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ABSTRACT 

These four case studies of Chapter One reading teachers 

describe how teachers change in their theoretical 

orientations, roles, and practice as they implement a new 

reading program, the inclass model. 

1 0 

Data collection includes audiotaped interviews and staff 

development meetings, classroom observations, documents, and 

general district-led meetings. Two themes emerged through 

the constant comparative method of analysis and grounded 

theory: (1) Changes in Reading Teachers' Roles, and (2) 

Teacher Constraints, Contradictions, and Dilemmas. 

Traditional mandates from external sources such as federal 

legislation of Chapter One programs create constraints for 

teachers, thereby discouraging teachers' voices and decision 

making. The data suggest that school culture as a support of 

teacher change is crucial for successful teacher 

implementation of program change. 

Current research studies address teacher collaboration, 

shared goals, and team teaching as important variables for 

successful schools. Collective decision making through whole 

school discussions, a constructivist notion, allows for 

teachers' voices to be heard. Choice by all school decision 

makers in program selection and ongoing staff development 

provide the support for successful teacher change. 



CHAPTER 1 

TEACHER CHANGE: A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

This is a story of four Chapter One elementary school 

reading teachers and their experiences while trying to 

implement a new program in their schools. I chose to tell 

the story of these particular teachers because each 

represents a different perspective of what happens when 

experienced reading teachers are asked to change their 

theoretical orientations, their practices, and ultimately, 

their roles as part of a school program change. 

11 

The overall question guiding my study is: How does change 

in a Chapter One reading program impact the reading teachers' 

roles as both reading specialists and school staff members? 

Related questions that are addressed in this study are: What 

is the relationship between the change process as experienced 

by these teachers and the change process as described in the 

literature? How are reading teachers affected by the 

constraints that are a part of change? 

I begin by summarizing the history of the legislation that 

created Chapter One programs; then I discuss a particular 

Chapter One program in a district I call Saguaro. Next, 

since the four teachers I observed were being asked to 

change, I summarize the literature on teacher change as it 

relates to theory, practice, and roles. This summary of the 

literature includes a discussion of constraints that mitigate 

against change and the inevitable dilemmas experienced by 
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those who are asked to change. This historical and scholarly 

frame provides the context for the final section of the 

chapter--the description of the research plan I used to 

conduct this inquiry. 

A History of Chapter One Federal Legislation 

Funding for Title I reading programs was mandated, 

initially, by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA) of 1965. Subsequent funding was authorized by the 

Educational Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA) of 1981 

and continued through a reauthorization in 1988. In 

addition, the designation of Title I programs was changed to 

Chapter One programs in 1981. Every year the U. S. Congress 

considers the reauthorization and refunding of the program 

(Birman, 1988). 

Since federal statutes prohibit federal mandates concerning 

supervision, curriculum, instruction, administration, or 

personnel in a school system (Gaffney, 1986), federal 

legislators have avoided advocating a specific program design 

for Chapter One programs. It is left to local and state 

agencies to formulate the specific guidelines through which 

the federal mandates are enacted. But even though local and 

state agencies are responsible for formulating these specific 

programmatic guidelines, the federal regulations have 

required programs to be carefully monitored. Specifically, 

such programs have been monitored to ensure that funds 

targeted for one program are not used to provide services 
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that are funded through other federally funded programs and 

that eligible students receive services from only one 

federally funded program at a time. 

For the last three decades compliance with the Chapter One 

federal legislation has been regulated by local school 

systems usually through the use of "pullout programs." That 

is, students received special Chapter One instruction by 

being "pulled out" of their regular classrooms. During this 

thirty year period, the notion of teaching the targeted 

students within their classrooms and in collaboration with 

the classroom teacher was considered illegal because students 

who were not targeted for Chapter One, and therefore 

ineligible for the program, were included in the classroom 

instruction. 

The pullout program model is based on confidence in the 

efficacy of instruction and a belief in identifying students' 

deficits for remediation (Birman, 1988). Students are 

gathered for instruction if their standardized reading scores 

reflect reading achievement in the lowest quartile of 

students. Often the stanine level is an additional measure. 

The instruction is usually skills-based. The skills-based 

emphasis is reflected in lists of skills checked for mastery 

in two major areas--decoding and comprehension. For many 

years, this model prevailed because student participation and 

progress were easy to monitor through the use of standardized 

tests--tests that purportedly measure decoding skills and 
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comprehension skills. Strict record keeping of students' 

annual pre- and post-scores is evaluated by state and federal 

administrators (Gaffney, 1986). 

Title I and Chapter One program design remained essentially 

unchanged from 1965 until the late 1980s. Then the Hawkins

Stafford Amendment of 1988 (Position Paper, Chapter 1, 

Aquilar y. Felton, 1985) restructured funding for Schoolwide 

Chapter One programs and encouraged schools to enact some 

changes in program design. The 1988 reauthorization of 

Chapter One re-emphasized the need to improve reading scores, 

and also emphasized instructing students within the context 

of the students' regular classrooms. In addition, this 

amendment abandoned mandated individual student eligibility 

for a school that can show 75% school population eligibility 

(Birman, 1988). 

In the original non-Schoolwide Chapter One programs, those 

students who qualified for Chapter One instruction were 

separated from those who did not qualify. Therefore, the 

targeted Chapter One Special Education and Limited-English

Proficient students were also taught separately in other 

rooms while the classroom teacher taught the rest of the 

class. Alternately, the reading teacher directed her lesson 

only to the targeted Chapter One students in the regular 

classroom. 

In contrast, all the students in the class are included in 

instruction by reading teachers in a schoolwide Chapter One 
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program. Students receiving other services, such as Special 

Education (SE) and Limited English Proficient (LEP) students 

and who did not qualify for Chapter One services in non

Schoolwide Chapter One programs, can now be included in the 

program if it is adopted on a schoolwide basis. 

The Hawkins-Stafford Amendment included provisions to 

encourage these changes in program design--changes that 

reflect how it is thought that schools should educate those 

who are labeled, "educationally disadvantaged" (Knapp & 

Shields, 1990). In general, these provisions focus on 

educating students on grade level rather than in a remedial 

curriculum and emphasize involving more staff members and 

content-area subjects. It is assumed that reading 

instruction will take place within the classroom and that 

students will no longer be labeled by their participation in 

a pullout program. Also, parent involvement is mandated, 

reflecting an interest in site-based management of schools. 

Finally, a prOV1Slon particularly relevant to research, all 

staff members are to receive staff development at each school 

site. The definition of staff development, however, is open 

to broad interpretation. Although the intent is for schools 

to provide staff development for all teachers, both reading 

teachers and classroom teachers at their schools, most 

administrators overlook this regulation and continue to allow 

the district office to provide staff development at district 

meetings and mostly with the reading teachers. In turn, the 



district expects the reading teachers to provide staff 

development at their respective schools for classroom 

teachers. 
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The Hawkins-Stafford Amendment encouraged alternative 

approaches to instruction, curriculum and evaluation. 

Innovations include cooperative learning, curriculum that has 

high expectations for student achievement, instruction in 

content areas, not labeling students, meaningful evaluations 

of students' progress, and interactive teaching methodology 

(Knapp & Shields, 1990). Recent studies of Chapter One 

programs show these alternative approaches to be more 

effective than those that focus on pulling students out of 

the classroom for skills-based instruction (Knapp, Shields, & 

Turnbull, 1992). 

Even though the amendment emphasizes alternative 

approaches, the federal guidelines continue to rely on 

standardized test scores to evaluate programs; hence, 

conventional assessments are required to assess alternative 

approaches to learning. Traditionally, state agencies have 

evaluated scores on a standardized test to measure the 

success or failure of a school-wide program, a requirement 

for school-wide funding. Thereby, the state agencies have 

acted as the arm of the federal government in monitoring 

student performance. If a state agency identifies a school 

in need of improvement to meet these standards, such a school 

must then submit a School Improvement Plan (SIP). If a 



school were identified as a model school, achieving the 

school-based goals, it would receive additional funding 

through block grants. 
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These legislated mandates regarding student assessment, 

however, can essentially limit the effectiveness of the use 

of alternative approaches to teaching and learning. For 

example, schools often set low, easy-to-achieve standards 

(Fagan & Heid, 1991) in an attempt to avoid the stigma of 

failing to show student progress within the Chapter One 

program evaluation guidelines. Also, Anders and Richardson 

(1992) found that teachers are reluctant to change from 

"tried and true" practices to innovative practices when they 

and their students are evaluated by standardized tests. The 

result is usually consistently low student performance. The 

federal government's mandates to improve reading skills on 

standardized tests and teach grade level skills continue to 

frame the Chapter One reading program as a conventional 

process; at the same time, provisions of those mandates 

encourage teachers to adopt less conventional approaches to 

teaching and learning. 

Saguaro School District's Response 

In response to the changes in federal legislation and the 

perceived needs of the local school district, the Saguaro 

district initiated a staff development program for Chapter 

One reading teachers. On the local level, the district 

supported the staff development program for five reasons: 
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(1) the 1988 Hawkins-Stafford Amendment required that 

children in Chapter One reading programs be taught on grade 

level; (2) the standardized reading scores of Saguaro 

District's Chapter One students were unsatisfactory; (3) the 

district adopted a literature-based reading program that many 

classroom teachers felt unprepared to use and it was hoped 

that reading teachers could help classroom teachers use it; 

(4) the district was changing assessment practices; and (5) 

the district wanted parents to be more involved in curricular 

decision making. 

The purpose of the staff development was to explore 

changing the reading program model for Chapter One. The 

district interpreted the Chapter One reauthorization 

legislation as three pronged: to help students succeed in 

regular classrooms, to bring children to grade level, and to 

help students achieve in basic and advanced skills. 

Therefore, the district needed to restructure the Chapter One 

reading program to meet these goals. The most effective way 

to do this seemed to be to change from pullout to inclass 

instruction. 

The district began the staff development program for the 

Chapter One reading teachers in response to the changes in 

the federal legislation. For many years, the traditional 

Chapter One reading program in Saguaro District followed a 

pullout design that directed targeted students to be taught 

remedial skills outside of the classroom. A major criticism 
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of that program had been that skills were taught without 

being integrated into the content instruction of the 

classroom. The new federal guidelines called for students to 

be taught on grade level. If the students were to be taught 

on grade level, then the grade-level curriculum needed to be 

part of the Chapter One instruction. In general, the 

curriculum of Chapter One reading had not previously included 

classroom instructional content. Therefore the need for 

program change in the reading program was clear. 

The district announced that the intention of the staff 

development was to provide opportunities for the Chapter One 

reading teachers to participate in choosing the new Chapter 

One reading program. In the past, the Chapter One reading 

program had been selected by school personnel other than the 

reading teachers. Usually, the reading teachers received 

mandates from the district office regarding the reading 

program and they were expected to implement the provisions of 

those mandates. The purported choices for the new Chapter 

One program included four models: (1) traditional pullout, 

skills-based; (2) inclass, literature-based; (3) Reading 

Recovery (Clay, 1979); and (4) Higher Order Thinking Skills 

(HOTS) (Pogrow, 1986). 

The reading teachers were ostensibly being given the 

opportunity to participate in the choice of the program, but 

three factors prevented the teachers from having a real 

choice. First, the district was supporting the inclass 
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model; therefore, pullout was not really a choice. Further, 

while the Reading Recovery and HOTS (pullout) programs would 

be offered, they would require the reading teachers to model 

teaching strategies and learning strategies in regular 

classrooms. This requirement was consistent with the federal 

regulations mandating school-based staff development. 

Second, site-based management groups were established to 

assist in administrative decision making at two of the 

schools, so the influence the reading teachers at these 

schools may have had on the final decision was diluted. 

Third, and most important, the reality: in the Saguaro 

district was that the principals decided on the programs for 

their respective schools. In all four schools in this study, 

the principals made the final decision regarding the new 

Chapter One reading program for their respective schools. 

The real purpose of the staff development program, then, 

seems to have been to provide an opportunity for reading 

teachers to learn how to implement a new Chapter One program 

rather than to participate in discussions regarding the 

choice of the program as had been announced. The reading 

teachers would be expected to conduct their own staff 

development programs at their schools to help the classroom 

teachers implement a new Chapter One program that was 

ultimately chosen by the principal. The staff development 

program at each school would consist of the reading teachers 

introducing the new program to the classroom teachers and, at 
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the same time, modeling and helping to plan reading 

instruction in the district-wide literature-based program. 

Also, the reading teacher was to be a mentor for those 

classroom teachers who were unsure how to implement the new 

reading program. Hence, the reading teachers were being 

asked to work collaboratively with the classroom teachers and 

to develop and facilitate school staff development programs. 

These were new activities for reading teachers and they were 

not necessarily prepared for these additions to their roles 

and responsibilities. 

Staff development at the respective schools for program 

implementation included at least two aspects. Classroom 

teachers needed help to implement the literature-based 

reading program the district had adopted. Furthermore, the 

district was insistent on following the legislation that 

mandated parental involvement in the Chapter One programs. 

According to the legislation, the parents were to be active 

members of the Chapter One decision-making board. There were 

already some school-home partnership programs in some 

schools. For example, one HOTS program teacher allowed 

computers to be used at home by the parent and the student. 

In most cases, however, greater efforts needed to be made to 

include the parents in decisions concerning their children's 

instruction. The district office needed help from the 

reading teachers to develop ways to involve parents more 

effectively. 
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The reading teachers' staff development as a change effort 

was fraught with dilemmas from the very beginning. The first 

dilemma the reading teachers faced was that they were 

ostensibly given an opportunity to decide on a Chapter One 

reading program for their school site; in fact, however, the 

principals had already decided on a Chapter One program. A 

second dilemma the teachers faced related to assessment. 

Saguaro district wanted to adhere to a state plan that had 

been developed to better match student assessment with 

instruction. This plan included a performance-based test 

that was designed to reflect the students' classroom work. 

The intention of such an assessment was to "make schools more 

accountable for . . . student needs" (Osberg, Slinde, & 

Zwack, 1991). But despite this effort by the state, federal 

guidelines continued to call for standardized testing. 

Historically, Saguaro school district's standardized 

reading test scores for Chapter One students showed little 

improvement from the beginning to the end of the school year. 

Student progress was not adequately measured through the use 

of such tests; furthermore, by the very nature of the tests, 

students' reading scores were often below the expected 

average. But the 1988 federal regulations required that the 

state oversee the local districts' procedure to monitor 

progress on standardized tests. If little or no progress is 

shown on the standardized tests, federal regulators want to 

know why. Therefore, a dilemma was created for the teachers: 



new performance-based tests would better reflect student 

progress, but the Chapter One program would continue to be 

evaluated via the standardized test scores. 
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Previously Chapter One federal legislation had focused on 

reading instruction for individual at-risk students who fit 

the criteria of low scores on standardized tests and low 

socio-economic status. At that time the instructional 

emphasis was on prescriptive skills taught by the reading 

teachers according to diagnostic test results. Over time, 

the legislation included additional criteria for student 

eligibility for Chapter One services, focusing on alternative 

ways to instruct these students. Other goals of current 

Chapter One legislation include providing support in reading 

instruction for classroom teachers, and involving parents in 

Chapter One decision making. How these changes were 

implemented at Saguaro can best be understood by considering 

the notion of teacher change as it has been studied in the 

professional educational literature. 

Related Literature on Teacher Change and 

Teacher Constraints and Dilemmas 

Teacher change literature addresses teachers' changes in 

theoretical orientations, practice, and roles. Often 

teachers are expected to implement changes in school 

programs. Sometimes there is a staff development program to 

help the teachers with the implementation. Despite this 
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help, constraints and dilemmas inherent in schools affect the 

ways in which teachers change. 

There are 45 million students in public elementary and 

secondary schools and 2 million teachers work at 88,000 

schools in 15,000 school districts in the united States 

(Murphy, 1991). The Chapter One programs target nearly five 

million of these students and they are allotted approximately 

one-fourth of the Department of Education budget (LeTendre, 

1991) . 

Teacher change and program change are closely related 

concepts. Inherent in the notion of program change is 

teacher change. If the program drives the curriculum (Apple, 

1986), then it is the teacher who delivers it. According to 

Fullan and Steigelbauer (1991), change is a sociopolitical 

process and the teacher as implementer is central. A program 

plan is only one part of change. Deciding how the program 

can best be adapted to a school's needs is the responsibility 

of the teachers. Knowing the program and how it can best be 

implemented is an interactive process in which all the 

teachers at a school must participate. Both reading and 

classroom teachers need to understand the program and figure 

out the best way to implement it over time. 

