16.8; for School B, 11.1; and for School C, 14.98). During the second
year, the average monthly use of models was 22.73 (for School A,
14.8; for School B, 24.4; and for School C, 29.0).

The question of greater concern to us, however, was the level of
transfer of training to teachers’ active repertoires: How appropriately
were the new strategies being used? If teachers did not develop at
least a routine level of transfer during the first year, would they
ultimately develop integrated use and executive control with these
models of teaching?

Table 2.2 summarizes the levels of transfer achieved by our
sample during the project, except for cooperative learning (which
was used frequently by all the teachers).

For year 1, the mean transfer-of-training score for our sample
was 3.3 (routine use). Of the 17 teachers, 3 were still largely operat-
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School Teacher Average Monthly Practice*
1987-88  1988-89

A A** 19.6 20
B** 13.0 20
C 11.0 8
D** 23.0 —
E 15.6 14
F 18.6 12

B A** 18.0 40
B** 20.0 38
C** 10.1 20
D 3.6 10
E 3.7 14

C A** 14.3 36
B** 12.0 28
C** 12.8 24
D** 13.6 28
E 17.2 —
F** 20.0 29

_____ _____
X = 14.5 X = 22.73
S.D. = 5.4 S.D. = 10.3

*Excluding cooperative-learning lessons.
**Teachers who used cooperative learning one or more times per day.

T A B L E  2.1

ing at the imitative stage (level 1); 3 had reached a mechanical level
(level 2); and the remaining 11 had developed routine or integrative-
use levels of transfer. Thus, while 15 of the 17 teachers were practic-
ing frequently enough to develop skill in the new models of teaching,
only 11 (65 percent) were using the strategies appropriately enough
during the first project year to predict that their students would derive
the intellectual, social, and personal benefits promised by research
underlying the models.

In the second year of the project, the mean was also 3.3. The
teachers in two of the three schools had increased both their practice
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and levels of transfer with models of teaching, while the third school
(School A) actually suffered losses in both areas. Possible school-
level causes for both gains and losses will be discussed later.

Frequency of practice with the models was correlated with level
of transfer at r = .62 (Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient) during
year 1 of the project and at r = .75 during the second year. Clearly, as
is apparent in tables 1 and 2, no one reached high levels of transfer
without frequent and consistent practice. However, several teachers
continued practice of the new strategies without apparently develop-
ing greater understanding of their use. They continued to imitate

T A B L E  2.2
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School Teacher Transfer of Training
1987-88 1988-89

A A 3.1 3.0
B 4.0 4.5
C 1.8 1.0
D 4.7 —
E 3.1 2.5
F 3.8 3.0

B A 4.3 4.5
B 4.6 5.0
C 3.5 3.5
D 2.0 1.5
E 1.9 2.5

C A 3.6 3.5
B 4.4 4.0
C 2.5 3.0
D 2.0 2.0
E 1.9 —
F 4.9 5.0

Mean 3.3 3.3

Levels of Transfer: 1 = imitative use; 2 = mechanical use; 3 = routine use; 4 =
integrated use; 5 = executive use.
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lessons they had observed with trainers or peers and found it difficult
to depart from their teacher’s manuals to experiment with alternative
strategies for achieving similar instructional objectives.

 �����
� �  ������� ���������� ��� �
�� ���
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 ��

This project involved the entire faculties of three schools in the
training and implementation of innovations for school improvement.
We hypothesized that individual characteristics (states of growth,
years of teaching experience), small-group characteristics (function-
ing of study groups), and school variables (principal leadership,
faculty cohesion) might all affect teachers’ rates of implementation.
Here’s what we learned.

Individual Factors. Growth-states scores were computed for all
teachers in our sample near the end of the first project year (see table
2.3).

The mean growth state for our sample was 3.1 (S.D. = .96, range
1-5), with the mean for School A at 2.67, School B at 3.0, and School
C at 3.5. As reported by both McKibbin and Joyce (1983) and Evans
and Hopkins (1988), states of growth has proved to be a powerful
predictor of implementation of innovations, both in projects involv-
ing whole schools as well as those involving only volunteers. In this
project, in which entire faculties participated if 80 percent or greater
of their teachers requested the program, states of growth correlated
.87 with transfer levels during year 1 and .88 during year 2 (Spearman
Rank Correlation Coefficients).

A common belief among both professional educators and the
general public is that young teachers (those just entering the profes-
sion) are more open to innovation than older, more experienced
teachers who have presumably become tired and set in their ways.
The Joyce, McKibbin, and Bush (1982) study found no relationship
between years of teaching experience and the willingness and ability
to engage in professional growth. The good news from their study
was that mature, experienced teachers are often at the height of their
professional powers, while the bad news was that some young teach-
ers just entering the profession are actively pushing away growth
opportunities—they have quit learning at age 22.

We examined the relationship between years of teaching experi-
ence and transfer of training for our sample and found an r of .13 for
the first year of the project and .10 for the second year. (A high
positive correlation would have favored mature teachers while a high



���� ���������	� �������� � � � ��

�������������� 
����
� ���� ����
 ���� 

���������� � �����������
�� � ��������

Mean
State of Growth Transfer of Training Transfer

1987-88 1988-89 Score

 1 1.8 1.0 1.4
 2 1.9 2.5
 2 2.0 1.5 2.2
 2 3.1 2.5
 3 3.1 3.0
 3 4.0 4.5
 3 3.8 3.0
 3 3.5 3.5  2.8
3 3.6 3.5

 3 2.5 3.0
 3 2.0 2.0
 4 4.7 —
 4 4.4 4.0  4.5
 4 4.3 4.5
 4 4.6 5.0
 5 4.9 5.0  4.95

Growth States: 1 = Reticent (satisfaction of basic needs); 2 = Withdrawn
(psychological safety); 3 = Passive Consumer (concerns for belonging and
security); 4 = Active Consumer (achievement orientation); 5 = Gourmet
Omnivore (self-actualizing).

T A B L E  2.3

negative correlation would have favored beginning teachers.) Thus,
for our sample, years of teaching experience were not associated with
ability to transfer training into regular classroom practice.

Peer Group Influences. All teachers in the three project schools
were members of peer-coaching study teams that were organized
during the initial two-week workshop to facilitate the implementation
of models of teaching. Study teams met weekly at the school sites on
schedules worked out by the members of the teams in conjunction
with their administrators.
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The charge to study teams was threefold and emphasized only
activities that were believed to increase practice with and implemen-
tation of the newly learned teaching strategies: teachers were to share
lessons and materials already used in case others could use the plans/
materials and thus cut down on preparation time; they were to
observe each other trying the new strategies to learn from each other
and study student responses to the strategies; and they were to plan
future applications of the strategies within their curriculum areas in
an attempt to integrate models’ use with existing repertoires and
instructional objectives.

Study-group functioning was conceived on a continuum from the
merely pro forma, in which teachers meet as scheduled, verbally
share experiences of lessons they have attempted with new models of
teaching, and observe each other as scheduled; to enthusiastic partici-
pation, in which teachers share lessons they have taught, exchange
materials they have developed, and observe each other easily and
frequently to learn from each other; to fully collegial groups, in which
teachers move beyond enthusiastic participation to the setting of
common goals and the development of lessons and units that all or
part of the group will use in the future.

In the first year, none of our sample teachers belonged to a fully
collegial study group, though some of the groups occasionally worked
in a fully collegial fashion for several weeks at a time. Twelve of our
17 sample teachers, however, belonged to “enthusiastic” groups
whose members shared past lessons and materials freely and increas-
ingly observed each other at unscheduled times because they enjoyed
seeing each other try out lessons. The remaining five teachers be-
longed to pro forma groups and were passive members of those
groups, neither complaining about the static nature of their meetings
nor initiating more dynamic activities.

One is tempted to view the way the study groups functioned as a
glass half empty, given the shortfall between what was possible and
what occurred. However, we viewed the glass as half full. Consider
that, prior to the project, teachers in the project schools never saw
each other work, rarely met to discuss matters of curriculum and
instruction (unless one counts monthly faculty meetings), and, with
three exceptions, shared no lesson planning or materials development
even though five or six teachers in a school might be teaching the
same grade level or subject and using exactly the same texts. The
implementation of study teams in the project schools did, in fact,
greatly reduce the isolation in which most teachers formerly worked.
Furthermore, the level of study-team functioning correlated .61 with
transfer of training during the first year of the project.
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Study-team functioning during the second year was much more
mixed. The organization and facilitation of study teams requires
active administrative support, not only for scheduling but for main-
taining focus and purpose. One of the schools (School A) lost a very
active administrator and gained a new (first-time) administrator. The
same school, half-way though the second year, was “raided” by an
administrator who was assembling faculty for a new school. Thus the
School A teachers knew that nine of their number had been selected
for the new school and would be leaving at the end of the year. This
combination of factors was reflected in less practice for School A,
declining rates of transfer, and lower study-team functioning during
year 2 of the project. In the other two schools, two of the teams
achieved fully collegial status; two alternated between enthusiastic
and fully collegial functioning; four groups functioned at an enthusi-
astic level; and two functioned at a pro forma level.

Study-team functioning was influenced by the states of growth of
individual members. Teams were generally comprised of four to six
teachers. The four most successful study teams all had leadership
from active consumers or gourmet omnivores. The presence of an
active, growth-oriented individual, however, was not sufficient to
ensure fully collegial functioning if one or more members were
reticent or withdrawn. Study teams comprised of passive consumers
were often enthusiastic but needed occasional help with structure. For
example, they would approach the project consultants and ask for
ideas or development projects to work on. They would then work
enjoyably on a new idea, unit, or materials-development scheme until
it was finished, then request more input.

The formation of study teams may be of interest to some readers.
Faculty members formed their own groups. At first, these were
generally grade-level teams. Gradually, over several years, more
groups became more divergent, with members seeking greater vari-
ety of membership as they sought to expand their knowledge and
colleagueship. If a self-selected group of reticents formed, an admin-
istrator joined this group to support implementation.

On balance, we believe the study teams functioned to boost
implementation of innovations in our project schools, to increase
teacher interaction about curriculum and instruction, and to reduce
the norms of privacy and isolation. We do not believe, however, that
the organization and functioning of study teams alone can change the
climate of a school and create fully collegial interactions where few
or none existed before, at least not in two years. Perhaps given the
long tradition of school cultures in which teachers have had so little
opportunity to work in collegial fashions and make collective deci-
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sions, time will be required to develop truly collegial patterns of
work. Whether this means more years or more intensive time together
is not clear to us at this point. We are convinced, however, that
collegiality will develop only in conjunction with meaningful and
challenging reasons for collaborative work, such as efforts to im-
prove curriculum and instruction for increased student learning.

School-Level Factors. We have already mentioned the role of
administrative leadership in the organization and functioning of study
teams. Principals and assistant principals performed several other
roles as well. First, they were instrumental in their school’s participa-
tion in the project, since schools were not considered for inclusion
unless 80 percent or more of the staff members were interested and
principals wrote letters of application. Second, principals provided
varying amounts of pressure and support with respect to practice of
the new strategies.

During the first year, administrators in Schools A and B not only
regularly observed (separate from “formal evaluation” observations)
and encouraged teachers as they tried the new strategies but also
borrowed classes and practiced the new strategies themselves. Ad-
ministrators in Schools A and B met with study groups, and adminis-
trators in School C designated two lead teachers to meet with study
groups and assist them during the first few months of the project. At
Schools A and B, administrators generated schoolwide implementa-
tion projects for specific models of teaching during the first year, and
during the second year, this activity was continued and increased in
Schools B and C.

Since project consultants met regularly with administrators and
encouraged their active leadership and participation, we cannot pre-
dict what the absence of administrative support would have meant to
the project. However, the lessening of administrative support at
School A during the second year and the concomitant losses there
suggest that the support of administrators was crucial to project
success.

Changes in the Workplace. Structural changes in the ways
teachers worked with each other have already been discussed in the
section on study teams. Possible increases (or decreases) in general
cohesion and problem-solving ability can best be illustrated by what
happened at the end of the project. Schools B and C retained their
study-group formats, selected curriculum areas to focus on
(schoolwide) and set goals for student achievement in those areas,
secured additional training from consultants in their respective cur-
riculum areas, and began working on the integration of models of
teaching with new training in content and materials.
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School A, at the close of the project, was struggling to retain its
study-group format and incorporate 11 new staff members who had
not had training in models of teaching. The principal was talking of
retiring, and the new assistant principal was gamely trying to coordi-
nate some sort of school-improvement focus for the year but had no
consensus from the staff two months into the school year.

Implementation of the content of training was achieved at all
three sites, though individual differences occurred. Given the history
of implementation of curricular and instructional innovations (Fullan
and Pomfret 1977; Joyce and Showers 1983, 1988), the implementa-
tion of models of teaching by three school faculties for whom the
models represented additions to repertoire was a considerable achieve-
ment. Sufficient training was provided so that all teachers were able
to practice their newly acquired skills, and teachers and administra-
tors were able to restructure the workplace to the extent that teachers
could regularly work together on implementation questions.

At the end of the first project year, 88 percent of the teachers were
using the new strategies regularly and skillfully enough (a mechani-
cal level of transfer or higher) that students had developed the
requisite skills for learning within the models’ frameworks. Sixty-
seven percent of the teachers had achieved a routine or better level of
transfer and thus had very good prospects for integrating the new
models into their regular teaching repertoires.

It is difficult to determine how enduring even large structural and
attitudinal changes will be at specific school sites. Clearly, stability of
staff and administration are important, as are shared experiences in
decision-making and training. It is probable that norms of continual
renewal for individuals and faculties must extend beyond specific
schools to entire districts and the profession at large before even
large-scale change efforts can have long-range prospects for
durability.
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Although the cadre and many of the principals became more
effective and built themselves a “learning community,” many of the
central-office personnel stood aloof from the project or even attacked
it on various grounds. Some of these persons had administered “at
risk” and other programs that had failed to improve student learning.
Others appeared to realize that the program used teaching strategies,
training designs, and collaborative decision-making modalities that
lay outside their repertoire. Instead of participating in the MOT



�#� � � � 
����
�������	�� ���� ��	��

initiative, they persisted in generating curricular and organizational
changes that were within their current range of skills.
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As the teachers learned to use models of teaching, the learning
rates of the students began to improve.
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By the end of the first year, 70 percent of the students in the
middle school achieved the standards required for promotion, and 95
percent earned promotion at the end of the second year. Judging from
the results of standardized tests administered at the end of the second
year, the average students in the school were achieving at a normal
rate, that is, gaining 10 months of learning for 10 months of effort
when compared to the United States population as a whole.

Time lost in disciplinary action decreased dramatically, to about
one-fifth of the amount lost before the program began. Probably,
helping the students learn a variety of learning strategies that enabled
them to educate themselves more successfully reduced the incidences
of discipline, for students who experience success in the classroom
have less reason (and less time) to express their dissatisfaction with
school in socially inappropriate ways.

At the end of the second year the social-studies test from the Iowa
Tests of Basic Skills Battery was administered to all the middle
school students (state and local regulations permitted the use of only
the social-studies test). Thirteen eighth-grade students (8 percent of
the class) scored 10.0 or greater in grade-level-equivalent terms (over
the 84th percentile for the national sample), the first time in memory
that a group of students from that school had manifested outstanding
achievement. The mean score for the grade was at the national
sample: 42nd percentile, compared with the 25th percentile two years
before.

The fifth grades of the elementary schools included several
teachers whose teachers were using the models of teaching regularly
but at a mechanical level and several teachers whose regular use
approached executive control. Again, the administration of the so-
cial-studies test from the ITBS battery permitted a comparison of
achievement between the “mechanical use” and “executive control”
classes.
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When the distributions of scores are compared, the median stu-
dent in the “executive control” classes is between the 85th and 90th
percentiles of the “mechanical use” classes. Compared to national
norms, the median student of the “executive control” classes was at
the 76th percentile, compared to the 44th percentile for the “mechani-
cal use” classes. The median “grade-equivalent” scores for the “ex-
ecutive control” classes range from 6.5 to 7.9, or from 0.7 to 2.1
above the national sample median. For the “mechanical use” classes,
the range was from 5.0 to 6.1. The distributions of scores in the
extreme classes — those whose students were in executive-use classes
compared with mechanical-use classes, barely overlap, as can be seen
in figure 2.1.

Mean scores in all these classes exceed the average scores for
fifth grades in the district. However, the importance of reaching
“executive control” is underlined by these data.

������

River City has consistently found that males in the lower SES
schools regularly achieve less than the females. By the eighth grade,
the median female stands where the 69th percentile does, in standard
test terms. In executive-control classrooms, the distributions of males
and females are roughly equivalent. This finding is consistent with
basic research on the models of teaching used in the River City
program. Essentially, these models of teaching are blind to socioeco-
nomic status, gender, race, and ethnicity.
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After faculties of the first three schools were trained by consult-
ants, a cadre of teachers disseminated the teaching strategies to other
schools in the district. Results for the first nine schools on the Iowa
Test of Basic Skills were substantial. Each of the nine schools
completed 8 tests for a total of 72 test scores. In grade-level-equiva-
lent terms, 40 of the 72 scores reflected gains of greater than 4 months
over the previous year’s results, and 20 of the scores reflected gains
of between 2 and 4 months. It is important to note that faculties
taught by a cadre of their peers learned new models of teaching as
thoroughly, implemented them as frequently, and gained equally
large student outcomes as faculties taught by outside consultants.
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The River City Program focused on instruction, staff develop-
ment, and organizing faculties for collaborative action. Schools en-
tered the program as units. A condition was that 80 percent of each
faculty had voted to participate, and the majority decision was bind-
ing on the entire faculty. Within the program all teachers in each
participating school studied a set of well-tested models of teaching
selected to increase the learning capacity of their students. The
faculties were organized into study groups and elected councils
whose responsibility was to examine information about the health of

F I G U R E  2.1
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the school and plan school-improvement initiatives (Joyce, Murphy,
Showers, and Murphy 1989).

In some River City schools, the need for school improvement
was urgent. However, as the teachers learned to use models of
teaching designed to increase cooperative activity, teach concepts,
and teach students to work inductively and memorize information,
the learning rates of the students improved dramatically.

As in the case of Success for All (Slavin and others 1990) and the
Schenley Program (Wallace, Lemahieu, and Bickel 1990), large
effects on student learning occurred rapidly in the first year of
implementation, once again demonstrating the efficacy of school
faculties that make changes in curriculum and instruction. Students
responded right away to changes in instruction and began to acceler-
ate their rates of learning in an educational environment that was
designed to do just that: teach the students to be more powerful
learners. Many educators believe that school-improvement efforts
will not have demonstrable effects on students for several years, but
the evidence points toward quite a different conclusion.

Now, let’s move into our next setting, where individual, school,
and district governance shape staff development efforts to improve
student learning.



F O R E T A S T E

UNIVERSITY TOWN

The University Town program was structured around
individual, school, and district levels of staff develop-
ment. The program attempted to generate school cul-
tures as centers of inquiry through:

• embedded time for colleagueship
• a system for shared decision-making
• an information-rich, formative study environment
• the study of research on curriculum and teaching
• a comprehensive staff development system
Comparatively speaking, University Town schools

have traditionally manifested very high student achieve-
ment. Nearly all teachers and administrators were
surprised to learn that they were able to generate annual
increases in quality of writing several times over levels
before the program was developed.

They were also surprised to learn that districtwide
and schoolwide initiatives in curriculum and instruction
generated more teacher satisfaction and more productiv-
ity than did individually governed staff development.

��
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THE UNIVERSITY TOWN
PROGRAM: EXPLORING
GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES
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What happens when teachers are supported for individual, schoolwide,
and districtwide efforts to improve student learning?

Proposals for school renewal come from three frames of reference
that differ considerably in terms of who is pictured at the center of the
process:

1. One puts the individual practitioner at the center.
2. The second places the school site at the center.
3. The third emphasizes the district office and districtwide ini-

tiatives in curriculum and instruction.
Each frame of reference has merit: individuals, schools, and

districts can be sources of school renewal.
The Individual Practitioner as the Source.Teachers and princi-

pals deliver education. They have had to teach themselves most of
what they know, borrowing ideas from their colleagues as they can.
They are the most knowledgeable people about the problems they
face. Yet, time to study and to develop actions to address these
problems has not been built into their paid duties, and in most settings
they get very little help from sources external to the school. Providing
them with the resources and opportunities to strengthen their skills
and help them carry out their work in a reflective, inquiring mode
makes very good sense.

The School as the Source. While classrooms are the scene of
instruction, the school as a whole needs to have a coherent program,
for many aspects of schooling and school renewal cannot be changed
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by individuals working alone. The school climate and the curriculum
can be incoherent unless there is a faculty in the real sense of the
word, assessing the health of the school and making decisions about
ways to make it better. Thus, we have the movement toward “site-
based” approaches to school renewal and paradigms like “schoolwide
action research” to help faculties improve student learning by inquir-
ing into it.

District Initiatives as the Source. While classrooms and schools
are the stage where the play of education is enacted, the need for
curricular coherence, technological improvement, and equity for all
students impels districts to make initiatives. Even with greatly weak-
ened central-office personnel, curriculum guides continue to be writ-
ten, computers are purchased, assessment systems developed, and
ways of evaluating personnel and supervising them are adopted.

The district is the political unit for education and has the respon-
sibility to view the schools and teachers with some objectivity and to
generate ways of improving education. The technical rationale for
district initiative depends to a large extent on the argument that the
district unit can “see” things that may not be apparent to the school-
based personnel and can marshal the resources for a quality of
curriculum that may be beyond the development capability of the
smaller units.

���� �����	
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The unusual feature of the University Town program is that this
district of 11 schools, 350 teachers, and 5,000 students provided
strong and balanced support for individual, school, and districtwide
initiatives. Consequently, the University Town staff development
program provided an opportunity to observe the effects of three
governance options in terms of the types of objectives generated, the
activities pursued, the implementation of innovations, and the effects
on students. The 1992-93 academic year, when all three governance
options were operating robustly, is the time frame of the experiences
reported here.

The University Town program came about because administra-
tors acknowledged the measures of “truth” underlying often-compet-
ing theses about school renewal and staff development—theses that
provide rationale for all three governance modes.

The individual mode supports the energy of individuals. Renewal
opportunities place the locus of control with the person, whose
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actions will presumably be congruent with that individual’s percep-
tual world. Individually generated staff development acknowledges
the division of the workplace into units (classrooms) where indi-
vidual teachers use their perceptions and strengths to create innova-
tions to which they can be committed.

Schoolwide action research is supported because the curricular
and social-climate dimensions of the school can be addressed in a
way not possible through individual or small-group action alone.
Further, schoolwide action research directly addresses the goal of
encouraging shared governance and increasing the capacity of the
faculty to inquire into and solve problems requiring concerted, demo-
cratic action.

The districtwide initiatives emphasize the importance of curricu-
lar coherence and the development of district faculties who embrace
professional citizenship in the larger sense of belonging to a commu-
nity whose children deserve equity in educational opportunity and a
common core of knowledge and skills.

The description of the program in the next section has been
adapted from a memorandum to the district faculty in University
Town in February 1992. This memorandum was accompanied by
meetings with the district faculty to explain the rationale for the plan.
Several passages have been modified to increase clarity for readers
who are unfamiliar with the context and to provide information about
background events.
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How do we proceed? We face a world where social change and
technological advance will make curriculums and ways of teaching
age far more rapidly than in the past. The result is that the quality of
education of our children will increasingly depend on our own con-
tinuing self-education.

We need to build a setting where our study of what to teach and
how to teach it are a regular part of our jobs—essentially to make
schools learning centers for ourselves and for our students. Thus, we
have, once again, to reach beyond what was regarded as normal and
satisfactory in the recent past and create anew our study of curriculum
and instruction.
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In the past, school districts invested very little in opportunities for
study by teachers or administrators. Curriculum committees did their
work and new documents appeared. One or two days were set aside to
think through the changes and learn the teaching strategies needed to
use them. Brief workshops conveyed the ideas that were fashionable,
and followup activities were often absent or haphazard.

We are now building conditions that will lay the base for far more
stimulating conditions for professional life than those represented by
traditional staff development practice. The six conditions described
below involve seeing ourselves in multiple roles and providing time
and support for our individual and common work as educators.

�����	 ������������	 �������

One concept guiding this effort involves seeing ourselves in three
roles as professionals: one is as individual educators; another is as a
member of a school faculty; and the third is as a member of the district
faculty. These are our professional spheres of activity. In each sphere,
we will study what we are doing and make initiatives for improving
education. As a district, we support our efforts in each sphere by
allocating resources, arranging time, and establishing structures that
facilitate learning.

��	 ����	 ���	 �������������

 One of our arrangements is for regular weekly time for faculties
and study groups to meet. Every Wednesday, from 1:30 to 4:00 p.m.,
is set aside for developmental activities. Action-research plans can be
made, study groups can focus effort on the language arts and learning
strategies, and curriculum-planning committees can do their work
without interrupting instructional time. The clear time for collabora-
tive work over these areas should bring us closer together as a
community of learners studying how our students can learn better.

�������	 ���	 �����������

Under the Iowa Education Excellence Program, Phase III, the
Individual Growth Fund has been set up. Teachers are able to select
activities of their choice and receive support of up to $465 to defray
the cost of the activities. Individuals will select activities according to
the dictates of their professional judgment. (The state and local
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education associations were active in designing this initiative and
persuading the state government to support it for all teachers in the
state.)
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Each school in University Town received a budget of $350 per
faculty FTE to use for conducting schoolwide action research and to
support the staff development needed for their initiatives. Thus, a
school with 30 faculty members received $10,500 per annum to
support their decisions. These funds, like those for teachers’ indi-
vidual growth, came from the Iowa Education Excellence Program
designed to support school restructuring in Iowa.

Schools are asked to elect action-research facilitation teams and
lead the faculties in the study of the school and the generation of
initiatives to improve it. (Again, the teachers’ organizations were
active in the design of the initiative and the procurement of funding
for it.) The classic action-research model—emphasizing the develop-
ment of shared leadership, the collection of data relative to the health
of the school, the generation of initiatives (one at a time) to improve
aspects of student learning, the implementation of those initiatives,
and the study of effects on students—will be used.
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The core of the content of the district initiative is an approach to
the teaching of reading and writing that uses conceptual, constructivist
models of teaching to make the reading/writing connection visible. In
addition, the “Just Read” program (see chapter 6) will increase the
amounts and quality of independent reading by students. Teacher/
administrator coordination and support teams were formed to articu-
late the curriculum and to arrange support.

The two models of teaching selected for initial study are “induc-
tive thinking in cooperative groups” and “concept attainment,” both
basic approaches to teach students to build concepts (Joyce, Weil,
and Showers 1992). The district staff development will emphasize
concepts that enhance reading comprehension and, through the read-
ing-writing connection, skill in strategies for writing.
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In all three spheres of governance, we will work together to
implement the changes; the cadre (see below) will provide support;
and the study-group structure will pull us through the struggle for
thorough implementation.
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Another effort that is under way is the organization of a cadre
whose members will study curriculum, teaching, and school im-
provement. Teachers who represent a range of specialties form the
cadre, and all principals are—by virtue of their leadership role in the
school and district faculty—members. This group has been studying
several models of teaching and has been working with the Just Read
and Write initiatives.

For the long term, the cadre needs to have the capability to
provide service to building leadership teams and faculties in each
school. Its primary functions include providing leadership and train-
ing for school and district initiatives, developing materials and proce-
dures to support learning at all levels and across all groups, and
studying the effects of school and district actions. For example, the
cadre will

1. provide training on generic teaching skills and a wide variety
of models of teaching

2. provide training on the implementation of curriculum areas as
content and processes are changed

3. build the capacity of leadership teams to organize the facul-
ties into productive problem-solving teams, including the
organization of study groups for the implementation of train-
ing in curriculum and instruction

4. develop training materials and procedures, including training
for innovations that emerge as priorities

5. apply understanding of the change process to curricular and
instructional innovation and help all personnel understand
change

6. study implementation, and modify procedures accordingly,
and facilitate the study by teachers of the effects on students
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All faculties have organized themselves into study groups. The
study-group structure is intended to increase collegial interaction in
the study of teaching and curriculum and, especially, to facilitate the
implementation of teaching strategies and curriculum changes. Each
faculty has organized a group of action-research facilitators. These
individuals will work with the district’s action-research consultants
to study the action-research process and how to lead it. (This is the
end of the memorandum that described features of the program to
district faculty.)

Extensive discussions were conducted in the district and within
school faculties around the concepts in the above document, and then
the program commenced.

The cadre of teachers and the principals of the schools received
training on teaching strategies, the reading/writing connections, and
the processes of offering staff development and consultation to their
colleagues. School leadership teams and faculties studied how to
conduct action research. Principals studied the development of school-
renewal efforts and action research. The language arts team, cadre,
and teachers studied the teaching of reading and writing, and they
settled on the use of models of teaching to make the reading-writing
connection visible to students.

Consultants worked with faculties until the cadre was ready to
assume that role. In all areas, the consultants were to “work their way
out of business” as cadre members gained the confidence to step into
the support role.

Because of the results of the early phases of the formative-
evaluation studies and the indications from research on reading and
writing of the central role of expository prose in language develop-
ment, expository prose received the greatest attention in the teaching
of both reading and writing.
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In a real sense, the entire program was conducted as districtwide
action research, with schoolwide action research and the inquiry of
individuals and small groups nested therein. The formative-evalua-
tion component was designed to obtain multiple sources of informa-
tion about reactions to, implementation of, and effects of initiatives
from each governance source. The three parts of the formative-
evaluation studies consisted of an interview study, an ethnographic
study, and a formal study of the quality of writing.
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1. The interview study was designed to explore the perspectives
of teachers about the individual initiatives, the schoolwide initiatives,
and the district initiatives.

The perspectives of teachers about the effects of these initiatives
on themselves, about the degrees of implementation, and about the
effects on students were obtained through interviews with a sample of
teachers in each of the elementary schools (“The Teacher Satisfaction
and Productivity Interview”). Content analyses were made of the
responses to the open-ended items. In addition, on a biweekly basis,
individual teachers filled out an open-ended log asking for their
perceptions of implementation and their identification of needs for
support.

2. In the ethnographic study, onsite participant-observation
was oriented toward the dynamics of action research around school
and district initiatives.

One of the consultants spent over 60 days in residence during the
year. The consultant was responsible for supporting the action-re-
search facilitation teams and providing service to school faculties,
cadre, and policy-makers on the language arts and models of teaching
component. In addition, the consultant was responsible for studying
progress in the action-research and models of teaching/language arts
initiative. She obtained the perspectives of principals, leadership
teams, and central-office personnel through interviews and observa-
tions of meetings. She conducted formal and informal discussions
with teams, study groups, and individuals.

Quantitative data were obtained through records of implementa-
tion of program components, including examination of the logs of
use, records of student reading, action-research plans, and observa-
tions of teaching. The problems inherent in combining the support
and observational roles were counterbalanced by (1) the access to the
process, (2) the additional quantitative data, (3) the comparison of
results with those of the other components of the inquiry process, and
(4) the comparison with a smaller qualitative study conducted by one
of the teachers in the district.