Traditionally, staff development is promoted as the key to 

the process of teacher change. The concept of bringing about 

teacher change through staff development has been studied by 

many educational researchers. 
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Teacher Change and Staff Deyelopment 

The literature says that change is complex (i.e., Cuban, 

1988; Fullan & Miles, 1992). In order for educational change 

to be meaningful, teachers need opportunities to discuss and 

plan for those changes. Staff development can be interpreted 

by teachers as simply a fix-it or a more involved how-to 

process to respond to these tensions. Often teachers are 

asked by the administration or district office to introduce a 

program and they are provided with manuals and tests to use 

to implement the program. Little's studies (1986) showed 

that this kind of staff development is not successful because 

it does not create meaningful change. In these cases the 

teachers may be motivated to change, but the change is 

superficial because it was conceptualized by someone other 

than the teachers. Little called this type of staff 

development "seductive images" (p. 84). An example of a 

seductive image in staff development is when teachers become 

enthusiastic about a reading program because it is complete 

with teaching tools, instructional guides, and organized 

student record keeping, making the program seem like a good 

way to improve their students' academic performance. 

Eventually, however, the program resembles previous programs 

or is discarded because it has not been adapted by the 

teachers to address own their beliefs and goals. 
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Cuban (1988) says what is needed is "second order change." 

Second order change refers to the adaptation of a program 

implementation in a school. This adaptation is dependent on 

how teachers conceptualize and contextualize program change 

related to their beliefs and practices in the organization of 

a school. Such change has a positive impact on programs, 

teachers, and school culture. Cuban points out, however, 

that teachers who attempt to implement a change face various 

dilemmas that often prevent second order change from 

occurring. Other researchers have shown that dilemmas can be 

created by restrictions and mandates set out by the district 

office that create an "incompatibility between institutional 

goals and teachers' goals" (Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986, p. 

516) . 

Other dilemmas are created by the culture within the 

particular school. Cuban (1992) argues that when teachers 

are confronted with contradictions, they have a dilemma that 

they have to solve. According to Cuban, the teacher has a 

moral responsibility to make a decision in the best interests 

of the students. For example, a teacher may be required to 

administer standardized tests on skills. Cuban asserts that 

in fact, however, teachers often resolve these dilemmas in 

favor of the practical and expedient. The teacher may decide 

to prep students with skills instruction and administer the 

skills-based tests even if she questions the value of that 

instruction and evaluation. 
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Rosenholtz (1989) emphasizes that the culture of an 

effective workplace can support and nurture change. Her 

perspective as a sociologist helped her create a framework 

for what was happening at schools. She called her work a 

look at effective or enriched schools. She studied elements 

common to effective schools, what these elements mean to the 

social organization of schooling, and how they affect all its 

participants. The elements she studied included: shared 

goals, teacher collaboration, teacher learning, teacher 

certainty (efficacy), teacher commitment and district level 

differences. Most of the 78 Tennessee elementary schools 

she studied were weak in these areas; she called these 

schools stuck schools and observed that such schools will 

eventually manifest into either learning-enriched or 

learning-impoverished schools. Her research supported the 

theory that teachers and principals who collaborate in areas 

such as goal setting contributed to creating learning

enriched schools. 

Rosenholtz's findings also showed that teacher certainty 

followed teacher learning and opportunities for collaboration 

with other teachers. In other words, teachers felt 

successful about their work after they met with other 

teachers, thereby forming support teams. In her study of 

successful schools, teacher commitment developed eventually 

and influenced change in teaching practices. Her findings 

support the constructivist notion (Conley & Cooper, 1991) 



28 

that interactive school-based planning efforts by staff and 

administration in a supportive school environment, the school 

culture, can affect successful change. 

Theoretical change 

Because it is through teachers that theory is put into 

practice in schools, it is important to listen to teachers' 

voices during change efforts. One way to get to know 

teachers' theoretical orientations and concerns is through 

teachers' stories. "Stories invite us to come to know the 

world and our place in it" (Witherell & Noddings, 1991). 

Lester and Onore (1990) participated as consultants in a 

three year inservice of teachers that was intended to change 

their assumptions about how knowledge is created in 

traditional learning environments. The teachers and 

researchers explored the teachers' beliefs about autocratic 

and democratic classrooms to reveal their own assumptions. 

Based on Bruner's (1988) theory that our stories about 

ourselves are a "way of knowing," Lester and Onore realized 

"the participants taught us how much they could learn about 

their own views of teaching and learning by telling stories 

about how they learn" (p. 100). Lester and Onore began their 

study with all the teachers reading and writing as students. 

As the teachers began to explore their beliefs, they had an 

opportunity to rethink those beliefs and change them because 

of the intellectual challenge initiated by the other teachers 

in the discussions. Similar changes were observed by other 
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researchers (Anders & Richardson, 1992; Guba & Lincoln, 1989; 

Matlin & Short, 1991). 

Researchers studied relationships between teachers' beliefs 

and practices (Richardson, Anders, Tidwell, & Lloyd, 1991). 

Based on the interactive relationship of beliefs and 

practices the evidence is inconclusive as to whether change 

in beliefs precedes or follows change in practice 

(Richardson, in press). However, McLaughlin's (1990) finding 

is that the practice of program change will be followed by a 

change in belief, but only if the teachers first feel that 

they have been successful and then see those effects in 

improvements in student learning. 

According to many researchers, teacher efficacy, that is, 

teachers' beliefs that they can be effective, is a strong 

argument in favor of a staff development program (Guskey, 

1988; Rosenholtz, 1989; Smylie, 1988). Smylie (1992) also 

argues that change in teachers' efficacy is related 

significantly to their involvement in staff development 

programs. 

Fuller and Brown's (1975) historical model interprets three 

stages of teachers' professional development: self, task, and 

impact. The final stage represents a teacher with high 

efficacy, a belief she can teach any student. Griffin (1986) 

suggests using Fuller and Brown's three stages to plan more 

meaningful staff development programs and, further, that 

continuity of meetings is important because one-shot after 
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comprehensive effects as do ongoing meetings over time. 

30 

Change in reading theQry~ Mainstream approaches to 

teaching reading that disregard the culture and language of 

the student and focus on skills have been criticized by 

critical theorists (Freire, 1970; Freire & Macedo, 1987). In 

these approaches, students are programmed in reading skills 

with little attention to building meaningful cognitive 

connections to what they already know. The emphasis is on 

phonics, the alphabet is commonly introduced in the early 

grades (Adams, 1990; Chall, 1967; Flesch, 1955), and 

comprehension skills are not introduced until the middle 

grades (Adams, 1990; Flesch, 1955). Readability charts and 

graded readers are standardized. The use of basal readers 

with controlled vocabulary, workbooks, and teacher's guides 

for directed reading lessons, quick skills assessment, and 

reinforced practice characterize the skills approach to 

teaching reading. This approach prevailed for many years but 

has not remained unchallenged. 

The transactional view of the reading process (Goodman, 

1984; Rosenblatt, 1978) is perhaps the most discussed change 

in reading theory (Goodman, 1986). In this view, meaning is 

constructed by the writer who "constructs the text" (Goodman, 

1984, p.815) and by the reader who uses the writer's text to 

construct a personal text. Three cueing systems-

graphophonic, syntactic, and semantic--are used by the reader 
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to construct a personal text. The reader does not rely on 

phonics skills (graphophonic) alone and teaching only phonics 

skills is an inappropriate way to teach reading in early 

elementary school (Carbo, 1987; Goodman, 1986). Rather, such 

a view calls for teaching reading through the use of 

authentic literature. 

The theoretical base for teaching reading through authentic 

literature is found in whole language (Altwerger, Edelsky, & 

Flores, 1987). The transactional view of reading, the 

readers' use of cueing systems and cognitive strategies, and 

the inappropriateness of basal stories moved instruction away 

from basal readers and towards literature (Goodman, 1986). 

Practices 

There are two important perspectives of researchers who are 

looking at how change efforts affect teaching practice: (1) 

change created by constructive discussion and planning by the 

teachers within a school working with school staff (See for 

example, Gitlin & Goldstein, 1987; Lampert & Clark, 1990; 

Little, 1981; Lyons, 1990; Ohlhausen, Meyerson, & Sexton, 

1992; Richardson, Anders, Tidwell, & Lloyd, 1991), or (2) 

conventional change mandated by those external to the school 

and facilitated by supervisors, again from outside the 

school, usually supervisors from the district office (Conley, 

1991). Both approaches to teacher change have effects on 

teaching practices. 
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When change is initiated as the result of external mandates 

from the district, local, state, or federal levels, teachers 

are often reluctant to become involved. Such change, they 

fear, might create an additional risk to their job 

performance and efficacy (Ohlhausen et. al., 1992). With 

such change, the school staff usually maintains the status 

quo and does not get actively involved in the change process. 

Changes in teaching practice are minimal. On the other hand, 

with constructivist staff development the staff is actively 

involved in the process. This participatory and ongoing 

process involves recycling the change effort until the staff 

reaches a consensus on how the newly created program should 

be developed. In fact, some teachers still may not change, 

but adapt what they do into the new program. 

While some researchers (Cuban, 1986; Guskey, 1986; Smylie, 

1992) focus on the overall effectiveness of staff development 

efforts to initiate changes in practices, a new wave of staff 

development includes action research. This type of research 

includes teachers as participants in the research process. 

Gitlin and Goldstein (1987) looked at the notion of choice in 

practice with a group of masters' degree students at the 

University of Utah. They found that if a district office 

mandates a program to be used in instructional practice the 

teacher might reject the program because of the teacher's 

perception of the district's intentions. Exploring teachers' 

talk enabled Gitlin and Goldstein to unravel possible 
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ultimately maintain the status quo. 

Change in reading practice. Changes in theories about 
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reading can lead to changes in reading instruction practices. 

Researchers suggest that there is a relationship between 

teachers' theoretical orientations and their instructional 

decisions claiming that both teachers and learners operate 

from theoretical bases (Harste & Burke, 1976; Richardson, 

Anders, Tidwell, & Lloyd, 1991). Mitchell, Konopak, and 

Readence (1991) studied the consistency between four Chapter 

One teachers' beliefs about reading and their practices. 

Mitchell et al., however, found considerable variation 

between beliefs and practices among the teachers, even though 

the teachers had similar views about the reading process. 

The most widely discussed example of change in reading 

practices is a movement away from the predominant use of 

basal readers (Goodman, Shannon, Freeman, & Murphy, 1988) to 

literature and language-oriented classrooms. 

Some researchers found language-based instruction for 

Chapter One students in inclass models to be more effective 

than pullouts, yet advocated slow change. Accordingly, 

researchers Bean and Eichelberger (1985) studied a group of 

reading teachers when a district changed from a pullout to an 

inclass model. They found that instruction by reading 

teachers had changed from simply diagnosing skills to 

reinforcing the instruction given by the classroom teachers. 
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Although the teachers found alternative practices of teacher 

collaboration and team teaching to be more successful with 

their students, attempts at these practices in organizational 

and programmatic change became so difficult that the changes 

were abandoned. So, despite the change in instruction, a 

recommendation of the study was that teachers continue direct 

instruction of small groups of students and maintain 

instructional practices addressing students' needs. While 

the inclass instructional model and whole language practices 

are cited as successful change, there is still hesitation to 

restructure reading programs because of the expected 

difficulties. 

In some cases, teachers are being asked to change their 

reading practices to conform to changes suggested by research 

on reading theory. The teachers may, in fact, change their 

practices, but do not make a corresponding change in the 

theory they hold about reading. In those cases, they change 

their practice, but in such a way that the new practice still 

supports their previously held theories about reading. In 

other words, their practice does not change in the way that 

the researchers had intended. Zarillo (1989) offers the case 

of the move, in some school districts, from basal readers to 

a literature-based program as an example. 

Opponents of basal readers, who advocate whole language and 

children's literature (Cullinan, 1987) in elementary school 

reading have changed their instructional materials. Yet 
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there are problems. One problem is that many teachers are 

uncomfortable leaving the structure of uniform reading 

material. In some of these cases the administration or 

district office replaced the basal readers with publishers' 

literature-based programs making use of the traditional 

teacher's guide containing lesson plans with word lists and 

skills development. The fear of whole language proponents is 

that classic literature may now be reduced and altered in the 

same way that basal readers previously used stories rewritten 

to fit readability charts (Short, 1991). The publishers' 

creation of literature-based books often becomes an 

adaptation of basal instruction and transforms children's 

literature to accommodate a larger market (Goodman, Shannon, 

Freeman, & Murphy, 1988). Still some school districts have 

gone further with literature programs using library books and 

published materials for instruction. The California school 

system is an example of moving to a language-based literature 

program (English-Language Arts framework, 1987). 

A study of eighteen teachers in all elementary grade levels 

in Los Angeles County explored how the literature-based 

program was implemented (Zarillo, 1989). The findings showed 

significant diversity among the teachers' theoretical 

orientations to reading. While most held the perspective 

that reading was a process and interpreted the literature

based programs to include novels, informational books, 

stories, plays, and poems, a smaller group held the belief 
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that teaching reading meant teaching skills. Yet another 

group took an eclectic approach and taught skills lessons and 

also used whole language activities. Although they were all 

teaching from the same books, teachers interpreted the 

instructional use of literature-based reading programs 

differently. 

Unlike the limited changes in practice discussed by Zarillo 

(1989), one dramatic change in reading practices is the 

practice, in the lower grades, of using literature books in 

the form of big books (Holdaway, 1982). In the upper grades 

change is seen in the teaching of strategies for reading 

content area material and in the use of readers' theater 

(Tierney, Readence, & Dishner, 1990). Another important 

change is the change from ability grouping to whole class 

instruction (Slavin, 1987). 

Roles 

Complex attempts to change existing school structure and 

organization can lead to the creation of new roles--and new 

dilemmas--for teachers. One of these new roles relates to 

decision making on site-based decision-making teams which 

include teachers, students, parents, and administrators with 

each member having an equal vote. Despite the equality of 

voting rights, there remains an inequality of power because 

in many schools the principal, who is supposed to be an equal 

member on the team, has the authority to evaluate teachers. 

Conley (1991) suggests that participation in such a decision-
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making process creates dilemmas for teachers regarding their 

role. Despite the dilemma, researchers support the need for 

teachers to be a part of the decision-making process in 

schools and the need for their voices to be heard (Rowan, 

1990; Sarason, 1982). 

Change in reading teachers' roles. One change that has 

affected the roles of the reading teacher is thinking of the 

teacher as a learner not just a teacher. Traditionally, the 

teacher has been looked on as merely a transmitter of 

knowledge. Some researchers (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1990), 

however, describe teachers as learners because they both 

consume and produce knowledge. Particularly, teachers are 

expected to consume and produce knowledge about their own 

practice. Schon (1983) suggests that teachers be reflective 

practitioners, that is, to reflect on their practice to learn 

from it, evaluate it, and ultimately, to improve it. In 

addition, teachers are encouraged to document their work and 

present cases of what happens in their classrooms, to develop 

professionalism by learning from the experiences and 

realities of their professions (Carter, 1993). 

Another change in the reading teacher'S role is that the 

reading teacher is expected to work collaboratively with 

other teachers rather than work in isolation. Usually 

teachers, including reading teachers, work in isolation and 

view their work as personal and private (Smiley, 1989). A 

shift in reading teachers' roles to work with classroom 
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teachers as team teachers can create problems as found in the 

Bean and Eichelberger (1985) study. These problems include 

organizational changes in scheduling, transportation of 

materials, and use of classroom space. 

A discussion of change in theory, practice, and roles in 

broad terms and specifically in reading cannot be concluded 

without a discussion of teacher constraints and dilemmas. 

Previously mentioned constraints and dilemmas are present 

within schools prior to and during change efforts. Although 

the constraints may not always become dilemmas, the 

constraints can change a program. 

Teacher Constraints and Dilemmas 

There are two sources for the dilemmas teachers encounter 

during change efforts: one relates to external mandates 

(Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986, p. 516); the second relates to 

the culture of the particular school in which change is being 

proposed (Fullan & Steigelbauer, 1991; Smiley, 1991). When 

edicts for change are issued by an external source, be it the 

federal government or the district office, the possibility 

exists for an incompatibility between the institutional 

goals, as stated in the mandates, and the teacher's goals 

regarding instruction in her classroom. The conditions for 

change at the school during staff development can constrain 

or ease the process (Placier & Hamilton, in press). Cuban 

(1992) further asserts the need for teachers to work together 

as professionals while managing the program change. 
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As troublesome as those dilemmas are, Fullan and 

Steigelbauer (1991) suggest that the most important element 

in program change is the school culture, particularly as it 

is manifested in the school support systems. According to 

Fullan and Steigelbauer, it is more important to change the 

culture of the school so that it supports change than it is 

to simply initiate a program change. For example, classroom 

teachers and reading teachers may be asked to team teach, 

collaborate, and create curriculum during a program 

implementation. Without the support of the other teachers at 

the school, the program may be implemented at a superficial 

level--if at all. In addition, the support of the 

administration and staff through on-going staff development 

is crucial for effective educational change. Fullan and 

Steigelbauer (1991) suggest five guidelines for teachers 

involved in educational change: (1) question the need for 

change, (2) seek school support from the administration, (3) 

elicit from the other teachers what they think of the change, 

(4) attempt collaborative efforts to share new ideas, and (5) 

consider dilemmas which might develop from the change effort. 

In addition teachers, administrators, parents, and students 

should share ideas to help construct and develop the change. 

The present study is a study of teacher change under 

particular circumstances in a specific context. For three 

years, I followed four reading teachers through a staff 

development process which was designed by the Saguaro school 
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district. These teachers, representing four unique 

perspectives, were part of a group of twelve reading teachers 

in a large urban district in the Southwestern United States. 

The focus of this study is on changes in these four teachers' 

theoretical orientations, their practices, and their 

professional roles. 

Resear.ch Plan 

The following section discusses the research plan. It 

begins with research questions, followed by a model and 

description of the research design, data sources and methods 

of collection, methods of data analysis, and an outline of 

the study. 

Research Questions 

The question driving my research is: How does change in a 

Chapter One reading program impact the reading teachers' 

roles as both reading specialists and school staff members? 

Related questions are: What is the relationship between 

the change process as experienced by these teachers and the 

change process as described in the literature? How are 

reading teachers affected by the constraints that are a part 

of change? 

Figure 1 shows the research plan for my study. It has 

three sections: research design, data collection, and data 

analysis. 
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Figure 1. Research plan for four reading teachers' case 

studies. 

Research Design 

A case study design was used to get an in-depth look at the 

change in four reading teachers' theoretical orientations, 

practices, and roles that occurred during the process of 

program change. I was a participant observer (Spradley, 

1980) in a staff development program that was created to 

effect program change. I collected data regarding these 

changes through teacher interviews, staff development 

meetings, classroom and meeting observations, as well as 

documents. 
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Case studies 

According to Stake (1988) a "case study that portrays an 

educational problem in all its personal and social complexity 

is a precious discovery" (p. 254). Yin (1985) describes a 

case study as an empirical inquiry investigating a phenomenon 

"within its real-life context" having set boundaries and 

multiple sources of data. Stake (1988) cites Lou Smith's 

"bounded system" (p. 254) of a case study as a description of 

a whole entity with a uniqueness and complexity peculiar to a 

particular context. This context has actors--teachers and 

students--in a classroom and must be observed in a natural 

setting for the "story" (Hord, Rutherford, Huling, & Hau, 

1987, p. 256) to be told. The purpose, then, of case stUdies 

is not to show quantitative differences, but to describe 

richly a localized bounded area of interest through 

systematic record keeping and analysis. Therefore, the study 

is dependent on the researcher'S observations and 

interpretations. 

Setting. The sites of the study are four elementary 

schools in a large urban school district in the Southwestern 

United States. The schools are situated in low-income 

neighborhoods. The percentage of students receiving free 

lunch in the schools ranges from 67% to 98%. Saguaro 

district-wide demographics indicate that the students 

represent a cross section of the total population in this 
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southwestern area (1991-2 district records show 37.8% 

Hispanic, 3.4% Native American, 6.2% African American, 2.1% 

Asian American, and 50.6% Other). These data include all 
~ 

students in grades K-12 in the district and show a large 

percentage of students labeled, "Other." This category 

represents the Anglo population within the district. 

Although these statistics show the overall Anglo population 

in the district at more than fifty percent of the total 

population, the four schools in the present study show a 

different trend. 

The statistics in Table 1 representing the four schools in 

this study were gathered from the Office of Planning at the 

district. The first column in the Table 1 identifies each of 

four schools while the next four columns identifies the 

student population at each of the schools, labeled Hispanic, 

African-American, Asian-American, Native-American, and Other 

(Anglo). There are significant differences between the 

schools and among the schools as compared to the district-

level statistics on student populations. Table 1 spans three 

years from 1989-1991. 
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Table 1 

Percentage of Students According to Demographic 

Characteristics in Four Teachers' Schools in the Saguaro 

Study 

Schools 

Lang-ely 

1989 

1990 

1991 

Rugby 

1989 

1990 

1991 

Monterrey 

1989 

1990 

1991 

Chatham 

1989 

1990 

1991 

Hispanic African-Am Asian-Am Native-Am Other 

32.1 

32.6 

32.7 

92.8 

92.2 

94.3 

94.9 

95.0 

92.6 

87.3 

89.1 

90.1 

0.9 

0.7 

0.3 

0.7 

0.3 

0.7 

0.4 

0.9 

0.3 

1.4 

0.8 

0.6 

0.1 

0.1 

0.9 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.1 

0.2 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 

49.3 

49.9 

53.7 

2.0 

3.3 

2.2 

1.3 

2.4 

3.7 

10.2 

8.9 

8.0 

18.1 

16.7 

12.4 

4.5 

3.8 

2.8 

3.1 

1.6 

3.4 

0.8 

0.8 

1.1 

The profile of the student population at the four schools 

is different from the district-wide student profile as a 

whole. For example, Langely Elementary School's Native 
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American population is approximately 50% of their total 

student population over a three year period. The three other 

schools, Rugby, Monterrey, and Chatham, consistently enroll 

an overwhelming majority, more than 87%, of Hispanic 

students. The category "Other" also represents the Anglo 

population on the chart but at less than 19% in each of the 

four schools over three years rather than the greater than 

50% district figure. The African-American and Asian-American 

student populations represent the lowest percentages across 

the four schools of this study and both are lower than total 

district percentages for these minority groups. These 

differences between total district and individual school 

student populations prompt questions concerning district-wide 

decision making for programs across all schools. The 

statistics support the need for individual school-based 

decision making. 

In my study, the Saguaro district identified low student 

achievement and low socio-economic status as the criteria for 

student eligibility in their Chapter One programs. These 

criteria addressed the term "at risk" and are identified by 

some researchers with a deficit model in regard to student 

learning and language problems and a "social constructivist" 

model in regard to perceptions of these students within the 

classrooms (Richardson, Casanova, Placier, & Guilfoyle, 

1989). These terms refer to teachers' expectations which are 

often lower for at-risk students than for other students in 
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their class. Students are sometimes defined as "at-risk" if 

they are deficient in school readiness; it is assumed that 

their families have not prepared them adequately (Brophy, 

1990). These interpretations lead to the general notion that 

the Chapter One student is a problematic learner. The 

standardized Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (1986) was the most 

powerful criterion for student selection. "Low achievement" 

was defined as performing below the national curve equivalent 

score of 5, which represented the fourth quartile. In 

addition, classroom teachers used rating sheets as another 

way to identify students with low classroom performance. 

Entry. Gaining access to the schools and the four reading 

teachers was eased by a request from the district office for 

a graduate student from my university to assist in organizing 

the agenda at the district-led staff development meetings. 

In addition, the graduate student was to document the process 

of change in the Chapter One programs. I was recommended for 

the job and was chosen. I was intrigued by the possibility 

of being able to participate in a descriptive study 

concerning a federally sponsored program in which I had 

participated as a teacher for most of my twenty-two year 

teaching career in New York City. I embraced the opportunity 

to explore the dilemmas I had encountered as a reading 

teacher. As a researcher/graduate student I hoped to find 

some answers that would help me, and other reading teachers, 

understand dilemmas inherent in the process of change. 
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Participants. The four reading teacher participants were 

actively involved in the district-led staff development 

meetings held prior to and during the school-based program 

implementation. For that reason, I was interested in 

studying them throughout the entire process of the proposed 

program change. These teachers established close 

relationships with me by discussing the process of change on 

a collegial (we shared the background of being Chapter One 

teachers), professional (I was introduced to them by the 

assistant director of the district's funded Chapter One 

programs), and then friendly basis (our three-year and still 

ongoing relationships included sharing our views of women's 

rights, parenting, and supporting each other in our roles as 

learners), as our meetings moved out of the classrooms into 

coffee shops and onto the telephone. 

The reading teachers in the Saguaro study were selected as 

participants because it was thought that they could provide 

insights about how another group of teachers might cope with 

problems and conflicts. They held diverse views regarding 

their theoretical perspectives on teaching reading. This 

specific group of participants, events and settings helped 

establish an ecologically bound study (Eisner, 1992; 

Erickson, 1986, 1992). It is the interpretation of the 

findings in this study that some generalizations may transfer 

from this group of four teachers to other teachers. This 
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specific study with specific participants can inform the 

reader by offering some general notions about the process of 

teacher change that have been based on data gathered in an 

authentic setting with teacher participants. 

Data Sources and Methods of Collection 

I had five sources through which I gathered information: 

teacher interviews, staff development meetings, classroom 

observations, meetings observations, and documents. During 

the three year study (1989-1992), I conducted 14 interviews 

with reading and classroom teachers, attended 20 district 

meetings, and observed 10 school visits. Usually a visit was 

a full school day. During these visits I interviewed 

teachers and administrators both formally and informally for 

approximately two hours and observed each participant as she 

taught. Each participant was observed for approximately four 

hours each visit. To record my observations I wrote field 

notes and kept a daily log. Both the interviews and the 

meetings were audiotaped and transcribed daily on my 

computer. 

Interviews 

The construction of knowledge through tools such as 

interviews has been addressed by contemporary researchers. 

Nespor and Barylske (1991) studied what people do and why 

they do it by listening to the stories that they tell. I 

used the interview process to provide a frame for "native 
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language explanations" (Spradley, 1980). By this I mean the 

teachers had the opportunity to talk about issues concerning 

them in their work. The teachers described how they were 

implementing the program and how they changed regarding their 

theoretical orientations, their practices in reading 

instruction and assessment, and their roles as Chapter One 

teachers and staff. I then used the teachers' language to 

explain the process of change and the underlying conflicts 

and dilemmas. 

During the program implementation I conducted two types of 

interviews: (1) open-ended, unstructured, and (2) semi

structured, in-depth (See Appendix A). The open-ended and 

semi-structured interviews were audiotaped and later 

transcribed. The interviews were conducted at the school 

sites, at an office at the university, or at local 

restaurants. 

I audiotaped two sets of interviews for each of the four 

reading teachers. The first set of interviews, at the 

beginning of the study, was unstructured and was used to 

increase teachers' comfort in discussions of the change 

process. By use of probes I was able to reveal some deeper 

thoughts (Borg & Gall, 1983). 

The second set of interviews, mostly one year later in the 

study, were semi-structured and retrospective. Teachers were 

asked to think about change in their programs from the 

perspective of their roles, instruction, and decision making. 
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This second set of interviews added to the reliability of the 

data across participants because similar topics were 

addressed in each of the interviews. Further, I used these 

retrospective interviews to confirm relationships I had noted 

in the data from the open-ended interviews and from 

observations made during school visits. 

The unstructured interviews with classroom teachers were 

held early in the study. They provided information about 

these teachers' practices and beliefs, their perceptions of 

the role of the reading teacher, and confirmation of 

instructional practices of the reading teacher. These 

interviews were held during the time of the initial 

interviews with the four reading teachers and they added 

further to the interpretation of the data. 

In all I recorded ten interviews, eight with reading 

teachers and two with classroom teachers. Four additional 

reading teacher interviews were noted in my journal and log 

but not audio-recorded and took place informally on the 

telephone. 

Staff development meetings 

The reading teachers' discussions were audiotaped at the 

larger district-led staff development meetings. The four 

reading teachers participated at these meetings. I 

transcribed the audio tapes of the five meetings and put them 

on the computer, labeling them as dated meetings and grouping 

the remarks by teacher. 
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Observational data 

These observations were recorded as field notes in two 

categories: (1) observations of meetings, and (2) 

observations of classrooms. At meetings, I gathered data 

which could not be recorded on the audio tape. I recorded, 

for example, such nuances as seating arrangements during the 

meetings. During classroom visits, I noted teachers' 

methodology and practice, such as whether they were 

interactive or not and whether they grouped students. I 

dated and formatted these notes to separate my descriptions 

from my interpretations. Later, I transferred these notes to 

the computer. 

Field notes included background information as well as 

descriptions of events. For example, field notes of an 

observation of a classroom lesson included information 

regarding methods of instruction, students' and teachers' 

questions, and notes regarding examples of environmental 

print in the room. The most pertinent section of the notes 

was that section that included what I wrote immediately upon 

leaving the event. These are my observational impressions. 

The field notes have an interpretive quality to them because 

I related them to other data which became part of my 

triangulation of interviews, meetings, observations and 

documents (Denzin, 1989). 
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My personal daily logs are records of participants, 

pertinent questions, and settings. These records include 

dated events and are unlike my field notes, in that they 

detail time, place, participant, and event specifically for 

the purpose of record keeping. This process helped me to 

systematically label tapes and field notes. 

Documents 

Documents include agenda from meetings and district-level 

and classroom-level artifacts. These documents were used to 

aid in the interpretation of the interview and observation 

data. The documents provided information about school 

demographics, targeted student populations, teacher 

placement, and descriptions of teachers' roles. 

District-level documents include menus of ideas/activities 

suggested by site-based teams to meet school needs. In 

addition, I collected student progress reports, student 

evaluations conducted by principals and Chapter One teachers, 

statistics on student success and lists teachers used to rate 

students. 

Classroom-level documents include plan books and 

instructional materials as well as classroom environmental 

print I observed during classroom visits. I had the 

opportunity to discuss these documents with the reading 

teachers during the school visits. I noted these discussions 

in my field notes and confirmed my interpretations of their 

significance through data collected during interviews. 
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Researcher as Participant Observer 

The four reading teachers were not the only participants in 

the study. Other reading teachers who participated in the 

staff development meetings, the classroom teachers and 

principals at the four case study schools, and I were also 

participants. The changes in degree of involvement for a 

researcher as a participant observer is common and continues 

to evolve as the purpose of the research becomes clearer 

(Spradley, 1980). My resistance to being an outsider looking 

in enabled me to become part of the research. 

Specifically, the methods of data collection--interviewing, 

observing, and examining documents--did not separate me from 

the context I was observing; on the contrary, my research 

methodology became part of the research. It allowed me to 

become part of what I was looking at (Erickson, 1992). 

Researchers (Erickson, 1992; Strauss & Corbin, 1990) often 

encourage the use of this opportunity to enhance the process 

of data collection. 

Methods of Data Analysis 

I analyzed the data using the constant comparative method 

(Glaser & Strauss, 1967) to develop a theory that was 

grounded (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) in my data. 

A grounded theory is one that is inductively derived 
from the study of the phenomenon it represents. That 
is, it is discovered, developed, and provisionally 
verified through systematic data collection and analysis 
of data pertaining to that phenomenon. Therefore, data 



collection, analysis, and theory stand in reciprocal 
relationship with each other. (p. 23) 

S4 

The coding of the data is the first step in the analytic 

process. I began by reading through the interview and 

meeting transcriptions while listening to the teachers' 

voices on audiotapes. I organized my files according to 

dated events and attached my field notes to the appropriate 

transcriptions. I read the transcriptions, field notes and 

all other products of the data collection process. By memoing 

transcriptions and field notes, I began to relate topics. 

The process of memoing continued throughout the analytic 

process. By memoing, I mean making notes in margins as a 

means of sorting the data. Themes eventually emerged as a 

result of this sorting of the data (See Appendix B) . 

The following is an example of how I began the analytic 

process of relating codes and conceptualizing the data so 

that I could see the themes that were developing. When a 

reading teacher spoke during an interview of her belief that 

teachers are already empowered as decision makers, I needed 

to find examples of such empowerment, so I looked at her 

comments during the district-led staff development. There 

she had spoken of her role in choosing the reading program 

for her school and the implications of that participation for 

her relationship with the principal and classroom teachers. 

Initially, the interview data were coded: "professional 

role," "teacher responsibilities and involvements," and 
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"Chapter One" while the related chunk of meeting data were 

coded, "programs," "administration," and "Chapter One." As 

additional relationships evolved throughout the sorting and 

coding of the transcribed interview and meeting data, both 

for individual teachers and across teachers, I refined the 

codes in terms of their properties and integrated 

relationships. Therefore, Teachers' Roles in Chapter One, 

Teacher Responsibilities/Involvements, and Personal and 

Professional became the main categories of the theme Changes 

in Teachers' Roles. 

The second theme, Teachers' Constraints, Contradictions, 

and Dilemmas, developed from the data initially coded 

administration, problems, perceptions of conflict, and 

support systems. It became clear to me that problems and 

perceptions of conflict were related when the teachers 

referred to mandates from the administration and district 

office and became one main category, Teacher Perceptions of 

Staff Development. Another example of a main category is 

Support Systems. This category began to describe classroom 

teachers in systems of support and emerged from the coded 

data: collaboration, scheduling, team teaching, and decision 

making leading to the theme Teachers' Constrajnts, 

Contradictions, and Dilemmas. The continuation of the 

sorting process helped me to see that support was not limited 

to classroom teachers, but included the administrator (e.g., 

principal), and the district office staff. The first 



category Perceptions of Staff Development, therefore, was 

related to Support Systems. 