3. The formal study of quality of writing was designed to pro-
vide an indication of student learning needs.

Writing was selected because it is a goal of all the curriculum
areas at all levels and is probably influenced by more areas of
instruction than any other aspect of academic learning. Diagnostic
information from the study of writing has implications for all the
curriculum areas and levels. Also, it has been, nationwide, an ex-
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tremely difficult area to improve—a tough bottom line and one worth
pursuing as a district.

Samples of expository, persuasive, and narrative writing were
collected from all students in grades 4, 6, and 8 at the beginning and
end of the 1992-93 school year. Those samples were submitted to a
content analysis, and the differences between the fall and spring
scores were compared to a baseline obtained in University Town the
prior year and compared to the annual national changes estimated
from the National Assessment of Writing Progress.

The remainder of this school-renewal story is organized around
what we learned from the interview study, the ethnographic study,
and the quality-of-writing study. Our written presentation may make
these studies appear as disparate inquiries, but like any complex
storyline, they were dynamically intertwined.

We will begin with the perceptions of the teachers and the
ethnographers about the reception and implementation of the three
components of the program and then discuss the study of quality of
writing.
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These interviews were designed to explore teachers’ perceptions
of the content of the three initiatives (individual, school, and district)
and the satisfaction and productivity that emerged from each of them.
Thirty-five questions were asked about the initiatives. Teachers’
general perceptions were also solicited through open-ended invita-
tions interspersed throughout the interviews.

The data presented below are taken from one round of interviews
conducted between May 17 and June 7, 1993. The interviews lasted
from about 15 minutes to 2 hours. Four persons conducted them: two
consultants from outside the district, one teacher who is past presi-
dent of the teachers’ association, and one representative of the central
office. The results did not differ by interviewer.

������

Sixty-four teachers were interviewed in the May-June 1993 round.
A random sample of teachers was drawn from the faculties of each of
the nine elementary schools (from five to eight per school depending
on faculty size). Altogether there were 163 full-time teachers as-
signed to classrooms and support roles in these nine schools. Thus, 39
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percent of the classroom teachers were interviewed. The 64 teachers
represented a wide range of years of teaching experience. There was
one first-year teacher and one 36-year veteran, with the rest distrib-
uted as shown below in table 3.1.

Twenty-five teachers received their bachelor’s degrees from the
University in the town the district is located in. Nineteen others
received their undergraduate education at other universities or col-
leges within the state. Ten others were educated elsewhere in the
adjacent Midwestern states. The other 10 were undergraduates at
institutions scattered from coast to coast. Thirty-three of those inter-
viewed have master’s degrees and three hold doctorates. Nearly all
expect to continue teaching until retirement. Three expressed aspira-
tions to become administrators and five to become staff development
or curriculum specialists.
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We have organized what we learned around three topics:
1. teachers’ perceptions of satisfaction across the three sources

of initiatives
2. teachers’ perceptions of changes in the classroom and effects

on students

�����	 ��	 ��������	 �&��������

Years Number

1-5 5
6-10 9
11-15 17
16-20 15
21-25 7
26-30 5
31-36 5
NA 1

Note: The distribution approximates that of the entire staff of
the elementary schools.

T A B L E  3.1
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3. impressions about the introduction, reception, implementa-
tion, and effectiveness of each level of initiative
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The interview schedule asked the 64 teachers to discuss each
program component in detail. For cross-initiative comparisons, the
critical items were four questions tapping teachers’ estimates of the
worth of each initiative: the Individual Growth Fund Initiative (IGF),
the Schoolwide Action Research Initiative (AR), and the district
Models of Teaching/Language Arts Initiative (MOT/LA). These par-
allel items asked them whether the initiative should be continued in
University Town, whether they would recommend it to another
school district, whether there were positive effects for students, and
what their general feelings about the initiative were.

To interpret the results shared below, it is important to know that
12.5 percent of the sample did not make use of the Individual Growth
Fund (IGF) Initiative at all and that 18.5 percent used the IGF money
to develop instructional plans or materials and thus did not use the
resources for staff development. Another 18.5 percent had not used
the IGF when the interviews were conducted but planned to use it in
the summer (most did).

Question: Should the initiative be continued?
Table 3.2 contains the responses to the questions about continu-

ing each initiative. Clearly, the majority of these teachers favored the
continuance of all three initiatives. The largest percentage favored
continuing the Models of Teaching/Language Arts Initiative. The
next largest favored the continuance of the Schoolwide Action Re-
search Initiative.

Question: Would you recommend the initiative to another dis-
trict?

Table 3.3 displays the responses. Again, the majority of these
teachers would recommend each of the initiatives to persons working
in other districts. The differences favoring the Models of Teaching/
Language Arts and Schoolwide Action Research Initiatives were
similar to the responses to the question asking whether the initiatives
should be continued.

Question: Did the initiative have an effect on students?
Table 3.4 displays the responses to this question. The results

closely approximated those of the other two questions designed to
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T A B L E  3.2

T A B L E  3.4
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Initiative Yes   No Don’t Know or Total
No Comment

N (%) N (%) N

IGF 38 (59.4%) 4 (6.3%) 22 (34.4%) 64

ACTION RES. 49 (78.4%) 3 (4.7%) 12 (18.7%) 64

MODELS/LA 61 (95.3%) 1 (1.6%)  2 (3.1%) 64
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Initiative Yes No Unsure, Missing,
or  No Comment

N (%) N (%) N (%)

IGF 36 (56.3%) 0 28 (43.7%)
ACTION RES. 50 (76.6%) 3 (4.7%) 9 (14.1%)

MODELS/LA 56 (87.5%) 3 (4.7%) 5 (7.8%)
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Initiative Yes No Unsure Missing or NC

N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)

IGF 35 (54.7%) 1 (1.6%) 2 (3.1%) 26 (40.6%)

ACTION RES. 48 (75%) 8 (12.5%) 2 (3.2) 6 (9.4%)

MODELS/LA 54 (84.4%) 3 (4.7%) 2 (3.1%) 4 (6.3%)

T A B L E  3.3
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Initiative Good/O.K. Indifferent Worse Missing

N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)

IGF 41 (61.4%) 1 (1.6%) 0 22 (34.4%)

ACTION RES. 51 (79.3%) 8 (12.5%) 1 (1.6%) 4 (6.3%)

LA/MOT 61 (95.3%) 0 1 (1.6%) 2 (3.1%)

T A B L E  3.5

obtain an assessment of the teachers’ general perceptions of the three
initiatives.

Question: How do you feel about ......?
Table 3.5 contains the results on teachers’ feelings about each

initiative. The results are in line with those from the other three
questions. Again, the two collective components were apparently
viewed very positively, and the Individual Growth Fund Initiative
was viewed as positive in terms of general feeling by three out of five
persons.

Experience in Teaching and Academic Background as Fac-
tors Affecting Responses to the Components. Cross-tabulations
were made between years of teaching experience and the four vari-
ables with respect to each initiative, and chi-square values were
computed. In no case did years of teaching experience appear to
affect response to the questions exploring reactions to any of the three
components of the program. Apparently, the responses were indepen-
dent of the amounts of teaching experience of the respondents.
Similar computations were made to explore whether the location of
colleges attended were influential, and the findings were identical to
those exploring experience as a possible factor.

Consistency of Response. Cross-tabulations were made to deter-
mine the consistency of responses within and across initiatives. There
was great consistency. For example, just two of the persons who
reported good or excellent feelings toward the Models of Teaching/
Language Arts Initiative indicated that it should not be continued, and
just one indicated that it should not be continued in University Town.
The picture was similar with respect to the Schoolwide Action Re-
search Initiative. Only 4 of the 42 who indicated good feelings about
it thought it had had no effects on students. Three of the five who
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indicated poor feelings thought it had had no effect on students. With
respect to the Individual Growth Fund, where 41 teachers indicated
positive feelings, 33 thought it had benefitted students.

Summary of Teachers’ Satisfaction Across the Initiatives.
These findings are pertinent to the current theses on staff develop-
ment pertaining to individual motivation, “buy in,” and the role of
district-office staff in generating initiatives. In the case of University
Town, the perceptions of the teachers suggest that the districtwide
initiative was regarded positively by nearly all the teachers, and the
schoolwide action research, which is inherently complicated socially,
enjoyed positive regard by nearly as many interviewees. The Indi-
vidual Growth Fund, while supported by about half of the teachers,
was responded to equivocally by the other half.

These results of the comparison of responses to the three sources
of initiatives are somewhat different from what many might expect.
The virtually unanimous approval of the district initiative and the
considerable support for the schoolwide action research stand out
boldly, but the real curiosity is the large number of persons who did
not express direct and positive support for the individual initiative. It
is puzzling that one teacher in eight did not use the IGF at all. It is less
puzzling that one in five teachers used the funding for preparation.
However, it is surprising that so many did not answer positively that
the initiative should be continued or recommended. Also, nearly all
of those who did not use it or comment on it were very positive
toward the other initiatives.

This information challenges current opinions held by many staff
development specialists that staff development tailored to the indi-
vidual will have the greatest approval and that staff development
around district initiatives, even when selected with broad teacher
participation, will nonetheless be regarded as imposed and will be
rejected because its impetus was “top down” instead of “bottom-up.”
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���	 �������	 ��	 �������	 ��������

Open-ended questions enabled the teachers to use their own
descriptions and labels to describe what had happened or was hap-
pening and their feelings about these experiences. Generally, they
described changes in instruction, in students, in materials, and in
effects on themselves, including their morale. Overall, specific and
positive changes were mentioned:

• for the Individual Growth Fund Initiative by 26 teachers
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• for the Action Research Initiative by 39 teachers
• for the Models of Teaching/Language Arts Initiative by 58

teachers.
Thirty-nine teachers mentioned specific and positive changes

attributable to the Schoolwide Action Research Initiative, 17 did not
mention a change attributable to the Action-Research Initiative, and 8
believed there had been a negative effect without identifying what
that negative effect was.

Fifty-eight teachers mentioned a particular positive effect of the
Models of Teaching/Language Arts Initiative, while six teachers
indicated that it had produced a negative effect (four of these
interviewees also attributed negative effects to the Schoolwide Ac-
tion Research Initiative). Not surprisingly, given the results reported
above, 28 teachers did not mention positive effects from the Indi-
vidual Growth Fund Initiative, but then no one mentioned negative
effects from the IGF either.

Another open-ended question solicited perceptions of the effects
of the initiatives on students. Positive effects on students were men-
tioned:

• for the Individual Growth Fund Initiative by 35 teachers (54.7
percent)

• for the Action Research Initiative by 48 teachers (75.0 percent)
• for the Models of Teaching/Language Arts Initiative by 54

teachers (84.4 percent)
These responses were consistent with those on general opinions

about the initiatives.
The interview guides were structured to elicit from teachers

reasonably concrete and specific details, and we will now turn to the
results of that set of queries.
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The Individual Growth Fund Initiative: Detailed Impres-
sions. The set of questions related to the IGF were designed to
explore what individuals did with their funds, whether there was a
subsequent impact on the classroom environment, and what specific
influences the initiative had on student learning. The questions also
were used to follow up on specifics that interviewees had mentioned
about an initiative.
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Six teachers used the resources to defray the expenses of taking a
university course. Eighteen (28.1 percent) attended conferences.
Twenty-one (32 percent) attended a workshop or series of work-
shops. The others, as described earlier, made preparation for teaching
through planning or the making of instructional materials or did not
use the funds.

Credentials and graduate credit influenced only four persons in
their choice of options. About one-fourth reported that district initia-
tives influenced their choices. The influence of other teachers was
mentioned rarely.

Teachers had a hard time pinning down changes as a result of
their Individual Growth Fund experiences. About half of the
interviewees reported that the experience was congruent with the
goal they had in mind when making the decision about what to do
with their growth-fund money. Most of the others were noncommittal
about goal congruence. Many responded vaguely to the general
question “What happened as a result of your experience?” Ten
interviewees mentioned the production or introduction of instruc-
tional materials, but many made vague or general comments. Asked
about specific differences in their classrooms, 13 (20.3 percent) were
able to identify particular changes in instruction or materials; several
mentioned changes in students but couldn’t specify the cause of the
change. The remainder were unspecific or mentioned nothing, and
four said that there had been no effect. With respect to specific effects
on student learning, of the 35 who said there had been positive
effects, only 14 teachers could pin down or cite a specific effect.

Overall, most of the teachers who used their funds for staff
development liked the Individual Growth Fund Initiative, and many
of these teachers appeared to have reasonably clear purposes, tried to
select options that would pay off, and felt the component was, for
them, relatively satisfying and productive. However, many of the
users had difficulty providing specific information. For them, it was
a personal experience and communicating about it was relatively
difficult.

The Schoolwide Action-Research Initiative: Detailed Impres-
sions. The Action-Research Initiative had been in full swing for about
a year when the round of interviews occurred, though planning
meetings had been held the year before (1991-92). By that time all the
faculties had been working their way toward shared decision-making,
making agreements about what to study, trying to generate initiatives,
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and learning to study the effects of their initiatives. The tasks for the
1992-93 year were to select a common initiative; implement it,
including arranging for staff development and studying their imple-
mentation data; and study the effects on students. Time during the
“shortened day” schedule was set aside for meetings to make the
decisions, work on implementation, and study effects.

Action research was selected by district and school representa-
tives because of its structured approach to collective study and its use
of collaborative action for school renewal. Action research was
presented to faculties as disciplined inquiry focused on improving
student learning. The value gained from conducting action research
was to be determined by each faculty, whose members identify a
common goal, how best to achieve it, and how to assess its attain-
ment. Creating faculty synergy for collective study and action was
seen as a key element in creating learning communities in each school
and in the district as a whole. Thus, a major component of action
research was the development of a collegial decision-making organi-
zation in each school, including facilitation teams, study teams, and
mechanisms for democratic decision-making on major issues. These
school faculties were trying to learn how to study student learning
and how to generate initiatives that fit the needs of their sites.

Specific interview questions were designed to obtain teachers’
perceptions about the purposes of action research, about what had
been accomplished through the action-research process, and about
how individuals felt about schoolwide action research. When exam-
ining the responses to the four questions below, it may be helpful to
consider that a major impetus for the action-research component
came from the state teachers’ organization, which offered some fiscal
support and contributed much moral support for the initiative.

Question: Why do you think the district moved into the area of
schoolwide action research?

Nearly half (30) the teachers indicated that it was an attempt by
the central office to develop greater control over and accountability
for the schools. Fifteen teachers mentioned increased collaboration in
research activity. Six teachers focused on benefits to the students as
the goal. Four teachers said it was being used because it was “trendy”;
one said it was being used because it would make the teachers work
harder; and eight said they simply did not know why the district was
interested in schoolwide action research. The responses of two-thirds
were at variance with the purpose articulated by the planners, as, for
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* A modified version of this memorandum provided the text for the
above section “The District and the School as a Learning Center for Faculty
and Students,” beginning on page 55.

example, in the memorandum* that was used in the orientation of the
faculties to the purpose and structure of all the components.

Question: Describe the action-research goal in your building.
Responses to this item were compared with the written state-

ments of objectives and initiatives that had been approved by vote in
each of the schools as the faculties worked their way through the
action-research process.

Twenty-nine teachers (45.3 percent) described the goal in terms
consistent with the goal adopted in their schoolwide action-research
plan. Eighteen (28.1 percent) described a goal not in the action-
research plan. Eight said they did not know what the goal was; eight
made negative comments about the process, without mentioning a
goal; and one didn’t comment.

Question: What happened in your school as a result of action
research?

Consistent with the responses to the questions designed to elicit
general impressions, 48 teachers (75 percent) mentioned better learn-
ing opportunities for the students and closer colleagueship with other
teachers. There is an interesting contrast here: in response to an
earlier question, about half of these 48 teachers had mentioned
“greater control by the administration” as the overall purpose of
schoolwide action research. Eight teachers mentioned negative things,
largely that colleagueship had been reduced by the effort, and eight
responded in vague generalities.

Question: What happened in your classroom as a result of action
research?

About three-fifths of the teachers (62 percent) thought there had
been positive effects in their classrooms from schoolwide action
research, and the others felt there had been no changes or negative
changes. Positive effects on instructional materials (17), teaching
strategies (11), and students (11) were mentioned most frequently.
Fifteen teachers (23.4 percent) reported that there had been no change,
and 9 (14 percent) made negative comments about the effects of the
initiative on the classroom, which appeared to be a halo from their
generally negative feelings toward the initiative.

All teachers were asked to participate in making the decisions
about the direction for the schoolwide initiative. Most school facul-
ties used an 80 percent majority as the decision-making point, and the
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facilitation teams strived for a consensus by all members of the
faculty.

Between-school variance. With respect to these questions about
schoolwide action research, there was considerable variance in the
responses of the faculties from different schools. In one school, all the
respondents indicated that the purpose was to help students learn
more and/or to generate greater collegiality. In that same school, the
responses about the action plans were consistent with the written
action plans, and all teachers mentioned changes in the classrooms
and specific effects on students.

In the school where the most contrast was present, most respon-
dents were unclear about the purpose, the school initiative, or the
effects. Yet, that school faculty had actually done something—found
a focus for study, gathered and shared some information, and were
considering actions to take.

Summary: Perceptions of specific aspects of the action-research
initiative. As indicated above, most of the teachers expressed positive
feelings and believed that worthwhile changes were taking place as a
result of their work with schoolwide action research. However, a
certain number of teachers had mixed or even negative responses.
The fact that so many were not clear about the action-research plans
is interesting, for those plans were arrived at through collective study
and action and were very public throughout the schools, both in
written form and in oral declarations. The vague responses offered by
many interviewees when details and examples were sought is also
interesting.

Despite feelings among a majority of the sample of increased
collegiality and perceptions of positive effects on classroom practice
and on students’ behaviors/attitudes, a significant amount of confu-
sion and some resistance remain around schoolwide action research
in University Town. Nevertheless, compared to many faculties at-
tempting to use schoolwide action research, these schools are making
considerable progress.

Some of the comments from the end-of-year reports prepared by
one of the external consultants are relevant to the progress the 11
school faculties (including middle school and high school) made in
using schoolwide action research:

In the University Town Schools, all eleven faculties learned
something this year about conducting action research. How use-
ful this learning was and its degree of direct impact on student
learning varied from school to school. Thanks to the coordinator
and a local consultant, plus the tremendous time commitment of
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many facilitators, the technical and social dimensions of con-
ducting action research improved in most schools: establishing a
common goal, collecting and organizing data, and taking action
indicated by the goal and by the data being collected.

Eight school faculties were able to keep the focus on student
achievement a dominant factor in their action research. This may
sound like a given considering the Phase III goal, but it is
extremely rare in school-based improvement efforts (David and
Peterson 1984, Calhoun 1992, Muncey and McQuillan 1993). In
one three-year study of school faculties engaging in schoolwide
action research in another setting, only about one-fourth of the
schools were able to establish a common student-learning goal
during their first year; about one-fourth more the second year,
about one-fourth more the third year; and the rest gave up or
continue to set goals in areas peripheral to student learning. Only
about half of those that established a student learning goal actu-
ally made an initiative in curriculum or instruction and studied its
effects.

This year, seven of the nine faculties collected schoolwide
student behavioral data of one or more types. This is in sharp
contrast to the predominance of perceptual data, or in some cases
no data, collected during the first year. Faculty-wide study of
professional literature around their goal at five schools appeared
to provide some faculties with more options and actions to take in
pursuing their goal.

Based on meetings with facilitator teams and on the end-of-
year reports prepared by each school facilitator team, seven
school faculties know more about the achievement of their stu-
dents now than they did ten months ago. This is especially true in
the area of writing in three schools, and in technology, vocabu-
lary, and reading comprehension in other schools. What these
faculties learned as communities about student learning and
progress may be the most important results of schoolwide action
research thus far.

Two elementary school faculties made particular progress
this year in working together to develop common goals in schools
where many members had been heavily invested in individualis-
tic efforts and where role relationships changed as facilitation
teams created shared governance processes that had not existed
before. The facilitators, teachers, and school administrator in
those buildings persisted until they had virtually unanimous
agreement on common goals.
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Six of the eleven school faculties have reached a stage of
progress in action research greater than that in any previously
reported study of schoolwide action research, with several of the
faculties generating initiatives in curriculum and instruction and
proceeding to implement them. Differences between schools
appear to be partially due to the cohesiveness of the facilitation
teams at the schools and to the ability of those teams to ensure
that the faculty as a whole are continuously aware of objective
data about student learning, are provided with sustained staff
development to support their initiative, and attend to the imple-
mentation of agreed-on initiatives.
The notes of the consultant/participant observer are relatively

congruent with the results from the interviews. However, the inter-
views revealed that, except in two of the schools, there were teachers
who were, after two years, still confused about the purposes of action
research in general and about the process in their schools. It appears
that faculties can select initiatives—after studying their onsite data
and considering several options for action and best practice—orga-
nize and participate in staff development relative to those options,
study implementation and effects on students, and still find that some
of their staff members are confused about the action-research pro-
cess.

Considerable energy has to be invested in developing shared
cognitions about the process if it is to continue to be satisfying and, in
the long run, continued. An oddity (possibly political in essence) was
the finding that nearly half of the teachers characterized schoolwide
action research as manifesting intentions of control by the central
office, whereas the teachers’ organization had taken a leading role in
choosing action research as a vehicle for Iowa’s Phase III school
improvement because of the degree of control it provides teachers
over the selection of specific initiatives. One of the participants
commented, “It may be that if you perceive yourself as a powerless
slave, you will wear imaginary chains even after you have been made
legally free.”

The Models of Teaching/Language Arts Initiative: Detailed
Impressions. The content of the district initiative emphasized the
two models of teaching, concept attainment and inductive thinking in
cooperative groups, and the reading-writing connection. The models
were used to help students analyze literature and discover the strate-
gies writers use to communicate (such as how expert writers intro-
duce characters) and then help the students apply those strategies in
their writing.
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Teacher Perceptions of the Purpose, Impact, and Satisfaction
Generated by the Models of Teaching/Language Arts Initiative. These
questions about the Models of Teaching/Language Arts Initiative
were similar to those asked about the Individual Growth Fund and the
Schoolwide Action Research Initiatives: they focused on purpose,
impact, and effects. The series of questions began with understand-
ings about the rationale behind the initiative.

Question: Why do you think the district moved toward Integrated
Language Arts using the Inductive and Concept-Attainment Strate-
gies?

Most commonly mentioned reasons were
• to promote thinking skills (10 teachers, 15.6 percent)
• to improve curriculum and instruction (18 teachers, 27.9 per-

cent)
• to try to reach all students (10 teachers, 15.6 percent)
Twelve teachers (18.8 percent) said the initiative was taken

because of a research interest by personnel in the district office. The
presence of extensive formative evaluation apparently led some teach-
ers to wonder if they were participating in “someone’s study” rather
than participating in a process that contained embedded assessment
to guide immediate and future school and district actions.

Seven teachers (10.9 percent) said they were unsure about the
purpose. Seven teachers (10.9 percent) made vague and general
comments that could not be classified.

Question: What has happened in your school as a result of the
Models of Teaching/Language Arts Initiative?

Forty-three teachers (67.2 percent) mentioned wholly positive
items, including increased collaboration among teachers (24 persons)
and improved instruction (13 persons). Seven teachers (10.9 percent)
mentioned negative items, all having to do with the collaborative
process. Fourteen (21.9 percent) mentioned both positive and nega-
tive items with respect to collaboration and instruction.

Question: Are there changes in your classroom?
All but four teachers mentioned positive changes in materials,

students, themselves, and student learning. Twenty-one teachers
singled out materials as a major change. Four mentioned changes
they believed were negative in impact, chiefly that the teaching
strategies (the inductive and concept-attainment models) were mis-
matched with the students.

Question: How do you feel about the Models of Teaching?
Fifty-nine of the 64 teachers in the sample said they felt “Good”

or “O.K.” about both the inductive and concept-attainment models.



���	 ����������	 ����	 �������	 	 	 	 ��

Missing data accounted for four of the five others. One felt “OK”
about one model and “Worse” about the other.

Summary of Perceptions: The Models of Teaching/Language
Arts Component. Curricular and instructional improvement to raise
student learning was the goal of the policy-makers, and it is interest-
ing that not all the teachers were clear about that, given the constant
reiteration of the purpose and the continuous training in the language
arts and models of teaching. However, the teaching and curricular
content were well received by most teachers and believed to affect the
students positively.

The following notes by one of the external consultants speak to
the implementation of the inductive and concept-attainment models
of teaching and to changes in language arts curriculum and instruc-
tion.

Implementation of Models of Teaching.  Logs filled out
weekly by the teachers, corroborated by observations and inter-
views, indicate that the use of Models of Teaching has increased
substantially since last fall. The current mean use per teacher for
April for the nine elementary schools was approximately 4.2
inductive lessons per week and 3.2 concept attainment lessons
per week, with school means per teacher for the combination of
models ranging from 2 to 6 lessons per week. The use is sufficient
to produce some effects on student achievement, although it has
not yet reached the level that generates the large gains that are
possible with mature implementation. You may need to alter the
configuration of support for the schools where use is lowest.

Implementation of the Curriculum. Progress continues to be
made in implementing an integrated language arts curriculum in
grades kindergarten through 6. Members of the Language Arts
Cabinet and many members of the Models of Teaching Cadre
continued their concentrated efforts to move forward in language
arts: they conducted staff development sessions, made video-
tapes, shared with parents and community members the proce-
dures and operations of the language arts program, and held
formal and informal problem solving sessions. All this while they
carried out their duties as teachers and principals.

To get a closer look at curriculum and instruction as it exists
in the reality of the classroom, I observed 97 teaching/learning
episodes in 49 of the 112 elementary classrooms, concentrating
on the language arts and the use of the models of teaching. My
frame of reference for these classroom visits was the study of
teaching and the nature of the classroom instructional environ-
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ment created for students. The data collected across classrooms
included number of students present, curriculum content, materi-
als used, nature of instruction, and how students were organized
for instruction.

Students Present. The average number of students present in
each classroom, excluding the five special needs and three pre-
primary classrooms, was 20 (actually 20.4).

Curriculum Content. What follows is a list of the dominant
academic content students were experiencing during my obser-
vations:

-48 language arts teaching/learning episodes

2 lessons concentrated on spelling

14 lessons concentrated on reading

22 lessons combined reading and writing, or activities that
integrated reading, writing, listening, and speaking

-12 interrelated teaching/learning episodes; examples were com-
binations of mathematics and writing; mathematics and lit-
erature; science, mathematics, and social studies

-11 mathematics teaching/learning episodes

-8 science teaching/learning episodes

-6 social studies teaching/learning episodes

-12 miscellaneous examples were all students at individual cen-
ters such as sand tables, blocks, art; Plan-Do-Review times;
general review of the week

Materials Used. The primary instructional materials being
used for language arts were, in descending order of frequency,
trade books for independent and group reading, students’ writing
journals, commercial worksheets, and materials created by teach-
ers or students (such as graphs, learning games, and data sets
from literature).

During the mathematics episodes two primary source materi-
als were being used: worksheets were most common followed by
materials created by students and teachers. I observed several
lessons in which students were organizing data and developing
graphs; classifying data, forming sets, describing sets; classify-
ing fractions and relating them to real-life applications. In both
science and social studies, the most common materials used were
projects students were developing, then textbooks and worksheets.
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Nature of Instruction. The nature of the most common activi-
ties observed in language arts were, in descending order of
frequency, students writing in journals and/or as part of Writers
Workshop; students independent reading of tradebooks, maga-
zines, and newspapers; and teachers reading aloud to students
from classics. The most common group instruction observed
across classrooms was the Daily Oral Language (DOL) lesson. I
observed five inductive lessons (language arts, mathematics, and
science) and two concept attainment lessons (language arts). I
observed several interrelated lessons in which teachers had struc-
tured the activities so students were required to use skills from
language arts, science, social studies, and mathematics, in coop-
erative groups, to accomplish their lesson tasks.

Social Organization of Students. Thirty-five of these 97
teaching/learning episodes were predominantly total-class groups;
twenty-two had students working independently; nine had stu-
dents organized into small groups of two to eight; and six had
students organized into formal cooperative learning groups. The
other twenty-five episodes were a combination of total class,
independent, and/or small group.

The Implementation of Just Read. The purpose of “Just
Read” is to help develop a society of habitual readers, thus
increasing self-educating capacity. A related purpose is to in-
crease the amount of education students receive through read-
ing—ensuring that students read hundreds of books while in
school. In addition, reading is an avenue for improving writing.
Finally, reading independently is the surest way to consolidate
the skills acquired through instruction, and skilled readers ac-
quire vocabulary at a good rate if they read habitually, leading to
the ability for more and more complex self-education.

There is enough data in the district records to make rough
estimates of the program thus far. Judging from the weeks and
months for which there were complete data, the approximately
3,000 University Town elementary students read about 300,000
books in each of the last two years, or an average of about 100
books per child each year. The K-2 students read (or were read to,
in the case of pre-readers) the most, with an average of about 150
books per student per year. The grade 3-4 students read about 60
books per year, and the grade 4-5 students about 45 books per
year on the average.

Variance among schools is significant, with the students in
the three schools with the best implementations reading about
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twice the number of books of the schools with the lesser imple-
mentations (still far above the national average). During the
1992-1993 school year, several of the schools tailed off some-
what, but one school increased the average to about eight books
per week per child. That school, incidentally, serves the lowest
socio-economic level students in the district.

It has been demonstrated that the initiative can be imple-
mented successfully in University Town, and Just Read repre-
sents a significant aspect of education for students. Different
levels of implementation have created conditions of inequity,
however, and the district needs to consider taking steps to ensure
that the current gap, where students in one school are reading four
times as much at home as students in some others, is not perpetu-
ated.

The Study of the Reading/Writing Connection. More teachers
are developing lessons in writing and in reading comprehension
that relate to how authors craft a piece and how they develop and
unify a piece. Staff interest in the specifics of teaching students to
own our language as a powerful tool increased as the year
progressed. For example, the number of questions about how to
teach integrated lessons and how to help students focus and
organize a piece of writing increased steadily during the year, as
did the number of questions about how to connect the inductive
and concept attainment models more fully to the conceptual base
of the language arts.
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This study of writing in University Town is an example of
“districtwide action research.” It concentrated on comparing samples
of writing for grades 4, 6, and 8 from the early fall of 1992 and the late
spring of 1993 in expository, persuasive, and narrative genres.

Writing was selected as the focus for the study for a variety of
reasons, despite the fact that the study of writing is technically
demanding and exceptionally labor intensive. Because American
schools have had great difficulty affecting the development of com-
petence in writing, quality of writing represents a severe test for a
school-improvement program. In terms of the capability of the dis-
trict faculty to increase student learning, we are fairly certain that if it
knows it can increase competence in writing, then the faculty can
have confidence that it can have success in any other curriculum area.
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The efforts in the implementation of the language arts curricu-
lum, the study of models of teaching that can further the reading-
writing connection, the Just Read program, and the action-research
program all can theoretically contribute to improvement in quality of
writing. This study was designed to explore whether improvement
occurred, not to attribute effort to a particular move or program.
Although the concentration of the initiative was on expository writ-
ing, the other genre were also examined to determine whether any
improvement in expository writing transferred to those types of
writing.