S6 

I used transcribed interview and meeting data interpreted 

and supported by field notes, logs, and documents. The 

pattern of the relationship of the categories from these data 

is seen in the reading teachers' descriptions of the current 

pullout program, the issue of separate instruction for 

identified students, the proposed change to inclass models, 

and the reorganization of teachers' roles. The sorting and 

coding is a recursive process and results in the data from 

all sources being integrated in the themes that emerge (See 

Appendix B). A theory evolved from these themes and is 

presented in Chapter 5. 

Summary 

The collection of my interview and observational data 

provided the beginning of my conceptualization. As I read 

the data texts, I began to relate one concept to another. 

The development of the theory emerges from the constant 

comparative analysis of the data that results in the 

emergence of major themes. Using Hanna's Text Machine 

(computer program), I compiled the coded categories for each 

teacher dated by time and event. This aid to the analysis 

helped me to make meaningful comparisons within the data for 

individual teachers as well as across teachers. In this way 

the two themes, Changes in Teachers' Roles and Teachers' 
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constraints. Contradictions. and Dilemmas emerged from the 

data. I conceptualized the categories that emerged during 

the initial open coding into a "story" by relating the 

categories to one another. According to Strauss and Corbin 

(1990), to make these comparisons the researcher must apply 

"personal knowledge, professional knowledge, and the 

technical literature" (p. 84). The theme, Teachers' 

Constraints. Contradictions, and Dilemmas, revealed through 

changes in teachers' roles was evidenced throughout the data 

and supported the theme Changes in Teachers' Roles as is 

reported in Chapter Two. 

Outline of the Study 

The Saguaro study explores change through the four 

teachers' theoretical orientations, practices, and roles 

during the process of program implementation. In Chapter 2, 

Changes in Reading Teachers' Roles, I present case studies of 

the four reading teachers as developed from my theme 1 data 

analysis. In Chapter 3, Discussion of Teacher Self-Efficacy 

and School Culture, I discuss relationships of teacher 

efficacy to staff development, and school support as school 

culture. In Chapter 4, I present Teacher Constraints, 

Contradictions, and Dilemmas as developed from my theme 2 

data analysis, and in Chapter 5, Conclusions, 

Interpretations, and Implications. 
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CHAPTER 2 

CHANGES IN READING TEACHERS' ROLES 

The participants in my study are presented in detail in 

Chapter 2. Table 2 shows the number of years each of the 

four reading teachers taught a Chapter One program at her 

present site and her total years teaching. Vera has spent 

three of her eleven years of teaching at Langely Elementary 

School, while Jane spent SlX at Rugby Elementary School, Judy 

spent three at Monterrey Elementary School, and Rachel spent 

all her fifteen years of teaching at Chatham Elementary 

School. 

Table 2 

Teachers' Experience at Chapter One Sites and Total Years 
Teaching 

Teacher Same Chapter One Site Total Teaching 
Experience 

Vera 3 years 11 years 

Jane 6 years 11 years 

Judy 3 years 22 years 

Rachel 15 years 15 years 

The four reading teachers in my study have several 

professional characteristics in common. First, they are 

considered experienced teachers based on their years of 
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tenure. In addition, they view their work as successful and 

have high self-efficacy. Second, they are Chapter One 

reading teachers at elementary schools. Third, they are 

perceived by classroom teachers as reading specialists. 

Fourth, they need to relate to the same organizational system 

and its decision-making processes. Fifth, they are also 

accountable both to a core community of parents who 

participate in site-based school planning and to evaluators 

from the local, state, and federal levels of government who 

check on the implementation of program-based mandates. All 

five characteristics are revealed in the following stories of 

the four reading teachers in their roles as reading teachers. 

I use the pseudonyms, Vera, Jane, Judy, and Rachel for the 

four reading teachers and Langely, Rugby, Monterrey, and 

Chatham for their schools. They are presented in their 

respective roles as reading teachers which are framed by the 

categories: Participant, at her school and the district; 

Practices, related to her Chapter One instruction at her 

school; and Power/Authority, describing the impact of her 

voice as a decision maker at her school and the district. 

These categories provide a frame to describe the 

interdependence of the roles of the teachers and the school 

culture. Therefore, I present the changes in teachers' roles 

through a description of their roles as both teacher and 

change agent. These descriptions are supported by the coded 

interview data and developed through the relationships of 
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categories in my analysis as described in Chapter One. 

Specifically, the categories Teacher Roles in Chapter One and 

Teacher Responsibilities and Involvements in the raw data 

relate to each reading teacher's role as a teacher. Also the 

category Personal and Professional from the raw data relates 

to each reading teacher's role as a change agent. 

Perceptions of Staff Development, Programs, Instruction, and 

Support Systems represent other supportive data that relate 

to Teachers' Constraints and Dilemmas. 

In order to describe the interdependence of the four 

teachers and their school cultures during a program 

implementation, I present case studies of the teachers in 

their participation as reading teachers, their practices as 

reading teachers, and their power as reading teachers at each 

of their schools. Here, participation refers to the reading 

teacher's role as a teacher of reading and a staff member 

teacher at her school and the district, practices describe 

the instruction of reading as a reading teacher at her 

school, and power/authority refers to the reading teacher'S 

voice in decision making as a teacher of reading and a staff 

member at her school and the district. 

Introducing Vera 

Vera received her Master of Arts degree in Reading in 1984, 

several years after completing her bachelor of arts degree. 

She has been taking courses at the university and is 

presently considering yet another graduate degree, Education 
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Specialist, but is very unsure of her major. Vera feels 

inspired by the courses she takes at the university and is 

interested in teaching adults or women only. She regards the 

issue of adult literacy as a priority for educators and 

insists that children learn more effectively if there is a 

connection with their family. 

Vera believes that her initial employment at her school was 

based on her experience in parent education. To date she is 

an editor of and has had her work published in a newsletter 

distributed by a state writing project. The topic of her 

article addressed the conception of, process of, and 

evaluation of change as a teacher change agent. Her 

orientation in the interactive theory of reading and the role 

of children's literature in reading provides a frame for 

school-based opportunities in family literacy. Parents and 

children can read together and share learning experiences 

through multicultural literature. A mother of a large 

family, Vera's professional teaching career spans eleven 

years. 

In general, Vera shared with me her concern about stressful 

situations in the school system, including teacher isolation, 

administration and district level mandates, and maintaining 

the status quo. She works with the students by teaching the 

district's curriculum, core reading instruction to fourth and 

fifth graders. Core reading instruction links reading with 

content area subjects. In addition, Vera is busy 



62 

facilitating staff development programs addressing three main 

issues: schoolwide assessment, instruction, and 

collaborative teacher planning. 

Vera refers to the school system as an educational 

institution, similar to a medical institution, in which she 

worked prior to her teaching career. She felt prepared for 

the district staff meeting for reading teachers addressing 

the issue of change because she had previously provided 

suP?ort services. She worked as a change agent in a medical 

facility and was comfortable working as a facilitator with 

adults who were learning information gathering and problem 

solving strategies. In her previous medical role as a change 

agent, Vera tried to support expectant mothers by discussing 

practical information, obligations, and legal rights with 

them. She did this by meeting with them in discussion 

groups, reflective sessions whereby the expectant mothers 

learned management strategies to plan their lives. 

Vera: 

I have a history of working in advocacy and change. 
Perhaps I'm aware of the process and what has to go into 
the process. I feel change is a good thing when there's 
input from all the players. (Interview, 1990) 

Participant 

Langely Elementary School, the school at which Vera 

teaches, has been involved in organizational change over the 

three year period of the study (1989-90, grades K-5i 1990-1, 

grades K-5i 1991-2, grades 3-5). Initially, the school 
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housed a Reading Recovery program, an early childhood 

intervention program in grade one and a Bilingual Resource 

Room program in all grades. Later on, the school housed only 

grades three through five (maintaining its majority of Native 

American students) because a new school was constructed in 

the neighborhood for kindergarten through second grade 

students. When the nearby newly constructed school for the 

lower grades opened, Vera remained at the original Langely 

school and taught grades four and five. 

Vera continued to share her planning and teaching room 

throughout the study with the teachers of Limited-English

Proficient (LEP) students funded by the same Chapter One 

umbrella program. Vera prefers her former smaller but 

quieter room. During my observations of Vera's classroom, I 

followed her into her planning room which was busy with 

activity as the other LEP teacher had groups of fourth and 

fifth graders whom she had pulled out of their regular 

classroom for instruction in English. These ESL students 

were not the same students Vera worked with. However, Vera 

did at times also use the same room for pullout reading 

instruction. This limited pullout activity continued during 

the transition to the inclass model. 

Vera as teacher. Vera works with children and adults, the 

latter a focus of her interest. Previously, she also worked 

on a nursery school level. As a reading teacher assigned to 

grades four and five, Vera spent three years at Langely. 
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Vera refers to herself as the "dinosaur of reading teachers," 

(Interview, 1992 ) because she is the last remaining reading 

teacher from the original larger group of reading teachers at 

the district-led staff development. Vera is in the process 

of implementing an inclass model of instruction, rather than 

a HOTS or Reading Recovery pullout program. 

Vera's participation within her school reaches beyond her 

reading program. At her school she's invited to plan 

curriculum with the bilingual department because they are in 

transition with the new classroom reading programs 

(literature-based) and Chapter One (inclass). Vera thought 

it was "going to take some time to assess and collect data on 

the direction we (the teachers representing special programs 

and the classroom teachers) want to go." (Interview, 1990) 

Vera as change agen~, Vera actively participated in the 

district-led staff meetings and Chapter One reading program 

implementation at her school. She is very interested in 

current research on change through change agents and on the 

writing process. As the reading teacher she collaborates 

with the classroom teachers and models teaching strategies. 

Vera's views during a 1990 interview on the district-led 

staff development program were positive and reflective. She 

thought "the process was well thought out" and "all had 

something to do with the process of change. I can tell the 

district was listening to what we had to say and [the 

district understood] that we [reading teachers] are capable 
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of decision making." (Interview, 1990) She was most pleased 

that all the teachers were treated as "professionals." In 

addition, she considered the meetings of the reading teachers 

"quite productive." Yet she left the meetings as she 

entered, understanding the change was directed by the 

district office towards the inclass models. 

Vera: 

I thought they (staff meetings) were useful in that they 
had just to focus on the possibilities of what might occur 
and I think there were some support systems built in . . . 
I viewed it more as a role shift. (Interview, 1990) 

I think that because we [the teaching staff] started 
with the inclass model, we're now on school improvement and 
we're working on curriculum and testing alignment 
where it's going to be a nice transition into the planning 
mode. I think we've already done a lot in that regard and 
I don't think it's going to be too much more of a stressful 
transition because we're already beginning to think in 
different ways and we've had access to a lot more 
consultants. So I think we're in the mold to make a shift. 
I think we've made some paradigm shifts already. 
(Interview, 1990) 

Some researchers (Fullan & Miles, 1992) suggest limiting 

the input of participants. They argue that it might be a 

false assumption to think that everyone affected by decision 

making has to be present at staff development meetings 

concerning change. Vera disagrees, stressing the need for 

everyone to contribute and agree to change. From the 

research she has read and the committees she has participated 

in, she developed a sense that all participants involved in 

the process should be present at the meetings. She embraces 

the diversity of her school staff and sees it as a positive 

influence. 
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Vera: 

I think it might have been more comfortable for me than for 
other people . . . We are all different ages and we have 
different backgrounds ... that's a strength. (Interview, 
1991) 

Her new role as a staff developer at her school began to 

emerge after the conclusion of the five district-led staff 

meetings. For example, Vera began a team teaching and 

planning effort with the fifth grade teachers. Vera states, 

"I think it's the people on site that are the experts on 

their students and on their curriculum and on their 

assessment" and "it's pretty disrespectful and it's a turn-

off for teachers" if an outsider who is not familiar with the 

population, comes in to inform them of what changes should be 

initiated. (Interview, 1991) 

Vera worked as a change agent at her school site as she 

initiated and participated in school committees. 

Vera: 

I have an agenda of my own and my own philosophical 
imperatives that I try and mesh with them [the teaching 
staff] as much as I can and then in the process 
we ... usually corne up with something. 

We're given the information but it's not put into 
play. You know, I think there's lots and lots and lots of 
different ways of doing things that's going to have 
positive outcomes for the students. (Interview, 1991) 

Two items on Vera's agenda are to "plan formally and 

informally" and to "communicate with parents." Vera defines 

communication as "a language exchange" in reflective talk 

sessions during which parents and teachers can discuss their 
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views on school issues. She believes teachers' knowledge is 

expressed as practical expertise and is present at her school 

in an atmosphere of school support. Yet change is slow. 

Vera believes change should include parental involvement, 

teacher commitment, and ongoing reflective staff development. 

There are opportunities for open dialogue at Vera's school, 

but Vera is frustrated with the slow time frame involved in 

change at her school site. For example, she would like to 

see more changes in curriculum planning across content areas. 

Her impatience with the slow pace of change in schools is not 

unique. Cuban (1988) refers to the slow change of schooling 

by pointing to the early nineteenth century innovation of 

"graded school," "self-contained classrooms," grouping 

"students by age," and "grade-level" curriculum which have 

lasted through the end of the twentieth century. 

Vera addresses two very important issues: (1) the 

professionalism of teachers, and (2) the efficacy of 

teacher's work. Her beliefs about teachers and students as 

learners in school are presented in powerful statements. 

Vera: 

I would like to have some study groups, reflective kinds 
of activities for professionals just because of the kind of 
learner that I am. I respect that there are lots and lots 
of different kinds of learners where that kind of activity 
might not be as meaningful for them as it is for me. I 
think we need to stop and like if you're climbing a 
mountain you take a rest and take stock and I think that we 
need to do (that) as educators. We need to make sure we 
have the right stuff and not just the bandwagon stuff to 
hang our hats on. I think we need to examine if what we're 
doing, the basic question is what we're doing stuff and not 
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just if it's good for children. If it's good for students, 
it's going to prepare them to deal with an ambiguous 
future--if it's going to teach them to be thoughtful and 
good problem solvers. (Interview, 1991) 

Vera's belief in constructivist decision making at her 

school is reflected in her belief of all teachers as change 

agents. As a reading teacher at Langely, Vera participated 

in schoolwide activities and facilitated an ongoing staff 

development program. Vera participated in staff development 

also at the district level. 

Practices 

Following the 1989 district-led staff development meetings, 

Vera began to implement an inclass program, replacing her 

pullout program. Vera was upset that there was no planned 

follow up other than my study to help her reflect on the 

implementation of the staff development process: how it was 

working, and what needs were to be identified and developed. 

She shared her concerns about the need for teacher reflection 

during one of our scheduled interviews (1990). For example, 

Vera felt she needed to discuss with other teachers at her 

school the changes in her program, specifically the inclass 

model and school organization. 

In an effort to minimize over scheduling of inclass 

programs her school is applying for Schoolwide Chapter One 

funding and is presently using a School Improvement Plan 

(SIP) model submitted to the state. If accepted, the 

Schoolwide Plan gives teachers more freedom to work with 
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students across categories. This means that the criteria for 

student selection is abandoned and all the students at the 

school may benefit from Chapter One instruction. 

Another way the school organized for several Chapter One 

programs, including Bilingual Resource and Limited English 

Proficient, was to separate the lower school from the upper 

elementary school. A new principal and a new school under 

construction nearby for grades kindergarten, one and two 

helped provide a way to implement the change. Vera continued 

to pullout some students for instruction through Spring 

1992, based on her decision to temporarily ease classrooms 

from the overload of other Chapter One programs using inclass 

models. Vera observed the classroom teachers were 

overwhelmed by the number of other school-based programs 

working within the classrooms. Her plan was to have a total 

inclass model by the following semester. 

Another change included the introduction of a state

initiated performance-based assessment pilot and school-based 

team planning. The changes in program, school 

reorganization, testing, and team planning contributed to 

changes in Vera's practice. 

Vera as teacher. While Vera attempted to implement a full 

inclass program, she had to continue some pullouts in grades 

four and five because other Chapter One programs also began 

inclass programs. During a November, 1991 interview, Vera 

spoke of her inability to implement a total inclass program 
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that year because of the simultaneous implementation of 

numerous other programs at the school within the classrooms. 

In hopes of reducing teacher stress and school 

disorganization, She maintained a partial pullout program. 

This enabled her to teach her targeted students and still 

support the classroom teachers while she worked with them on 

planning curriculum through grade level teams. She said, 

"The classroom teachers share students and we're part of the 

language assessment team." 

Vera tried to create a language-based learning environment. 

For example, students created a school newspaper by writing 

their own stories. In support of Vera's belief of dialoguing 

and reflective discussions, she organized her class to be 

participatory, developing a curriculum which included 

interactive teacher/student planning and responsibilities. 

Her lessons are content-based and support instruction in the 

classroom, developing themes through children's literature. 

I entered the room during a classroom observation (1990) 

and heard: "How do you get down off an elephant? You don't. 