The design and results of the National Assessment of Educational
Progress provide a meaningful backdrop for the present study. The
national study provides information about the general progress made
by students between the 4th and 12th grades, and aspects of these
findings can be used as a basis for comparison with the situation in
University Town. Also, the National Assessment employs a system
for analyzing competence in writing that can be applied across the
grades, permitting year-to-year comparisons to be made. The Na-
tional Assessment and the present study used instruments that are
comparable and were derived from similar sources.

Among its other findings, the National Assessment discovered
that progress in quality of writing is gradual, to say the least (Applebee
and others 1990, Applebee and others 1994). The average score of the
8th-grade students was at the 67th percentile of the 4th-grade distri-
bution, and the average score of the 12th-grade students is at about
the 80th percentile of the 4th-grade students. Roughly speaking, there
is an average annual gain of about 3.5 percentile points. In “effect
size” terms, the average year-to-year gain is about 0.10, which trans-
lates to about 3.5 percentile-points per annum at the mean of a normal
distribution. Probably the gain is little more, if any, than developmen-
tal. The finding illustrates the difficulty American schools have had
in improving the quality of written composition. An unnerving find-
ing from the National Assessment is that there is a serious gender
difference that widens over the grades. By the 12th grade, the median
score for males is at the 32nd percentile of the female distribution.

Judging from the results of the analyses conducted during the
1991-92 school year of writing samples collected from all the
fourth-, sixth-, and eighth-grade students, the children in the Univer-
sity Town schools have been progressing at an effect-size rate of
about .14, or almost half-again the national average. This translates to
a gain, at the mean, of about five percentile points. Thus, in 1991-92
the average 6th-grade student on the dimension “Focus and Organi-
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zation” was at about the 60th percentile of the 4th-grade distribution.
Year-to-year differences on the other two dimensions of the scale
appear to be similar. Essentially, because the differences accumulate
year-to-year, a student who began the 4th grade at the 50th percentile
of the national average would graduate from the 12th grade well
above the highest scoring 4th-grade student, whereas a counterpart in
an average United States district would end up at the 80th percentile
of the 4th-grade distribution.
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This study, by collecting samples in fall 1992 (last week of
September) and spring 1993 (last week of April/first week of May),
was designed to learn whether changes occurred during the year and,
if so, of what magnitude, compared to the baseline and to the National
Assessment results.

Stimuli and Prompts for Writing. Standard prompts to elicit
writing in the expository, persuasive, and narrative genre were pre-
sented to all fourth- and sixth-grade students in each elementary
school. The stimuli were presented in written form, although, in the
expository domain, the students observed visually the subjects they
were to write about (a tree, the media center). Thirty minutes were
allotted for responses after pilots indicated that virtually every stu-
dent would complete the tasks within that period and scores of quality
would not be affected by scheduling a longer period.

Sample Size and Selection. All the fourth-, sixth-, and eighth-
grade* students responded to the prompts. For analysis, a random
sample of 6 students was identified from all fourth- and sixth-grade
classes: 17 fourth- and 15 sixth-grade classes in the 8 elementary
schools. The maximum possible number of fourth-grade students was
102. Due to absence, transfer, and such there were 95 fourth-grade
students for whom both fall and spring writing samples were scored.
For the sixth grade, the maximum possible number was 90, and, for
the foregoing reasons, there were 77 students for whom both fall and
spring samples were scored.

Scoring. The scoring system is the basic one developed at the
UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation (Quellmalz and Burry
1983), a version of which is used in the study of writing progress as
part of the National Assessment. The scale is generic. That is, it is
0000000000

*Variations in the administration of the stimuli and prompts at eighth
grade in the spring led to doubts about the comparability of results within
grade and across grades; therefore, the eight-grade fall to spring results are
not reported here.
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criterial and can be used to analyze the writing of persons of different
ages and stages of development. Consequently, it permits the assess-
ment of growth in writing as students progress through the grades.
Raters are trained to assess writing from persons of different ages and
in different grades according to the same criteria. Three dimensions
of writing quality are assessed for each type of writing: focus and
organization, support and elaboration of ideas, and grammar and
mechanics.

For this study, the raters practiced until the correlation between
their ratings was above 0.90, and they repeatedly checked their
reliability against a set of writing samples for which scores had been
established. Overlapping rating permitted regular checks for reliabil-
ity. Also, where a rater indicated uncertainty about the correct score,
the sample was rated by two other raters. In those cases, if two of the
three raters agreed, their score was used. In the cases where all three
produced different scores, they were averaged. In the more than 700
samples that were analyzed, averaging was necessary only 10 times.

The results shared in the next two sections focus on the compari-
son of the distributions of scores obtained from the analysis of the fall
and spring expository and persuasive writing samples for grades 4
and 6.
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Grade 4 Expository Writing. Table 3.6 compares the means for
the two periods (fall 1992 and spring 1993) for the three dimensions

T A B L E  3.6
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Dimensions

Period Focus/Org. Support Grammar/Mech.

Fall

Mean 1.6 2.2 2.11

SD 0.55 0.65 0.65

Spring

Mean 2.8 0.32 3.0

SD 0.94 0.96 0.97
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for which quality was assessed (Focus/Organization, Support, and
Grammar and Mechanics).

In the fall, the coefficient of correlation between the dimensions
of Focus/Organization and Support was 0.56, between the dimen-
sions of Focus/Organization and Grammar/Mechanics was 0.61, and
between the dimensions of Support and Grammar/Mechanics was
0.63. In the spring, these were 0.84, 0.65, and 0.74, respectively.

Effect sizes were computed for fall and spring scores: for Focus/
Organization, 2.18; for Support, 1.53; and for Grammar/Mechanics,
1.37.

All these figures are several times the effect-sizes calculated for
a year’s gain for the national sample and of the baseline gains
determined from the 1991-1992 analyses in University Town. For
Focus and Organization, the differences are so great that, in the
spring, the average student reached the top of the fall distribution,
something that does not happen nationally during the entire time from
grades 4 to 12.

To illustrate the magnitude of the gain, table 3.7 compares the
mean results for the spring fourth-grade assessment to the fall sixth-
grade results.

The fourth-grade students ended their year substantially ahead of
where the sixth-grade students were at the beginning of the year.
They also finished the year with higher scores than where the eighth-
grade students began the year on the Focus/Organization (grade 8

T A B L E  3.7
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                     Dimensions

Focus/Org. Support Grammar/Mech.

Grade 4 Spring

Mean 2.8 3.2 3.0

Grade 6 Fall

Mean 2.11 2.90 2.87
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mean = 2.32) and Support dimensions (grade 8 mean = 2.95) and
were close on the Grammar/Mechanics dimension (grade 8 mean =
3.32).

Diagnostic Implications. These findings are particularly interest-
ing to us not only because of their magnitude, but also because
expository writing has traditionally been much more difficult to
affect through instruction or practice than has narrative writing. Also,
the Focus/Organization dimension has been the most difficult dimen-
sion to influence within this genre, and competence in the ability to
focus and organize a piece of writing has lagged seriously behind the
ability to support ideas once selected and the ability to use mechanics
to enhance the expression of ideas. As indicated earlier, the concen-
tration of the Models of Teaching/Language Arts Initiative was on
literature and writing, with substantial results.

The scale that was used to assess writing quality has six levels,
with Level 1 indicating the lowest level of writing quality, and Level
6 the highest level of writing quality. For example, in expository
papers rated a Level 1 in the Focus-Organization dimension, it is
difficult to identify the subject or the main idea of the writer; in papers
rated a Level 6, the subject and the primary message are clear, with
key points developed throughout the piece, and the plan or organiza-
tion is logical.

An examination of the levels of competence students achieved
provides information not revealed by gains in scores as such. We
estimate that Level 4 on the writing scale is necessary to manage the
tasks of secondary education, not just successfully, but to learn from
writing—to synthesize from multiple sources and to generate new
ideas. In fall 1992, just 11 percent of the fourth-grade writing samples
were rated at Level 4 or above on one or more dimensions. In spring
1993, 30 percent were rated at Level 4. Once the competence to
generate a level of that magnitude has been reached on one or two
dimensions, practice and expert instruction should result in a consoli-
dation of all dimensions at that level or higher. However, continuing
gains at the rate achieved by these fourth-grade students will be
necessary if all the students are to reach the “four” level by the time
they enter middle school.

Scores below Level 2 indicate that students are still struggling to
express themselves. Once Level 2 is reached, progress becomes
easier, provided that there is much practice and expert instruction.
The fourth-grade mean in the fall was only 1.6 in the Focus-Organi-
zation dimension, indicating that the average student was only in the
beginning stages of learning to focus a piece of expository writing.
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Only 15 percent of the papers were rated 2.0 or better on the Focus-
Organization dimension. In the spring, 15 percent were still rated
below 2.0, despite the gains, and the schools had much work to do.

All the schools achieved substantial effects. Between-school
variability decreased because some of the schools that traditionally
have had somewhat lower achievement than the others gained sub-
stantially, reaching the district average or above. The mean gain for
the lowest SES school was 1.86, compared to a mean gain of 1.2 for
all schools.

Gender as a Factor. As indicated earlier, there are significant
gender differences favoring females over males indicated in the
results from the National Assessment of Writing Progress. The differ-
ences appear by the fourth grade. From then until high school gradu-
ation, the mean score for males is around the 30th percentile of the
female scores.

In the fall assessment in University Town, the average fourth-
grade male was at about the 16th percentile of the female distribution
in the Focus and Organization dimension. In the spring assessment,
the mean for the males was at about the 33rd percentile of the female
distribution. In Support, the male mean was at about the 33rd percen-
tile of the female distribution in both the fall and spring assessments.
In the fall assessment, the average fourth-grade male was at about the
20th percentile of the female distribution in the Grammar/Mechanics
dimension. In the spring assessment, the male mean was at about the
40th percentile of the female distribution.

University Town serves too few students classified as racial or
ethnic “minorities” to make similar analyses meaningful.

Grade 4 Persuasive Writing. The National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress indicated that persuasive writing is in relatively
poor shape and that progress across the grades has been minimal. For
the University Town fourth grade, the means for the fall samples in
persuasive writing were consistent with the national picture. The
mean in persuasive writing for Focus and Organization was about 0.2
scale-score points below the score for expository writing, and the
mean for Support was about 0.7 scale-score points lower than the
mean for Support in expository writing. However, as can be seen in
table 3.8, substantial progress was made on both Focus/Organization
and Support dimensions during the academic year 1992-93.

In the fall, the coefficient of correlation between the dimensions
of Focus/Organization and Support was 0.43, between the dimen-
sions of Focus/Organization and Grammar/Mechanics was 0.31, and
between the dimensions of Support and Grammar/Mechanics was
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0.55. In the spring, these were 0.51, 0.35, and 0.27, respectively.
Anova comparisons of the fall and spring scores were significant for
all three dimensions.

Effect-sizes were computed for fall and spring scores: for Focus/
Organization, 0.47; for Support, 1.71; and for Grammar/Mechanics,
0.32.

Although the gains in persuasive writing by the fourth-grade
University Town students were much larger than the national gains,
the mean in the spring for Focus and Organization was still below 2.0,
indicating that the students were still struggling to express them-
selves with this type of writing. Future efforts to improve the ability
to work in the persuasive genre are indicated. By far the largest gains
were on the Support dimension: the mean spring scores on the
Support dimension are above those with which the sixth grade began
the year and are virtually equal to those with which the eighth grade
began the year. There were just two dimension scores (out of 285)
rated at Level 4. Between the Focus/Organization and Support di-
mensions, 25 percent were rated at Level 3 in the spring, which means
that some students are beginning to spread their wings in the genre.

The achievement by these students and their teachers is consider-
able, but obviously much more can be achieved in quality of writing.

T A B L E  3.8
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Dimensions

Focus/Org. Support Grammar/Mech.

Fall

Mean 1.45 1.33 2.31

SD 0.53 0.60 0.73

Spring

Mean 1.70 2.36 2.54

SD 0.65 0.64 0.73
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An important question to explore will be the extent to which the
persuasive genre must be taught explicitly.
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Grade 6 Expository Writing. Table 3.9 compares the means for
the two periods (fall 1992 and spring 1993) for the three dimensions
for which quality was assessed (Focus and Organization, Support,
and Grammar and Mechanics).

T A B L E  3.9
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Dimensions

Focus/Org. Support Grammar/Mech.

Fall

Mean 2.11 2.90 2.87

SD 0.56 0.72 0.67

Spring

Mean 3.09 3.59 3.41

SD 0.69 0.68 1.00

In the fall, the coefficient of correlation between the dimensions
of Focus/Organization and Support was 0.59, between the dimen-
sions of Focus/Organization and Grammar/Mechanics was 0.57, and
between the dimensions of Support and Grammar/Mechanics was
0.48. In the spring, these coefficients were 0.70, 0.58, and 0.67,
respectively.

Effect sizes were computed for fall and spring scores: for Focus/
Organization, 1.75; for Support, 1.10; and for Grammar/Mechanics,
0.81.

All these are several times the effect-sizes for the national sample
and for the baseline in University Town. For the dimension of Focus
and Organization, the effect size is actually five times the national
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T A B L E  3.10

COMPARISON OF MEANS OF THE SPRING GRADE 6
EXPOSITORY WRITING SCORES WITH THE FALL GRADE 8

WRITING SCORES

           Dimensions

Focus/Org. Support Grammar/Mech.
Mean Gd 6 3.06 3.55 3.57
Spring
1993
Mean Gd 8 2.33 2.95 3.32
Fall
1992

average and about three and a half times the average for the Univer-
sity Town baseline.

To illustrate the magnitude of the difference, table 3.10 compares
the results from the spring 1993 sixth-grade assessment to the results
from the fall 1992 eighth-grade assessment.

The sixth-grade students ended their year substantially ahead of
where the eighth-grade students were at the beginning of the year.

Again, we pay close attention to how many students reach Level
4 on the writing scale because it indicates the competency to meet the
tasks of secondary education. In the fall, 17 percent of the scores on
one or another of the dimensions were at Level 4 or above. In the
spring, over 50 percent were at Level 4 or above. No scores were
below 2.0; only one-sixth of the dimension scores were below 3.0.

As in the case of grade 4, all schools made substantial gains.
Between-school variance decreased somewhat because some of the
traditionally lower achieving schools narrowed the gap. The success
was districtwide.

As in the case of the fourth grade, the differences between males
and females narrowed, but differences remained at the end of the
year. Gender differences narrowed between fall and spring from
nearly 0.4 scale-score points to an average of less than 0.2 scale-score
points. If they continued to narrow at that rate for another year, they
would disappear entirely.
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Grade 6 Persuasive Writing. Table 3.11 compares the mean
scores on persuasive writing on the three dimensions for which
writing quality was scored (Focus and Organization, Support, and
Grammar and Mechanics) for the fall 1992 and spring 1993 assess-
ments.

In the fall, the coefficient of correlation between the dimensions
of Focus/Organization and Support was 0.60, between the dimen-
sions of Focus/Organization and Grammar/Mechanics was 0.65, and
between the dimensions of Support and Grammar/Mechanics was
0.48. In the spring, these were 0.64, 0.46, and 0.56, respectively.

Effect sizes were computed for fall and spring scores: for Focus/
Organization, -0.13; for Support, 0.47; and for Grammar/Mechanics,
0.53.

The growth in persuasive writing was in the dimensions of
Support and of Grammar and Mechanics—about a half scale-score
point in each. There was essentially no change in the Focus and
Organization dimension. The number of students scoring at Level 3
in focusing and organizing a persuasive piece was basically the same
from the fall assessment to the spring assessment (33 to 36), with a
few more students scoring at Level 4 in the spring (3 to 9).

T A B L E  3.11
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                            Dimensions

Focus/Org. Support Grammar/Mech.

Fall

Mean 2.01 2.11 2.60

SD 0.72 0.81 0.75

Spring

Mean 1.94 2.49 3.00

SD 0.72 0.71 0.53
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The gains in the dimensions of Support and Grammar/Mechanics
were substantial, but the ability to focus and organize a message are
critical to written communication. Much effort needs to be put into
helping students use their persuasive skills in written form. Because
of the substantial gains in the dimension of Focus/Organization in the
expository genre, there is little doubt that comparable gains can be
made in the persuasive area, provided careful instruction is given, but
we need to learn the extent to which instruction will have to be genre-
specific.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (Applebee and
others 1990; Applebee and others 1994) has consistently reported
fairly large gender differences in quality of writing. Generally, the
male mean is around the 30th percentile of the female mean, though
the proportion of high-scoring males appears to be about the same as
the proportion of high-scoring females.

In University Town, the male/female differences in the fall writ-
ing samples were similar to the NAEP findings: the male means were
about 0.67 SD below the female means (male mean around the 28th
percentile of the female mean).

The gap between the quality of writing of males and females
narrowed considerably during the year. In the spring writing samples,
the males were about 0.40 SD below the female means (male mean
around the 37th percentile of the female mean).

We speculate that this gender “equity effect” was a product of the
energy generated by all the initiatives and the specific energy gener-
ated by the Models of Teaching/Language Arts and Just Read Initia-
tives.
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A cross-schools and cross-teacher analysis revealed substantial
differences in the degree of implementation of the Models of Teach-
ing/Language Arts and the Just Read Initiatives. Those differences
were reflected in the gains achieved in the quality of writing. An
interesting finding was that the degrees of implementation were
correlated across the schools, and the mean gain for the highest
implementing school in quality of writing was a third greater than the
mean gain in the lowest implementing school.



"#	 	 	 	 
����	 �������	 ������	 ������	 ����	 �����������

The most dramatic differences in writing quality were between
classes in the same schools. Although all teachers implemented the
Language Arts Initiative to some degree, differences among some
teachers were great enough that although all classes made substantial
gains, the mean gains made by the highest implementing teachers
were as much as 50 percent higher than those of the lowest imple-
menting teachers.

Differences of this magnitude underscore the equity issues in-
volved in school-renewal efforts: children in some classrooms have
significantly greater opportunity to learn and achieve than children in
other classrooms.
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What did we learn or confirm about student learning and school
renewal from studying what happens when teachers are supported for
individual, schoolwide, and districtwide initiatives?
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Dramatic student gains are possible in a relatively brief time. We
have another case where initiatives in curriculum and teaching made
rapid and substantial differences in student learning. Of course, this
does not mean that any change in curriculum or instruction could
have such rapid or large effects. In the case of University Town, the
curricular structure (inquiry into the reading/writing connection) was
well grounded theoretically, and the use of the inductive and concept-
attainment models added well-studied, highly successful teaching
strategies to the mix.

A key role played by central-office staff in University Town was
in keeping the focus of the efforts and actions on student learning. In
the midst of a complex social system such as a school district—which
is, as in most districts, a population of diverse professionals with
many different perceptions, agendas, and needs—keeping this focus
was far more difficult than it sounds.
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Clearly all three sources of governance can work: individually
governed initiatives, faculty-governed initiatives, and district-gov-
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erned initiatives all had their place in creating a different level of
knowledge-in-practice in University Town. The finding that sur-
prised many was that initiatives generated by all three sources of
governance were well accepted. The high degree of approval by
teachers of the district initiative runs counter to the current rhetoric
that “top-down” initiatives are doomed to fail.

Possibly, this degree of approval resulted from the design of the
district initiative, for it was constructed using the central concepts of
the “best we know” about school renewal: broad inclusion of person-
nel in governance; a focus on student learning through instruction and
curriculum; breadth of involvement in initiation and study; the provi-
sion of time for teachers to work together during the school day every
week; a great deal of technical assistance; much sharing of informa-
tion and use of assessment data; and a great deal of staff development,
including the use of the training design and “peer coaching” followup.

The school-based or faculty-based governance initiative,
schoolwide action research, was designed using these same concepts.
However, the staff development did not include the same degree of
practice with the techniques of the action-research process by all
members of a faculty as did the districts’ Models of Teaching/
Language Arts Initiative. Much of the burden was on each school’s
facilitation team as they worked to involve all members of the faculty
in the critical study process around their collective area of study.

What happened in each school was essentially up to each faculty
as a collective unit. If the faculty selected a focus on student learning
and anchored their actions in studying student performance in this
area and directed their actions at changes in instruction and curricu-
lum, they made substantial progress through action research. When
the faculty could not come together on a common student-learning
goal or when the process devolved into many special-interest groups,
little progress could be found in terms of student learning or cultural
change in the school.

The Individually Governed Initiative, IGF, was used primarily
for professional development opportunities away from the school or
district (75 percent for workshops, conferences, and university
courses). While teachers were generally positive about these offsite
experiences, they had difficulty relating them to their teaching or to
student learning. Speculating a bit, these experiences seemed to
function much like a “professional vacation” that provided teachers
with an opportunity to explore promising curriculum materials or
instructional ideas or management techniques without the pressure or
expectation that changes would follow.
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There is a relationship between student effects (Just Read, Writ-
ing) and the degree of implementation. The relationship relates di-
rectly to variance in effects across classrooms and across schools.

Breadth of leadership from teachers, principals, and the district
office was essential for implementation and social support in sustain-
ing the districtwide Models of Teaching/Language Arts Initiative and
the Schoolwide Action Research Initiative.

Extensive technical assistance was needed both from persons
within the schools and the district and from persons external to the
schools and the district to support the districtwide Models of Teach-
ing/Language Arts Initiative and the Schoolwide Action Research
Initiative.
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The University Town Program was designed with capability
building at the district and school levels in mind. Much progress was
made in enabling personnel to pursue desirable classroom, school,
and district changes more effectively. Progress was made in develop-
ing the cognitions that support capability building, such as knowl-
edge about how to support individual and organizational changes,
and in developing a sense of collective efficacy necessary for organi-
zational renewal.

However, even though many persons in the district have seri-
ously engaged in inquiry into school renewal and though their study
and work have moved themselves as educators/scholars far beyond
where they began, not enough persons hold the cognitions of inquiry
across tasks and domains (instruction, curriculum, staff development,
action research) strongly enough to continue to lead the district
forward without some external assistance.

The social aspects of conducting schoolwide action research
were more problematical than were the technical aspects of collecting
and analyzing data. Coming together around a common goal and
designing actions directly related to student learning were difficult
experiences for most faculties. In retrospect, one year of sustained
technical assistance in action research (26 days throughout a 12-
month period) and limited technical assistance the second year (8
days) were not enough to enable the district to be capable of sustain-
ing schoolwide action research for school renewal on its own.
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A very small percentage of the “faculty of the district”—meaning
essentially all teachers and administrators working in the district—
were unhappy about working collectively for school renewal, and
remained that way, actually feeling “disempowered” by the move-
ment away from how things “were always done.” An important
“technical assistant role” for external consultants, central-office ad-
ministrators, building administrators, and facilitators was simply to
get people to count how many people were against an initiative, to
help people listen to what these individuals were saying and address
what could be changed or modified, and to work to prevent a few
dissatisfied persons from blocking the collective work of many.

University Town was also a test of the magnitude of change a
district can support. Initiatives in governance, teaching, curriculum,
assessment, and parent involvement were organized into an approach
to school and district renewal. Staff development was continuous, as
was the study of implementation of all initiatives. A major political
and conceptual challenge was to keep these initiatives integrated and
keep other district initiatives at bay, for in various stages of develop-
ment were initiatives in mathematics, technology, as well as strategic
planning. At times district-office personnel, administrators, and teach-
ers felt overwhelmed (and still do), but they have kept going. . . and
going. . . and going. . . and have built a learning community in their
district that, with all its imperfections, is far stronger and more
inquiry oriented and responsive to student learning than when they
began their journey.

Now, let’s move into our next setting, where a district faculty
used action research to build a culture of readers and writers.
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READERSVILLE

I n Readersville, the purpose was to build a culture of
readers. All the teachers, administrators, parents, and
children of a district of 11 schools were involved in an
“at home’’ reading program conducted as action re-
search by the entire community. At-home reading of all
the students was studied intensively, including effects
on quality of writing and on the results from standard
tests of reading.

The effects were substantial across the grades.
Illustrating with the fifth grade, students came to read an
average of 50 books per year, compared to an average of
5 books per year before the effort.

No student read fewer than 15 books. The effects on
reading comprehension were substantial, and the success
in reading translated to writing, where annual gains in
quality more than doubled.

94
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* The first-person plural is used throughout because the authors repre-
sent the core action-research team that generated the initiative. The numbers
of team members fluctuated throughout; decisions were sometimes made by
the 40 persons who were involved throughout, but, when action was taken
by any school, its faculty was involved in making the decision. All members
of the district therefore participated at some level in the decisions. Members
of the core team were involved in all decisions, and others participated in
decisions that affected them directly.

READERSVILLE: BUILDING A
CULTURE OF READERS AND
WRITERS

BRUCE JOYCE AND JAMES M. WOLF

Can a whole school district engage in action research? Can the staff
select an area of focus; collect behavioral data on every student; share
those data with every student, teacher, and parent; make an initiative
for school improvement; study the effects and modify the initiative;
and recycle the process? What are the results in terms of student
learning? How do people feel about the process?

We* visit Readersville, a district of 11 schools, and study “Op-
eration Just Read.” Just Read is a school-improvement initiative in
the language arts. It is designed according to the classic action-
research format and is oriented toward increasing the amount of
independent, at-home reading by K-12 students. We will trace its
origins, design, implementation, and results and reflect on its effects
on organizational behavior.

BEGINNING: A CONCERN ABOUT READING

What was to become a complex curriculum initiative began with
a series of conversations among teachers, curriculum coordinators,
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building administrators, and the superintendent about how much the
kids of Readersville were reading and writing. Typically, the esti-
mates varied enormously. Some folks thought that the students read a
great deal; others thought that they read a little or not at all. Similarly,
estimates of writing ranged from frequently (“After all, we use the
‘whole language’ approach.”) to “a little journal-writing and that’s
about all, thank you.” Discussions about variance in reading and
writing activity were only a step above chaotic because of the differ-
ent frames of reference the members of the group brought to the
problem. Altogether, a sequence of discussions involved about 40
people: the 8 curriculum coordinators, 11 principals, and about 20
teachers, approximately one-fifth of the district’s professional per-
sonnel.

The curriculum coordinators became a little upset that we didn’t
really have a good base of information, especially because the district
had stressed the importance of wide independent reading and exten-
sive writing. So, a decision was made to collect some systematic data
in one elementary school and one high school.

FROM CONCERN TO STUDY: COLLECTING
BASELINE DATA

In each elementary classroom a file was set up in which the
children recorded their independent reading and stored their writing.
A similar procedure was followed in the high school English classes.
For the little ones, parents kept records of what their children read
each evening. For 14 weeks the data were collected.

We selected a random sample of students who were studied in
greater depth, for we had a number of questions about how accurate
the self-reports were. The study convinced us that the records were
reflective of the reading the students had done. The self-report records
consistently underestimated the reading done, but just slightly. Fears
by some teachers that the students would exaggerate the number of
books read turned out to have no basis in fact. Periodic studies over
the next two years confirmed the general accuracy of the self-reports.

ORGANIZING THE BASELINE DATA

The data were organized to display trends for each student,
classroom, and the school for each week. Thus, trends could be seen
at all three levels. For example, table 4.1 shows what the data looked



READERSVILLE    97

like for five students in one fifth-grade class at the end of a particular
week.

It is easy to see that three of the students recorded no books read;
one student read one book; and one student read two books. Table 4.2
shows what the picture was like for those five students over a four-
week period.

From this type of table, totals and averages could be computed
for each week for each student, class, and school. Gradually the
picture emerged as data on the amounts of reading accumulated over
time.

T A B L E  4.1

A FIFTH-GRADE CLASS: NUMBER OF BOOKS READ BY
FIVE STUDENTS DURING ONE WEEK

Student Number of Books Recorded
1 1
2 2
3 0
4 0
5 0

A FIFTH-GRADE CLASS:
NUMBER OF BOOKS RECORDED BY FIVE STUDENTS

OVER FOUR WEEKS

               Number of Books Recorded

Student Week Week Week Week
One Two Three Four

1 1 1 0 1

2 2 0 1 0

3 0 1 0 1

4 0 0 2 0

5 0 0 0 0

T A B L E  4.2
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BOOKS READ

The baseline survey was completed 14 weeks into the school
year, on November 6, 1989. In the elementary school, our worst fears
were confirmed (see table 4.3).

INTERPRETING THE DATA

First, in the primary grades, where most of the reading was of
picture-story books, we found that about one-third of the students
were engaged in very little reading outside of the reading instruction
periods, though most of them had the skills to handle simply written
books. Many of the grade 1 and 2 students read about one hour per
week at home, enough for about two titles a week, which did not seem
like a lot to us.

We watched grades 3 to 6 closely, where we would hope a habit
of reading would become firmly established, but where studies have
actually shown that a slump is more typical (see Chall 1983). In grade
3, one-third of the students accounted for 60 percent of the books
read. Several students had done virtually no independent reading.

The grade 4 students averaged only four books for the period.
The high was six books. Several students had recorded no titles. The
grade 5 students averaged less than three books for the 14-week
period. The high was five (about a book every three weeks). The
grade 6 students also averaged less than three books, and the high was
five. In both grades, many students recorded no books read.

T A B L E  4.3

MEAN NUMBER OF BOOKS READ PER STUDENT
DURING 14-WEEK BASELINE PERIOD

BY GRADE

Grade Mean Number of Books
One 21
Two 35
Three 10
Four  4
Five  3
Six  3
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The picture was worse in a second elementary school that joined
the baseline study voluntarily. Twenty-seven percent of the students
in this school did not read a book during the 14-week period. For
those who did read at least one book, the average for grade 6 was 2.5;
for grade 5, 4.6; and for grade 3, 7.0. Half of the grade 2 students did
no independent reading.

We interpreted our data to mean that many of our youngest
readers become somewhat connected to the world of the picture-story
book during the first two years of schooling, but that few of them are
penetrating that literature extensively. During grades 3 and 6, the next
level of literature should be consumed by our students, but if our
survey is anywhere near the mark, it appears that was not happening.
If the 14-week period is representative of the four years between
grades 3 and 6, then the average student would read only about 50
books during the entire 4 years when they were in grades 3 to 6. The
highest consumers would read about 75. That is such a small sample
of the books in our libraries that the body of literature as such would
be virtually unknown to them. For the students who have virtually
stopped reading outside of textbooks, the picture was abysmal.

The profile of the high school independent reading was worse
yet. Forty-eight percent of the students read no books at all during the
baseline period. The other students averaged fewer than two books
during the period. Only 5 percent read as much as a book every two
weeks.

The implications for learning to write are as considerable as they
are for reading. The connection of literature to writing—the use of
books read as models for the personal writing process—can by no
stretch of the imagination occur at the levels of reading that we
discovered. We followed Heller (1991) in speculating that increasing
the amounts of literature read is a key to the improvement of the
writing process. Instruction that can capitalize on many models of
writing and on models made available through wide reading is likely
to be much more effective than instruction in the absence of these
models.