You get down off a duck." That began Vera's lesson with a 

fourth grade class. The classroom teacher was teaching a 

literature series on elephants and Vera who is the Chapter 

One teacher for the upper grades had decided to relate to the 

classroom teacher's literature theme. Vera enjoys humor and 

it is reflected in her lessons. 
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Vera's teaching day included the editorial staff of fifth 

graders, whom I observed working on a newsletter and typing 

in their own stories. Classroom teachers had edited the work 

with the students before it was entered on the computer. 

Some students were cutting and pasting icons from published 

copies of a computer program and matching them to hard copies 

of story text. 

Vera supported the inclass model which was presented to her 

as an option by the site-based team at her school. The team 

did not include Reading Recovery on its menu, a list of 

programs addressing school needs. When asked what she 

thought about Reading Recovery as an option, she replied: 

That wasn't chosen on the menu for me so I think that 
teachers are basically driven by a partnership of what 
they have assessed their students needs are, and also 
talking with teachers and administrators about what 
would meet the needs of the school. (Interview, 1990) 

The limited range of options did not discourage Vera 

because she argued the inclass model encouraged more content-

area instruction and was supported by the current research 

literature. "I try to keep up with the literature and it 

seems to indicate, particularly with children at risk, that 

this [the inclass model] is the appropriate model. And the 

literature on the inclass model is persuasive," she 

emphasized. 

Vera as change agent~ The shift in roles for Vera 

included: (1) planning with the classroom teachers, (2) team 

teaching, (3) providing staff development, and (4) 
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participating on committees to review assessment practices. 

In general, the implementation of the district adopted 

literature-based reading program at the schools needed 

support systems. As a resource teacher, Vera began to offer 

assistance to classroom teachers. 

Vera: 

That [literature-based reading program] I felt is like a 
new thing last year and we didn't have as much 
information perhaps as we needed to implement the 
district mandated series and so we set up some staff 
development for that. And we facilitated that. (Interview, 
1991) 

One example of a slowly changing practice revealed by Vera 

is that of assessment. "It's in our heads, the seeds are in 

our heads. It just hasn't been formalized for the public 

yet." Vera initiated a school-based staff development to 

work on the issue of assessment. 

The shift to the inclass model affected instructional 

practices by the reading and classroom teachers. Vera felt 

that teachers, including classroom teachers, might be 

reluctant to change instruction from direct instruction of 

teaching skills to instruction through a more integrated 

language approach. 

Vera: 

You set your objectives and you measure if they've been 
achieved. I think these other things are a lot mor~. 
amorphic. They're hard to nail down without a lot of 
thinking and reflection. (Interview, 1991) 

The literature on instruction of at-risk children and 

children of poverty supports change initiatives from 
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conventional teaching approaches, direct skills-based 

instruction, to alternative approaches (Gersten & Dimino, 

1989; Knapp, Adelman, Needels, Zucker, McCollum, Turnbull, 

Marder, & Shields, 1991; Knapp & Shields,1990; Le Tendre, 

1990). One alternative approach is to create a content-based 

reading program with ongoing assessment, for example, student 

portfolios, to help teachers develop meaningful curriculum. 

The standard practice for evaluation and assessment of 

student performance in the reading program was the 

standardized tests. However, a performance-based assessment 

was being initiated in the district. Vera was very 

uncomfortable with the old system of evaluation and was 

working on change at her school site. She attended staff 

meetings developed to address this problem. Her goal was "to 

find alternative means to assessment besides standardized 

testing for the kids to show growth." She referred to 

standardized testing as a "battering ram" and thought it was 

"crumbling because people are recognizing the . . . tests are 

not necessarily objective but are biased. They're not 

measuring what readers are and can be . . . I see it 

crumbling." 

Vera: 

I think it's reprehensible that they're testing with LEP 
[Limited English Proficient] students because we know 
that language acquisition takes from five to seven years to 
reach the cognitive academic level. So I think that's a 
morally wrong thing to do with students. 

We've been prepared through inservice education that set 
a foundation for . . . that method [performance-based 
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evaluation. 
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In building assessment right into the classroom . I 
impact . . . [the change] when I do inclass and I feel that 
I impact [the change] when I provide staff development in 
[by] rnentoring for the teachers. (Interview, 1990) 

Vera implemented the inclass model according to the 

schedules given to her by the classroom teachers. She was 

most involved in exploring changes in the area of student 

evaluation and creating an interdisciplinary curriculum. She 

hoped to create more opportunities for reading teacher and 

classroom teacher collaboration. 

Power/Authority 

Vera's belief in teachers as powerful does not reflect her 

own power in practice. Her desire to implement change is 

greater than her practice because of her perceptions of 

organizational constraints. 

Vera as teacher. In the third year of my study, the year 

following the initial Chapter One program implementation, 

Vera was still at her school site and teaching by inclass and 

pullout models. She maintained her original title as reading 

resource teacher. However, Vera had not implemented the full 

inclass model as she planned. I questioned her to find out 

if she explained it as a lack of power. Vera explained it 

wasn't lack of empowerment but other factors, such as 

organizational problems that influenced the decision. She 

informed me that now "[the] mode of [program] delivery 

[inclass or pullout] this year (the third year) is determined 
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by how many people are coming in and out based on our school 

improvement plan." She continued to say that she was not 

working in the classroom as much as she would like because of 

this situation and it wasn't necessarily her "preference". 

She was involved in staff development with the classroom 

teachers while they do "joint planning," for example, the 

fourth and fifth grade teachers plan curriculum together. 

(Interview, 1991) 

In her responses Vera usually returns to her belief that 

teachers have always been empowered and that they should use 

that power. She describes knowledge and experience as power. 

Vera: 

And I think that there's a great body of expertise and 
talent that is overlooked and therefore wasted by not 
appreciating what we have. We have ... everything we 
need right here at this site just because of the diversity 
of experience and ethnic background and life 
experiences. (Interview, 1991) 

Vera as a change agent. According to Vera, teachers are 

already empowered and informed from the numerous staff 

development programs available through the district office. 

However, she sees change as developing inside the schools. 

Accordingly, she resents outside experts brought in to inform 

teachers because they usually have little or no knowledge of 

the context of her school culture. Vera calls them the 

experts from "white bread country." She would rather have 

staff development programs that allowed time for more 
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meaningful dialogue among the teachers. She told me that I 

am the only one who comes by her school and asks her opinion 

about program-related issues. In addition, she would like to 

have more research literature available and more support from 

her school with opportunities to reflect on the process of 

program change. Her plan book documents this philosophy by 

the inclusion of a column, "reflections," in her lesson 

plans. 

Vera supports the notion of teacher professionalism as 

power by the recognition of a natural state in which teachers 

are already powerful. Vera thinks teachers need to react 

responsibly as well as professionally. She reports that the 

district office treated "us as professionals." Her 

dependence on the strength of the teachers' collaborative 

efforts, however, limited her feeling of empowerment. 

Although still bothered by the slow pace, she understands the 

need for time in decision making. 

Vera: 

For quite a while, I've believed that teachers are real 
powerful. I don't know if we would ever have ~ [my 
emphasis] been empowered if we chose to use it [power], 
so the decision making is what I feel comfortable with. I 
like to take a proactive role whenever I can. (Interview, 
1990) 

In sum, Vera has a literature-based theoretical orientation 

and supports inclass models as a teacher, and staff 

development, parental participation, team teaching and 

teacher collaboration as a change agent. She is involved in 
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professional affiliations. Her principal supports her 

program. Her belief is that more parent literacy and school 

staff development is needed and should be supported through 

school efforts. Yet, her program is diluted because of 

organizational problems and there is much controversy at her 

school concerning her role as reading teacher. Although Vera 

supports inclass models, the staff is not committed to the 

change because of the disruption by numerous programs using 

inclass models. In general, the school culture does not 

foster goals of interdisciplinary curriculum planning and 

teacher collaboration. There is still evidence of teacher 

isolation and content discontinuity. (Field Notes, 1991, 

1992) 

Introducing Jane 

Jane taught reading for approximately six years in a 

Chapter One funded program at her school, Rugby Elementary. 

Originally she was a resource teacher involved in a pullout 

program and, in her fifth year, she opted for training in a 

computer-based program, Higher Order Thinking Skills (HOTS). 

During her sixth year her decision to remain with the program 

was supported by the principal and so she continued as a HOTS 

Chapter One teacher, a decision following the 1989 district

led staff development in the Saguaro school district. The 

next year, Jane was no longer involved in Chapter One 

activities because she was transferred to another school. 

This was the result of the site-based team's selection with 
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didn't have the qualifications. At that point, Jane's role 

changed basically because of her new assignment as a 

classroom teacher. 

Participant 

Jane is considered a veteran teacher. Her teaching 

experience totals approximately eleven years with additional 

time as a substitute classroom teacher in a midwestern state. 

In addition to her six years as a Chapter One reading 

resource teacher, she taught a second grade class in the same 

district. There were four other Chapter One teachers, two 

kindergarten and two preschool, at Rugby during the time of 

my study. Jane began the study as a HOTS teacher. 

Jane as teacher. In a comment relating to her perception 

of self-efficacy, she said her students "really feel special. 

Very few of them feel they're trod upon. They 

think it's a privilege to come [to her reading class]." 

Specifically, in a response to a question about the effects 

of labeling students and pulling them out of the classroom, 

Jane responded: 

I don't think labeling like that has a negative effect on 
them because they love coming to the Chapter One room . . . 
We have to sit there and bite our tongues so we don't 
tell them what gets them in there or they would purposely 
get low scores in reading. 
(Interview, 1990) 

During our second set of interviews regarding the 

implementation of the program, Jane made no references to 
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herself as changed in her role as reading teacher. She 

continued the program, HOTS, for which she had been trained 

during the previous year. Although she attempted to inform 

the other teachers at her school about her program, she felt 

there was little interest. She brought in a video tape, but 

very few teachers showed up to view it. "What I had to do 

was go around to them and talk about it .... " Jane 

understood her role as reading teacher had changed to include 

staff development; however, she resented the new role and her 

program continued unchanged, following guidelines set up for 

the HOTS program. However, she told me, "Sometimes . I 

tried to keep in touch with the classroom teachers 

[but) collaboration isn't what it was." Jane knew that 

teachers simply exchanging information did not mean they were 

collaborating. 

Jane as change agent. Jane is not a change agent because 

she works hard at maintaining the status quo. Jane views 

staff development efforts as a waste of time--time that could 

be better used to teach her students--unless it is organized 

with a specific group of teachers involved in a specific 

program, such as HOTS. During the district-led staff 

development, Jane was, at first, reluctant to participate. 

Despite her cynicism concerning the value of staff 

development, Jane began to appreciate the opportunity to 

share opinions with her colleagues during meetings. She said 



she had a wonderful time after the second general staff 

meeting. (Meeting, 1989) 
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Jane did not introduce staff development at the school and 

parents did not become involved in her program. When she 

attempted to involve the parents, nobody came and she was not 

successful in setting up a parent conference, although she 

thought this was important to do. For Jane, attempts at 

collaboration with the classroom teachers were not successful 

for two reasons, (1) her difficulty of rescheduling classes 

because of her subbing responsibilities when the classroom 

teacher is absent, and (2) the lack of initiatives by the 

classroom teachers and herself to plan together as a team. 

There was virtually no collaboration between Jane and the 

classroom teachers. There was some dialoguing between the 

teachers but not collaboration. Sometimes teachers requested 

that their students complete some classroom work on the 

program computers. Also, Jane made a point of requesting the 

students to take their work with them to share with their 

classmates. 

Jane continued to regard skills-based instruction in 

pullout programs as successful and had difficulty 

collaborating with the classroom teachers and developing a 

Chapter One reading curriculum linked with the work in the 

classroom. 
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Practices 

Although the district adopted a literature-based reading 

program in the classrooms, Jane was concerned with the lack 

of skills instruction and the emphasis on literature. 

Jane as teacher~ Jane supported the traditional Chapter 

One pullout program model. In addition, Jane believed that 

kids need to learn to think cognitively and can do this only 

in the context of content-area curriculum. One student group 

wrote books which were placed in the library. She attempted 

to support her students' achievements by allowing them to 

bring their work from the HOTS lab into their classrooms as 

often as possible. Sometimes the students "type stories 

. or a banner" on the computer. (Interview, 1990) 

In a 1990 interview, Jane told me, "The idea of this 

program [Higher Order Thinking Skills] is frustration." Jane 

provided me with the rationale, as she perceived it, for the 

computer-assisted instruction she used in her program-

student frustration was considered a motivation to learn. 

She was very careful to follow the program's script. The 

purpose of the script, she told me, was to create frustration 

for the student by the order and arrangement of questions the 

students were asked to answer. Another feature, wait-time, 

required the teacher to allow the students to think through 

answers by patiently waiting for responses. The answers to 

the questions on the computer disks were concealed in the 
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text. I proceeded to observe Jane's lesson and indeed the 

children seemed frustrated but not necessarily more informed 

or motivated. There was no brainstorming and no discussion 

of vocabulary. For example, vocabulary, such as the word, 

"dairy," was shown on the computer screen. The students had 

not developed any schema of the topic. Although the majority 

of Jane's students were bilingual, no attention was given to 

a transfer of language. They were instructed to match words 

that are related; for example, l>lords such as "milk" and 

"cheddar" were grouped. Correct matches seemed to happen by 

mere chance. There was no interactive discussion and the 

students continued to the next topic. (Observation, 1990) 

I tried to understand how the lesson developed by asking 

Jane if there was any link between her program and the 

classroom literature-based program. Jane told me that she 

had never observed the literature-based program in the 

classroom and further responded, "No. We give them thinking 

skills and language skills. You'll notice long pauses until 

they get uncomfortable and say something." (Interview, 1990) 

These long pauses indicated the frustration and Jane 

considered it a positive teaching strategy. I observed 

Jane's attention to the script but I also observed the 

students' responses as a learned socio-Ianguage display of 

their knowledge (Bloome, 1981). Some examples of how the 

students reacted to the teacher's instructions follow. 
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On one attempt, sixth grade students pressed the return 

keys on their computer and the screen turned off announcing a 

winner without providing the answer word to a problem. The 

clue was, "it lives in the water." The topic of "mammals" 

followed on the computer screen. Once again, no attention 

was given either through computer clues or teacher 

instruction to developing schema related to the lesson's 

topic. The students first selected, "fish", then "spider", 

followed by "tarantula." After this trial and error process 

the correct answer was provided by the computer. The word 

"otter" appeared on the screen. No reference books were 

available in the room. I suggested the use of visuals 

related to the new vocabulary for the students. Jane's 

response was, "They're not using visuals now. The emphasis 

is on reading." (Observation, 1990) It is interesting to 

note that later on in a different role as classroom teacher, 

when I observed Jane in her own self-contained sixth-grade 

class the following year, she had reference books available 

and continually encouraged the students to research their 

answers. 

Jane tried very hard to follow the HOTS program but the 

findings of my study show that the contradictions of program 

philosophy and teacher instruction limited the goals at best, 

and created some confusion as noticed in the remark that 

visuals were not used in reading. Jane's direct skills-based 

instructional philosophy and noticeable need to follow, 
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alternatives to enhance the program or adapt it to make it 

work. Jane made instructional decisions based on her 

successful experiences as a teacher. 
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HOTS is described by the district office as "linked to the 

classroom through linkage activities incorporated within the 

curriculum" (District handout document, 1990). Further, a 

1990-1 district draft amendment recommended a 75% improvement 

in HOTS students in the areas of literacy, social confidence, 

and problem-solving in their regular classrooms. Thus, the 

HOTS program did offer opportunities to relate higher-order 

skills to classroom activities. Jane, however, found it 

difficult to make the connection because the program was 

scripted (she followed the script verbatim) and she worked 

with students pulled out into the lab for short periods of 

time. Without classroom teachers' and reading teachers' 

collaboration, the possibility of linked classroom activities 

was nil. 

The program is free of curriculum-based content and Jane 

would not alter the program, although she thought content 

would be helpful to create a knowledge base. Jane refers to 

a whole language approach to reading as the direction schools 

in the Saguaro district are moving, yet, she does not support 

the use of visual cues as used in language related reading 

activities (Goodman, 1984). Jane would like to return to 
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teaching reading using a skills-based pullout program the way 

she did before the program implementation. 

Based on her experiences as a Chapter One teacher using 

diagnostic and prescriptive remedial skills instruction, Jane 

believed teaching reading the traditional Chapter One way was 

the most successful thing she did. She reports that in 

reading programs other than HOTS, she taught in "content 

areas" and "literature" through pullout programs. She based 

that comment on her previous use of library books and 

bulletin boards as a means to extend the learning activity. 

Jane described herself as "not totally a whole language 

person" but a teacher who still used worksheets as 

reinforcement for her lesson. Although she agreed there was 

value in using literature, two years later during a follow-up 

interview at her new school site, Jane spoke of not using the 

provided literature-based books because they don't teach 

"skills." She spoke of the reality that kids need to get 

jobs; "How many creative stories are they going to have to 

write in their whole life? Once they get out of school? 