ADDING TEST DATA TO OUR FILE: COMPETENCE AND
READING HABITS

The case-study students were also administered, at the beginning
of the baseline period, the Reading Power Test and California Tests
of Basic Skills (CTBS) battery in reading and language. The results
of these assessments led us to ask whether amounts of reading were a
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function of competence in reading as measured by those tests. The
answer is “no.” For example, our sample of sixth-grade students were
all above the 80th percentile for their grade on the power test, with
independent reading levels of 5.0 or better.

From the standpoint of their ability to read, virtually all the
elementary school library was available to them. They just weren’t
using it. Although there was, of course, variance in reading compe-
tence, all the students in the sample at every grade level were compe-
tent enough that they could read substantial numbers of the books that
were available to them in the school and public libraries.

The CTBS scores were generally in line with those of the Power
Test. The distribution was normal; the means somewhat above the
national average; and the range from the low teens to the 99th
percentile. We had to face the fact that we had students in the very top
of the national distribution who did not appear to have a well-
developed habit of reading. The coefficient of correlation between
number of books reported and CTBS scores was just 0.15.

The standard test scores of the high school students displayed a
mean (the 55th percentile on the total reading and total language
batteries) similar to that of the elementary students. The range was
comparable as well, with more high-scoring students and somewhat
fewer low-scoring students than the national average.

Put another way, the levels of competence and achievement of
our students, judged by the tests, looked pretty good when compared
with the nation as a whole. We simply shared what appears to be a
national problem—most of the students can read, but many do not
exercise their competence much outside of required reading in school
subjects.

MAKING THE INITIATIVE

We decided to engineer an initiative in the elementary school that
had participated in the baseline study, examine its results, and see if
we could devise an approach that could be used in all the elementary
schools. The objective was to increase the amounts of independent
reading markedly by mounting a campaign that would include the
extensive involvement of parents.

The strategy included three components:
First, the collection of data continued. Data were used throughout

to help students, classes, and schools measure progress and hold
celebrations of success. The data were organized on a weekly basis so
that building leadership teams and study teams of teachers could
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reflect on them, classes and teams of students could see their progress,
and individuals could see how much they were reading and writing
and what they were reading and writing. In addition, teachers used the
data to study what as well as how much the students were reading as
a basis for offering guidance and encouragement. (Classroom librar-
ies were augmented so that teachers could easily guide their students
in book selection.)

Second, the project was started with an aggressive campaign to
encourage parents and students to increase amounts of at-home read-
ing. Meetings were held to signal the beginning of the campaign.
Newsletters, including samples of books read and writing produced
by the children, were distributed. Paper chains, containing titles of
books read, hung from ceilings and doors. Pizza parties, “T-shirt”
parties, complete with “Just Read” logos and the like, were em-
ployed. The physical environment of the school was draped with
writing, notes on books, and computer-generated advertisements for
books. Parents were given ideas for reading projects, book clubs,
trading fairs, and writing-at-home projects.

Third, individual, classroom, and school goals were set. Ways of
displaying progress were devised, from charts to chains of animals
representing books read. Ways of celebrating progress were gener-
ated for individuals, classes, and schools. These included certificates,
notes sent home, announcements in newsletters, celebratory parties,
and a host of other devices.

THE EFFECTS ON THE QUANTITY OF READING

Our first question, as we examined the folders and counted the
number of books read and compositions created, was to estimate
whether Operation Just Read increased the quantity of reading and
writing.

The 14-week period after the program kickoff (the first target
period) was compared to the 14-week baseline to generate our first
estimate of impact. The data are displayed in table 4.4.

The increases in the primary grades were gratifying, though the
lack of increase in grade 3 was puzzling. In subsequent years grade 3
increased as much as did the others—this pilot was the only time that
a third grade didn’t respond to the initiative with substantial increases
in amounts of at-home reading.

The increases in grades 4, 5, and 6 are what we hoped to see as a
first level of impact, though we were not satisfied. That the average
fifth- and sixth-grade student increased to about a book each week is
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a productive increase from one book in five weeks. But half the
students were reading less than a book each week, so we decided we
had some distance to go before we would be satisfied. Overall, it
appeared that the uppergrade students were reading from three to six
times the number of books that they were reading during the baseline
period.

We were encouraged enough to continue the initiative and ex-
pand it to include all nine elementary schools in the district.

THE SECONDARY SCHOOL: READING

The average number of books read increased to one every two-
and-a-half weeks (from one every seven weeks). The number of

T A B L E  4.4

BOOKS READ BY GRADE AND PERIOD
COMPARISON OF BASELINE AND FIRST TARGET PERIOD

         Baseline                First Target

Mean Range Mean Range

Grade 1 21 0-28 47 7-89

(Only one child read fewer than 28 books during the
first target period.)

Grade 2 35 2-71 50 8-104

(Only one child read fewer than one book per week
during the first target period.)

Grade 3 10 3-24 11 1-23

(The number of books stayed about the same, but the
complexity and length increased.)

Grade 4  4 1-5  8 3-29

(The mean doubled.)

Grade 5  3 1-5 16 4-38

(The mean increased by five times. The lowest number
was higher than the previous mean.)

Grade 6  3 1-5 18 6-38

(The mean increased six times. The lowest number
doubled the previous mean.)
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nonindependent readers was reduced to zero, with no student reading
fewer than two books during the first target period. Book-a-week
regulars began to appear (no fewer than two per class). All students
now knew that no one was avoiding the independent reading of
books. Reading was not quite the height of fashion, but it was no
longer in the category of deviant behavior.

Important for our future planning, we discovered that individual
differences among teachers affected the influence of the initiative.
Classes of some teachers increased reading as little as 50 percent,
while in other classrooms the amount of reading by students in-
creased four to seven times over the baseline. We speculated that a
concerted “all school” effort would gradually reduce the “teacher
effect” as regular reading became an ingrained habit across the
secondary school.

ADDING STANDARD TEST RESULTS TO THE PICTURE

Our objective was to induce students, with the aid of their parents
and cheerleading and counsel from their teachers, to increase their
reading. We wanted to build a culture of readers (and, not inciden-
tally, writers). “Raising test scores” was not an objective. However,
in the pilot elementary school, a study of standard test scores for the
fifth grade indicated that the difference between student performance
in the fall and spring administrations of the CTBS battery was
substantial. The elementary student mean had increased from the
48th national percentile to the 66th. In the high school, the fall mean
was at the 54th percentile, and the spring mean was the 58th percen-
tile.

Writing samples from the case-study students were submitted to
analytic scoring using an instrument developed by the UCLA Center
for the Study of Evaluation. Comparisons were made between the
writing during the baseline period and the first target period. For the
elementary students, the average gain was about two-and-a-half times
the national average gain made in a school year. The gains cannot be
attributed with certainty to Just Read and Write, but we were curious
enough to accompany the next year’s effort, which included all the
elementary schools, with a thoroughgoing examination. We sought to
determine not only the quantities of reading and writing generated by
the initiative, but also whether there were systematic effects on
standard test performance or on quality of writing. The fifth grade
was chosen for the intensive testing program, though all grades were
involved in the second year of Operation Just Read.
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THE SECOND YEAR

The building leadership teams of the elementary schools oriented
their faculties. Data collection was introduced at the beginning of the
year and followed, at the end of the first quarter, by the launching of
the campaign and the development of the celebrations generated by
each faculty. Data were organized and used as before, creating a
formative-evaluation process that operated at the level of the student,
the classroom, the faculty study group (clusters of teachers), the
school, and the district.

In addition, the California Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) reading
and language battery was administered to all fifth-grade students in
September and March. Three standard writing stimuli were used to
elicit examples of expository, descriptive, and persuasive writing in
September, January, and just before the end of the school year. The
fifth-grade classes were compared in terms of amounts of reading and
writing generated and the results of the testing program in reading
and writing.

AMOUNTS OF READING GENERATED

For the entire year, including the first quarter, the mean number
of books recorded are shown in table 4.5 for the grade 2 to 6 children
who were in school for the entire year. In each grade there were about
300 children for whom we had complete records for the full year.
Altogether, the records of 1,553 children were included in the analy-
sis.

The average student from grades 4 to 6 recorded 50 titles, or
about one and three-quarters per week. This number is at least 10

T A B L E  4.5

MEAN NUMBER OF BOOKS
RECORDED FOR THE YEAR BY GRADE

Grade Mean Number of Books Recorded
2 102
3 82
4 55
5 45
6 51
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T A B L E  4.6

FIFTH-GRADE TITLES RECORDED BY QUARTER:
MEANS FOR THE ENTIRE POPULATION

                  Quarter

First Second Third Fourth
Mean 4.6 12.5 13.75 14.3

times the national average, as near as we can tell from the various
ways of estimating it. Grade 2 students read about twice as many
titles, but, of course, they were shorter and less complex books. Grade
3 was in transition to longer books, which is reflected in the figures.
We were pleased that grade 3 responded as well to the initiative as did
the other grades.

The trend was sharply upward from the first quarter to the
second, and then continued gradually upward. The fifth-grade trend
is shown in table 4.6.

Nonreading was greatly reduced. During the first quarter, 11.4
percent of the fifth-grade students recorded no titles. This was re-
duced to 3 percent in the fourth quarter. During the data-collection-
only period (the first quarter), 16 percent of the males recorded no
titles, dropping to 2.1 percent by the last quarter. Twenty-two stu-
dents read fewer than 10 books during the year. Only six children
read fewer than five books. A quarter of the students averaged over
two books per week during the year. The evidence appears clear to us
that Operation Just Read had an enormous impact on the amounts of
out-of-school reading done by the students. Yet it is, from a technical
standpoint, a very easy initiative to implement.

The implementation was uneven, however. Schools differed in
the amounts of reading generated, as did classrooms within schools,
despite the schoolwide character of the effort and the continuous flow
of information to teachers, students, and parents.

DIFFERENCES AMONG SCHOOLS: THE FIFTH-GRADE
CLASSES

The fifth-grade classes illustrate dramatically the differences in
implementation (table 4.7).



106    JOYCE AND WOLF

Implementation was judged by the amounts of reading, in num-
ber of books, reported by the students during the 1990-91 school year.
In the four highest schools, the average number of books reported was
56.5, with a range of 52 to 64. In the three lowest, the average number
of books read was 28.3, with a range of 27 to 30. Thus, the average
student in the highest implementing schools read just about twice as
many books as did the average student in the lower implementing
schools.

It is worth noting that the lowest implementing schools had
succeeded in raising the number of books reported to about four times
what it was before the initiative began, which is no small achieve-
ment. However, the effect was twice as great in the four highest
implementation settings, with the average fifth-grade student now
reading about 1.8 books per week during the school year.

Those schools that generated the most titles read in the fifth grade
also generated more writing. The three lowest implementation schools,
in terms of books read, were also the three lowest in terms of the
production of items of expressive writing.

EFFECTS ON QUALITY OF WRITING

Operation Just Read and Write was designed to increase writing
as well as reading and did so. As indicated earlier, the higher imple-
mentation schools in reading (those that generated the larger number

MEAN NUMBER OF BOOKS READ BY THE FIFTH-GRADE
STUDENTS IN THE NINE SCHOOLS DURING THE

ACADEMIC YEAR

School Mean Number of Books Read
1 64
2 62
3 55
4 52
5 43
6 38
7 30
8 28
9 27

T A B L E  4.7
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of titles read) also generated the larger number of writing samples
recorded. The analysis here will be confined to a comparison of the
higher and lower implementation schools.

In September and again in June, standard writing stimuli de-
signed to elicit descriptive, expository, and persuasive writing were
administered to all the fifth-grade students and scored using the
holistic analysis procedures developed at the UCLA Center for the
Study of Evaluation. The important products of the analysis are
scores (on a six-point scale) that depict the clarity of focus of the
writing (the establishment of clear themes and arguments) and the use
of supporting detail to elaborate those themes and arguments.

Table 4.8 presents a comparison of high- and low-implementa-
tion schools.

For high-implementation schools, the difference between the fall
and spring samples show an effect size of 3.4, compared with a
national average gain of 0.10 (Applebee and others 1990 [1988
NAEP Writing Assessment]).

For low-implementation schools, the difference between the fall
and spring scores amounts to an effect size of 1.2, compared to the
national effect size of 0.16.

HIGH- AND LOW-QUANTITY READERS IN HIGH- AND
LOW-IMPLEMENTATION SCHOOLS

There were substantial differences in the amounts of reading
done by the students in all the schools. In this analysis, the three
highest quantity readers and three lowest quantity readers in each

T A B L E  4.8

PRETEST AND POSTTEST COMPARISONS OF HIGH- AND
LOW-IMPLEMENTATION SCHOOLS ON QUALITY OF

WRITING ANALYSES

High Low
Implementation Implementation

Pretest
Mean 2.73 2.65

Posttest
Mean 3.33 2.95
Mean Gain  .60  .30
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school were identified and compared in a further effort to search for
information about how different amounts of reading affect skill
development. We wanted a picture of what we needed to do to affect
student growth substantially, aside from the obvious informational
and attitudinal benefits of increased amounts of reading and writing.

Table 4.9 compares the highest and lowest quantity readers in the
highest and lowest implementation schools in terms of amounts of
reading and writing done and their pretest and posttest scores on the
quality of writing analyses.

In terms of quantity of reading, the average student in the lowest
implementation schools read six times more titles during the year
than the baseline estimates (which appear to be about at the national
average: 5). The average lowest quantity readers in the lowest imple-
mentation schools read three times more than the baseline. The
lowest quantity readers in the highest implementation schools read
more than five times the baseline. In the lowest implementation
schools, the highest quantity readers read 14 times the baseline, and
the highest quantity readers in the highest implementation schools
read 20 times more than the baseline.

Initial CTBS Scores. Comparing the highest and lowest quantity
readers in the highest and lowest implementation schools results in an
interesting finding. In the high-implementation schools, the mean for
the high-quantity readers was NCE (normal-curve equivalent) 57 and
for the low-quantity readers, NCE 52. In the lowest implementation
schools, the difference between the high- and low-quantity readers
was NCE 13 (67-54). Thus, although there was no correlation be-
tween initial CTBS scores in reading and amounts read for the
population as a whole, in the lower implementation schools the high-
quantity readers did appear to have higher scores. The higher imple-
mentation schools drew more of the readers who began with average
and below-average scores into the most extensive reading habits,
possibly because the higher amounts of energy overcame the usual
effects of initial reading ability.

Comparisons of Pre- and Post-CTBS Scores. In the highest
implementation schools, both high- and low-quantity readers gained
significantly in normal-curve-equivalent percentile ranks for the read-
ing battery (mean NCE gain 8 and 6, respectively). In the high-
implementation schools, the mean pretest and posttest percentile
ranks were about the same for both high- and low-quantity readers as
they were in the lowest implementation schools.

The total language NCE mean percentiles were also about the
same for pre- and post-administrations for high- and low-quantity
readers in all the schools.
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Quality of Writing: Comparison of Pretest and Posttest Scores.
Initial mean scores were similar for both categories of students in all
three levels of schools. However, the mean gains in the highest
implementation schools were 0.8 points for the high-quantity readers
and 0.7 points for the low-quantity readers. The high-quantity readers
in the high-implementation schools gained an average of 0.6; the low-
quantity readers, 0.3. Somewhat smaller, but significant, gains were
made by both categories of students in the low-implementation schools.

The highest readers in the low-implementation schools read
nearly as much as did the highest readers in the high-implementation
schools. However, the highest readers in the high-implementation
schools gained much more in quality of writing (ES 1.44) than did the
highest readers in the low-implementation schools.

T A B L E  4.9

HIGH- AND LOW-QUANTITY READERS AND WRITERS IN
HIGH- AND LOW-IMPLEMENTATION SCHOOLS: CTBS

DATA AND QUALITY OF WRITING

Reading Writing
CTBS Quality Quantity

Schools Readers Fall Spr Fall Spr Rdg Wrtg

Highest High 55 63 2.8 3.6 114 76
Level (2) Qty.(12)

Low 55 61  2.6 3.3 24 82
Qty. (8)

High High 54 57  2.8 3.4 93 71
Level (2) Qty. (16)

Low 52 52  2.7 3.0 29 49
Qty. (13)

Lowest High 67 65  2.7 3.1 73 60
Level (3) Qty.(15)

Low 54 52  2.6 2.8 15 33
Qty.(17)
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The lowest readers in the high-implementation schools outgained
the highest readers in the low-implementation schools with respect to
quality of writing (ES 0.26).

For high and low readers in the low-implementation schools,
there were virtually no differences in gains in quality of writing,
though the number of books read was quite different.

What we have here is a real “cohort” effect. The more energetic
schools pulled all the students along, whereas in the low-implementa-
tion schools students who read more made little improvement in the
quality of their writing.

THE CTBS BATTERY ON READING

Giving the battery to the fifth-grade students in September (here-
after referred to as the pretest) and again in March (the posttest), 21
weeks after the first administration, enabled us to compare the results.
The tests are reported in national percentile ranks, normal curve
equivalents, grade-level equivalents (GLE), and standard scores.
Each has its uses.

 The question in this analysis is whether the effects of the differ-
ent levels of implementation of Just Read and Write are reflected in
gains on the CTBS battery. Before comparing the four highest imple-
mentation schools with the three lowest implementation schools, let
us examine the scores of the district fifth-grade students as a whole,
as they are presented in table 4.10.

The normal-curve-equivalent gain speaks for itself. With respect
to the GLE, the prediction from the pretest is that the mean gain at 21
weeks would be .57. There was an excess gain of .53. Roughly
speaking, the average was where it would have been expected to be
40 months after the pretest; the gain was about twice what would have
been expected had there been no treatment. With respect to the Scale
Scores, the difference between the district and the national average
gain was significant at the .001 level (F=21.61). Using the national
average as a control, the effect size was .44.

Table 4.11 presents the mean pretest and posttest results for the
high- and low-implementation schools on the comprehension test of
the reading battery.

The analysis compared the gains made by the students in the
high- and low-implementation schools, covarying for prior learning
history as described above. In other words, the question is how much
the students gained above or below the amounts predicted by their
prior history. In table 4.11, we can see that the difference against
prediction based on the GLE was very large indeed.
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THE THIRD YEAR AND BEYOND

The next year, the low-implementation schools profited from the
experience, and all the schools reached the level the high-implemen-
tation schools had reached during the second year. Some schools
exceeded those levels. Nonreading was virtually eliminated. Gender
and ethnic differences in quality of writing diminished greatly. The

T A B L E  4.10

PRE- AND POST-TEST RESULTS ON THE CTBS READING
COMPREHENSION TEST IN STANDARD SCORES, NORMAL
CURVE EQUIVALENTS, AND GRADE-LEVEL EQUIVALENTS

Mean GLE Mean NCE Mean Scale Score
Pretest 5.7 54.5 717
 SD 2.6 48.5
Posttest  6.8 58.1 736
 SD  2.8  2.7
Gain 1.1  3.6  19

T A B L E  4.11

COMPARISON OF THE HIGH- AND LOW-
IMPLEMENTATION SCHOOLS ON THE CTBS

COMPREHENSION TEST

High-Implementation Low-Implementation
Schools Schools

NCE
Mean PRE 51.7 55.2
Mean POST 55.3 56.3

GLE
Mean PRE  5.5  5.9
Mean POST  6.85 6.2
Mean GAIN 1.35 0.3
Predicted Gain 0.52 0.61
Gain Over Pred 0.83 0.31
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initiative on writing was expanded, and the faculties began to study
quality of writing and how to improve it through instruction.

APPLICATIONS IN OTHER SETTINGS

Just Read is a curriculum-augmentation initiative that involves
the community. Implementation required substantial “nurturant” staff
development to help teachers, students, and parents learn to collect
data on reading and celebrate accomplishments. The program has
been disseminated to a number of other school districts whose data
are currently available to us.

As in Readersville, building a community of readers has been the
primary goal in these other settings as well, which means, among
other things, reducing or eliminating the phenomenon of “not read-
ing” independently at home. In fall 1993, three schools in the New-
port/Costa Mesa Unified School District in California collected their
baseline data and then began their community-involvement projects.
These schools were particularly interesting because, for several years,
they had been using some of the more conventional programs to
increase reading both in and out of school. However, Just Read
brought the data-based action-research format to them.

One school, in a community where many of the children were just
learning English, moved from a baseline of an average of only 1 book
per child per month to over 11 books per child per month.

A second school, in a neighborhood of affluent families, discov-
ered that more than half of their students were not reading at home at
all! By March, that number had been reduced to 15 percent as the
school doubled the number of books read per week. By May, all the
children were reading. Altogether, the 500 children read 70,000
books that year.

A third school, also in an affluent neighborhood, tripled the at-
home reading in the first four months and nearly eliminated nonreading
at home. Both teachers and parents learned that goals could be much
higher than they had been satisfied with before in the amounts of
reading done by the average student and in the number of children
who could be reached.

In University Town, the average student in the district’s elemen-
tary schools now reads about 100 books a year, independent of
assigned reading. Perhaps as important, the kindergarten students
now share about 150 books per year in the “read-to’” or “read-with”
mode. As described in chapter 3, the initiative is combined with an
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intensive effort focused on the study of teaching and the reading-
writing connection, with large effects on the quality of writing and
substantial rises on the vocabulary and comprehension subtests of the
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills.

In Inner City (chapter 5), at the kindergarten level, parents of K-
12 students in a “project school” have been reading an average of a
book a day to or with their children or listening to their children’s
reading daily. The result is that those children are virtually indistin-
guishable, in standard-test terms in reading or mathematics, from
suburban children.

In Glynn County, Georgia, under the leadership of Pamela Lewis,
the assistant superintendent for instruction, the nine elementary schools
and three middle schools embarked on the Just Read program in fall
1994. They are moving along in their first year of struggle, but
already one of the middle schools has reduced the number of “non-
readers” from about 350 to about 50, showing how rapidly positive
changes of magnitude can be made.

Other schools and districts are making similar progress. It ap-
pears that Just Read travels well.

THE SOCIAL-PSYCHOLOGICAL DIMENSION

In Readersville and in the other settings where Just Read is
operating, the reactions of administrators, parents, and teachers have
been fascinating. Although Just Read has settled into a comfortable
routine in each setting, there has been considerable initial turmoil. A
multiple-role leadership team needs to exert considerable energy at
the beginning of each school year, or many teachers would drop the
program. Several aspects of the project seem to draw an initial
negative reaction on the part of some teachers and administrators:

1. The confrontation with the baseline data has generated contro-
versy in each setting. Part of the controversy arises from the belief
that the self-report data on reading will be inaccurate because stu-
dents will lie about their reading. In each setting, case studies of
students have indicated that the data are accurate or a slight underes-
timate of the actual numbers of books read, but many teachers remain
unconvinced until the data-collection has been established for several
months. Even then, a few will raise the issue and persist in their belief
that student reports are unreliable.

In middle-class settings, there is initial disbelief and discourage-
ment by many as the initial data reveal that so many students read
little or not at all. Some folks want to kill the messenger.
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In all settings, there is great variance in reaction to those data in
terms of whether the situation can change. Some teachers become
immediately determined to make a difference, and some depict the
picture as hopeless. Some who have already been promoting reading
become angry as the data reveal the low levels of reading that are
going on.

Even where the faculties vote overwhelmingly to participate, a
certain number of teachers create a substantial uproar over the burden
of data collection (about 5 to 10 minutes per week, largely by the
children). The complaints about the burden never totally cease, even
when success is achieved. There are continual efforts to get rid of the
development of the weekly, formative picture.

2. During planning, there is extensive discussion about parents
and rewards. In every setting, about half the teachers voice the
opinion that the parents are not interested in the education of their
children, that television and recreational activities leave no time for
reading, and that the program will fail unless it is converted to
“sustained silent reading.” Many believe that celebration will not
have any effect and that grades and other “rewards” are necessary.
Some believe that the titles should be tightly controlled; if not, the
students will read “junk.” Others state that reading magazines and
newspapers is just as worthwhile as reading books. When the pro-
gram begins, only very cheerful and active leadership by affirmative
teachers and principals keeps things going.

3. As the publicity begins, there is an immediate increase in
amounts of reading and a very positive reaction by most parents and
community members, though a small number object to the initiative,
usually on the grounds that their kids don’t have time to read and will
not “look as good” as the average student. A few want tangible
rewards, because that is how they get their kids to do things. The
majority are very pleased and appreciate the collaboration of the
school in something they have wanted for a long time but have not
known, in most cases, how to achieve—to have children who not only
can read, but do read.

4. Within a month or so, many teachers report that the increases
in reading have positive side effects on the efficacy of language-arts
instruction, that discussions are more lively and informed, and that
many children are surprised and pleased at how pleasurable and
informative reading is. However, implementation is uneven across
teachers and schools. Some teachers hope to “wait it out” despite the
good feelings and successes of their neighbors. Gradually, most of
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them are drawn in, but some continue to resist and complain through-
out the year.

5. After a couple of months, it becomes apparent that the program
is a success for all but about 10 percent of the students. The leadership
struggles with this, but individualized efforts with parents and chil-
dren reduce the number of nonreaders to zero. To succeed, the
leadership group has to overcome the belief by many that “you just
can’t reach everybody” and the willingness to write off a small
number as unreachable.

6. When the second year begins, the leadership teams find, to
their surprise, that the process has not become institutionalized.
Although it is easier to reinstitute the program than it was to start it,
the negative teachers attack again, raising the questions about time,
unreliability of records, and futility until reinitiation is accomplished.

SUMMARY: EQUITY AND EFFICACY

One of the clear findings from the studies of Just Read is the very
large variance in initial implementation among schools and among
classrooms in the same school. Because the demographic factors that
so often account for variance in implementation appear to be over-
come by the program, we need to turn to other explanations. Our
current theory is that the explanation resides in the sense of efficacy
felt by faculties as communities and by teachers as individuals. Do
they explain variance in achievement as due to the quality of curricu-
lum and instruction or do they ascribe it to the characteristics of the
students and the community?

Put simply, we believe that the faculties that think they can affect
student achievement through their own efforts succeed in involving
the community and developing the symbiotic relationship necessary
to make Just Read work without great struggle. Within those facul-
ties, the teachers who believe they can succeed regardless of external
factors bring their students along into the world of reading.

We are completely puzzled by the number of teachers who do not
agree with the premise of the program that the curriculum in reading
and writing does not end with the development of skill, but needs to
ensure that the children practice those skills in the course of educating
themselves through independent reading and writing.

Now, let’s visit a complex school-improvement program in one
of America’s most depressed and divided cities.
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INNER CITY

The Inner City Initiative for School Improvement
was designed to provide excellence in student learning
and in the workplace of educational professionals.

With respect to the students, the intent was to ensure
that no student be disadvantaged educationally, regard-
less of conditions in the home, to ensure normal or
above-average growth in personal qualities, social skills,
values, citizenship, and academic work.

With respect to teachers and administrators, the
intent was to build a self-renewing organization where
innovative collegiality and the study of teaching and
curriculum are the norm. Five “demonstration schools,”
whose faculties had voted to participate, were studied
intensively as they implemented several complex
initiatives.

Despite voting to work collectively to change the
school and improve student learning, many teachers, and
nearly all central-office personnel, found it difficult to
work together. In fact, various segments of the teachers
and administrators resisted specific elements of the
program after giving nominal assent to them.

Although implementation was uneven, several
components developed quite well and very rapidly, and
student learning was substantially affected in some
areas. The success did not reduce the organizational
chaos. Although many teachers became much more
optimistic about the capabilities of the children, few
were willing to reduce their combativeness within the
organization in order to build collaborative modes of
working.
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Can the desperately needy schools of our inner cities respond
productively to a complex of powerful initiatives designed to im-
prove the education of their students immediately?

The Inner City Initiative for School Improvement was designed
to provide excellence in student learning and in the workplace of
educational professionals. With respect to the students, the intent was
to ensure that no student be disadvantaged educationally, regardless
of conditions in the home.  For each student, the initiative sought to
ensure normal or above-average growth in personal qualities, social
skills, values, citizenship, and academic work. With respect to teach-
ers and administrators, the intent was to build a self-renewing organi-
zation where innovative collegiality and the study of teaching and
curriculum are the norm.

Inner cities are not unique in the problems they have in making
productive changes in curriculum and instruction, but the acute needs
of city schools and the failure of massive efforts to improve them
combine to dramatize their problems. When the project began, the
situation in Inner City epitomized the problem of all our cities in
making the massively funded Title I, special education, bilingual, and
other well-intentioned federal and state efforts work to give their
children a good start in life. In 40 of the district’s 100 schools, all of
the children were served by several of these programs beginning in
grade 1. By grade 12, only a handful had exited from the “special”
programs into the “regular” school program.
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As in other problem-riddled, inner-city school districts, the fail-
ure to make the major categorical programs work dramatizes the
problem of developing the capacity to change. Administrators, school
faculties, and community members simply have not been able to
make the changes in curriculum and instruction that will get the job
done. Worse, they have had 30 years of experience trying to improve
things, and their frustration continues to grow.

The problems of the inner cities were well documented by the late
1950s (see Passow, ed., 1963; Conant 1961). The large-scale cat-
egorical programs were developed in the early 1960s to ameliorate
these conditions. Yet, “death at an early age” (Kozol 1967) continues.
Blame is often assigned to federal and state regulators, central admin-
istrators, principals, and, of course, teachers. Frequently, they blame
each other. Yet the continued “practice of failure” belies any pointing
of fingers. All categories of personnel are stymied equally. All feel
disempowered by decades of doing what has not worked. Whole
careers have been spent as Title I teachers, administrators, and cur-
riculum developers without figuring out what to do that will work
better.

In this chapter we focus on the social and the technical aspects of
change in equal measure as we reflect on a project designed to
improve student learning and build a collaborative workplace in five
of the lowest achieving schools in a chaotic inner city. The project
developers intended to use the experiences in those schools to lead
the way in changing how the district does business: to change the
organization of the central office, the involvement of parents, and the
relationship between teachers and administrators at all levels. The
direction of change was toward greater self-renewing capability in
the district.

As we concentrate on the efforts made in Inner City, we want to
make clear that we are not promoting the initiatives we describe or
pretending that educators in other equally unlikely settings are not
doing good things. Rather, some of the recent efforts in several other
urban settings speak, as does the one we describe, to the feasibility of
making substantial changes, and making them quickly, in the educa-
tional environments that are available for students in the inner city.

���� ������� 	
�����

That America’s inner-city schools possess serious problems is
not a closely guarded secret. Because the city schools have not
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improved palpably despite a generation of costly efforts to improve
them, pessimism and skepticism about the prospect of reform efforts
increase. Some scholars are flatly melancholy about the prospects
(Sarason 1982, 1990; Cuban 1990). Families who acquire the means
tend to flee the city center, despite its importance to their cultural and
economic life. Ethnic groups battle for resources and attention, fear-
ful that “their people” are being shortchanged. Even though city
budgets for education are already substantially lower per pupil than in
rural and suburban districts, state and federal lawmakers and execu-
tives, discouraged by the progress being made, cut well-intentioned
programs, further placing at a disadvantage the urban centers that so
badly need their resources to stem disintegration, cope with the unrest
of their populations, and begin the climb back to a higher quality of
life.