None!" She felt they had to learn how to write reports and 

outlines using data: "I want them to learn how to do that." 

(Interview, 1991) 

While in her transferred position to a sixth grade 

classroom at another school, Jane objected to the literature

based reading program recently adopted by the school district 

as not addressing the content areas. She thinks the stories 
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in the readers are examples of creative writing, so Jane 

makes sure she teaches them everyday skills, (for example, 

"filling out a job application so that when they graduate 

they can get jobs." (Interview, 1991) Unrelated to content

based instruction, however, this writing activity provides a 

potential opportunity for discussion and language 

development. 

Until the second year of the HOTS program Jane was 

convinced the traditional remedial pullout program was much 

more effective than the HOTS program. She preferred teaching 

reading skills through what she described as content areas 

based in a pullout program rather than the computerized 

program. She supported this conviction with the rationale 

that the teacher "can get at some of the problems that are 

keeping them [the students] from learning." (Interview, 1991) 

This rationale was supported by the Chapter One program for 

more than thirty years by prescribing remedial skills 

instruction for targeted students functioning below grade 

level based on standardized test results. Conversely, the 

notion of the present inclass model is based on the rationale 

that learning takes place most effectively in natural 

classroom settings using authentic texts in grade level 

reading and writing activities. This contradiction of the 

old and the new approaches represents different theoretical 

bases concerning what works for at-risk students, and is 

further complicated by the ambiguities of the definition of 



87 

at-risk students and the evaluation of student success 

(Knapp, Shields, & Turnbull, 1992). The contradiction is 

evidenced in Jane's beliefs and practices. Jane supports 

skills-based practices and believes in the availability of 

authentic reading materials within the classroom. She values 

books and creates an atmosphere of appreciation of books in 

her classroom. Using her own funds, Jane purchases books 

during sales to offer to her students as rewards. She 

recalled a scenario in which former students told her of 

still having the books she gave them. She said, "That really 

makes a book a friend." Jane has developed activities based 

in expository report writing in her current assignment (1991) 

as classroom teacher. These activities are still not content 

based. Her goal was to prepare her students with life 

skills; for example, enabling them to fill out job 

applications and read newspapers. 

Jane viewed the appropriate way to evaluate instruction as 

a Chapter One teacher in a traditional pullout program as 

fourfold: (1) the performance of the students on the lesson's 

activity as described by the HOTS program within the reading 

room; (2) the performance of the student's work in the 

regular classroom; (3) her perception of the student's 

performance on a job; and (4) the performance of the student 

on standardized tests. In the context of the program, Jane 

felt she was being evaluated only by the students' 
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standardized scores. This was frustrating for her. In all, 

she felt limited by the program, yet refused to adapt it. 

Jane thought the computerized reading program was 

successful because "it really helped [students'] self-image 

and made them leaders in their classroom." This kind of 

student success was not recorded on a standardized test in 

reading. In broad terms, her concern is linked to the notion 

of self-efficacy in teaching (Fullan & Steigelbauer, 1991; 

Fuller & Brown, 1975; Smylie, 1989). Jane is a senior 

teacher who evaluates her work by her perceived success with 

her students. The disparity between the instruction and 

assessment of students' work was problematic. Although 

classroom teachers remarked that Jane's students did well in 

their classrooms, the results on the standardized tests did 

not show improvement. The lack of improvement may have been 

one reason for the principal of her school to drop the HOTS 

program at the end of its second year. 

There are many contradictions in Jane's program. For 

example, Jane believes labeling is not related to her 

program, yet labeling occurs because only at-risk students 

are taught in her pullout program. She is told to 

collaborate with teachers, yet believes collaboration between 

HOTS and classroom teachers is meaningless. Jane expects 

students to learn cognitive thinking skills when they are 

taught without content-based curriculum. She wants them to 

write, yet doesn't see any need for "creative process 
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writing" [Jane's term]. Jane wants to teach reading in 

content areas but not through literature because she contends 

reading authentic literature does not "teach skills" [Jane's 

term]. These contradictions reduce the effectiveness of 

Jane's practices in her role as a reading teacher. 

Jane as change agent. Jane followed the program mandates 

from the district office in her own reading room. Further 

attempts as a change agent were not successful. Jane 

complied with directions from the district office by 

implementing her program, HOTS. In turn, she expected 

adherence to the guidelines for student admission and 

dismissal from her program. She encouraged parent 

participation in the decisions related to student 

participation, but was not supported by the administration 

and could not, on her own, encourage parent meetings. The 

principal met with parents separately from Jane. During her 

training for the HOTS program and with her groups, Jane 

followed the script verbatim. When I asked her during an 

interview (1990) if she would like to change the script she 

replied, the script was "very confining" and said that she 

"enjoyed teaching reading [the skills-based, pullout program] 

more because it was more creative and . thinking of it 

from the point of view of change. . I think it was good." 

Jane didn't consider the computerized program a "reading 

program" although she referred to it as reading earlier 

because teachers who are designated as reading specialists in 
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schools are assumed to teach reading, and whatever program 

they are teaching is usually regarded as reading. During 

this period Jane felt her real support carne from the project 

head who helped her set up the program and represented the 

district's view on program implementation. 

In sum, although Jane does not see a real change in her 

role as a reading teacher, she is aware of the proposed 

changes and she does see changes in her practices. Beginning 

with the premise, "We were proud of what we were doing 

[reading and classroom teachers teaching reading, in general) 

. at our schools" (Meeting, 1989), Jane perceives her 

instructional practices as changing; however, it was her role 

that changed. Her role changed during her career as she 

changed from classroom teacher to reading teacher in a 

pullout program at different locations and then returned to a 

position of classroom teacher. However, she was consistent 

in describing to me her beliefs concerning what works for at

risk students: skills-based/content-based instruction. Her 

practices reflected her views of reading as part of literacy. 

She practices a skills-based approach, yet she thinks 

content-related instruction is important. Jane describes 

reading as skills based unless it is part of broader language 

instruction. Unwilling to change her beliefs, Jane did not 

practice changes in instruction. Jane's practices reflect 

her beliefs in skills-based content-area reading instruction. 
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Jane: 

We've always been [teaching] reading, writing, listening. 
That's what they [the administration] always told me I had 
to teach ever since I got here. And that'S not necessarily 
reading. . We're doing it to provide quality literacy 
educational services for students who are in greatest need. 
We don't need to go any farther. (Meeting, 1989) 

Power/Authority 

Jane wanted to maintain the status quo and did not create 

supportive networks at her schools. Therefore, Jane saw 

herself as powerless. 

Jane as teacher. On a day when I observed Jane's 

classroom, (Observation, 1990) after the students left her 

room, Jane shared some problems with me. In fact, she 

discussed two issues that bothered her. First, a practice of 

sending home notes informing parents of their child's 

involvement in the HOTS program brought a negative reaction 

from a parent. Jane preferred parents to observe the HOTS 

program before they were informed of their children's 

enrollment. At times a parent would react by requesting 

removal of her child from the program. According to the 

guidelines the parent is required to have a conference before 

a student is allowed to be removed from the program because 

it is the only reading Chapter One program offered at Rugby 

for which the student qualifies. According to Jane, the 

principal would have conferences without her. However, when 

Jane requested a child's removal from the program she was 

informed that she would need to have a parent conference. 
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This contradiction is an example of Jane's lack of power and 

diminished voice at her school. 

Jane as change agent. Jane felt constrained by the federal 

mandates interpreted by the local and state agencies, 

especially the most directly enacted mandates issued by the 

school administration. For example, Jane was told what 

program to teach and felt she was evaluated by the 

standardized test scores of her students. At first she was 

reluctant to participate in the district-led staff 

development meetings, declaring, "I'm ... cynical. I think 

that according to the way they (administrators) evaluate us, 

our only mission is to raise reading scores .... What 

other mission is there?" (Meeting, 1989) 

By the second meeting her role changed from that of a cynic 

to that of a leader. She left that meeting by saying she 

felt good about what they accomplished which was a commitment 

to initiate models and maintain HOTS. After dialoguing with 

the other teachers and working in small groups, however, she 

began to participate as a lead teacher and described the 

district-led staff meetings (1989) as a "wonderful" 

experience. At the meetings, she followed the procedural 

rules but showed a sense of self-direction by initiating a 

discussion of "literacy" and what it meant in the reading 

program. 

During 1989 Jane made several attempts to inform the 

classroom teachers at her school of the implementation of the 
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HOTS program at Rugby Elementary and the program's value in 

teaching higher-order-thinking-skills. Jane felt it was not 

well received. She said, "There was a negative reaction." 

By the second year of the program the teachers did become 

more aware of the program and began to question some 

students' participation in the program. Jane described an 

interaction with a classroom teacher who thought of the 

program as remedial and asked: 

Why is this student in your program? . . . One of my best 

students. 

Jane responded: 

I loved hearing that and I told them . . . look at their 
reading score. 
(Interview, 1990) 

Although Jane preferred the old skills-based pullout 

program, by the second year of the HOTS program she adapted 

to the computer instruction and thought HOTS was beginning to 

be effective. Jane interpreted the teacher's question as a 

confirmation of the student's success in her HOTS pullout 

program. While Jane believed classroom performance was most 

important for student success, she understood the pressure 

felt by all the teachers to raise scores. In general, Jane 

was disappointed the students hadn't achieved higher scores 

on their standardized tests but was proud they were doing 

well in their classrooms. 

Her role at the district staff development meetings as a 

teacher/decision maker supporting change efforts in the 
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Chapter One program was not a realistic role at her school 

site. Jane would rather spend time with her students in the 

reading room rather than be away at inservice meetings. Jane 

felt powerless at her school site. She was not involved in 

efforts at her school site and had not yet applied for a 

roving substitute to free her to provide support services. 

While she looked forward to planning parent meetings, her 

program was discontinued. 

In 1991, the decision by the site-based team resulted in 

Jane's transfer to an upper grade class at a different 

school. The team decided on a part-time bilingual teacher 

rather than retaining Jane and the HOTS program. When I 

asked her why she changed schools, she replied, "I didn't 

decide. There wasn't anything available there for me." 

(Interview, 1991) 

Jane: 

At the time they [parents] left my room [during a walk
through visit], they were so positive and raving about the 
program [HOTS] they had just seen and how great it was. 
(Interview, 1990) 

The parents then decided to have an early childhood 
program with a bilingual teacher. (Field notes, 1990) 

Concerning the administration, Jane was very upset: 

She didn't ask my thoughts at all ... She told me, ... 
No, we're going to drop it .... The HOTS is just too 
structured. It's a program just in this little room and we 
don't have any flexibility with it .... And she presented 
it to the faculty in such a way that they didn't realize 
that a decision had already been made, so nobody 
complained. . . . The only people who really handed 
something in [preferences] were the first grade teachers 
who hadn't been at the meeting. Nobody else knew they were 
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supposed to hand anything in. And the first grade teachers 
and the kindergarten teachers wanted more early childhood. 
So, it was a real, hot, political issue. (Interview, 1990) 

Following her sixth grade assignment Jane did return to a 

Chapter One inclass model reading program at an elementary 

school in the Saguaro district. 

In sum, Jane as a teacher has a skills-based theoretical 

orientation. She supports pullout program models and views 

staff development as meaningless unless focused on specific 

program content, for example, use of a new computer program. 

Her belief is that there is a need to return to pullout 

program models based in school support. Her role as a change 

agent did not develop over the time of this study because of 

lack of parental participation and principal support as well 

as little teacher collaboration. Overall lack of school 

support diluted the effectiveness of her program. 

Introducing Judy 

Judy has completed the majority of her coursework towards a 

doctoral degree program in Education. She has published her 

writings in Educational Leadership, read by educational 

administrators as well as researchers. A recent article 

addresses intergenerational literacy within families and 

presents Judy as a facilitator of an international literacy 

network for the Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development. She worked half time as a reading teacher and 

half time as a coordinator/teacher of parent adult literacy 

at the time of this study. 
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Whether at home with her husband, working as an educator, 

or involved in professional activities, Judy regards her role 

seriously. She is attuned to the political underpinnings 

related to decisions made at her school as well as at the 

district level. At one point, her remarks were given to me 

off the tape because she seemed intent not to create 

conflicts and she understood well the workings of a 

bureaucratic system. She was convinced that the district 

office supported an inclass model and while she agreed with 

the effectiveness of such a model, she questioned the power 

of her voice in the decision to implement the program. Her 

awareness of political constraints guided her ideas on change 

in her program and thereby she followed the mandates of the 

district office. (Interview, 1990). 

Participant 

Judy taught for twenty-two years in classrooms and resource 

rooms at public school and daycare sites. Judy was a Chapter 

One teacher at Monterrey Elementary School for three years 

but had also worked within the district as a reading resource 

teacher mentoring teachers at various schools in the 

district. While she complied with implementation of the 

inclass model and her students showed improvement on the 

standardized test, she still lost the program to the vote of 

more powerful decision makers, the site-based team and the 

principal. She presently finds herself teaching in an early 

childhood classroom at a different school. The change in 
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assignment occurred after she had successfully, according to 

her perceptions, implemented the inclass model based on the 

options at the district-led staff development. Judy was one 

of three Chapter One reading teachers at her school site and 

the only one to begin inclass instruction. The other two 

reading teachers at her school chose different program 

models: HOTS, a computer-assisted pullout program, and 

Reading Recovery, an intervention pullout program. 

Judy was very well liked at Monterrey and was perceived as 

a leader. She was asked by the classroom teachers to 

participate in school-based conferences. She clearly knows 

the rules of the school system and conforms to preserve order 

and make the most of any change in her daily schedule. An 

example of this is her being called on as a substitute 

teacher in classrooms when the regular teachers are late or 

involved in other school-based activities. In addition, she 

maintained a close professional relationship with her 

principal. 

Judy as teacher. Judy's role was viewed more as a mentor 

than ancillary reading teacher by the classroom teachers. 

The role of mentor is supported by interview remarks (1990) 

made by a novice classroom teacher as well as an expert 

classroom teacher at Judy's school. They needed to know more 

about literature-based reading instruction and Judy worked 

with them. The staff at her school regarded her as a lead 

teacher in planning during pre-school work sessions. 
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She was involved in teacher support systems. During an 

interview (1990), a mature novice classroom teacher, who had 

decided to delay a teaching profession while she raised her 

family, told me she was very grateful to Judy "for her 

support and time." This comment relates to Judy's assistance 

in helping her implement the newly adopted literature-based 

reading program in her classroom. The second classroom 

teacher I interviewed at Judy's school site is an experienced 

teacher who had doubts about the inclass program. Her 

discussions and collaborative planning with Judy during the 

previous summer helped her to reconsider and now she wants to 

continue the program. With the inclass instructional model, 

she thinks the kids would no longer be "stigmatized" by being 

removed from their classroom for reading instruction. 

Judy believes, however, there is still a place for the 

pullout program at the Monterrey Elementary School, but 

decisions concerning the program should be made 

collaboratively by all the teachers over time to evaluate 

what does and what does not work. Believing that "we have to 

look at students' successes and needs, not programs" 

(Interview, 1991) when considering educational change, she 

questions the school site-based team's decision to bring in 

another pullout program, HOTS. 

Judy had the flexibility of adding pullout models to the 

newly developed inclass model if she thought it more 

educationally effective. The district office supported her 
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in her decisions about pullouts. In addition, another change 

occurred. Collaborative planning and team teaching fit into 

the plan of implementing the literature-based reading 

program. As a result, the classroom teachers were very 

interested in working with Judy. They were anxious to learn 

some strategies she could model for them. She felt this was 

very positive for her program and was able to confirm this 

through the classroom teachers themselves. 

Judy as change agent~ The issue of Chapter One teacher as 

"change agent" was conceptualized by the district office as 

the teacher responsible for implementing the change. It was 

the charge of the reading teachers to implement the new 

program at their schools. Judy joined other reading teachers 

who were concerned about the implications of this role. 

Judy: 

Okay. We're supposed to go inclass model but we have 
teachers in our building who refuse to do inclass model. So 
what do we do about that? (Interview, 1990) 

The problem with change, she believes, is in the process of 

change. She calls for reflection on programs such as inclass 

and schoolwide models with teachers as the agents of change. 

Judy is aware of current research and identifies teachers' 

need for staff development to help them in their decision 

making. While supporting teachers' instructional efforts, 

she objected to a suggestion by a majority of the teachers at 

her school to reduce class size. Instead, Judy supports 

change in reading instruction through staff development prior 
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to changing to smaller classes which usually continues the 

same old teaching methods. 

Judy informed me (Interview, 1991) that teachers had 

requested smaller class sizes but were unaware of the changes 

in class management, class organization, and teaching 

strategies that were needed. The research she read indicated 

that at least a year of staff development was appropriate 

during which the teachers would learn strategies that would 

change instruction. Staff development, Judy suggested, was 

more effective than reducing class size because she had 

learned that teachers teach the same ways to smaller groups. 