Citizens and teachers struggle to find ways out of the morass.
Proposals such as the “voucher,” which would bankrupt the large city
systems, manifest the hopelessness with which many citizens regard
the system. Teachers respond variably to the problems of the urban
schools. Some dig in proudly and take on the attitude of front-line
soldiers in a dangerous war that threatens their nation. Some become
despondent. Perhaps most serious of all, recruitment of fresh educa-
tional troops for the cities is a virtual nightmare and will remain so
unless messages of success can be broadcast from our most difficult
educational settings.

In this environment of failure, teachers, administrators, and par-
ents are often separated from and even antagonistic toward one
another. There is much blaming and pointing of fingers. Low expec-
tations for the students are endemic on all sides, which compounds
the problem of generating reform—it’s hard to be optimistic when
you don’t have confidence that the students have potential.

Because of the degree to which large-scale urban school reform
depends on political and social factors, many urban districts seek
reform strategies that focus on changes in governance and forget that
ultimate real improvement in student learning will depend equally on
the development of curricular and instructional changes, changes that
require the creation of learning communities through staff develop-
ment. Thus, many urban districts experiment with privatization, the
development of charter schools, and other power-shifting strategies,
whereas the creation of a strong system of staff development for
current personnel may be a more direct route to school improvement.

Successes in specific schools in several cities have surfaced from
time to time and provide hope because those achievements demon-
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strate that the situation is not hopeless, that inner cities can harbor
good schools if people of great energy populate them with ideas and
determination. However, systemic reform must take place for dis-
tricts as units. We cannot tolerate school systems that fail in general
while taking comfort in the successes of a few of their units.

Hope comes from several current efforts that demonstrate that
systemic school improvement is possible and feasible. Most impor-
tant, these efforts have radically improved student achievement.

�������	 !��	 ���

One such systemic reform effort is the program called “Success
for All,” directed at the initial years of schooling. Success for All can
be compared to an intensive-care medical clinic whose personnel
simply refuse to let anybody brought to them give up the ghost
without maximum effort. In the case of Success for All, the goal is to
be certain that all students receive maximum instructional efforts.
“Wellness” is defined as reading adequately by the end of the third
grade, so that the students can succeed in the rest of their schooling.

The “vital signs” of student progress, especially in reading, are
studied carefully, and tutorial efforts are directed accordingly. The
teachers study teaching and learning far more intensively than is
typical in most settings. By the end of the third grade, the students’
progress in reading approximates the national profile, except that
fewer students are significantly below the average than in the average
school district.

Success for All made progress from its inception. In its first year,
its students did much better than they would have without the pro-
gram. Progress increased each year, as the intensive diagnostic-
prescriptive effort reached larger and larger proportions of its stu-
dents (Slavin and others 1990). Any school district that will imple-
ment the patterns of Success for All intensively can expect similar
progress in as many schools as it chooses to reach. Intensive leader-
ship, public support—morally and fiscally—and optimism rather
than pessimism will be the keys.

Leadership—and moral support by the public—are themes in
other systemic initiatives.

���	 ����������	 �������

In Pittsburgh, a very different type of effort generated equally
powerful effects, but this time at the secondary level. Richard C.
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Wallace, Jr., then superintendent, and his staff designed an extensive
districtwide staff development program that tested what can happen
when some of the most highly regarded teachers in a large district are
concentrated in a high school whose lower SES population has been
far below the national average (Wallace, Lemahieu, and Bickel 1990).
The Schenley High School became a staff development center where
outstanding teachers were brought together. Other district teachers
rotated into the school, spending several weeks observing those
teachers and studying instruction (Wallace, Lemahieu, and Bickel).

There was a large rise in standardized test scores in eight of nine
curriculum areas. In terms of the percentage of students scoring at or
above the national average, the rise in total language results was from
27 percent to 61 percent, in reading from 28 percent to 45 percent, in
physical science from 21 percent to 63 percent, in biology from 13
percent to 41 percent, and in algebra from 29 percent to 73 percent.
The gains were maintained or increased during the second year. As
interesting as are the sizes of those improvements, it is equally
interesting that they were so immediate. High schools, and districts,
need not feel hopeless about students with poor learning histories.

Although making large differences in student achievement through
school-improvement programs is hardly routine, the number of re-
ports and variety of programs having considerable success suggest
that the technology for making rapid and significant change exists.
The ones mentioned above are not the only ones. The River City
program, described in chapter 2, had substantial and immediate
effects. The more effective implementation of Mastery Learning
programs (Block and Anderson 1975, Bloom 1984) and Distar (Becker
1977) have generated large results in difficult settings.
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We focus our inquiry on the creation of the capacity to change.
We take the position that change in curriculum and instruction is a
necessity and that the capacity to change is partly technical—a matter
of building good curriculums and the staff development system that
will sustain them—and partly social—a matter of building an inte-
grated and optimistic organization of teachers and administrators,
closely aligned with the energy of the community.

In this segment of our school-renewal journey, we share the
specifics of the Inner City Program between 1991 and 1993. We seek
to assess what magnitude of change our inner-city schools can ab-
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sorb, how fast strong initiatives can be implemented, what the effects
on students were, and how the social organization responded, changed,
and remained the same.

During the first 12 months of implementation, two consultants
spent more than 250 days in these schools or in training settings,
visited teachers in their classrooms nearly 1,000 times, held countless
conferences with teachers and administrators, provided training to
over 300 persons, and held seminars on school improvement with
about 200 more persons. The level of support during the second year
was comparable.

The implementation of the program’s seven components was
studied in both formal and informal ways. Very specific quantitative
data were collected weekly on a sample of the teachers as they tried to
implement the components. In addition, observations of their discus-
sions and struggles provided a qualitative picture of responses to the
initiatives.

Space does not permit a full ethnographic description of what
happened. Following a description of the components of the program,
we will present the major findings in terms of lessons learned from
each of them.  As a way of foreshadowing those findings and giving
some perspective on the program as a whole, we offer several unam-
biguous conclusions from our analysis of the data.

1. Judging from the efforts of Inner City, urban schools can
sustain a magnitude of curricular and instructional change far larger
than most people suspect. The five inner-city schools changed greatly
in ways that affected student learning. The changes were not of the
same magnitude in all areas, but each school made great changes.

2. The changes would not have occurred without massive techni-
cal support and staff development.

3. The successes did not positively affect the social and organiza-
tional climate of the district. Although some people changed greatly—
even in the texture of their professional lives—systematic change and
ongoing collaborative decision-making did not become major themes
in the lives of most of the teachers and administrators. Concrete
evidence that students were learning more and that parents and other
community members had become very active helpers did not change
the beliefs of most people: they continued to believe that those things
could not happen!

4. By the end of the second year, several thousand children were
learning more, despite an organizational climate that is a very un-
likely setting for positive change.  Many students are still learning
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more as this paper is written. Gradually, however, things will return
to the normalcy of desperate failure.

Nonetheless, we have learned a bit more that can be used in the
future as we try to build self-renewing learning communities. Before
turning to those lessons, let us tell the story as we see it.

����������� ������������
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Essential to school improvement at a systemic level is the opti-
mistic stance that urban schools can develop or absorb substantial
innovations—that their existence is not so precarious that the level of
reform necessary for perceptible school improvement cannot be gen-
erated.

The superintendent of Inner City began with the assumption that
systemic reform can be initiated by the district and can interact
productively with the energy of school faculties. The superintendent’s
office then generated a substantial series of initiatives that required
strong collaboration between the district’s central office and the
schools. Whereas many theories of school improvement have empha-
sized initiatives from one or the other of these two sources—the
district or the school—Inner City attempted to develop an approach
to school reform that combined the two in appropriate proportions,
while avoiding the tension that so often pits the district office against
its schools.

The Inner City Initiative for School Improvement was designed
directly under the leadership of the superintendent, with planning by
teachers and administrators, community members, and members of
the board of education. The program of initiatives ran directly in the
face of inner-city school problems and their attendant discourage-
ment and skepticism. The initiatives represented a multidimensional
attempt to capitalize on what is known from the achievements and
failures of the past and were designed to radically change the circum-
stances in which the children of Inner City schools receive education.

Their designers recognized that unidimensional approaches, how-
ever well founded, would not do the job. Many changes needed to
occur simultaneously. These changes needed to be valid in their own
right, but also needed to transform the district into a moving, self-
renewing organization that continuously seeks better ways of educat-
ing its children. The community of professional educators needed to
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be revitalized as part of the effort, so that the urban workplace
becomes a desirable place to work and to live. And the educational
environment created must propel the children into states of growth far
beyond their imagination or that of their observers.

Inner City planners recognized the difficulties they were facing
and the problems that have plagued attempts to improve urban schools
across the nation. Despite the presence of federal, state, and local
initiatives over the last several decades, tests of student achievement
confirmed a grim picture in many Inner City schools. Average scores
in some classes were as low as the eighth percentile on state norms. In
some schools, averages were below the 20th percentile. In most
schools, only a handful of students were above the 50th percentile.
For nearly all students, the academic picture was dismal.

From the upper-elementary grades through the high schools,
much energy was consumed in the management of discipline. As
pointed out in a report by the Inner City Commission for Positive
Change, a very active coalition of business leaders, a great deal of
energy was expended in the enforcement of disciplinary rules. It was
not uncommon for the number of suspensions reported by a school
during a year to exceed the number of students enrolled.

Awareness of the problems provided a common ground on which
the superintendent could generate initiatives to improve the situation.
However, there was a “let George do it” attitude on the part of many
of the educators, the overcoming of which required great energy.
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The complex of initiatives that formed the Inner City Initiative
for School Improvement asked that teachers and administrators learn
how to make change happen in many areas. The purpose of the first
set of “demonstration” schools was to provide a laboratory within
which to figure out how to make the whole set of strategies work and
to learn what it would take to support other faculties in the future.

Opportunities to become demonstration schools were offered to
the most troubled schools in the district, dependent on a 75 percent
approval vote by the faculties. Most of those faculties voted to take on
the task of whole school improvement, and five were selected for the
program we describe here: four elementary schools and one middle
school. The remainder engaged in different programs directed toward
the same end. Priority transfers were offered to teachers who dis-
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sented strongly, but only two or three teachers took advantage of the
offer, and the staffs were stable even through the fourth year.

The initial stages of the program emphasized seven interrelated
components: the social organization of the school; the study of
teaching and curriculum; the use of technology; the use of tutors; an
extended-year schedule; parent involvement; and a cadre of dissemi-
nators to support implementation.

Social Organization. Whatever energy is provided by the ad-
ministration of any district, the schools are the units where actual
educational change takes place. Creating faculty synergy is the key.
Thus, a major component was the development of a collegial deci-
sion-making organization in each school, including leadership teams,
study teams, and mechanisms for democratic decision-making on
major issues. The faculties were asked to learn how to make the
components of the plan work and to generate initiatives that fit the
needs of their sites.

The Study of Teaching and Curriculum. All personnel were
employed during the first year on extended contracts that provide
more than 15 days of training on teaching strategies and curriculum.
Models of Teaching that emphasize higher order thinking were the
core of the training (Joyce, Weil, and Showers 1992; Joyce and Weil
01996).

Technology. Technology, and especially computer technology,
relates to equity in educational opportunity in two ways. First, the
computer is beautifully designed for increasing self-teaching capabil-
ity, especially with respect to access to information and the ability to
manage information and with respect to reading and writing and
becoming skilled communicators. Second, the computer is an essen-
tial tool in today’s society. A student who does not possess the
technology is disadvantaged in myriad ways, while a student who is
computer literate has advantages both in and out of school.

During the first two years, each school received additional com-
puters beyond those stationed in the computer laboratories until all
classrooms had computers available to them. Only 20 percent of the
faculties of those schools had had any experience with computers
prior to the inception of the project. Many literally did not know how
to turn them on. As part of the technology component and the staff
development component, faculties in each school worked to learn
how to use their computers in ways that integrate technology with
curriculum and teaching strategies.
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Tutors. Parents, college students, and military personnel were
trained to offer specific services in reading and writing and to give
diagnostic reading tests to the students.

Extended Year. During the second year of the initiative, many
students received about 20 more days of service than normal.

Parent Involvement. Efforts to enlist the help of parents were
extensive. An example is the Just Read and Write program (see
chapter 5 for a complete description) that includes communitywide
efforts with the goal that each student will read, or be read to, for
about an hour each day in addition to his or her school assignments.
A “take-home” computer program was also instituted. Families re-
ceived instruction on the uses of the computer and were given com-
puters to keep in their homes for extended periods. The tutorial
program directly involved parents in within-school activities and in
the establishment of learning centers in the community.

A Cadre of Disseminators. A cadre of Inner City teachers was
recruited and received training on the dissemination of all compo-
nents of the initiative. This cadre was formed for four primary
purposes: (1) to ensure the continuance of the program and to deepen
its implementation; (2) to serve as a mechanism for dissemination to
other schools; (3) to support implementation of other district efforts,
such as the new “core curriculum”; and (4) to increase the internal
capability of the district to generate, study, implement, and adapt
initiatives, freeing the district from dependence on outside consult-
ants and initiatives.

Any of the seven components listed above would constitute a
major school-improvement program. The size of the effort, and its
combination of provision of resources and increases in faculty deci-
sion-making, made the Inner City Program one of the most thorough-
going efforts undertaken by any school system. It was not a narrow-
gauge strategy, depending on one “quick-fix” scheme for school
renewal, but a broad, evolving effort designed to institutionalize
better conditions for students and staff alike and to make the system
amenable to further efforts generated both by faculties and by system
planners.

From a national perspective, the most important issue is that the
Inner City Initiative represents a test of the resiliency of inner-city
schools: Can these inner-city schools absorb the components de-
scribed above and integrate and adapt them to their particular circum-
stances? Thus, the examination of what these schools did and did not
do provides some important lessons on school change.
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A number of lessons were learned during the two years—lessons
derived from both successes attained and problems encountered. The
first four lessons are general and apply to the entire effort. The
remaining lessons relate to specific components. All are derived from
a combination of clinical experience with the schools and from data
collected on the state of the implementation of the initiatives, com-
bined with information culled from district records.
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Lesson One: The schools have been able to deal with the com-
plex of initiatives—not perfectly, but in such a way that each of them
has made substantial progress in several areas.

Lesson Two: For each initiative, there are some outstanding
implementations, ones that have greatly improved the learning envi-
ronment of the students at school, at home, or both. All schools made
progress in the initiative, but the variance was considerable.

Lesson Three: All the initiatives required substantial amounts of
technical assistance and facilitation for every school. Faculties were
asked to do many things that were new to them. The successes
occurred when teachers and administrators set out to learn how to do
new things. The lowest levels of implementation occurred where
personnel thought they could innovate without having to learn or
where insufficient technical assistance was available.

Lesson Four: In the long run, both technical support and facili-
tation must come from within the district. The emerging cadre of
teachers is one possible mechanism, but substantial changes in cen-
tral-office behavior are needed to utilize such a cadre. Probably a
substantial reorganization of central-office personnel is needed. In a
large school district, there is a tendency for personnel assigned to the
central office to be overwhelmed by the bureaucratic tasks of keeping
the system running, and they can quickly lose touch with the schools.
Also, they have a tendency to believe that they “know” how to
manage change, when in fact very few people have been associated
with successful school-improvement efforts.

We believe that all central-office personnel need to be assigned to
schools and work part-time in them, probably as teammates with the
principals. The central office needs to be a community that studies
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change and school improvement. This did not happen in Inner City,
despite the fact the leadership of the project was centered in the office
of the superintendent. The project almost certainly will not last for
more than a few years, and the cadre will be used only sporadically
and will disband before long.
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Lesson Five: Just Read and Write. Two of the schools imple-
mented schoolwide efforts; one school developed a program that
varies by grade and teacher; and two schools were still learning how
to implement Just Read at the end of the third year. The most
successful faculties came to believe that any school can implement
Just Read. The faculties of the other schools believe it just can’t be
done in their schools. They assign the reason to the character of the
community and the children. We believe the reason is that those
faculties could not develop the degree of social organization neces-
sary to mount a coordinated effort.

Central-office personnel learned nothing about how to help the
schools implement Just Read. They were generally unavailable to
participate in the training and support tasks with the consultants. The
central-office folks tended to accept the differences in implementa-
tion among the schools as effects of differences in the neighborhoods.
If a faculty said they could or couldn’t do Just Read, the central-office
personnel assigned the capability to a predisposition for parents to
cooperate or not cooperate. In fact, the demographic differences
among schools were small. All the neighborhoods are desperately
poor, dangerous places to live, riven by ethnic and racial discord.

Because Just Read emphasizes reading at home, there has prob-
ably been a substantial change in the home life of the children where
it was well implemented. According to baseline data, nearly all the
children did not read at home at all before the program was estab-
lished. Students at one of the successful schools celebrated the read-
ing of 30,000 books during the last 6 months of its first-year imple-
mentation (an average of 40 per child). In addition, kindergarten
children took home a book each night for their parents to read to
them, which made radical changes in the adult-child relationships in
the beginning school year. Based on earlier studies of Just Read, each
child in this school read several times more books each year, on
average, than did the average child from school districts serving the
children from much higher SES homes.
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 In a second school’s successful implementation, 20,000 books
were read, more than 20 per child, during a 6-month period.

In the school with uneven implementation, reading at home
ranged from an average of more than 10 books per month for each
student in one class (the average child in that class was reading nearly
100 books per year, nearly all of them at home) to virtually no books
in several classes. The uneven implementation was instructive: the
low-implementing teachers believed that the parents would not coop-
erate, despite the fact that those same parents or their neighbors were
cooperating with the teacher across the hall. In fact, if the low-
implementing teachers simply tried the process, the amounts of at-
home reading by their students would rise quickly.

Lesson Six: Tutoring. This is another component where imple-
mentation varied widely. The most important lesson here is from one
school that demonstrated that neighborhood parents and others can be
recruited, trained, and organized to the point where about 500 of its
950 students experienced daily tutoring for at least one six-week
period.

Some of the other schools made substantial progress with tutor-
ing, but did not achieve the same level of implementation as did the
school referred to above despite the fact that the tutoring was re-
garded as a success by the faculties. In the low-implementing schools,
an effort to recruit and train tutors would be made, appear to be
making headway, and then be allowed to languish until the consult-
ants persuaded the principals and faculties to revive the initiative
again. Looking back, we believe that successful implementation of
the tutoring component requires direct leadership by the principal,
assisted by other personnel who are willing to make aggressive
contact with the parents and community. Their efforts must be ac-
companied by an extensive orientation of all faculty members about
the purposes of the program and the most effective techniques for
using the tutors.

The central-office personnel stood aloof from the tutoring pro-
gram. Most of them did not believe that parents in these neighbor-
hoods could be recruited as tutors, partly because they believe there
are too few parents who are both interested and literate. The fact that
some schools did so well with the tutoring component did not change
these beliefs.

Lesson Seven: Take-Home Computers. Two school faculties
implemented exceptional “take-home” programs and demonstrated
what can be done with two very different approaches. One school
purchased a number of portable Macintoshes and worked out a
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system to recruit and train parents, who then received computers for
several weeks, after which another group of parents were cycled into
the process. Eight training cycles were completed. Altogether, about
a quarter of the student body of nearly 1,200 had a computer in the
home for six to eight weeks during the school year.

Parents and children were enthusiastic. The program made con-
tact with a large number of parents who previously were isolated
from the school. Importantly, all the computers are still intact and
operating, despite the fears of many persons who felt that they would
be damaged, lost, or stolen.

The second take-home approach employed the “Josten” program,
which was modified to be similar to the program described above,
except that the Josten organization conducted the training and main-
tained the computers. Six- to eight-week cycles were maintained for
about 20 computers. Parents literally stood in line for the opportunity
to participate. Altogether, about 180 of the 1,000 students in this
school, plus their siblings and parents, had a computer at home for
one of the cycles.

The take-home component appears to be viable. The successes
indicate that it can be implemented, will increase parent involvement,
and is popular with all concerned. Both of the success stories were in
schools with populations generally thought to be very difficult to
reach. The knowledge exists to implement it in any school.

Unfortunately, central-office staff who could work with other
school faculties to implement a similar program did not study what
was happening. From its initiation, they dismissed the take-home
program as a viable component of the school-renewal initiative be-
cause they believed the computers would be stolen. Evidence to the
contrary had no effect on their beliefs. After two years of success,
without loss of a single computer, central-office personnel expressed
the same opinions they held at the beginning.

Lesson Eight: Computers for In-School Use. The technology
initiative refurbished the schools’ computer laboratories and pro-
vided computers and “teacher work stations” in the classrooms. This
initiative significantly upgraded the use of technology by Inner City
students.

To appreciate the initiative fully, one needs to assess the state of
computer use in the schools before it was made. One school had no
computer use at all when the initiative began. For technical reasons,
its computer lab was out of service, and only two or three of its
teachers knew anything about the computer as a device, let alone how
to use it instructionally. One school had a lab, with a well-qualified
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director, that served the students once each week, but only two or
three of the other teachers were acquainted with the instructional uses
of computers. Two other schools were in about the same shape as that
one, but their labs did not function as well. There was only one
school, which had several ongoing computer projects, where a major-
ity of the faculty were computer users and where half of the class-
rooms had computers for use during the regular instructional day.

Now, all the computer laboratories have been upgraded, and most
of the students in all five schools have competence in word-process-
ing and some other basic computer functions. Nearly all the teachers
have knowledge of the computer and basic instructional functions
related to it. About one-fifth of the teachers make some use of work-
stations and panels that permit large-group instruction, and databases
on CD ROM disks are coming into use.

Much remains to be done. Many problems have to be solved
before it can be said that every child will be computer literate and that
all teachers will be using the available technology effectively for
instruction. However, these five schools went from far below the
national average in computer technology to average, or above the
nation’s average, in one short year. In passing, we note that the
accomplishment in this area is a real student-achievement gain, albeit
one not currently measured by state or national testing programs.
Computer literacy is a legitimate student-achievement goal, whether
or not it increases achievement in the traditional core areas of the
curriculum.

Lesson Nine: The Extended Year. All five schools imple-
mented this component. Perhaps the most interesting information
comes from the effort of the middle school. Its teachers, led by two or
three who have become outstanding instructional leaders, created a
curriculum that includes cross-disciplinary instruction, team teach-
ing, lengthened instructional periods, and active models of teaching.
At the end of the second year, nearly one-third (160) of the students
were participating. Parent and student demand for the program has
been excellent, and parent involvement in enrolling students has been
far above expectations—another plus for the overall program, bring-
ing parents closer to the school and involving them more actively in
promoting the education of their children.

Lesson Ten: The Study of Instruction. Not without difficulty,
the faculties of each of the five schools were assembled and received
instruction on several models of teaching designed to generate coop-
erative classrooms, involve students actively in productive and cre-
ative thinking, and increase student achievement in general.
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Following the general training, faculties were organized into
study groups to implement these instructional methods and study
their effects on student learning.

Faculties differed widely in their patterns of implementation, and
use of the teaching strategies varied considerably within each school.
One school developed its own cadre of teachers who studied the
teaching models and then offered training to their colleagues. From a
socioprofessional point of view, this school’s method has many
advantages. Nevertheless, implementation is a slow process, even in
this school, though it may be that the institutionalization of the study
of teaching may endure in such a collaborative setting.

The middle school reached the point where about 15 percent of its
instructional time was generated through the study of new teaching
strategies, but individual faculty use varied from regular and consis-
tent use to almost no use. Student achievement, indicated by grades,
varied according to the level of teacher implementation. The students
of the high- and middle-implementation teachers received grades at
the end of the second year 0.3 higher than the students of the lowest
implementing teachers. The students of the high-implementation
teachers received an average grade of 2.02 compared to an average
grade of 1.72 for students in the classes of the low-using teachers.
Using grades as a criterion, achievement rose in the classrooms of the
low-using teachers. Before the initiatives, the “average grade” for the
whole school was below 1.50.

In one elementary school, the kindergarten through grade 2
teachers were the highest users, the grade 3 to 5 teachers were uneven
(some high and some low users), and the grade 6 teachers rarely used
the new teaching strategies. In this school, CTBS scores were avail-
able for the spring 1992 and spring 1993 testing periods, and the
patterns of student scores directly reflect the patterns of teacher
implementation of the teaching strategies.

The grade 1 and 2 scores indicate a dramatic upward trend. In
terms of median scores, they are as follows:
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• In reading, the 1993 first-grade median score was at the 41st
percentile of the state, compared to the 20th percentile in 1992.

• In “total language,” the 1993 median was at the 48th percentile,
compared to the 27th in 1992.

• In mathematics, the 1993 median was at the 44th percentile,
compared with the 29th in 1992.
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• In reading, the 1993 median was at the 23rd percentile, com-
pared with the 9th percentile in 1992.

• In “total language,” the 1993 median was at the 19th percentile,
compared with the 5th in 1992.

• In mathematics, the 1993 median was at the 42nd percentile,
compared with the 8th in 1992.
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• The overall results were not significantly different between
1992 and 1993, though some classes showed an upward trend
and others showed a downward trend.

!��	�����	 �'

• The results revealed a decline of about 20 percentile points in
each of the three areas (reading, total language, and mathemat-
ics).

Implementation is the key. Powerful instructional strategies, when
implemented, produce student achievement. The high-implementa-
tion classrooms made progress in student achievement in the first
year of the initiatives. The grade 1 students in the school whose data
are referred to above were approximately average for the state in
1993 and thus began their school life with an even break. The second-
graders were on the move also. Whether this trend continues will
depend on strong efforts to achieve implementation across the grades
and classes.
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Substantial changes have been brought about. The example of
Inner City demonstrates that curricular initiatives can be made rap-
idly when a district breaks away from the usual set of school-
improvement strategies and generates initiatives that school faculties
can pick up and implement with respect to their situations. Inner-city
schools, despite their problems, are not fragile. They can make many
changes rapidly.

School faculties will implement initiatives variably, but as the
spectrum in Inner City reveals, they can do outstanding work, and,
when properly nurtured, they can rapidly change dismal records of
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student learning in some of our toughest educational settings. “Suc-
cess for All,” the Schenley initiative, the River City program, and
now the Inner City program are all demonstrating what can be done
and be done quickly.

However, such changes do not create a self-renewing organiza-
tion. The development of a coherent plan and evidence of successes
had a negligible effect on the attitudes of many teachers and adminis-
trators and the way they conduct business. Successes in implement-
ing components such as Just Read, tutoring, or the take-home com-
puter program did not alter the beliefs or behaviors of central-office
personnel, and student-achievement gains did not affect them either.

Information indicating lack of success of a program or practice
did not affect behavior either. Instead of saying, “This area needs
more attention,” the tendency was to give up on the area. For ex-
ample, the attitude “Can’t do anything with sixth graders. It’s just too
late to help them” had become culturally acceptable both to express
and to practice. Essentially, we believe that there is a culture of
failure, of hopelessness, in which some school faculties as organiza-
tions operate much like individuals with poor self-concepts.

Many school-improvement strategies have tried to affect the
organization by concentrating on changing governance structures.
We believe that democracy is essential, as are the creation of clear
initiatives accompanied by strong technical assistance and staff de-
velopment. However, the kind of democracy created in a culture of
failure is likely to be a perverse and negative one.

We believe the school-improvement process needs to concen-
trate on the study of the social dynamic of the organization and on the
attitudes generated by it, so that people can take hold of the negativ-
ism that presently dominates some settings and build the kind of
climate that engenders self-actualization. As most schools-as-organi-
zations are structured and most programs of staff development con-
ducted, high achievements and successes fade away as the adults
strive to survive psychologically in an environment that is very hard
for them to live in. It may be that we will have to create a corps of
social therapists to continue the inquiry into school renewal, but if we
have to do so, let’s get on with it.
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The history of inner-city schools in the United States has been a
tragedy for several decades. Administrative initiatives, such as the
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categorical programs, have not ameliorated the situation very much.
Yet we have ample evidence that intensive school-improvement
programs can make a big difference in the lives of students. The
tragedy now would be to deny the successes that have been achieved
or to believe that their lessons are not pertinent because they were not
“perfect” programs.

And, let’s remember, our kids need to be placed first. Currently,
adult concerns and negative attitudes about what is possible for our
children overwhelm the successes, so that successes with children in
classrooms, schools, and districts across this country do not stand out
as beacons to guide further efforts.

So, what’s our final lesson from Inner City at this point in our
school-renewal journey? The urban schools can do it! Reform, that is.
Ron Edmonds’ ringing question “How many do you have to see?”
and his assertion that real change will be more a matter of political
and social will are clearer and clearer as truths.

Now, let’s move into our last story, of a school/university col-
laborative where shared decision-making, student learning, and ac-
tion research were the unifying actions for participation.



F O R E T A S T E

ACTION NETWORK

In a Southeastern state, the faculties of  60 schools
worked to build shared governance and generate
schoolwide action research. Technical assistance was
provided to leadership teams through workshops, an
information-retrieval system, and a yearly onsite visit.
For six years, the progress of schools in Action Network
has been studied.

The successful schools made schoolwide initiatives
during their first year of participation and learned to
study the effects on student learning early in the process.
Schools that did not cohere early tended to become
“stuck.’’ Not surprisingly, principal leadership was
critical in changing governance and establishing the
action-research process. Changes in leadership could
adversely affect the process very quickly even after
schools had been doing well for several years.

Nearly all the most successful schools drew on
external technical assistance in governance and action
research. The importance of technical assistance is so
great that fairly accurate predictions of success can be
made by knowing whether schools do or do not reach
out for and find  experienced consultants and form an
extensive and intensive relationship with them.
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THE ACTION NETWORK:
ACTION RESEARCH ON ACTION
RESEARCH
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Some of us believe that schoolwide action research is a full-service
model for school renewal. To test this belief, we look at what happens
in schools that are seriously engaged in conducting action research.
What areas are selected for exploration by the faculty as a unit? What
do faculties do with the schoolwide action-research process? Does
collective inquiry by teachers and administrators develop in a deep,
meaningful way? Does collective inquiry foster increases in indi-
vidual inquiry? Do changes occur in the educational environment,
and, if so, do those changes affect student learning, and in what
manner? These are a few of the questions we investigate as we
conduct action research within the Georgia League of Professional
Schools.

In this chapter we report the findings from several years of study
of the approximately 60 member schools of the League. We reflect on
the interaction between action research and the culture of schooling,
report the results of our attempts to improve technical assistance to
schools adopting action research as their route to school renewal, and
make recommendations for future study and practice.

As you follow our inquiry, you will find many instances of
success, both in making changes in the workplace and in making
initiatives that have positive effects on students. What we most hope
to share, however, are the increments of insight we have had into the
nature of the cultural change necessary if schools are to become
learning communities for educators as well as for students. Our
understanding is limited, but our five-year inquiry has given us a
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clearer focus on the cultural frameworks—the perceptual lenses—
that teachers and administrators use as they approach school im-
provement. We also see more clearly the ways those lenses change as
inquiry-based school renewal is achieved.
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Schoolwide action research is, at the core, simply cooperative,
disciplined inquiry by school faculties acting as a collective. A group
of people, in this case the staff of an educational institution, try to
improve practice in a fashion that borrows some of the tools of the
behavioral sciences and puts them to work in the service of the
school. The group studies the environment, focusing particularly on
student learning as a product of curriculum and instruction. Hypoth-
eses are developed in the form of theses about how particular changes
in the learning environment will help the students learn better. The
changes are made and the effects studied. Then, the process is re-
peated.

When the process is well established, faculties have created a
self-renewing organization that supports their future work and their
study of its effects on the lives of students. And the educational
environment has changed not only for the students but for the faculty
as well. The Georgia League and its school faculties strive to work in
this manner to change their workplace and generate informed demo-
cratic action for school renewal.
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Fifty years ago Kurt Lewin, who generated the early formula-
tions of action research to improve organizations, and Stephen Corey,
who was the chief advocate for the use of action research in educa-
tion, knew that cultural change would occur from the process and,
indeed, had to occur if the process were to succeed (Lewin 1947,
1948; Corey 1953). They knew that most organizations could not
conduct good action research (or successfully absorb or adapt to
technological changes) unless the culture of the organization was
changed by the process, enabling innovation to occur. They believed
that persons working in and responsible for organizations were not
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using data to inform practice or engaging in collective study of the
goals of the organization.

Lewin and Corey promoted action research not just to help
industry and education become more efficient and effective, but
because they wished to change the status quo of behaviors and
interactions within the organization and to break the cycles of inertia
by creating an entirely different kind of organization. For the benefit
of both workers and clients, Lewin and Corey wanted our schools and
other institutions to develop a culture of continuous study and self-
renewal.

This continuous, collective inquiry is the core of the self-renew-
ing organization; yet creating inquiry-oriented schools has been diffi-
cult. There are powerful internal and external forces that lead people
to accept schools as they are and to support the status quo, however
unsuccessful it may be for many students and staff members. It is
easy to see how such attitudes might discourage educators from
innovating.

Cultural control operates from within the walls of the school and
from without. Many citizens would say schools were invented for the
transmission of the primary culture, for control of youth, and for
ensuring acquaintance with long-valued content. These beliefs about
the purposes of schools and this readiness to accept how they are
operated have been amazingly stable across the years among both
educators and the general public. We must ask ourselves if this
stability has inhibited the development of healthy dissonance neces-
sary for changing behavioral norms. As uncomfortable as it is to say,
collective inquiry, including the study of teaching and learning, is an
innovation that assaults the norms of most schools.

Past and present action-research scholars provide conceptual
structures that the members of an organization can use to work
together and carry out inquiry (Lewin; Corey; Glickman 1990; Calhoun
1994; Ainscow, Hopkins, and West 1994). However, the focus of the
inquiry is up to the members of each organization, making it a self-
determining, “inside-out” strategy for school improvement. Never-
theless, phrases like “inside-out,” “bottom-up,” “teacher empower-
ment,” and “site-based decision-making” do not quite capture the
reality of what faculties in League schools experience as schoolwide
action research encounters the traditional norms of the culture of
schooling.



���
 
 
 
������
���
�����

������
 �������
��
 �
��	
����
��
 �����

���������
 ��
 �����
 �������

Schoolwide action research is a strategy for “school-based” or
“site-based” school improvement. However, the literature on action
research emphasizes processes for making synchronous changes in
both the culture of the school and the process of education. Much of
the literature on the site-based movement emphasizes the removal of
organizational barriers to change, with the thesis that cultural and
curricular/instructional quality will improve as a consequence. The
implicit argument is that teachers already have the skills and tools to
build a better organization and to educate students more effectively
and that they will exercise these tools once the offending constraints
are removed.

An oft-heard comment related to school-based-improvement strat-
egies such as action research goes something like this: “If school
improvement were just turned over to the folks in each school,
inhibitions to school improvement would disappear, and schools and
the education of students could improve immediately.” We have two
serious misgivings about the assumptions underpinning such com-
ments.

First, we do not believe that teachers and principals are currently
withholding their competence classroom by classroom or school by
school. We believe that most teachers and principals are engaging in
the best practices in their current repertoire, and we believe that
teachers currently have more control over instruction, the major
factor schools have control over for improving student learning, than
anyone else in the educational system.

Second, the rhetoric surrounding the “turn it all over to the
schools” stance generally recommends fewer constraints on practice,
changes in the unhealthy work setting, and more power for teachers;
relatively little is said about how to help faculties transform them-
selves from “what is” to “what can be.” Despite the clamor of
numerous reform movements, normative behaviors in classrooms
and schools have been very stable for at least the last 30 years.
Promising initiatives—whether they originated at the school, the
district, the state, or the national level—have often dissolved as they
encountered these norms (Goodlad and Klein 1970, Lortie 1975,
Little 1982, Goodlad 1984, David and Peterson 1984, Stiegelbauer
and Anderson 1992, Muncey and McQuillan 1993).
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In the “real world” of school and district implementation,
schoolwide action research collides with the traditional norms of the
culture of schooling: a faculty that chooses the action-research route
will find that the norms that govern professional interaction will
change radically and that part of the challenge of school renewal is to
use the structure of the action-research process to generate new
cultural norms around teaching and learning.

As faculties agree to engage in action research, they need to
understand that they are actually asking themselves to change. Many
of us want better schools, but think it will happen if others change:
students, colleagues, principals, district-office personnel, parents, the
community. Or, we look for new structures that will make the differ-
ence: new discipline codes, new ways of scheduling, different ways
of assessing performance. Essentially, we look around ourselves,
whereas we are the ones who have to change if student learning is to
be affected.

If educational history provides any guidance, there are no com-
prehensive programs, no encompassing innovations, no degree of
strategic planning, and no amount of money that will bring about the
schools that many of us want. Only changes in our behavior will
create better learning/living places for our students and for ourselves.
Thus, to embrace action research is to embrace growth for ourselves.

Faculties as societies are no different from other social groups in
that they have mechanisms, albeit tacit ones, for protecting the nor-
mative patterns that regulate interaction and make life predictable for
their members. An important normative feature of schools is priva-
tism. Despite the existence of curriculum guides and the contempo-
rary processes in most school districts for involving large numbers of
teachers in the writing of those guides, ultimately the curriculum—
what is taught and how it is taught—is the province of teachers
working alone.

To embrace schoolwide action research is to agree that the faculty
will create a democratic decision-making organization in which ev-
eryone is involved in collecting, analyzing, and sharing information;
thinking through directions for actions; acting; and examining the
effects. Deciding to embrace democracy is a decision to exchange the
individualistic norms within which most schools have operated for
the norms of collective decision-making and collective action. Thus,
to tell the story of the introduction of action research to a school is to
describe an attempt to rebuild the normative structures of the small
societies we call school faculties.
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The Georgia League of Professional Schools is a school/univer-
sity collaborative formed to support school renewal. In 1989, the
Program for School Improvement at the University of Georgia in-
vited schools throughout the state to join a self-governed affiliation of
schools held together by common goals and processes (Glickman,
Allen, and Lunsford 1994). Schools volunteer to join. Schools inter-
ested in affiliating with the League send a team that includes building
administrators, teachers (the majority), and, if the team wishes, repre-
sentatives from their district office, to a two-day orientation and
planning workshop.

The workshop focuses on shared governance, teaching and learn-
ing, and action research. The rationale for each operational premise is
explained. For example, shared governance or democratic decision-
making is used to tap the collective wisdom resident onsite in any
school and the collective energy needed to bring about major school
change. Student learning and instruction are emphasized because
“teaching” is the major work of the school. And action research is the
mechanism for making a problem-solving approach to life a normal
way of doing business in schools for the benefit of both educators and
students. If, after the workshop, team members believe that affiliation
with the League can help their school move forward, they take this
information back to the staff at their school.

A school is accepted into the League when 80 percent of its
faculty have voted (by secret ballot) to join. In their letter of applica-
tion for membership, representatives of the school sign a commit-
ment letter that specifies activities university staff agree to provide
and activities the school agrees to pursue (shared governance, in-
structional initiatives that promote student learning, and action re-
search). Despite this process, faculties vary greatly in the extent to
which they recognize the cultural implications of the journey they are
beginning. For many faculty members, the reality of action research
doesn’t become clear until they have engaged in it.

The university commits to provide five services to League mem-
bers:

1. Four days of meetings during each membership year, prima-
rily focused on shared decision-making and the conduct of
action research, including the sharing of progress by the
schools.
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2. An Information Retrieval System that provides articles, re-
search information, and resource connections.

3. A “network exchange” newsletter.
4. Telephone consultations with League staff.
5. A one-day, onsite visit by a facilitator. The visit is followed

by a report to the school that describes the facilitator’s percep-
tion of the current status of shared governance in the school,
its focus on student learning and instruction, and action re-
search in the school.

In addition, schools have free access to summer institutes on
team building and action research and additional onsite consultations,
which some schools actively seek. (See Calhoun and Glickman 1993
and Calhoun and Allen 1994 for an overview of the technical support
in action research provided to League schools.)

As of January 1995, the League included 60 elementary and
secondary schools in Georgia. Eighteen of these 60 schools have been
League members for 5 years; 17 for 4 years; 16 for 3 years; and nine
for 1 year. Resulting from deliberations by the League Congress
about the use of resources and the nature of colleagueship within the
League, membership was closed for 1993-94 but opened again in 94-
95.

School faculties tend to rejoin the League. Current members
include 75 percent of the schools that joined the League in 1990, 81
percent of the schools that joined in 1991, and 80 percent of the
schools that joined the League in 1992. (See Appendix, Table A-1,
for membership figures for 1990-94.)

Although the Program for School Improvement at the University
of Georgia initiated the League, representatives from the schools
have been organized to take over its governance. The members of this
representative group, called the Congress, now determine the ser-
vices that are provided, develop policies, and set membership fees
(stable at $1,000 per year per school).
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The focus is on improvement in three domains. One is the
betterment of the organization’s problem-solving ability. With re-
peated cycles of action research, the faculty as a collegial group
learns to work together to identify problems and solve them. Second
is improvement in curriculum and instruction. Third is equity for
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students through schoolwide implementation. For example, if the
faculty studies the writing process in order to offer better instruc-
tional opportunities for students, the intent is that all students benefit,
not just those taught by a few faculty members. Thus, in an area of
common concern or interest, every classroom and every teacher are
involved in collective study and regular assessment of effects on
students. As they strive for schoolwide growth, faculty members may
involve students and parents, and even the general community, in
data collection and interpretation and in the selection of options for
action.

The collective inquiry roughly follows this cyclical pattern: The
faculty selects the area of interest or concern; collects, organizes,
and interprets onsite and external data related to this area; and takes
action based on this information (Calhoun 1991, Glickman 1990).
The phases of the process overlap inherently. Action researchers
constantly retrace their steps and revisit earlier phases before (or
while) going forward again. This collective inquiry into the work of
school professionals (teaching) and its effects on students (learning
and development) is a “rolling,” cyclical process that serves as
formative evaluation of initiatives undertaken by the school commu-
nity (Calhoun 1994).

The collective decision to select an area of focus and to develop
a data-collection process in the chosen area is an essential element of
the action-research process and one that involves a considerable
change in practice. Collectively exploring a substantive area of the
teaching/learning process generates social and technical problems in
most schools. To move forward with their exploration and their
vision of what is possible, faculties have to solve problems. For
example, each faculty must learn how to work together as a collective
unit, learn how to select just one or two areas for common study from
among the many possible areas of focus, learn how to use the varied
perspectives that individuals bring to the exploration, and learn how
to select from among the many possible tools available to support
disciplined inquiry.

In most American schools, each teacher alone assesses his or her
students’ progress through the year. Formative evaluation of progress
as a collective activity of the faculty is rare. Standardized tests are
used by many faculties and leadership teams for summative evalua-
tion, but even the results of those are not analyzed intensively or
diagnostically and hence are not used for decision-making by the
faculty as a collective body. To conduct action research for school
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renewal, faculties need to structure routines for continuous data
collection and interpretation of those data to analyze progress and
make informed decisions.

The introduction of these uses of information involves a continu-
ous confrontation with data in a fashion that changes normative
practice. For instance, consider what happens when a faculty concen-
trates for a while on disciplinary actions. Teachers gather data on
referrals, detentions, and suspensions for a live, week-to-week ex-
amination. Then they take action to reduce the amount of energy
spent on control through punitive actions. The result is that they have
structured part of their work time to look at data in an area of common
concern. Traditionally, these regular encounters with the current
status of behavior and performance and the regular reports of progress
or lack of it have been more common by teachers as individuals; they
are uncommon by teachers working as faculties.

The collective nature of schoolwide action research may require
individuals to reconcile previously unexplored differences. One of
the silent joys of working alone for many of us is that “we are in
charge,” and even if we are not in complete control of what happens,
we are at least “in charge of what it means.” Whether behind the
classroom door or office door or as an individual teacher-researcher,
when we are working alone or as sole “adult,” we have little disagree-
ment about the interpretation of the data, the explanation of the
results, or the instructional or curricular actions we decide to take.

In contrast, when working with colleagues, we must deal with
other individuals who have their interpretations of data, their own
explanations, and their ideas about actions to take. Some of these
interpretations, explanations, and actions will be similar to ours;
others may be radically different. Part of learning how to conduct
action research—and how to live as a community—is how to proceed
with collective action when our perceptions and our ideas about
promising actions are not congruent with those of our colleagues.

Here is a case in point. Recently, we observed a school where the
faculty “discovered” that reports of “tardiness” approached 300 a day
in a student population of 800. Those “demerits” accumulated into
penalties that included more than 100 suspensions from school each
year.

Confronted with those data, the faculty realized the amount of
cumulative energy they were expending and the sizable loss of
instructional time by so many students. Reaction and concern were
inevitable. Members offered proposals ranging from a Draconian
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increase in penalties to a verbal campaign that confronted the stu-
dents with the problem. Some faculty members wanted to “do noth-
ing,” believing that the situation was just a product of human nature.

When a campaign was mounted and “tardies” dropped almost
immediately to about 50 per day, the faculty was “confronted” with
success and collective efficacy. Again, there were different interpre-
tations of the success. Some, believing that total success was pos-
sible, wanted to redouble the efforts and strive to reduce tardies to
zero. Some, believing the problem had been solved, wanted to stop
the initiative. Some, angry that they had been proved wrong, wanted
to ventilate their frustration.

This “data-confrontation” process, conflicting as it does with the
normative ways of doing business, can generate discomfort until
faculties become accustomed to using it as part of their “reality
check” on what is happening in their school and on the effects of
actions they are taking. However, unless the confrontation-with-data
routine gets established, problem definition is virtually impossible,
making the selection of actions haphazard and the tracking of progress
a matter of impressions rather than a healthy examination of what is,
or is not, being accomplished.

As we study action research in League schools, the task of
selecting an area for collective exploration; the processes of data
collection, interpretation, and use; and the actions and innovations
selected for collective pursuit have important places in our inquiry.

The remainder of this chapter is a brief overview of the study of
action research in League schools, summaries of findings in response
to the three guiding questions listed below, shared thoughts about the
magnitude of the tasks action-research schools face culturally, results
of action-research studies that sought to apply the findings of the
earlier League studies, and suggestions for facilitating schoolwide
action research.
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For five years, beginning with the inception of the League in
1990, the staff at the University of Georgia has conducted a formative
study of the development of the action-research process in its mem-
ber schools and shared the results with university and school person-
nel and the larger professional community.
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The “big” question we study is “How are schools using action
research?” This question, in turn, encompasses many “smaller” ques-
tions: Does it get implemented? Do parts of it get implemented? What
causes problems? Do schools that are more successful with it share
common characteristics? Are faculties implementing the technical
and social innovations that are blended into the action-research pro-
cess? Does action research become a series of collective activities to
be checked off a list or does it become part of routine collective
inquiry around common goals and concerns?

Because data collection and analysis are essential parts of action-
research, our first League study on action research (Calhoun 1991)
focused on the types of data collected by schools and how they used
this information. In the second study (Calhoun 1992), we continued
to examine data collection but expanded the scope to include the
behaviors of faculties. The third study (Calhoun and Glickman 1993)
focused on successes, difficulties, and concerns that arise as school
staff learn to use onsite data and information from the literature to
select collective actions and assess effects. The fourth study (Calhoun
and Allen 1994) focused on the effects of action research on students
and on the cultural environment of the school.

In the next few pages, findings from these four studies are
gathered around three questions. Responses to Questions 1 and 2
relate primarily to what happened during the action-research process;
responses to Question 3 relate primarily to the effects of action
research on students.

1. What do faculties select as an area for collective exploration
or improvement?

2. What has been the nature of data collection and utilization?
3. What are the effects on students?

�������
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Three primary data sources were used in each of the four studies.
The action plans generated by the schools constituted one source. The
second consisted of reports by university-based and school-based
facilitators, especially the reports developed from interviews con-
ducted during visits to the sites and observations of meetings held
during those visits. The third was made up of documents provided by
the schools, such as examples of data they collected and shared.
Secondary sources included records from League files on the use of
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the information-retrieval system; records of attendance at meetings
and workshops; files of queries for information; and proceedings
from meetings.

For each year’s study cited above, all three types of primary data
relevant to the major foci of the investigation have been available for
about 80 percent of the schools. However, the amount and quality of
data are somewhat uneven. The amount and depth of information
provided by the schools vary considerably. Also, even though facili-
tators use standardized protocols, interview questions, and outlines
for the onsite visits and reports, the facilitators are not “standard
issue” and the opportunity to collect data varies from place to place
and visit to visit.

Over the years, the technical, analytical work of the League
research team has been largely a matter of a series of content analyses
of the three primary data sources and of archival data and protocols
from interviews and observations beyond those collected during the
onsite visits.

We discuss what we are finding and ask clarifying questions of
one another and of our colleagues in the schools. Then we do more
counting and reflection. We are engaged in action research; there-
fore, we are especially interested in information indicating changes
needed in immediate practice and in forming hypotheses to test
through future League actions. At regular intervals, we try to stand
back from it all—from the daily activities of keeping everything
going and from the specifics of our data—and figure out where we are
in this inquiry and what we are learning about school renewal and
about ourselves as facilitators.
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Tables A-2, A-3, and A-4 in the Appendix provide basic demo-
graphic data. With respect to each characteristic—location, size,
percentage of students receiving wholly or partly subsidized lunches,
and percentage of “minority” students—there is a considerable range.
League schools are urban, rural, and suburban; are large and small;
contain various proportions of minorities; and serve many combina-
tions of economic strata.

Moreover, one characteristic does not predict another. The eco-
nomically poor and minorities are distributed among the urban, rural,
and suburban areas. There are large elementary schools and small
high schools. Within the League, one cannot predict the characteris-
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tics of the next member by examining these data, but one can predict
that the next 10 members will represent many demographic patterns.

The schools whose experiences are shared in the following find-
ings joined the League as cohort groups in 1990, 1991, and 1992.
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These findings are organized around three topics: (1) selecting a
common goal or priority area for study, (2) the nature of data collec-
tion and use, and (3) the effects on students.
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The focus on student learning through the study of curriculum
and instruction was stressed during the initial orientation provided to
help League schools decide whether to join, was reiterated in the
letter of commitment signed by a representative of the school, and has
been emphasized throughout the technical-assistance process.

League staff encourage faculties to select an area or concern that
relates directly to student learning and that has strong face validity—
one behind which almost every faculty member would affirm, “Yes,
this is critically important for us to study.” In this section we discuss
the selection of areas of focus during the first four years of member-
ship.

This information on Phase 1 of the action-research process was
gleaned largely from the action plans developed by 52 of the 54
member schools during the 1993-94 school year. The analysis of the
action plans was confirmed in general by the analysis of the reports
developed by the facilitators. The 52 schools had been members from
two to four years. Insufficient information was available from the
other two schools.

For 1993-94, 24 of the 52 schools were focusing directly on
student learning or on changes in curriculum/instruction. They were
emphasizing one of three areas of emphasis: student learning goals,
such as “improving the quality of student writing” (composition),
changes in instruction, such as “implementing whole language”; and
changes in curriculum, such as “designing new units in mathemat-
ics.” Here is the distribution of schools across these three focus areas:



�!�
 
 
 
������
���
�����

• Student learning goals—11 school faculties expressed the fo-
cus of their collective work in terms of investigating/changing
some aspect of student learning or performance.

• Changes in instruction—10 school faculties expressed the fo-
cus of their collective work in terms of changing some aspect of
instruction.

• Changes in curriculum—three school faculties expressed the
focus of their collective work in terms of developing or refining
some aspect of curriculum.

The stated foci for the other 28 schools varied considerably.
Many had to do (1) with aspects of the climate of the school—such as
communication within the school, student motivation, developing
statements of core values, or creating a positive environment; (2) with
administrative matters such as scheduling; and (3) with developing
provisions for inclusion of special-education students.

Some of the schools that emphasized student-learning goals also
selected a common initiative to try to achieve gains, but more fre-
quently individuals and small groups selected their own initiatives, so
that a diverse, rather than unified, approach resulted.

Changes in curriculum and instruction were related to student
learning in about half the schools where the focus was on curriculum
and instruction. In the other half of the schools where faculties were
studying curriculum and instruction, the initiative itself was stated as
the goal (for example, “to implement cooperative learning”), but
there were no plans to collect data about the implementation of the
initiative or student responses to it.

Summary—Selection of Foci. Across four years, about one-
fourth of the League schools were able to establish a common stu-
dent-learning goal during their first year; about one-fourth more
during their second year; and a few more during the third year. The
remainder set goals and initiatives in areas peripheral to student
learning. Some of those eventually would leave the League.

The schools that made the most progress in using action research
to study student learning or curriculum and instruction focused their
goal(s) and/or initiative(s) around these areas early on—in their first
year of membership in the League. School faculties who set their
priorities in the general areas of climate, communication, or schedul-
ing in their first year were slow in moving toward curriculum and
instruction or student-learning goals in their second, third, or fourth
year.
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Each League faculty determines the questions it wishes to ex-
plore. The methodology used may be simple quantitative methods
such as counting instances of referrals and grades, more complex
quantitative methods including the disaggregation of data on achieve-
ment by gender and race/ethnicity, short-term qualitative studies of
student behavior, multiyear case studies, and combinations of short-
and long-term quantitative and qualitative methods.

When orienting the schools about data collection, the university
staff presented a variety of data sources and ways of handling infor-
mation. Without deprecating the use of standardized tests, the staff
pointed out that tracking student learning in a formative manner
required the use of information that could be collected regularly
during the school year, rather than once a year as a summation. The
staff suggested that regularly collected “existing” data—such as
grades, the results of curriculum-relevant tests, information about
disciplinary action, samples of writing, and other information that is
available in most schools—be mined and used to identify needs and
track progress. In addition, the staff recommended exploring “cre-
ative” means of studying the students, such as through student-
generated products, problem-solving activities, and cooperative en-
deavors.

The first question explored here is whether the faculties studied
student achievement and, if so, by what means. The presentation of
these data begins with schools who became members the first year of
the League and then proceeds to those who joined later, while con-
tinuing to follow the “charter” group. Table 6.1 presents data for 24
schools that joined the League in 1990. These data were taken from a
content analysis of their action-research plans and facilitator reports.
(In 1991, two of these schools—one elementary and one high school—
decided not to renew their membership.)

In January/February of their first year of membership, eight, or
one-third, of the schools specified the collection of student-achieve-
ment data as part of their action plans. By the end of the first year, 12
schools, or about half, specified the use of student-achievement data,
and that number remained essentially unchanged during the second
year. Data sources cited included standardized test data, letter grades
in courses, failure rates, overage/eligibility rosters, and standardized
assessments of reading and writing (for example, using basal tests or
state criterion-referenced test results). Schools entering the League
later behaved similarly: about one-half came to study student achieve-
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ment by some means during the year, and the number did not rise
much during the second year of membership.

Because the study of student learning is so critical to the action-
research process, the finding that half of these faculties developed
studies tracking student learning in the first two years is noteworthy.
In some cases, the analysis was only a faculty meeting spent poring
over standardized test data, but, cursory or not, these faculties were
trying to learn how to incorporate the study of student learning into
their repertoire.

Perhaps the most striking finding was that the schools that devel-
oped a focus on student learning or curriculum and instruction were
the same schools that collected data relative to student learning. The
other half neither collected learning-relevant data nor developed a
schoolwide student-learning focus. The remainder of this section
deals with data uses by those schools that developed a student-
learning-oriented focus and also collected some sort of data related to
student learning.

Table 6.2 presents information about use of data other than
summative standardized test results.

In their second year, the number of schools describing the collec-
tion of data other than standardized test results rose from 5 to 16.
These “other” information sources included samples of student writ-
ing, numbers of books read, retention figures, formative analysis of
student grades, and analysis of number and types of behavioral
problems. A few schools began to study student responses to instruc-
tion.
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          Dates of Action Plans

Jan/Feb 1990 May 1990 Feb 1991 May 1991

*N=24 N=24 N=21 N=22

Schools   8 13 12 13

___________________________________________________________________

* N indicates the number of school action plans available for
analysis.

T A B L E  6.1
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T A B L E  6.2

T A B L E  6.3
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          Dates of Action Plans

Jan/Feb 1990 May 1990 Feb 1991 May 1991

*N=24 N=24 N=21 N=22

Schools   5 7 8 16

____________________________________________________________________

* N indicates the number of school action plans available for
analysis.
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               Dates of Action Plans

Jan/Feb 1990 May 1990 Feb 1991 May 1991

*N=24 N=24 N=21 N=22

Schools   5 9 10 13

**Total
Citations   5 11 12 16

__________________________________________________________________

 * N indicates the number of school action plans available for
analysis.

** Some school faculties used more than one survey as part of their
data-gathering process.

The trend for schools entering the League later was similar—few
identified sources other than the results of standardized tests for
determining needs or assessing progress on their goals and/or initia-
tives during their first year of membership. During their second year,
however, approximately two-thirds of the schools broadened the
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types of data used. About a third have not broadened the base of data
collected during their several years with the League.

Table 6.3 presents the number of schools that collected informa-
tion on students’ experiences in school—information beyond grades
or fate-control measures such as suspensions and retentions.

Surveys of student attitudes and opinions, teachers’ estimates of
the social climate, and parent opinion gradually entered the picture,
until, by the end of the second year, about half the schools had added
surveys to their data-gathering. Also, the schools using survey meth-
ods gradually moved from very general questions such as “How do
you like the school?” to more specific requests for information such
as “Please describe your reaction to the proposed schedule changes.”
Some faculty members indicated that responses to the more specific
questions were more useful in making decisions and assessing the
effects of actions. The trends were clearly in the direction of more
data collection and more focused efforts.

How were the data used, once collected? Table 6.4 is taken from
facilitator reports at the end of the second year of League operation.
At that time, 21 schools were in their first year and 22 in their second
year of membership. Table 6.4 summarizes data use from 35 of these
43 schools (15 schools were first-year members; 20 were second-year
members).

T A B L E  6.4
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____________________________________________________________________

First-year Second-year Total
Status Members Members

No data collected 5 6 11 (31%)

Data collected and organized 6 7 13 (37%)

Data analyzed and interpreted 2 4 6 (17%)

Schoolwide actions taken 2 3 5 (14%)

_____________________________________________________________________

Total 15 20 35
         (99% rounded)

_______________________________________________________________
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The picture of data use in Table 6.4, combined with general
descriptions of data use in the facilitator’s reports, was of particular
value to the university team. Primarily, the team realized that it was
taking much longer than had been anticipated for the schools to
establish a process to collect and organize data, interpret it, and take
action. Eleven schools had not collected data. Thirteen had collected
and organized data but were having trouble interpreting it. Several of
the 13 were overwhelmed by a mass of data they had collected.
Several others had realized that the information was not what they
wanted; they had to collect new and different data for their purposes.
Six schools had data they could interpret but had not taken any action
resulting from the analysis. Five of the 35 were taking action.

The overall picture for the second-year schools was slightly
better than for the first-year schools.

A similar analysis, made two years later, indicated that 25 of the
54 members at that time were making changes or taking action based
on data collection and analysis. Seven were in their fourth year, 11 in
their third year, and seven in their second year.

Nine of the 25 member schools reported schoolwide initiatives in
the language arts. Three of those nine reported increasing writing
instruction throughout their schools. Three more schools developed
new courses based on needs that emerged through the analysis of
data.

Of these 12 who made changes in curriculum and instruction,
only two developed a system for tracking implementation or the
effects on students. Changes besides curriculum and instruction made
by the 25 schools varied from minor organizational adjustments to
the hiring of additional personnel. Changes were made in the follow-
ing areas by three to five schools:

• scheduling of courses and personnel
• communication processes within the faculty or between school

and community
• staff: additions
• volunteers: increasing the number
• providing older students as tutors or mentors
• staff development: additions or revisions
• courses: adding new units or revising content
• discipline: techniques and strategies
• computer and science labs: additions and expanded use
• grading or examination policies: revisions
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For the League as a whole, the picture after the fourth year was
better than after the second year. Some schools were beginning to use
the entire action-research paradigm. Many more were working their
way through it. Several appeared to be stuck at the phase of organiz-
ing data collection. While only 12 schools made changes in curricu-
lum and instruction or followed those changes with regular data
collection to track the effects, the increase between 1992 and 1994 in
the proportion of schools using data is an indication of progress in
action research, even if the whole inquiry paradigm is not followed.

Use of “External” Information. During the orientation to the
League and in subsequent meetings and conferences, the university
staff urged faculties to tap the professional literature for ideas about
their areas of interest. For example, if they were interested in the
teaching of writing, they were urged to examine research on writing,
instruments for measuring quality in writing, and so forth.

The information-retrieval system, offered as a service of the
League, was designed to provide schools with external information
relevant to their schoolwide goals and initiatives. Table A-5 (see
Appendix) displays information on the use of the Information Re-
trieval System by the schools from 1990 to 1994. For 1993-94, 39 of
the 54 member schools made requests for information that related to
their school goals or initiatives. One hundred fifty-nine requests were
made.

The six topics on which searches were requested by 15 to 20
schools each were as follows: (1) nongraded, multiage approaches;
(2) site-based management; (3) at-risk students; (4) discipline; (5)
alternative assessment; and (6) teacher/management/climate issues
such as class size, teaching assistants, time management, scheduling,
year-round schools, and teacher morale. Note again that curriculum
and instruction are not among the most common areas listed.

According to the facilitators’ reports at the end of the fourth year,
nine schools reported studying articles and other external sources as
part of their action-research process. For these nine faculties, the
study of external information had permeated the culture sufficiently
to be identified as a data source that informed their collective deci-
sion-making process. They consulted the professional literature when
studying an area of interest, looking for methods of gathering data or
planning an initiative.