Her goal was not only to reduce work load but focus on 

changing instructional strategies. Judy attempted to share 

this information with her colleagues. 

Judy was very involved in staff development (Field Notes, 

1992) to help teachers learn to work more effectively with 

parents. She felt that the classroom teachers needed to use 

this information and need to stop saying to the parents, 

"Read to your child every night." Judy thinks this request 

is disrespectful to parents who might be illiterate and 

cannot read to their children. She has been actively 

involved in intergenerational activities helping both parent 

and child to read. Further, Judy supports staff development 

that taps into teacher beliefs and teacher assumptions. Judy 

asked parents two questions: What is important for me (as a 
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teacher) to know about your child? What is important for me 

to teach your child? 

Judy's role as a mentor affected the teaching practices of 

the classroom teachers .. She was actively involved in staff 

development at both the district and school levels. 

Practices 

Based on 1990 interview and observation data, it is clear 

that Judy practices an eclectic approach to reading. While 

she introduces reading through literature, she also makes 

sure she develops the students' skills through the 

literature. In general, she practices what works well based 

on her experiences and current research. 

Judy as teacher~ During a classroom observation (1990) the 

children in a third grade bilingual class began to write 

their own stories based on a story read to them and a model 

written on the board: "I went to grandpa. He will go ... 

We will see.. "As I walked around the room the 

students were pleased to show me their writings and 

illustrations in a book each had created. Judy began their 

other work on sorting and categorizing. 

In the second class, a monolingual class, Judy introduced 

one of her favorite teaching strategies--reading a book to 

the students. She called it "book sharing" and followed it 

with fifteen minutes of journal writing. These assignments 

followed collaborative plans Judy and the classroom teacher 

had developed. That day the classroom teacher was attending 
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a meeting away from school and Judy followed their plans with 

the entire class. 

I noticed that the second group was much less motivated. 

Judy shared this concern and told me that the group stays 

together in the same class each year because they are the 

only monolingual students in the school. We agreed that they 

were labeled as a separate group and were impacted by a 

narrow curriculum. 

Judy was teaching reading through content areas and report 

writing. Examples of interdisciplinary, across content-area 

planning with the classroom teachers included African studies 

in literature, social studies, and mathematics. The inclass 

model allowed Judy to work with the whole class on similar 

activities. It seemed "backwards" to Judy to have all the 

students doing Chapter One remedial skills work and she 

applauded the change to on-grade level instruction. Her 

instructional activities included reading library books to 

gather information, (e.g., about caterpillars). She included 

activities on reading and writing strategies, (for example, 

mapping stories, making classification charts, and designing 

graphs). These are examples of how Judy linked her beliefs 

with instructional practices based on her experiences as a 

reading teacher. 

Eventually, Judy moved from the transitional period of 

change into a fuller inclass model. Not only were her 

practices more based in literacy development, she was very 
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involved in activities with parents as part of the literacy 

process. In fact, during one initial interview about the 

district-led staff development in 1989 her reference to what 

was successful in her program included her activities with 

parents in literacy efforts. For example, activities in her 

program include children reading books to their parents. 

It is important to note that Judy was not the only teacher 

with an inclass model at her school. Other inclass programs 

included instruction for students targeted in Speech and 

Special Education. Similar to Vera, Judy felt the classroom 

teachers were overwhelmed with the intrusion of inclass 

models. While she said, "It's a potential for being a three 

ring circus like the pullout was," she had the district 

support for programming in such a way to ease the tension. 

For Judy, two of the strengths of the inclass model were the 

support for team teaching and collaboration. She worked hard 

to schedule appropriately. She was constantly aware that the 

classroom teachers needed some time. alone to teach their 

students. 

Judy said this created a dilemma for the classroom teacher 

in that: 

On one hand, they didn't like pullout. On the other hand, 
they didn't want this reading person entering their turf. 
They're supposed to be sharing ... cooperating, involved 
. . . but how would you like to be collaborating with four 
or five different programs--and have these people all 
intrude on your space in your classroom? (Interview, 1990) 



The next question from Judy reflects her holding onto 

beliefs that she thinks work: 

When do you teach your children all by yourself? 

(Interview, 1990) 

Judy continues: 
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It is a team effort and we are working together and 
what we do is look at what's going on in the classroom. 
I think that is important and . . . one of the strengths of 
the inclass model. It goes back to the goals of Chapter One 
. . . to be successful in the classroom. (Interview, 1990) 

The most obvious change is that we went from working 
with small groups of children . . . to doing whole group . 
. . activities and working with all the children in the 
classes that had Chapter One . . . that was a significant 
change in the role of the Chapter One teacher. (Interview, 
1991) 

When interviewed (1991) about standardized testing as an 

evaluation of her practices, her answer was, "That's life, so 

let's teach it." Although she wants to see change toward a 

more process-based evaluation, she teaches the strategies 

needed to take the present mandated tests. 

Judy regarded the standardized test mandate as a "part of 

life for the time being." Over the years she was required 

to administer standardized tests in both her positions as 

classroom and a Chapter One teacher. She regarded it as "an 

activity that was going on for a long time and if we have to 

do it--Iet's do it the best we can." (Interview, 1989) She 

used the inclass model to provide an opportunity to work with 

whole classes on test-taking strategies as she had in the 

previous years. 
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Judy as change agent. The inclass model was a familiar 

program for Judy, one she had tried to implement prior to the 

district staff development for reading teachers. She had 

tried to mentor and model strategies for teachers in the 

classroom. At the same time the overall goal of the program 

for the targeted students was changing. Instead of 

remediating skills, the goal was to teach on grade-level 

skills, concepts, and curriculum. 

Judy: 

There are times that we need to do things with children-
more remedial even though this program is moving in the 
direction [that] and Chapter One is saying we are not a 
remedial program. We are a preventative program. We're 
proactive. We focus on making these children productive 
within the classroom setting. (Interview, 1990) 

Further, Judy felt comfortable teaching through the inclass 

model, yet she suggested that the pullout model was more 

appropriate for some students. This did not create a problem 

for Judy because the district office and her school 

administrator supported her in her flexible scheduling. 

Despite appropriateness it is often difficult for teachers to 

change their teaching ways from what they're used to doing 

and what they believe works (Buchman, 1987). As an expert 

teacher who reads current research, Judy faces the conflict 

of two perspectives. If open to change in a new program 

design, she needs to evaluate the status quo and perhaps 

abandon what had worked well for her as an experienced 
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teacher. Her notion of self-efficacy based in her practices 

over the years seems to dominate her notions of change. 

Judy: 

There are still things that need to be done to these 
children that are remedial. We cannot move from point A to 
point B without steps. (Interview, 1990) 

There were things that my Chapter One children clearly 
needed that would also help the other children. And quite 
often I would end up giving my Chapter One children extra 
amounts of the same type of thing so that when it was 
introduced to the whole class, they would already be 
prepped and ready and successful. (Interview, 1991) 

The district allowed the reading teachers to designate one 

day a week as a conference or staff development day. This 

was an opportunity to meet with the classroom teachers, staff 

and parents. If the reading teachers did not have a 

scheduled meeting they had the option of working with the 

students in the classrooms. Therefore, Judy arranged the 

contact time with the students in the classrooms on a 

flexible schedule, balancing it with the needs of the 

classroom teacher and the opportunities for modeling lessons. 

Judy's experience as a reading teacher, her ability to 

collaborate with the classroom teachers, and her interest in 

children's literature helped change the reading practices in 

the classroom. 

Power/Authority 

Judy was convinced of her teaching effectiveness but 

questioned her power as a reading teacher. 

Judy as teacher. During her interview I asked her why she 

thought there were only a few reading resource teachers left 
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and only one in the role she was in last year. She informed 

me her position was redirected by teachers and parents 

through a decision by site-based management at Monterrey to 

replace it with different programs. Not quite sure of other 

reasons, she offered attrition as a reason and finally said, 

"I have no idea. I think that's very interesting." So, if 

most reading teachers were in programs such as Reading 

Recovery and HOTS, the implementation of inclass models 

remained a situation which was a dilemma at best and not 

viable at worst. 

Judy's concern about her changed role is, "Why drop a 

program (inclass model) that shows a large grade point gain 

on a standardized test in an upper grade in preference to two 

other pullout programs?" Judy faces a contradiction because 

the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) scores indicated a 

thirteen point gain in scores for students in her reading 

program, yet only a one point gain for students in the HOTS 

program at her school, yet the HOTS program was supported. 

She told me the reason was that nobody looked at the data for 

changes in scores for the inclass models. Judy thinks 

teachers have to address the needs of students not simply 

choose programs. Judy was replaced by a Bilingual Curriculum 

Specialist to implement a bilingual program. 

From the outset of the district-led staff meetings 

concerning change and implementation of the inclass model, 

Judy was aware of the expectations from the district office 
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and the administration. It was apparent to her that the 

trend of change of service delivery within the Chapter One 

program would be in the direction to inclass model. The 

purpose of these staff meetings was to support the teachers. 

She explained, "by being put through a process . to 

achieve that goal." Underlying this effort was the movement 

towards site-based management at the schools. This movement, 

she felt, was more responsible for "subsequent decisions". 

Judy: 

So I viewed all we went through as necessary 
and appropriate. I have no problem with that 
process because I know it has to have occurred. (Interview, 
1990) 

Unlike Fuller and Brown's model (1975), suggesting that 

experienced teachers' concerns are task related, a second 

interview with Judy revealed that she felt that all the 

reading teachers involved were at different stages in their 

career and their thinking about curriculum. She spoke of a 

need to "nurture them into that direction [of curriculum 

development]." The teachers in this study were involved in 

the change process. Some people will simply "get into the 

process and . . . program" while "other people you need to 

woo into the notion . . " (Interview, 1991) 

Judy as change agent. During the district-led staff 

meetings Judy was very concerned about the possible reactions 

of the classroom teachers at her school when she attended the 

meetings outside the school and brought back to the school 
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the inclass model. Simultaneously, the classroom teachers 

were involved in making decisions with parents through site-

based management efforts and their decisions guided Judy's 

program. 

Judy said: 

What we were doing at the district-led meetings totally 
impacted the decision making power that the classroom 
teacher had in terms of curriculum content, in terms of 
strategy, in terms of time management. They really had 
very little to say about it. (Interview, 1990) 

There's a difference between observing a process and 
experiencing it. They [classroom teachers] did not 
experiencing that. I had easy sledding with 
my teachers. My teachers welcomed me into the classroom 
and we did so much planning together and had such a good 
time, even now, looking back on it, because of the things 
we did. And the flexibility we had [from the district and 
administration]--I was lucky. I had willing, cooperative, 
flexible teachers. (Interview, 1991) 

In regard to program selection, the principal would make 

the final decision as to which program best fit the needs of 

the school. Judy was not worried. Her principal was very 

supportive of an inclass model and had experience as a 

teacher in a federally funded program. "The bottom line was 

what [ever] the principal wanted" would be the final 

decision, even if teachers were basing their decisions on 

school-based menu choices. Judy was concerned because she 

interpreted the process as a means of implementing a top-down 

decision. She questioned who was making the decisions in the 

schools and what is really needed for change. Already viewed 

as a change agent at her school by the classroom teachers, 

her suggestion was to look at the children and their needs. 
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The district-led staff meeting focused on a choice of reading 

program designs. Perhaps the purpose was to get us "to buy 

into the idea of an inclass model." (Interview, 1991) She 

was convinced that the staff development was an appropriate 

way to get the teachers involved, but she was uncomfortable 

with her role as a change agent because, in reality her power 

was the same as that of the classroom teachers. 

Another concern of Judy's was the reduction of numbers of 

Chapter One reading teachers in the district. Judy suggested 

that Chapter One reading teachers "are a dying breed." At a 

1991 interview, Judy's remarks included: "I think at the 

first Chapter One meeting we had this year there were only 

three of us. These three reading teachers were not involved 

in computerized or Reading Recovery programs." These 

statements related to Vera's perception of herself as a last 

"dinosaur" reading teacher. 

The issue of teacher empowerment weaves through the shared 

concerns of Judy and Vera. Although the process of change at 

the district staff meetings was carried out "by the book," it 

was curious to Judy that three reading teachers remained 

doing inclass models during the implementation and only one 

teacher remained the following school year. She questioned, 

"How much did the Chapter One teachers buy into that idea? 

And how much did the classroom teachers buy into that idea?" 

Another question might be, how many other teachers and 

administrators at school sites bought into that idea? The 
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notion of inclass models was implemented in other Chapter One 

programs, for example, Bilingual Resource Room. So, the 

classroom teachers and administrators scheduled these 

programs in the classrooms but it was difficult for the 

teachers to collaborate and plan in the presence of the whole 

class. 'Also, without opportunities for the teachers at the 

school to discuss their beliefs and assumptions about the 

program there was less opportunity to implement the program 

as adapted within the school culture. 

It is evident in interview (1991) data that Judy sees a 

need for teachers to become more involved in research efforts 

and more interested in reading the current research related 

to what they do if they want to be powerful. She has been 

pursuing her interest in family literacy efforts through 

professional organizations, working on publishing her ideas 

in journals, and networking with researchers and educators. 

In order to promote change at her new school she plans on 

using what she learned from the district-led staff 

development meetings: (1) it is important to look at student 

needs and (2) it is important to look at what's been 

successful and what's not been successful in the program. 

According to Judy, this should be followed by ongoing 

involvement by the teachers with open opportunities for 

reflective discussions. Most important, the site-based 

management team and teachers need to review the research and 
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thought, "It can be highly successful." 
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We had long talks about the research I shared with her, how 

it related to the district-led staff development, and how it 

could relate to change in the reading program. For Judy the 

issue of research is very much an integral part of the 

decision making process. Based on her beliefs, Judy is 

working with professional groups at national and 

international levels to help involve educators to become 

informed decision makers. 

In sum, Judy as a teacher has a literature-based/skills

based theoretical orientation. She supports inclass as well 

as pullout models. Judy as a change agent supports staff 

development, intergenerational learning opportunities, full 

teacher collaboration, and team teaching. She is affiliated 

with professional organizations. Her principal is concerned 

with the impact of her program as it addresses student needs. 

Judy's belief is that in order to address student needs, it 

is important to understand those needs and not merely change 

programs. She thinks school support is very important for 

educational change and attempts to challenge teachers by 

questioning their beliefs during staff development. Her 

program was confined to a few classes in the middle grades. 

These classroom teachers supported her program, but the lower 

grades teachers did not, resulting in a site-based decision 

to replace her program. 
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Introducing Rachel 

Of the four reading teachers in the Saguaro study, Rachel 

has the most experience at one site, at the Chatham 

Elementary School, mostly as a reading teacher. During the 

three years I interviewed and observed Rachel, I noticed she 

shared the same rOOln with another teacher, a Chapter One math 

teacher. There seemed to be a collegial atmosphere between 

them and each teacher had a designated area for instruction. 

Rachel has grown with the changes in her program and she is 

eager to talk of her gratitude to the district for the 

opportunity to attend professional conferences and their 

support of her as a pioneer in the HOTS program. She was one 

of the first teachers to be trained for the computer-based 

program. 

Rachel often refers to the students as a way to describe 

her role as a teacher. With a degree of anticipation she 

remarked, "It was the kids that had the potential to grow and 

we're [the teachers] still at a low functioning level." 

(Interview, 1992) Rachel thought it was more difficult for 

the teachers to grow as learners than the students. 

Considering herself a learner, she values and evaluates her 

work through her students' progress. Rachel's philosophy is 

that kids must take charge of their lives and "that's what 

we're working for." Classroom teachers, too, shared Rachel's 

philosophy. Rachel shared this information with me during an 

interview (1992). 
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Participant 

While at the Chatham Elementary School (grades Pre-

Kindergarten through sixth), Rachel experienced changes in 

targeted grades and program models. Rachel, a HOTS teacher, 

focused on grades four and five. With the full support of 

her principal, she continued to involve the students in all 

aspects of annual school theatrical productions. Further, 

she was not only directly responsible for teaching students 

in monolingual classes but also in bilingual classes through 

pullout programs. The inclusion of bilingual students was a 

school-based decision. 

Rachel as teacher. She used a conventional pullout program 

for eight years, then shifted to the HOTS program, a 

computer-based pullout program. Presently she teaches all 

groups of students at the school through a schoolwide Chapter 

One program. 

Rachel: 

We began a schoolwide Chapter One school this year, so 
instead of being tied to just certain students, now I have 
the option of working with any students. (Interview, 1992) 

In accordance with Schoolwide Chapter One student 

selection, she is able to include learning disabled students 

into her theatrical productions and observed that "they've 

mainstrearned beautifully." Rachel is now teaching a HOTS 

program daily for three school periods. She previously 

taught fourth, fifth, and sixth graders and during this study 
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she taught fourth and fifth graders only. The entire school 

is on flexible schedules and a third grader might be taking 

one class with a second grader and another class with a sixth 

grader. 

Rachel calls her school an "integrated model" now. The 

collaborative dialoging efforts at her school influenced her 

unique views of her position as a teacher in her school. 