Many other schools used the system to borrow articles, books,
and videotapes. However, provision of information does not mean
utilization, and the use of external information did not turn up in their
plans.
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Initiatives Made but Not Described in Relation to Data Use.
As the League schools developed a shared-governance mode of
operation, about half of them made initiatives to change some aspect
of the operation of the school without progressing through the action-
research cycle. Many of these initiatives emerged from discussions.

Imagine that some faculty members in a school begin to discuss
the reading habits of students and express the opinion that students
don’t voluntarily read many books of their own choice. Someone
suggests that they build into the day a time-slot that is earmarked for
independent reading. A proposal is made and voted on and eventually
the decision is made to initiate such a program. What has not been
done is to collect data about the students’ actual reading habits, thus
clarifying the picture; to examine alternative courses of action should
a problem be agreed on; and to try an initiative, collecting informa-
tion about its effect on the students.

Sometimes faculties used some aspect of the action-research
process in relation to an initiative that came about through a process
that resembled the scenario described above. For example, they
might use a survey to try to learn how the students feel about the
initiative, or they might see if library circulation rose.

Summary Comments on Data Collection and Use. Few League
school faculties collect data and use the results to reflect on and shape
practice on a weekly, monthly, or quarterly basis. The long intervals
between data points (often year-to-year or quarter-to-quarter) render
many kinds of data about student achievement and behavior impos-
sible to use in a formative fashion and mitigate the use of data to
inform current practice. However, while the reflection-and-response
time may be a little slow to be called “action research,” the schools’
use of data has changed: more League schools collect data and use the
results on a year-by-year basis now than before they entered the
League.

Clearly, schoolwide action research is a big, tough innovation for
most faculties. What appears so straightforward in theory—scan the
environment, select an area or areas to study, collect data relevant to
the area(s), interpret those data, and select an action(s) designed to
improve practice or performance in that area—is not easy to imple-
ment.
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Because of the slow evolution of action research in most schools,
it was not until the 1993-94 study that the research team focused on
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the schools’ study of the implementation of their initiatives and
indications that student learning had changed as a result. The study of
the effects on students and/or student environments involved the 41
schools for whom complete data were available during that academic
year.

Effects on the Learning Environment. Aside from making
curricular and instructional changes, many of the schools made changes
that were intended to affect the interface of the students with the
schools. Fourteen schools reported making such changes: nine el-
ementary, two middle, and three high schools. Four were fourth-year
League members, five were third-year members, and five were sec-
ond-year members. They reported a variety of initiatives and effects.

For example, six reported that students have more opportunities
to read books of their choice during the school day. Four schools
reported that their classrooms and schools operate more as a commu-
nity or family, with less segregation by ability level. Three reported
providing more time for students to write during the school day and
more instruction in writing. Two schools reported installing new
computer labs, and two schools offered new courses to their students.
(Examples total more than 14 because three schools made more than
one change.)

Effects on Student Participation in Schoolwide Decisions.
Four elementary and five secondary schools reported increased stu-
dent involvement in schoolwide issues. These nine schools reported
various techniques for involving students in the decision-making
process. Three high schools included a student or students on the
school leadership team.

Two elementary schools and one high school formed a body of
students to make recommendations. For example, one elementary
school formed a student group to survey and interview students about
“rules to live by” in their school. Student representatives from every
kindergarten through fifth-grade classroom met with the leadership
team, gathered information from classmates, organized the informa-
tion and presented it to the leadership team, and continued to report
back and forth between their classrooms and the leadership team until
they reached agreement about common principles of community
behavior.

Three other schools, two elementary and one high school, have
established a pattern of roundtable and town-meeting sessions during
which students are asked about specific issues, discuss concerns, or
respond to questions about possible initiatives.
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Effects on Student Behavior or Achievement. During the 1993-
94 school year, 11 League schools (five elementary, four middle, and
two high schools) reported improvements in student achievement
and/or behavior based on their initiatives. Two of these schools had
been members for four years, five for three, and four for two.

Five of these schools reported increases in student achievement
as indicated by course grades and/or results of standardized achieve-
ment tests. In general, we do not know the magnitude of these
changes, for some schools shared the results of their organized data
and others did not. Five of these schools (two of these were high
schools that also reduced student failure rate and improved course
grades) had major reductions in referrals and suspensions. An empha-
sis for these schools was to have students present for instruction and
to keep a sharp, collective watch on the number of referrals, suspen-
sions, and absences. They looked at when and where incidents oc-
curred, what was done as followup, and what seemed to work with
repeat offenders.

One of the elementary schools had reduced its referral and sus-
pension rate by approximately 25 percent each year for three years
running. A middle school faculty had been effective enough through
its family or “House” units and counseling program that referrals and
inhouse suspensions have been cut in half. That school reported that
the number of students sent to alternative school the first semester of
1992-93 was 191. For the first semester of 1993-94, the number was
reduced to 81. One elementary school faculty whose initiative was to
increase students’ reading and writing recorded 58,284 books read
outside of school by its 660 students.

Among the types of changes reported by the other schools were
improvements in attendance (two schools), improvements in student
self-esteem as indicated by the pre/posttest results of a student self-
esteem survey and by teacher observations, and improved attitudes
toward mathematics as indicated by the results of an end-of-year
student survey.

Teacher Reflections on Student Effects. One of the purposes of
schoolwide action research is to generate a culture where the faculties
move from judgments based primarily on individual perceptions to a
culture where collective analysis of data provides a reasonable degree
of consensus. We are struck by how slowly this happens—how the
old and comfortable perceptual worlds continue to be relied on during
a process designed to build actions and understandings from common
data.



���
 
 
 
������
���
�����

Each year League facilitators have conducted interviews with a
minimum of four staff members in each school. A perennial question
asks about the effects of current initiatives on students. A funny thing
happens repeatedly. When we ask about effects on students, the
responses elicited do not describe effects on students. Instead,
interviewees often describe the attributes of the current initiative (a
topic that had been addressed earlier in the interview), or they de-
scribe their personal responses, or they indicate that it is too early to
determine any results for students.

This phenomenon occurs even in those schools that have made
initiatives clearly designed to affect students and have collected and
organized data to track effects. When this response is followed by a
probe about specific data (which the interviewer is familiar with),
most interviewees talk about what they “feel” is happening, what they
“see” happening for students, and what they “know” has changed
about or for students. As Glickman would say, they respond in terms
of “cardiac data,” what they know in their hearts is happening, not in
terms of evidence they have collected. Only in those schools where
faculties are conducting strong schoolwide action research, or strug-
gling to do so, do interviewee responses provide a consensus about
what is happening for students in their school through their collective
action.

The 1993-94 study that reported the effects on students and the
number of schools that made changes or took action based on the
analysis of data is informing (Calhoun and Allen 1994). As dismay-
ing as it is to say, few schools made changes in curriculum or
instruction followed by regular data collection to track the effects on
students. Members of the League are increasing the collective use of
data, but the whole inquiry paradigm that involves continual diagno-
sis and reflection and the study of results and possible actions has not
become a way of life in many League schools.
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In this section, we discuss League schools in terms of the cultural
dimensions of educational change for school renewal and attempt to
describe how the process of schoolwide action research interacted
with school culture. Normative behavior is the focus. We move from
simply reporting data from the 1992, 1993, and 1994 studies to
attempt to understand why the findings occurred and how the action-
research process can be improved.
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The existing culture of most American schools—and most Ameri-
can businesses (Drucker 1985, 1989)—is not perfectly matched with
the processes of schoolwide or companywide action research. To
succeed, action research must change the culture of the organization.
In fact, it was designed to do just that, in the same fashion that a very
similar approach, Total Quality Management, was designed to do so.

A curious dilemma is built into the attempt to improve organiza-
tions by means of data-based, democratic examination of both the
general health of the organization and performance in the major areas
of function. The dilemma is that the existing culture presents ob-
stacles to the very process that would improve it. The successful
project is one that overcomes those obstacles by changing the culture.
The successful project goes beyond specific innovations, though they
are essential, and interrupts the circular process that has depressed
innovative capability and collective, information-based efforts to
improve organizations.

Thus, deeply realized, action research can make several impor-
tant changes in the culture of the educational community. Con-
versely, until those changes are made, several aspects of the tradi-
tional culture of educational communities will impede action re-
search. Getting action research going in the normative organizational
culture requires considerable determination and energy. On balance,
given the magnitude of the changes required and the very “light
support” provided to help these faculties establish radically different
ways of working together for educational improvement, League
school faculties have done well.
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Schoolwide action research can transform a faculty into a demo-
cratic, problem-solving group. The charter for shared governance
developed by most League school faculties actually serves as a
blueprint for aspects of cultural change because schools have not
traditionally operated as democracies. The development of these
charters for democratic behavior within the school community would
not be necessary if all the precepts of the United States Constitution
were being observed in every school. If our Constitution were to
serve as a guideline for decision-making in schools, action research
would be a much easier innovation to pursue. Thus, the League
schools are trying to create an environment that reflects the deeper
values of society—to create a place where people work and think
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together, a place that engages in continual collaborative inquiry
around life and learning.

By the fourth year of League operation, much larger proportions
of faculty members indicated that they were involved in decision-
making that affected their work (30 of the 60 schools). About 75
percent of the teachers and paraprofessionals interviewed in these 30
schools reported that inclusion in decision-making had become a
factor in their professional lives.

Teachers, and in some cases paraprofessionals and teaching as-
sistants, are sharing in decisions through representative bodies such
as school councils or leadership teams. Some of the decision-making
falls within the action-research paradigm, but much does not. They
make curriculum decisions, such as whether they will use textbooks
in some courses, whether they will adopt “whole language,” whether
they will develop thematic units. They make decisions about the
organization of education for students and how opportunities will be
provided, such as how to integrate all student populations more fully
into the regular classroom, how to engage “turned-off” students, and
how to develop technological expertise among their students. They
are involved in decisions about whether to have telephones in the
teachers’ lounge, the length of time between class periods, and the
operation of in-school-suspension systems.

Literally hundreds of decisions have been made by the League
faculties working as a unit over the last half-dozen years. Many of
those that are not made within the action-research paradigm are well
within the definitions of school improvement that are used by many
of the current “restructuring” strategies in the field of education.

The focus here, however, is on the use of the action-research
process on a schoolwide basis and the development of a democratic,
data-oriented culture within which action research is a routine way of
doing business.

The struggle to replace nondemocratic norms in the League
schools is evident in the data discussed throughout this chapter.
Schools put a toe in the water and gradually increase areas open to
collective action. Getting into student learning, curriculum, and in-
struction takes great energy and strong leadership until studying
those areas becomes a comfortable routine in the life of a faculty.

The less democratic the school is before the action-research
process starts, the more difficult will be the change process and the
more resistance will be generated. The process is much more com-
plex than working out a procedure that brings things to a vote or
results in a consensus wherein principal and faculty share a decision.
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The decisions need to be informed ones where information has been
collected and discussed widely; the whole communication system
has to change.

Communication about schoolwide changes and the rationale for
these changes has improved in about three-fifths of the League
schools. In 30 schools (25 of these were among the 30 schools that
indicated broader involvement in their schoolwide decision-making
process), the data indicate that staff members are more informed
about what is happening in their schools and that information-sharing
and reflection about practice have increased.

Gradually, schools have added more structures for communicat-
ing information within the faculties, and in some cases have devel-
oped more ways of communicating to parents and the public. In some
schools, leadership teams have learned to disseminate minutes of
their meetings to the rest of the faculty—a small task, but the addition
reflects a growing recognition of the importance of communication.
Most schools have developed liaison or study groups that provide a
two-way flow of information between facilitation teams and other
staff members. Interviews with principals and teachers indicated that
principals are working harder at communicating a broader range of
information than was true earlier. And the increased amount and
depth of communication were spoken of favorably in most inter-
views.

In terms of Rosenholtz’ (1989) useful distinction between “mov-
ing” and “stuck” schools, it appears that between two-thirds and
three-fourths of the League schools are making a transition into the
“moving” state with respect to the development of democratic pro-
cesses for communicating and making decisions. The others appear
to be battling, somewhat unsuccessfully, against the homeostatic
forces ingrained in the traditional culture of schooling.
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Within the League framework, we encourage school faculties
moving into shared governance to focus first on sharing decisions
between teachers and administrators, and to include other members
of the community such as paraprofessionals, students, parents, and
community members as they wish. In schoolwide action research, we
encourage school faculties to involve students from the beginning:
inform students of the goals or involve them in identifying schoolwide
goals; involve them in collecting data, and, when possible, in organiz-
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ing, analyzing, and interpreting these data; update them in terms of
progress; and involve them in identifying possible actions to be tested
through implementation.

While we know that student learning goals cannot be attained
without student participation, the movement toward viewing students
as participating members rather than as subjects remains slow. Only
nine of the schools have found some way of increasing student
participation.
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The daily and weekly schedules of most schools provide very
little time for meetings, discussions, and study, making it extremely
difficult to establish the school as a center for collective inquiry. Lack
of time to work together is cited regularly as a major impediment to
progress (Calhoun 1992, Calhoun and Glickman 1993). People need
time to organize and study the data they collect, to read and discuss
external information, and to discuss the results of current actions and
formulate future actions.

We recommend that about one-half day per week be set aside for
faculty study, decision-making, and staff development. That may
sound like a drastic change in schedule and it is. However, the effect
on the school culture can be profound, and we regard it as essential.
The League schools that made the most progress made some kind of
headway with the time problem, developing a structure that permits
discussion, data analysis, and decision-making to be richer and less
forced than in those schools that are trying to generate schoolwide
action research within the time allocations that have been traditional
in our schools.
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Making the decision process not only collective but founded on
data is a real cultural change. School faculties that rarely use schoolwide
data on a regular basis remain stuck in the summative, judgmental use
of data instead of moving into the formative use of data to guide current
decisions and practices. The “stuck” League schools study no data as
a faculty or they collect data and use them on a year-by-year basis
rather than on a weekly, monthly, or quarterly basis. These long
intervals between data points render many kinds of data about student
achievement and behavior impossible to use in a formative fashion and
mitigate the use of data to inform current practice.
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We know that effective cycles of data use and reflection are not
present in the culture of most contemporary U.S. schools (Goodlad
1984, Sirotnik 1987). The patterns of behavior needed to sustain this
collective study are foreign to current cultural patterns. League facul-
ties work hard, but the terrain is tough for most.

Schools conducting action research need to examine regularly
the data that have strong consequences for the “fate” of their students.
Grades are an example of what we call “fate control” data. As long as
schools are assigning grades, and student progress through the orga-
nization and admittance into other educational institutions is con-
trolled by grades, all members of each educational unit need to have
some idea of how well students are progressing as indicated by these
grades. But looking at those data that are so important to student life
and success in school and beyond is currently an uncharacteristic
practice in most schools.

Schools interested in student achievement, student motivation,
and school climate need to look regularly at their referral, suspension,
and absence data. One reason is that these data indicate whether
students are present for instruction. There are not many “climate”
indicators more powerful than whether the body is present and on
time for instruction. These schools have come a long way from, in
some instances, no one looking at schoolwide data, from only the
chief administrator looking at data on what all students were experi-
encing, or from the faculty looking at the results of standardized tests
to set state- or district-required “improvement goals.” Gradually,
more faculty members in League schools are becoming informed
about what all students are experiencing. And more teachers are
beginning to see, to use their own words, “the big picture.”
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The League as an organization hopes that data from the literature
will eventually flow regularly into the decision-making process of the
school.

However, as noted earlier, the collective study of external infor-
mation to inform decision-making has been difficult to integrate with
the norms of interaction within the schools. Only limited progress has
been made in facilitating faculty use of external research or informa-
tion about teaching and learning.

However, when it comes to the selection of goals and initiatives
to pursue, leadership teams and faculties that do use external sources
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tend to adopt approaches they find, not as ideas to be tested, but as
“completed” innovations that only have to be put in place to solve
problems.

The contrast is between an uncritical acceptance of popular,
“well-advertised” ideas and innovations and the use of externally
developed ideas as springboards for serious inquiry. It is ironic that
many of us seem, on one hand, not to value research enough to make
it part of our decision-making process while, on the other hand, we
will adopt external innovations without question. Again, we can see
an aspect of the cultural change necessary if the spirit of action
research is to flourish. Collective inquiry is a cultural innovation.

 ������������
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School district central-office staffs are often criticized for their
habit of bombarding schools with an excess of initiatives—too many
to support effectively—and creating a feeling of futility as little
implementation occurs.

However, faculties have the same tendency—generating so many
goals and initiatives that none has a significant effect on student
learning or on the organization. Some schools, having identified a
large number of areas to study, divide the labor in such a way that
small groups develop actions but the faculty as a whole doesn’t. Thus,
proliferation makes it difficult to have a focus for collegial action;
there are so many simultaneous demands that collective action be-
comes almost impossible.

League school faculties have this same tendency to attempt so
much that successful attainment of their goals becomes almost im-
possible. League staff members have advised that initiatives should
be few (one or two), be schoolwide, and be done well, but many
faculties find this advice difficult to heed. At the end of the fourth
year, there were 47 schools for which we believe we have reliable
data about the number of initiatives that were operating. Eight were
working on seven or more initiatives, 13 on five or six, and 11 on
three or four.

The proliferation of initiatives and inability to focus together on
a few highly valued goals at a time may be a product of a collision
between the action-research paradigm and the prevailing norms of
autonomy. Many teachers make suggestions for initiatives that are
tailored to their situations and perceptions rather than the needs of the
school as a whole. To satisfy them, those suggestions are accepted.
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Before anyone realizes it, the energy for innovation has been sponged
up by many small initiatives and no energy is “left over” for a
collective movement.
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Some League school faculties have moved successfully through
Phases 1 through 5 of the action-research process and selected or
developed innovations that have great promise for improving student
learning.

Now they need to implement the initiatives, which means learn-
ing new skills. Watching what happens next has a poignant side. Most
know little about the knowledge base relative to how to bring about
the implementation of curricular or instructional changes (Fullan and
Pomfret 1977, Hall and Loucks 1977, Hall and Hord 1987, Levine
1991, Sparks and Loucks-Horsley 1992, Joyce and Showers 1995).
And those who do have the knowledge have little idea about how to
integrate it into their actions. Essentially, lack of awareness of the
need for and how to provide for adequate staff development to
support implementation prohibits many of these faculties from attain-
ing their collective goal(s). Lewin reminded us in 1946 that “we
should consider action, research, and training as a triangle that should
be kept together for the sake of any of its corners” (p. 211).

Bluntly, if school faculties knew how to improve student learning
in a particular area throughout the school, they would already be
doing it. A need worth pursuing almost always requires new learning,
and that new learning is probably complex curricular and instruc-
tional behavior. For most people, learning complex conceptual and
behavioral tasks requires effort and instruction (Gagne 1965). Learn-
ing new teaching strategies, new ways of interacting with students,
and new ways of managing time in the classroom requires staff
development (Joyce and Showers 1995).

A few League school teams and faculties recognize this need,
but, overall, the schools are so ingrained in current practices and
attending to immediate needs that few faculties are able to generate
the levels of staff development to make it possible for them to employ
the innovations they select. And, even in those schools where some
staff members are knowledgeable about implementation, these staff
members are often overwhelmed by the “proliferation problem,” for
the majority of the faculty support the “smorgasbord approach” to
staff development.
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During their League membership, nearly all the schools have
generated initiatives for school improvement—far more than most
schools do in the same periods. However, relatively few of the
initiatives they made required the faculties to learn new approaches to
curriculum and instruction. Is it possible that staff development to
learn new approaches to teaching is a larger cultural change than is
innovation as such, so that schools have a tendency to confine their
innovative vision to areas that will not require collective staff devel-
opment?

Also, is it possible that engaging in the kind of data-based
innovation that is embedded in the action-research paradigm is a
larger innovation, one that challenges the school culture more, than is
the substance of innovation itself? If so, we may be closer to under-
standing why technical assistance is of such importance, helping
schools “get over the hump” of learning to inquire together and
keeping their sights firmly on the curricular and instructional changes
that will make the greatest difference to students.

����	����� ���� ��	����� 	
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During the last three years, we have engaged in two studies
designed to capitalize on the experience of the League in such a way
as to improve the action-research process. In the first study, we
capitalized on the apparent technical-assistance needs of the League
schools and provided extensive technical assistance to 11 schools in
University Town, studying the effects on the progress of those schools
(see chapter 3). The second study concentrated on three schools in the
League and two schools in University Town that made the most
progress in following the action-research paradigm.
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The organizational setting is described in chapter 3. Particularly
relevant is the provision of time for study on a weekly basis. Al-
though action research had to share time with district initiatives, each
faculty met weekly as a whole to share data and research, discuss
issues, make decisions, and study consequences.
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The current study was inaugurated after it became apparent after
a year of school-based action research that virtually no progress was
being made despite the time available, a network of facilitators
(teachers) in each school, and some technical assistance. A consultant
was brought in for about 25 days during the second year; a district
coordinating team was organized; teachers were organized into for-
mal study teams; facilitators were trained in group processing and
decision-making approaches and in the phases of the action-research
cycle. Most of the service of the consultant was provided to the
school-based and district facilitators, though on occasion service was
provided directly to the faculties of individual schools.

Here are examples of the progress made during the second year:
1. In all 11 schools, collaborative decision-making and feelings

of collegiality increased. Teachers and administrators reported
that communication patterns had improved and that data were
shared frequently. However, few students or parents were
involved.

2. In their deliberations, all 11 school faculties maintained a
focus on student learning. Ten collected and shared data on all
students with respect to aspects of student learning, behavior,
or attitudes.

3. Nine of the faculties studied the professional literature as part
of their inquiry.

4. Nine made changes stemming from their data collection and
analysis.

5. Nine documented that they had made changes in the learning
environments of their students.

6. Five documented that the changes in learning environment
had affected student achievement.

Altogether, the University Town experience supported the hy-
pothesis that increased technical assistance would ease the passage of
the schools into an action-research modality. In general, these schools
followed the action-research modality with greater ease and greater
success than had been the case in the previous studies. Importantly,
the technical assistance had included the arrangements for time to
meet and study, the provision of direct access to the literature, the
organization of the faculty into study groups, the mode of working
with district facilitators who, in turn, worked with school facilitators
and faculties, and a number of smaller but also useful organizational
arrangements.
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A community was built to tend the action-research process, and
that community was provided with the organizational, communica-
tion, and technical means to nurture the process. As reported in
chapter 4, a consequence was that the teachers overwhelmingly
supported the value of action research and urged its continuation.
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Between April 1994 and March 1995, we focused our study of
action research around five of the 70 schools in the League and
University Town that have made the most progress in using schoolwide
action research to pursue their goals. Three of these schools are
members of the League of Professional Schools and two are members
of University Town.

What have we learned about action research from analyzing
interviews with members of these five faculties?

A Leader Who Involves Others. Someone provides strong,
visible leadership for the action-research process. Initially, the leader
is only one person, an administrator or a teacher, who believes that
the study of data about what students are experiencing and the use of
the results to determine actions and assess progress are of value.
Initially, this person may know very little about conducting action
research, but he or she is willing to learn and make it a priority.

During the first year or two, this person may do much of the work
of finding and developing measures to assess progress, organizing the
results, presenting the information, seeking external information, and
“nudging” everyone along. While this leader is doing the basic work
of action research, she is also bringing a few staff members into the
process either conceptually through constant dialogue about what
they are doing and/or technically through involving them in tasks
such as the organization of data or presentation of results. These
individuals form a partnership with one or two colleagues, then
gradually develop a core group—generally members of this core
group came first from the school leadership/facilitator team—who
work to learn the action-research process and help others understand
and use it.

In the most successful schools, the members who form this core
group talk about the school as if it were a giant classroom. They talk
about “the big picture” of what students are experiencing and they
talk about changes in their perspective from being primarily con-
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cerned about their individual classroom to being concerned about
improving education in the school as a whole.

Most members of the core group tend to be long-time seekers and
users of staff development and professional development opportuni-
ties as individuals. Individually and collectively, they project and
articulate a sense of moral responsibility about the education of all
students entrusted to their school, a professional obligation to im-
prove practice throughout the school, and a poignant awareness of
how other faculty members feel about current and proposed changes.
Their leadership role and the work done by members of the core
group tend to strengthen their belief in collective inquiry for school
improvement.

Effective Use of Time. It is not just a matter of providing time for
collective study; it’s also how this time is used. The most successful
faculties have time to work together regularly, use the time to analyze
and interpret their data, study promising curricular and instructional
practices, plan lessons and units and other collective actions together,
and share their experiences and reflections about what happened.

A Facilitative Principal. The principal serves as steward of the
action-research process. These principals are active participants. They
serve as a full member or ex-officio member of the core group. They
use organizational position, their greater mobility within the build-
ing, and their broader access to information to facilitate resources and
events, such as staff development, technical assistance, more time to
work on tasks, or simply greater allocations of paper.

During their work with the facilitation team or core group, these
principals often ask questions not thought of by other staff members,
questions that seem to come from broader experience beyond the
classroom and in dealing with various special-interest groups. They
play devil’s advocate in relation to suggested actions or lack of
action. And they tend as individuals to have more perseverance and a
stronger belief that problems can be solved than do other members of
the group.

Principals frequently serve as cheerleaders to the core group or
facilitation team, even when they are personally frustrated by the lack
of progress being made. These principals tend to radiate a combina-
tion of (1) support for the work of the group and the faculty and (2)
pressure to improve education for all students.

In the most successful schools, principals use their organizational
position and their interactions with the staff to keep the focus on
improving student learning through curriculum and instruction. They
communicate their beliefs about student learning and their commit-
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ment to schoolwide educational improvement continually. Whatever
the schoolwide focus is, these principals are talking to individual
teachers, paraprofessionals, parents, and students about it; asking
questions about it; and often, in the case of instructional strategies
that have been selected for implementation, participating in staff
development, planning lessons, teaching in the classroom, and shar-
ing their experiences along with the staff. They communicate fiercely
and model the technical and social aspects of collective inquiry.

Shared Decision-Making. Almost all the schools in the League
have established procedures for sharing decisions between teachers
and administrators and among the faculty as a collective body. What
distinguishes the more successful schools from the less successful
ones in using action research to pursue common goals and change the
culture of their school is (1) the breadth and depth of participation in
the decision-making process, and (2) the use of the shared decision-
making system to take actions over the substantive issues of teaching
and learning (instruction and curriculum).

In the most successful schools, the leadership team or core group
works zealously to ensure that all faculty members become informed
decision-makers: they design the work of action research so that
everyone engages in data collection and interpretation, studies what
is working/has worked in other settings, and helps in selecting or
designing actions for implementation. And while not easy for indi-
viduals as leaders or the faculty as a group, these schools tend to use
their decision-making system to address curricular and instructional
issues. Teacher leaders in these schools seem to become more and
more passionate about including all staff members in the decision-
making process, about the responsibility of the individual to be an
informed community member, and about engaging in collective work
around substantive issues that the staff can modify to influence
student learning.

Solicitation of Outside Support. These schools secure external
support for their school-improvement efforts, especially from their
district office. Someone in these schools knows how to garner addi-
tional resources and support from the district office and other agen-
cies external to the district. Initially, this person is generally the
principal, though as time passes a few other staff members also
become skilled in locating additional resources and exploiting—for
collective study by faculty members—initiatives that are sponsored
by the district and agencies external to the district.

The most successful schools go beyond requesting additional
funding and rule variance. They use the district office staff and all
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their connections: they ask them to help solve problems, to provide or
locate technical assistance, to provide or make provisions for staff
development, to help with planning tasks, to provide additional
information for the faculty to study, even to come in and help with
group processing when the social difficulty of the task moves beyond
the skills of the leadership team.
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We know that student effects are a difficult bottom line in school
improvement (David and Peterson 1984, Louis and Miles 1990,
Muncey and McQuillan 1993). We know that cultural change is
difficult for our schools (Bennis 1989, Berman and Gjelten 1983,
Deal 1993, Mutchler and Duttweiler 1990, Prestine 1992, Rollow and
Bryk 1993, Sarason 1982 and 1990, Smith 1993, and Stigelbauer and
Anderson 1992). We know that time is a longstanding problem
(Goodlad 1984, David 1991, Wallace and Wildy 1993); that overload
of initiatives is common (Fullan 1982, 1992, and 1993); that consci-
entious use of external information by the school as community is
rare (Havelock and others 1969, Huberman and Miles 1984); that the
lack of adequate staff development to support organizational goals is
common (Joyce and Showers 1995, Levine 1991, Lezotte [see Sparks’
interview] 1993); that the participation of students as members of the
critical study process is complex (Butler-Kisber 1993, Strike 1993);
and that the use of data to inform practice is a major cultural change
(Corey 1953, Lewin 1948, Goodlad 1984, Sirotnik 1987, Miles
1992).

Yet, with all the known complexities and difficulties, courageous
and determined school faculties and districts do make these changes.
Each year that the work of League school faculties has been studied,
collective movement forward has been witnessed in one of more of
these areas (Calhoun 1991; Hensley, Calhoun, and Glickman 1992;
Calhoun and Glickman 1993; Calhoun and Allen 1994).

The journey toward continuous, collective inquiry that League
schools are undertaking and the successes and difficulties they en-
counter are the same for the League as an organization as for the
schools themselves. League staff and associates are as culture-bound
as school faculties are, and it is as difficult for us to change how we
behave individually and collectively as it is for our school-based
colleagues. We are of the same culture.
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Allocating time for collaborative inquiry and discourse, provid-
ing time for cooperative, disciplined inquiry around the goals of the
organization, providing staff development for ourselves as learners,
and using continual inquiry and exploration as well as personal
knowledge as we make decisions and take action are the same
normative patterns we have difficulty establishing for ourselves. But,
like the schools, we do not lose heart, for our quest for greater
understanding and our journey toward improving educational prac-
tice through collective study and action allow us to live our belief that
things can be better than they are for students of all ages.

We provide the following recommendations to faculties seeking
to function as democratic, problem-solving communities:

1. Seek and work with policy-makers to ensure time for collabo-
rative work.

2. Use an inquiry mode for learning to conduct schoolwide
action research; one does not have to be “ready” or all-
knowing to begin the journey or to make progress on it.

3. Develop and tend a core group to lead the effort, with the
chief administrator as a working member of this group.

4. Keep the focus on student learning.

5. Provide for staff development and capability-building as a
regular component, rather than making ad hoc arrangements
for specific innovations.

Deal (1993) reminds us that the same shared culture that gives
meaning and stability to the process of education also “frustrates
efforts to improve, reform, or change educational forms and practices
at all levels.” The changes that many of us want for ourselves and our
students as a part of schoolwide action research will alter the existing
culture of our classrooms and schools. Consequently, serious action
research is tough work in most school settings. Too often, our stance
as we engage in it becomes one of activity accomplishment instead of
inquiry, one of moving through the steps instead of exploration of
effects. When this occurs, we have little cultural change. Schoolwide
action research simply dissolves into the stable culture as have many
other promising innovations in education. We must will it and live it;
otherwise we and our schools will remain the same, and we will have
only tinkered with the edges of our potential and the potential educa-
tional world of our students.
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SCHOOL RENEWAL:
AN INQUIRY, NOT A
PRESCRIPTION
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Where are we in our inquiry? We close with a brief review of our
interpretations of the experiences of the five programs. Then we share
the hypotheses that we are pursuing as we develop other programs
and studies.

��������������	

Throughout the case studies, we have reported data and observa-
tions and reflected on them, trying to increase our own knowledge-in-
practice. Looking back, several results from one or more of the cases
have particular relevance to the design of staff development and
school-renewal programs.

��	 �����������

All five cases illustrated that not only can school renewal involve
all the teachers in a school right from the beginning of a program, but
faculties as a whole can be involved in district renewal. River City,
University Town, and Readersville all involved everybody and suc-
ceeded in developing very high degrees of implementation and stu-
dent effects. Further, simultaneous initiatives are possible, up to a
point, provided adequate staff development is included. University
Town was particularly effective. However, a proliferation of initia-
tives is lethal, as many of the Action Network schools have found.
Leagues of schools working together can function well, but only with
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large amounts of technical assistance, including extensive onsite
service.

These messages are important, because many program planners
have believed that whole-school or whole-district efforts would fall
prey to massive resistance. Thus, many planners have begun with
small groups of volunteers, or “leaders,” or they have created numer-
ous “small-group” collaboratives within a school; none of these
piecemeal strategies has been very effective for improving student
learning schoolwide. In these five programs, there were enormous
advantages because of the extensive involvement of all personnel
from the outset.
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District, school, and individual initiatives all generated consider-
able satisfaction in University Town, but all needed careful tending.
In Action Network, we can see very clearly the struggle to establish
democracy in the face of the individualistic normative traditions of
schools. Collaborative governance is foreign territory for many schools
and districts. Even after years of working together and experiencing
great success in improving student learning, many faculties have
difficulty making collective decisions and taking coordinated action.

Highly skilled leadership, expert technical assistance, and ample
social support appear necessary to establish democracy-in-action,
even in settings where it is strongly encouraged and supported by
teacher and administrator leadership activity and financial resources.
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In University Town and River City, neither age nor experience—
subjects of intense study—had an effect on teachers’ or administra-
tors’ ability to learn, support for initiatives, or enthusiasm for col-
laborative governance. However, “states of growth” of individuals
were a factor in implementation, affirmation of initiatives, and lead-
ership ability. Again, a substantial number of program planners in the
past have assumed that age was a negative factor. On the contrary,
seasoned lead teachers played critical roles in all the programs.
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Substantive initiatives in teaching/curriculum resulted in signifi-
cant increases in student learning in River City, University Town,
Readersville, and Inner City. In some cases, the increases in student
achievement were several times greater than the rates of learning that
were found in baseline studies.

Implementation was a powerful factor influencing student achieve-
ment. The clearest evidence was in River City, where, at the extreme,
an effect size of 2.0 appeared between the classes of the most and
least skilled uppergrade teachers. In the other settings, implementa-
tion had similar effects, including Action Network, where the schools
that implemented the entire action-research paradigm made docu-
mented gains, but schools that achieved only partial implementation
made little or “unknown” progress with student learning or with
assessing the effects of their actions.

Many program planners have assumed that student-achievement
effects will take years. Not so in these programs or in several others,
such as Success for All, the Pittsburgh Program, Distar, or the best of
the Mastery Learning implementations. We theorize that the innova-
tions that will make a difference in student achievement will do so in
the first year of implementation—the second at the latest. Children
respond to improved learning environments right away.
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In River City, a cadre of teachers was able to support 16 schools.
Seven of these schools were studied with respect to student achieve-
ment, as measured by the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, and implemen-
tation reached the point where gains in student learning were substan-
tial. In University Town, another cadre is carrying the primary re-
sponsibility of staff development and training as this is written. In
other settings, Just Read is being demonstrated and supported in new
schools by teacher leaders.

In the past, cadres of teachers have been seriously underutilized
in many settings.
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Technical assistance from external colleagues was available in
all five programs. It was most extensive in River City and Inner City,
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extensive in University Town, less extensive in Readersville, and
lightest in Action Network. Internal technical assistance—from cen-
tral-office personnel, principals, and teacher leaders—was most ex-
tensive and had the greatest breadth of involvement in University
Town and Readersville, as districtwide innovations were imple-
mented and sustained.

As they seek to change the status quo in their school or district,
most faculties need conceptual and social colleagueship from outside
their organization. For capability-building and social support for the
changes they seek to make, most school and district faculties need
internal technical assistance. Provisions for this technical assistance
need to be structured into the school-renewal program, not be the
result of happenstance or the response to a crisis. Provisions for
internal support designed into these five programs include time to
meet as a faculty (structure) and study groups, cadre, and facilitation
teams (groups).
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The social cohesion of faculties affected implementation in all
settings.

Quality of leadership by central-office personnel, principals, and
teachers varied and generated variance in implementation. Regard-
less of role or position, successful leadership in school renewal
requires the effort to expand one’s technical and social repertoire.
Teachers and administrators who try to stay within their current
repertoire can become upset if that repertoire proves inadequate.
Teachers and administrators who are expanding their knowledge and
skills and are comfortable with inquiry as a way of life obtain great
satisfaction from school-renewal efforts.
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Conceptually, school improvement is evolving in a direction
away from relatively compact, focused innovations intended to solve
specific educational problems, and toward a fluid, continuous inquiry
into how to make education better on a day-to-day basis. The intent is
to make all schools learning communities for faculties as well as
students—making use of the most powerful models of learning with
both groups.

For schools to become learning communities, however, signifi-
cant organizational changes are required. For many years and through
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many different reform movements, our schools have been hampered
by structural characteristics that make innovation laborious: no em-
bedded time in the workday for collegial inquiry, no structures for
democratic decision-making, the absence of a fluid information-rich
environment, and the absence of a pervasive staff development sys-
tem. Essentially, we have tried to engage in school improvement with
a series of Catch-22s designed into our organization.

Consequently, our school-improvement efforts have primarily
used those limited and ineffective strategies that can live within
inhospitable conditions for change. When a problem area has been
identified by a faculty—for example, “modernize the science curricu-
lum,” “help ‘at-risk’ students,” “teach more students to read effec-
tively,” “tend the ‘gifted and talented’,” “provide for ‘Limited En-
glish Proficiency’ students”—the usual solution has been to find a
procedure that could be administered without the benefits of a prob-
lem-solving, learning community. Thus, special programs were gen-
erated for nearly every category of student and grafted onto the
school, staffed separately with new cadres of specialists. New cur-
riculums were designed and “put in place,” euphemistically speak-
ing, with limited amounts of training or involvement by the teachers
in deciding how to make them work.

Recognizing the limited successes of those tactics, reformers
have assigned responsibility for improving the schools to the facul-
ties, newly empowered by school-based budgeting to spend discre-
tionary money for staff development and school improvement. Yet,
without the structural and procedural changes that provide for con-
tinuous, collective inquiry, faculties have labored to pick up the
challenge, and the odds have been against them.

What is now envisioned is a quantum leap toward the creation of
a setting where inquiry is normal and the conditions of the workplace
support the continuous, collegial inquiry that treats innovations as
opportunities to study. The vision is of a “School as a Center of
Inquiry” (Schaefer 1967), where teaching and learning are examined
continuously and improved in the course of engagement, and where
students are brought into the world of studying not only what they are
learning in the curricular sense, but also into studying their own
capability as learners.

Hence, the terms constructivism and metacognition come into the
vocabulary of school renewal, pulling teaching toward the processes
of helping students develop knowledge and study themselves as
learners and pulling school improvement toward the processes of
helping individual teachers and faculties develop knowledge and
study themselves and their environment.
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We believe a different culture of education will result. Relation-
ships among teachers, between teachers and students, between teach-
ers and administrators, and between educators and laymen will change.
“Solutions” and school-improvement plans will be formulated as
hypotheses to be tested, rather than as panaceas that, once in place,
solve the problem. Democracy will replace bureaucracy; collabora-
tion will replace isolation; faculties working as a community of
professionals seeking knowledge and applying its results as hypoth-
eses will replace the small group of courageous educators in every
school who have accepted the responsibility of seeking and promot-
ing the latest approach to school improvement.

This evolution changes our professional life from solitary inquiry
to collective inquiry, while at the same time supporting individual
flexibility and development. The goal for school renewal is for
everyone—working together and alone—to become more capable.
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School renewal as inquiry is a quiet revolution. Rather than being
a campaign to replace one set of educational practices with another,
school renewal seeks to recreate the organization so that specific
initiatives emanate from within that organization.

What are the essential elements of this organizational reconstruc-
tion? The focus is on the school’s capacity to improve the learning
capability of the students and the faculty. The process is one of
school-based inquiry, involves the total faculty, builds community,
serves to increase student learning through the study of instruction
and curriculum, and seeks to provide a nurturant organization through
collective study of the health of the school.

All this sounds familiar enough, doesn’t it—a reprise of the
trends of the times? But, although the words are familiar, the compo-
sition of the tune is somewhat different and is partly, though not
entirely, a matter of boldness and emphasis.

But just how does a faculty (of a district, as well as a school) get
started? Many of us have a sense of what our work environment needs
to become a healthier learning place, but where do we go from here
and how do we get there? How can schools increase capability? We
suggest that faculties explore promising changes and test them as
hypotheses, finding out whether they do, indeed, change the learning
community.
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The following six hypotheses are grounded to some degree in
research, such as the case studies we have reported in this book, and
they capture the elements common to reportedly successful school-
improvement programs. However, we believe they need to be tested
anew in each setting. Actions based on them need to be adapted and
modified as evidence is gathered to assess them.
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From isolation to synergy: Restructuring time. Our first hypoth-
esis pertains to creating time for collective adult interaction. The
building in of time during the workday for collegial process as an
entire faculty is central to school renewal. Some school-improvement
strategies assume that the schedule of the school will remain the
same, but schoolwide change requires time for all members of the
organization to work and study together. Without this collective
study time, we cannot move forward as a learning community, only
as individual “points of light.”

Synergistic environments—environments characterized by rig-
orous interchange among people—foster inquiry. Environments that
separate people depress inquiry. Our schools were not designed as
synergistic environments. They were designed for the adults who
work within their walls to function separately, rather than for those
adults to engage in professional inquiry and support. Schools’ organi-
zational structures make it difficult for colleagueship to flourish, and
their design suppresses synergy.

Many of us have worked in schools that were and still are
organized as a loose federation of little schools (classrooms) with the
minimum of adult interchange built into the workplace—an almost
absolute minimum needed to keep the place operating. Our school
year began with one or two days of meetings to get regulations clear
and to get our assignments to instructional spaces and duties. Often,
we were brought together as a faculty for just a few hours before we
fanned out into our classrooms. Some of us taught without really
knowing our colleagues down the hall or even what our neighbor
“next door” was doing.

In such a structure, the making of curriculum, the creation of a
nurturant social climate, the collective study of students and what
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they are learning, and the study of the health of the organization as a
unit are nearly impossible. As we examine the history of school-
reform movements, we are amazed that teachers and administrators
have been able to keep the school as healthy as it is. School improve-
ment has been inherently frustrating simply because time to study has
not been part of our job. We need each other and we need time to
work together. We need each other’s ideas for stimulation, and we
need each other’s perspectives to enrich our own perceptions.

Brief Scenario: Example of a Schedule Change. In the Pala
Elementary and High School District, the students leave after lunch
every Wednesday afternoon. From 1:30 p.m. until 4:00 p.m. every
Wednesday, the faculties in this district meet to develop and tend the
learning community.

In this district the assignment had been “Here’s your classroom
and here’s the list of students assigned to you.” Now the assignment
is “Welcome to a learning community where teaching and learning
are studied as they are carried on.” And time to do so is embedded into
the work week. Will embedded time for professional interchange
enhance the schooling process for the Pala District? We think so, and
faculties there are testing the idea.
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 The traditional managerial structure for our schools and school
districts has been a loose federation of classrooms somewhat coordi-
nated by principals and their assistants and a few central-office
personnel responsible for general administration and support. Our
classrooms are loosely connected to one another and to the school
administration, and our schools are loosely connected to district
management structures (Baldridge and Deal 1983, Murphy and
Hallinger 1993, Weick 1976).

State departments of education are on the periphery and often
serve local districts and schools much like financial backers with
guidelines and standards for the use of public resources. Most state
departments have virtually no structure other than curriculum frame-
works and standards for communicating their educational intents or
for supporting the implementation of these intents.

Thus, as it has been and probably should continue to be, those
closest to the student—the school community and its faculty—carry
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the educational system. So, how do we “manage ourselves” in a more
effective fashion? We have several hierarchical divisions (schools,
districts, and state departments) managing their aspects of the educa-
tional system, often using compliance with regulations instead of
integrated cognitions about student learning and school improvement
as stimulants for change. What “managerial transformation” can all
divisions support that can be done right now to help those closest to
the education of the student—the school community and its faculty?

Building a Democratic Community: The Responsible Parties.
We suggest the formation of a democratic governing body for each
school (Glickman 1993) with parents and other community members
included in the process. This group will function as “Responsible
Parties” for the health of the school. In a small school, let us include
all faculty members on the governing body. In a larger school, let us
elect representatives. And in both small schools and large, the com-
munity elects representatives.

Rather than being a traditional parliamentary governing group,
our Responsible Parties will be an inquiring group, leading all mem-
bers of the community in the study of the school, of the students, and
of ways of making the school and the education it offers continually
better. Decision-making roles, leadership roles, and responsibility are
all expanded. Major decisions are made with the participation of all
faculty members, along with elected representatives from the com-
munity, and with administrators functioning as the “executive secre-
taries” of the governing body.

Brief Scenario: Example of a Responsible Democratic Commu-
nity. Rincon Elementary School has 18 teachers and 500 students.
The Responsible Parties include all 18 teachers, 18 parents elected by
the other parents, and four student-parent teams.

Rincon High School has 66 teachers and 1,600 students. A
building leadership team of 16 teachers and 16 parents are on the
Responsible Parties team, along with four student-parent teams.

In neither case are the Responsible Parties legislative units, since
all teachers and parents vote on important decisions. However, in
both cases the Responsible Parties lead the development of the
learning community, tend it, ensure that the democratic inquiry
process is supported at the individual and school level, and coordinate
initiatives within the school.

At Rincon, professionals and laymen work together with the
benefit of the children as the goal that binds them and inquiry as the
process that unifies them for collective action. Every practice in the
school is open for inquiry rather than being considered as a perma-
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nent solution. If something isn’t working for a child or a group of
children, the failure is acknowledged and something else tried, with-
out blame or shame, but in the full realization that teaching is a never-
ending process of trying to reach all the kids in the best ways that
current vision permits.
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Inquiry involves the collection and analysis of data and reflection
on them. In an odd sense, our schools have been both information-
rich and information-impoverished. The richness lies in the prodi-
gious information-gathering that goes on in schools. Teachers teach,
test, and assess the results. However, schools have lacked the reflec-
tive, experimental qualities whereby assessment of learning leads to
the study of ways of improving it.

In a River City middle school, only 30 percent of the students
earned promotion at the end of each school year. All the teachers had
information indicating that their students were failing to learn the
prescribed material in their courses. Year after year, they knew the
students were failing. And yet, year after year, the students failed.
The faculty never met as a community to reflect on the failure rate or
to study what was happening. Then, a staff development program
interrupted the situation by bringing the faculty into the study of
teaching. Students began to learn more, and within two years, 95 per
cent of them were earning promotion with the same curriculum and
the same tests still in place.

What happened in this middle school? Faculty members, work-
ing as an organizational unit, began to study the learner and the
learning environment they were providing. Data about student learn-
ing came to be used differently—as information sources for the
faculty to analyze as they inquired into how their students could
become more powerful learners. Information that had existed in the
school for years came to have meaning and utility as it was studied by
these faculty members (Joyce, Murphy, Showers, and Murphy 1989).

Every school has large quantities of data available as a resource
for collective inquiry. These data sources can be used to inform us
about obvious problems, such as low achievement; they also can be
used to examine all aspects of the school environment and what
students are experiencing as members of this environment.
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For example, let’s move away from the example of the low-
achieving middle school to look at some schools with a history of
high achievement (University Town). These schools have students
who are acknowledged to be very high achieving (in achievement the
district ranked in the top 5 percent of the nation’s schools on standard
tests). Elementary faculties in this district inquired into the quality of
student writing and into the teaching of writing, and within two years,
the quality of student writing had improved several times beyond its
predicted rate based on previous years’ growth (Joyce, Calhoun,
Carran, Halliburton, Rust, and Simser 1994).

For example, here are two tables from University Town as re-
minders of what was achieved. These tables report the results on
quality of expository writing, which was assessed by scoring sets of
writing samples collected from students in fall 1992 and spring 1993.
Particular attention was given to expository writing, which has proved
to be so difficult to teach (Applebee and others 1990). The data were
compared with district baseline results derived from comparisons of
fall 1991 and spring 1992 writing and with the average gains indi-
cated by the National Assessment of Writing Progress (Applebee and
others 1990 and 1994) for the nation as a whole.

Table 7.1 compares the means for two periods (fall 1992 and
spring 1993) for three dimensions of writing quality: Focus/Organi-
zation, Support, and Grammar/Mechanics. Altogether, 95 sets of
samples, representing 95 students and approximately 20 percent of
the district’s fourth-grade population, were compared.

Effect sizes computed between fall and spring scores were for
Focus, 2.18; for Support, 1.53; and for Grammar/Mechanics, 1.37.
All these are several times the effect-sizes of the national sample and
of the baseline gains determined from the 1991-92 analyses.

To illustrate the magnitude of the difference, table 7.2 compares
the mean results for the spring fourth-grade assessment with the fall
sixth-grade results.

The gains here indicate that, in the area of writing, it is possible to
increase gains per year to several times the average gain, even in a
district with a tradition of very high achievement.

In both of these examples—in settings with histories of low
student achievement and high student achievement—the faculties
found that their own attitudes and beliefs became part of the inquiry.
In both cases, they found that they had not really believed their
students could learn so much more effectively. And neither did the
parents. In both settings, collective efficacy increased as faculties
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“proved” that their students could learn far more than they had been
expected to learn.

Serious inquiry often leads us beyond the information we are
accustomed to using. Faculties may begin their collective inquiry by
using existing vital-signs data such as grades and referrals, then
collect new data such as how often and how well students are
comprehending and composing. But the inquiry doesn’t necessarily

T A B L E  7.2
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           Dimensions

Focus/Org Support Gram/Mech

Grade 4 Spr

Mean  2.8 3.2 3.0

SD 0.94  0.96 0.97

Grade 6 Fall

Mean 2.11 2.90 2.87

SD 0.56 0.72 0.67

T A B L E  7.1
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            Dimensions

Period Focus/Org Support Gram/Mech

Fall
Mean 1.6  2.2  2.11
SD 0.55 0.65  0.65

Spring
Mean  2.8  3.2  3.0
SD 0.94 0.96 0.97
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stop with these behavioral data. At times, faculty members will want
to collect data about how students feel: about student values, about
how students feel about themselves as learners, about their sense of
independence, and about their developing concepts of themselves as
effective human beings. These perceptual and attitudinal data can
enrich a faculty’s perspective and understanding of student behaviors
and of student responses to the learning opportunities provided.
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Not only has teaching lacked provisions for collective study of
the learning environment, it has lacked provisions for study of the
knowledge base that experientially and theoretically grounds our
profession. Thus, many faculties have had to try to improve their
schools without easy access to the accumulated knowledge relevant
to their needs. Much to the benefit of all parties concerned with
school improvement, the study of teaching, curriculum, and technol-
ogy has a substantial knowledge base that can help faculties think
about promising actions and possible solutions to problems (see
Bloom 1984; Joyce and Weil 1996; Walberg 1990; Wang, Haertel,
and Walberg 1993). In our modern information world, access can be
provided easily.

This connection to the knowledge base of our profession and use
of it as another source of information for collective inquiry can
expand the possibilities for effective action, as faculty members
locate efforts and perspectives that may not have been in their origi-
nal frame of reference. For example, many Responsible Parties natu-
rally seek for ways of motivating students to learn and, beginning
their inquiry into that area, look for “motivational” programs. A
broad look at the literature will reveal that there are teaching strate-
gies and curricular approaches that have very large motivational
effects, something that might not be found in a search for motiva-
tional programs alone.

A Brief Scenario: Moving Beyond What We Know The faculty
and parents at Soquel Elementary School were working together to
improve student writing from kindergarten through sixth grade. They
had been dismayed as they looked at the number of students in grades
3 through 6 who were performing poorly in writing; they knew their
students could do better.
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Teachers and parents working together developed an action plan
filled with exciting activities revolving around writing: A Write-
Night Sleep-in, visits from renowned children’s authors in the state, a
family-night writing workshop, “Publication Boards” in each hall,
Buzzy Bear stickers for papers, and surveys of students’ and parents’
attitudes about writing. Much faculty and parent energy went into
conducting these activities.

At the same time, members of the Responsible Parties were
seeking information from journals, textbooks on teaching composi-
tion, articles about what had worked in other schools, and so forth.
They studied the resources they gathered, focusing on those that were
directly related to improving the quality of student writing. They
selected five resources for schoolwide study and reflection.

When the Soquel students produced writing samples again, there
was an improvement in writing quality, but very little in proportion to
the amount of energy the community had expended. By this time, the
articles from the professional literature had been read, discussed, and
debated during study-group meetings and even at a few parent/
teacher meetings. As faculty members and parents reflected on the
year’s experiences and on their action plan, they realized that while
they had done much to celebrate writing as a valuable activity, they
had done nothing in terms of changes in instruction or curriculum.
They began to design their 1993-94 action plan with an emphasis on
instructional strategies that have a history of improving the quality of
student writing.
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Staff development has to become a regular event, but not offered
as a “Here is stuff that has been researched, so use it!” mode, but
designed as an opening to new inquiries. For teachers to use the
knowledge base to add to their repertoire of teaching strategies or to
create different learning environments, they cannot simply find out
that something “has worked” in some other setting. They have to
develop the skill to use that information or strategy as they conduct
disciplined inquiry into its effects on their students.

Consequently, the content of staff development—curriculum and
instruction—must be organized so that as new practices are imple-
mented the faculty can immediately and systematically study their
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effects. Models of teaching (Joyce and Showers 1995; Joyce and
Weil 1996; Wang, Haertel, and Walberg 1993) are not static practices
that one simply puts in place; they are models of learning that launch
further study of the students and of how they learn.
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A major dimension of schooling is creating caring communities
for children. How to develop schools as organizations that nurture the
professionals who work within them has received much less atten-
tion, despite the existence of a large body of literature on the stresses
of teaching, the liabilities of “burning out,” and the characteristics of
“adult learners.” Simply building closer professional communities,
developing democratic interchange (legitimizing respectful and pub-
lic adult interaction), and embedding the study of teaching into the
workday can be hypothesized to have a considerable effect on profes-
sional ethos. And, as a structural process supporting these changes,
inquiry can be argued for in terms of its effects on our collective
mental health.

How can we develop schools as caring communities for those
who work within their walls? Our assessment of the literature on
organizations is that the caring dimension depends to a large extent
on building organizations where many small groups—often com-
posed of only three or four people—see themselves as not only
working together to “get the job done,” but also as having responsi-
bility for seeing that one another receive support as they develop
personally and professionally.

Thus, the larger school community both supports and is sup-
ported by small groups with at least two realms of responsibility: (1)
inquiring into teaching and learning, and (2) supporting one another
and the organization as a collaborative unit.

The University Town program illustrates many of the features of
the school as a center of inquiry: embedded time for colleagueship; a
system for shared-decision making; an information-rich, formative
study environment; the study of research on curriculum and teaching;
and a comprehensive staff development system that includes study
groups.
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In essence, the focus of school renewal is on creating environ-
ments that promote the continuous examination of the process of
education at all levels of the organization, so that knowledge-in-
practice is continually expanding and so that specific, deliberate
improvements can be launched and tested. For we—as individuals
and as organizations—are never complete, never “finished.” Class-
rooms, schools, and districts are social entities that, like the human
spirit, require the challenge of growth not only to soar but to maintain
themselves in optimum health.
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Year
School 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95
Joined

1990-91 24 22 22 19 18

1991-92 21 18 17 17

1992-93 20 18 16

1993-94

1994-95 9

Total  Number
of Schools
Each Year 24 43 60 54 60

Number of Schools Joining/Rejoining

APPENDIX
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%FREE/
STUDENT REDUCED

LEVEL LOCATION POPULATION LUNCHES %MINORITY

Elementary Rural 164 35% 24%

Elementary Rural 355 51% 11%

Elementary Rural 376 53% 26%

Elementary Suburban 380 17% 11%

Elementary Suburban 530 39% 99%

Elementary Urban 580 23% 28%

Elementary Urban 650 73% 94%

Elementary Suburban 730 5% 10%

Elementary Suburban 900 4% 4%

Elementary Rural 927 45% 1%

Elementary Suburban 950 25% 10%

Elementary Suburban 1042 21% 28%

Elementary Suburban 1135 25% 40%

Middle Suburban 802 6% 10%

Middle Suburban 855 15% 7%

Middle Suburban 1017 10% 25%

High Rural 393 52% 45%

High Suburban 1200 8% 10%

High Suburban 1920 1% 7%
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%FREE/
STUDENT REDUCED

LEVEL LOCATION POPULATION LUNCHES %MINORITY

Elementary Urban 492 63% 58%

Elementary Rural 520 53% 6%

Elementary Rural 535 64% 45%
(K-1)

Elementary Rural 570 29% 23%

Elementary Rural 575 33% 4%

Elementary Suburban 587 8% 2%

Elementary Suburban 604 6% 9%

Elementary Rural 605 49% 39%
(K-3)

Elementary Urban 616 90% 98%

Elementary Suburban 663 79% 73%
(City)

Elementary Suburban 915 22% 22%

Middle Urban 618 90% 70%

High Rural 1218 35% 39%

High Suburban 1300 2% 6%

High Urban 1363 33% 50%

High Urban 1400 54% 51%

High Urban 2200 28% 59%
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%FREE/
STUDENT REDUCED

LEVEL LOCATION POPULATION LUNCHES %MINORITY

Elementary Suburban 190 60% 3%

Elementary Rural 445 40% 30%

Elementary Rural 500 60% 45%

Elementary Rural 673 15% 2%

Elementary Suburban 689 9% 9%

Elementary Suburban 710 5% 2%

Elementary Rural (City) 748 48% 30%

Elementary Suburban 824 20% 10%

Elementary Rural 1091 61% 44%

Middle Suburban 610 17% 9%

Middle Rural 710 31% 5%

Middle Rural (City) 720 70% 77%

Middle Suburban 890 23% 11%

Middle Suburban 965 11% 8%

Middle Suburban 1748 6%

High Suburban 480 8% 3%

High Urban 1328 31% 63%

High Rural 1450 37% 30%
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NO. NO.
REQUESTS REQUESTS

STUDENT MADE MADE
LEVEL LOCATION POPULATION Feb 90-Feb 93 Mar 93-Feb 94

Elementary Rural 164 0 3

Elementary Rural 355 16 1

Elementary Rural 376 6 4

Elementary Suburban 380 8 9

Elementary Suburban 530 4 0

Elementary Urban 580 4 6

Elementary Urban 650 8 0

Elementary Suburban 730 3 7

Elementary Suburban 900 7 1

Elementary Rural 927 14 8

Elementary Suburban 950 2 0

Elementary Suburban 1042 17 6

Elementary Suburban 1135 6 1

Middle Suburban 802 1 1

Middle Suburban 855 3 6

Middle Suburban 1017 6 2

High Rural 393 2 0

High Suburban 1200 6 3

High Suburban 1920 4 0

TOTAL NUMBER OF SCHOOLS MAKING REQUESTS FOR 1993-94: 14
(In 1990, 24 schools could have made requests; in 1991 and 1992, 22 schools could have made
requests; in 1993, 19 schools could have made requests.)
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NO. NO.
REQUESTS REQUESTS

STUDENT MADE MADE
LEVEL LOCATION POPULATION Mar 91-Feb 93 Mar 93-Feb 94

Elementary Urban 492 0 2

Elementary Rural 520 4 1

Elementary Rural 535 7 1
(K-1)

Elementary Rural 570 9 0

Elementary Rural 575 17 1

Elementary Suburban 587 7 0

Elementary Suburban 604 3 0

Elementary Rural 605 5 1
(K-3)

Elementary Urban 616 7 1

Elementary Suburban 663 5 3
(City)

Elementary Suburban 915 5 0

Middle Urban 618 1 0

High Rural 1218 7 0

High Suburban 1300 5 2

High Urban 1363 2 2

High Urban 1400 1 20

High Urban 2200 0 18

TOTAL NUMBER OF SCHOOLS MAKING REQUESTS FOR 1993-94: 11
(In 1991, 21 schools could have made requests; in 1992, 18 schools could have made requests; in
1993, 17 schools could have made requests.)
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NO. NO.
REQUESTS REQUESTS

STUDENT MADE MADE
LEVEL LOCATION POPULATION Mar 92-Feb 93 Mar 93-Feb 94

Elementary Suburban 190 0 3

Elementary Rural 445 3 1

Elementary Rural 500 9 4

Elementary Rural 673 0 8

Elementary Suburban 689 0 4

Elementary Suburban 710 6 4

Elementary Rural (City) 748 1 2

Elementary Suburban 824 0 10

Elementary Rural 1091 2 3

Middle Suburban 610 0 2

Middle Rural 634 1 0

Middle Rural (City) 720 2 0

Middle Suburban 890 1 2

Middle Suburban 965 2 1

Middle Suburban 1748 0 1

High Urban 1328 1 0

High Rural 1450 1 3

TOTAL NUMBER OF SCHOOLS MAKING REQUESTS FOR 1993-94: 14
(In 1992, 20 schools could have made requests; in 1993, 18 schools could have made requests.)
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The nay-sayers are wrong! These case studies are
thoughtful, well-documented, impressive accounts of
what it takes to get school improvement to work suc-
cessfully. They show that real changes in what students
learn can occur—often more quickly than expected—if
we can think and act smarter about school renewal and
professional development, and make the serious invest-
ments of ideas, time, energy, and money required.

Matthew B. Miles
Senior Research Associate
Center for Policy Research

The testimony of these cases stands in stark con-
trast to the norm. Representing a diverse set of educa-

tional challenges and settings, they contain strong evidence that significant, and in
some cases dramatic, changes in student learning can be sustained when the
appropriate building blocks are in place, and when appropriate attention is given to
implementation. By themselves these building blocks are insufficient, as is seen in
studies of unsuccessful reform efforts. What is clear from these case studies,
however, is the release of synergy when well-articulated models of teaching are
linked to a program of pervasive staff development within an educational commu-
nity committed to and structured around inquiry and action research.

David Hopkins
Professor and Chair of the School of Education

University of Nottingham
England

This book does a good job of synthesizing and illustrating (through case
studies) important new understandings about the conditions of teaching and learn-
ing that are necessary for creating substantial improvements in student achieve-
ment. . . . I would recommend this book to those wanting insight into what works in
education reform.
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