Rachel: 

It isn't really staff development either but you're 
participating in all the aspects and programs of the 
school. . We support the teachers in anyway we can. 
(Interview, 1992) 

As part of a team of teachers, she is also part of a team 

of students and teachers. Both students and teachers are 

involved in experimental ungraded classes. She heard a 

student respond to ungraded classes by asking, "Well, what 

grade am I in?" The lower grades are still self-contained. 

However, teachers do team teach, as in a second grade 

bilingual class and a third grade monolingual class. Not 

only are the teachers teaming up but so are the students. 

Rachel doesn't really know how to describe her role as a 

reading teacher now. From the viewpoint of the district 

office she's involved in HOTS, a computer-based pullout 

program, yet at the school level she is involved In 

schoolwide planning and teacher collaboration as a member of 

the school team participating in a realistic involvement in 

school decision making. She's very enthusiastic about these 
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changes while acknowledging that some things are working and 

others are not. She also admits that these drastic changes 

are scary, but that she embraces the challenge. 

Rachel: 

I believe that learning, speaking and listening are 
integrated. Therefore, what I do will reflect that. I 
believe we should provide real reading. (Interview, 1991) 

She used the term IIreal reading II to mean authentic language 

experiences, specifically, reading scripts, plays and shows. 

It was important to Rachel to express what she was actually 

doing in her work and not use terms to fit into anyone else's 

agenda. She felt, III rather say what I want. II (Interview, 

1991) 

So, while the district's drive for an inclass model allowed 

for a new direction, that direction was adapted by the 

school's collaborative planning efforts, the staff, and 

principal. The parents as well as the students were involved 

in the effort. It was evidence of the staff's commitment to 

creating thinking, decision making learners as developed 

through the dialogue groups. Rachel's interview data (1990) 

suggest student involvement in curriculum was encouraged at 

her school. 

Rachel: 

The kids actually take on problems from the community. 
This is working with sixth graders .... They took a 
neighborhood walk and they covered the garbage problem. 
(Interview, 1990) 
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Rachel asked me if I noticed the paper towel display in the 

hallway. I had. She described this activity as "hands on 

science" because the paper towels were recycled into artwork. 

Further, she said, "It's becoming scientists, authors, and 

researchers. II 

Although the HOTS program is part of Rachel's mandated 

instructional role, it is not the only role she developed in 

collaboration with the classroom teachers. Years ago Rachel 

began to support school activities through class 

performances. Within the last few years she expanded the 

program and theatrical performances were enacted by the 

Chapter One students. The schoolwide effort at restructuring 

grade levels and student labels presented an opportunity to 

work with students who were previously ineligible for Chapter 

One services. Recently other students who were not 

instructed In her pullout program were also involved In the 

theatrical performances. At first, Rachel was more willing 

to give speaking parts to students who were not targeted for 

Chapter One, thereby allowing special-education students to 

participate. It is through this program, developed by 

Rachel, that she feels successful in her work. She spoke of 

a little girl who presented one line on the stage the 

previous year and memorized four pages the following year. 

Rachel: 

It's amazing and you just get a few success stories like 
that and the excitement is unbelievable. (Field Notes, 1990) 



118 

The curriculum planning across grades and content areas 

looks very different now. Rachel adds: 

They have 'family life'--it's a sex education course. 
Fourth grade boys and the fourth grade girls, fifth grade 
boys and fifth grade girls all have to mix. (Interview, 
1992) 

Prior to the initiation of schoolwide collaborative efforts 

at her school, Rachel was involved in interactive teaching. 

She teaches playwriting to her students and uses the scripts 

as her text for instruction. In order to accomplish this she 

involves classroom teachers and students in her planning 

efforts. 

Rachel: 

When I started Chapter One it was a pullout and it was 
basically remedial, small group instruction for students 
who needed extra help and it was language arts/reading. We 
did classroom plays, just the basic traditional pullout 
reading program. It [the reading teacher's program] 
becomes much more formalized and it has changed a lot . 
doesn't have a lot of experimentation . if you are in 
the HOTS program. (Interview, 1992) 

This change relates to whom Rachel teaches and how as well 

as what she teaches in the HOTS program. Also, she feels the 

dialoguing partnership program impacted her role much more 

than the district-led staff development. During the last 

three years, her assignment as a reading teacher hasn't 

changed. Her program has remained a pullout program, yet the 

targeted population has changed dramatically. She now 

teaches students across more broadly defined categories and 

grades. The pullout program continues in the upper grades 
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but there is a cross section of students. This is the 

integration Rachel referred to when describing her 

instruction. Her success with the students I theatrical 

performances has reduced the time spent on the pullout HOTS 

program. 

Rachel as change agent. "Who I am is changing 

drastically," she stated. With this in mind, Rachel refers 

to my question about the district staff development program. 

Rachel's role did not change as a result of that staff 

development, but she sees her role changed because of the 

university partnership program at her school. This ongoing 

university/school partnership supports staff dialogue groups 

focusing on change in schools. 

Rachel was beginning an involvement at her school In 

collaborative efforts at schoolwide decision making, a 

feature of the university partnership program. This was 

broader than the district site-based management program which 

addressed questions of adoption of programs and worked at 

arriving at a consensus vote. Instead, Rachel's dialoguing 

group at Chatham discussed philosophies of teaching and 

learning and the adaptation of programs to the goals they 

created. Judy's notion of sharing research-based information 

with the staff was a feature similar to this implementation 

at Rachel's school. Rachel was an enthusiastic participant 

at her school. 



120 

Rachel attributes the success of this staff development 

program to the teachers' perception that there seems to be no 

hidden agenda and that the program is part of her school 

organization. A reason for the success of the partnership is 

that it provides ongoing support for the staff and students. 

"That's all we're doing is making decisions for ourselves." 

(Interview, 1992) The five year program was well funded. 

The mission is to create better schools for kids at risk. 

Some strategies discussed and used by the teachers include 

conflict resolution during which students can relate their 

decisions to establishing consequences, developing 

independent learning strategies, encouraging students to take 

responsibility for their learning, and creating an 

environment including successful experiences so that 

students can feel good about themselves. 

In her role as a HOTS teacher, Rachel views her growth as a 

reading teacher 1n the Chapter One program closely linked to 

her experiences at conferences. She described district 

support as providing opportunities to attend conferences and 

enabling her to become more aware of HOTS. She seeks 

opportunities to grow as a teacher, to learn and talk about 

what teachers do as important to them and successful for 

their students. This awareness was evident in her classroom, 

her school, and her attitude toward professional growth. In 

a sense this is the way she researches her job and explores 



other ways to do a better job, "to keep retraining and to 

keep current." (Interview, 1990) 
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When Rachel was asked during a retrospective interview 

about the influence of the district-led staff development 

meetings on her work, she said the district's charge of 

revising the mission statement was accomplished. She found 

it more difficult to explain her role as a reading teacher 

for two reasons. First, her role as reading teacher in HOTS 

remained unchanged. Second, her school was involved in its 

own very powerful collaborative effort with the university. 

The dialoguing team collectively controlled any changes 

coming through the district office, thereby exerting more 

control than the district over programs at her school. Yet, 

Rachel is very aware of the impact of the district on her 

program. It is through district support for Schoolwide 

Chapter One Projects funding that her targeted student 

population and grade levels changed. 

When I asked her about the school's adoption of the 

literature-based reading program, she remarked that she did 

not have much influence on its implementation and that the 

classroom teachers are exploring alternatives. Rachel is an 

active participant in the dialogue sessions that take place 

at her school. She uses the school planning as a springboard 

for her instruction as a reading teacher. She is also active 

at district-level staff meetings. 
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Practices 

Rachel began teaching reading in the Chapter One pullout 

program at Chatham which was based on small group instruction 

IIfor students who needed extra help, II the profile of a 

remedial program. As a language arts curriculum teacher she 

followed the pattern of a IItraditional pullout reading 

program. II Later on, the pullout model of skills-based 

instruction changed to the HOTS scripted lessons. 

Rachel as teacher. Rachel taught HOTS with a purpose to 

develop students' higher-order-thinking skills. It is a 

program which targets the fourth through sixth grade 

students, assuming that the student knows IIbasic reading and 

coping strategies. II Of the four teachers discussed, only 

Rachel and Jane used this program. Rachel taught the program 

differently from Jane, in that Rachel linked her program with 

classroom and schoolwide community activities. 

The print in Rachel's room clearly supports the students 

and reflects her expectation that they succeed. One banner 

reads, "There's no such thing as failure, if you try." 

"Think and the force is with you, II is a literary reference to 

the science fiction movie, IIStar Wars. II These words cover 

the walls. (Classroom observations, 1990, 1992) Although the 

HOTS program is pre-scripted, Rachel adapts her lessons by 

planning with classroom teachers. 
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For Rachel the evaluation of her program and the students' 

assessment of their work are integrated. The theatrical 

performances are in themselves products of their 

collaborative work. The students preview the show on tape, 

assist in writing scripts, create stages, and are generally 

involved in all aspects of the production. This immersion in 

literacy is a rich opportunity to learn reading. 

Furthermore, the evaluation is closely matched to the 

instruction. It is part of her goal of language development. 

Rachel evaluates her program, her work, and the students' 

work with a view of what works best for the students, and she 

relates it all to her own efficacy as a teacher. Rachel 

thinks of language as universal and relates it to music. 

Rachel: 

The development of language has been absolutely phenomenal. 
Their second grade teacher has said she has never seen such 
language. I mean these kids are communicating. It's not 
just the result of the play. I mean it has a lot to do with 
when you internalize music . . . Kids in English have been 
speaking Spanish. They've always been able to but have 
never been encouraged. And now it's truly bilingual. It's 
just beautiful. (Interview, 1992) 

The first day I visited Rachel's classroom I was introduced 

to an "exploration lesson" (HOTS program), including spray 

paint, zoom, lines, and text. Three successive groups, 

comprised of eight students, eight students, and twelve 

students, on fourth and fifth grade levels, did activities 

referred to as "Dazzle Draw" and "Cups." The second activity 

involved a game of chance in which the students needed to use 
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strategies to figure out patterns. An incentive included the 

betting of play money. The rationale for this activity was 

based on an alternative approach of teaching math to at-risk 

students. Rachel told me ~he assumption is that math rules 

are too difficult for them to learn without a cognitive 

understanding of the principles. 

When I arrived on my second visit (1992), Rachel informed 

me it was the worst day to visit because everything was so 

uncertain. This was a reference to changes being introduced 

in preparation for a change to a Chapter One Schoolwide 

Project. The federal program for which her school applied 

was based on 75% student eligibility. Her program had 

changed previously during the second year of this study 

because only half of her day was spent in inclass models. 

Rachel was anticipating a production with her students that 

evening. They were presenting, "The Wizard of Oz" for the 

parents and the community. 

Rachel teaches higher-order-thinking skills, supports 

eclectic approaches of program models, teacher collaboration, 

and team teaching. She has the support of her principal ln 

her program. School dialogues through a university 

partnership have created a supportive environment for change. 

School support through a school culture of common goals has 

enriched Rachel's program. Her belief is that students' 

commitment to learn is most important and school support 1S 

necessary for success. 
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Rachel as change agent. Rachel's goal is to develop 

students as independent learners who can make decisions and 

understand their consequences through successful experiences 

to help them feel good about themselves. She follows HOTS 

selecting the programs that help develop strategic-thinking

skills. During my observations, she worked with one fourth 

grade group and two fifth grade groups; two groups had eight 

students, and one group had twelve. In answering an 

interview question on evaluation, Rachel does not consider 

evaluation for her program a separate testing procedure, but 

rather looks at what the students are doing at the school as 

products of their learning. The students have been very 

involved in community affairs and issues. She views their 

efforts in environmental issues as better ways of presenting 

higher-order thinking. As she has broadened her views as a 

reading teacher, she also views student learning as "kids 

taking charge of their lives and .. That's what we're 

working for." (Interview, 1992) 

Rachel's teaching practices reflect her beliefs in teaching 

reading through language opportunities and in content areas 

related to the students lives. 

Power/Authority 

Rachel interprets her power as part of a whole staff of 

decision makers. She tries to relate her teaching to the 

goals of the school. This is an example of the school 
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culture as collective beliefs of teachers, administrators, 

parents, and students in support of the reading program as an 

integral part of the school. Yet, the pullout HOTS program 

was reduced each year because the decision makers wanted 

reading to be interpreted in more language experiences. 

Rachel as teacher. As a reading teacher in a pullout 

program, Rachel has IInot had much influence ll on the 

literature-based program at her school. However, she likes 

the program and hopes to help teachers IIget into that more." 

Basically the classroom teachers at Rachel's school, as in 

Jane's school, are not involved in the computerized program. 

Yet, they are becoming very involved in the theatrical 

performances. Teachers return yearly to ask her, IICan't we 

do something again?1I Gradually the classroom teachers are 

taking responsibility by assisting in writing scripts and 

other aspects. Rachel sees herself as a facilitator/decision 

maker in her role as teacher. She also values her role as 

learner as much as a teacher. 

Rachel as change agent. The staff is involved in 

schoolwide activities concerning both decision making and 

implementation. Rachel feels, lilt's been a real important 

time for me to grow and that's been very ... influential on 

the things we're trying to do. II The teachers are excited 

about ungraded and mixed classes and the only resistance is 

corning from the graduating sixth graders who want to 

"maintain their turf," she said. So, although Rachel's HOTS 
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program was decreased, Rachel was powerful as a reading 

teacher at her school. She participated in the decision to 

reduce HOTS classes and expand her inclass activities. 

In sum, Rachel has experienced much change in her role as a 

teacher and as a change agent. Although she now works with 

teachers in teams, models strategies, and teaches an 

interdisciplinary model, she views her role as a change agent 

as very effective. Her role as a change agent allows her to 

have a voice in decision making at her school. She sees all 

the teachers at her school as change agents. Rachel's role 

as a decision maker is equal to the other decision makers at 

her school, for example, classroom teachers, administrators, 

and parents. In addition, Rachel is constantly exploring new 

definitions of her interdependent roles as teacher and change 

agent. In her constantly changing role she allows herself to 

change as a learner. This process is eased at Chatham 

because it is the only school of the four, so far, to become 

involved in Schoolwide Chapter One Projects. The events of 

restructuring enabled Chatham to identify goals and create a 

cohesive environment addressing the school culture. 

Vera, Jane, Judy, and Rachel 

The four reading teachers in this study have high self

efficacy because they were experienced, confident of their 

teaching practices, and well-respected in their work. The 

four are part of their respective school cultures--the 
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knowledge, beliefs, assumptions, and values representing each 

of their four schools. 

Vera sees self-efficacy in her power as a teacher and 

learner. Jane sees self-efficacy in her students' success in 

learning skills taught in her program. Judy sees self

efficacy in her mentorship roles with teachers and students. 

Rachel views self-efficacy in student initiatives in their 

learning and collegial and community support. All four 

participated at the district-led staff development meetings 

and were involved in reading programs at their schools. 

Their voices through their roles as reading teachers proved 

to be quieted by the mandated constraints if not supported at 

their own schools by the classroom teachers and 

administration. Rachel's school supported the teachers 

through its decision-making process created by a university 

partnership. 

The reading teachers were asked to bring a new program into 

that culture. Some researchers argue that teacher efficacy 

is important in successful staff development programs 

(Guskey, 1988; Rosenholtz, 1989; Smylie, 1989). However, 

teacher efficacy alone ~s not sufficient to effect successful 

program implementation at schools. The staff development ~n 

my study took place outside of the four schools; yet, the 

implementation took place within the schools. One study 

(Bean & Eichelberger, 1985) points to a desire on the part of 

teachers to maintain the status quo of the way reading is 
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taught ~n Chapter One programs. In Bean and Eichelberger's 

study, a group of teachers found alternative teaching 

practices (for example, teacher collaboration and team 

teaching) to be successful in the implementation of an 

inclass program. Yet, the reading teachers continued 

pullouts, although the inclass instructional model and whole 

language practices were showing more success. The school 

culture and the status quo of previous programs thwarted the 

change effort. In fact, the shift in reading and classroom 

teachers' roles created too many problems. 

Reading teachers are perceived in different ways by 

classroom teachers. In one sense, being a reading teacher is 

usually viewed by classroom teachers as being a colleague who 

has fulfilled special qualifications. These qualifications 

may include; licensure, experience, tenure, and advanced 

educational coursework. However, the reading teacher's 

position may be viewed by classroom teachers as a job 

received because of patronage. Once the job begins, however, 

it is often viewed by classroom teachers as a job with too 

much paperwork, rules, and student load--yet, not a ~ 

teaching job in terms of accountability. Classroom teachers 

usually perceive themselves as responsible for their 

students' progress as measured by standardized tests and the 

reading teacher as not directly responsible. For this reason 

Smylie and Denny (1990) report that reading teachers, and 

others in special positions, are viewed by classroom teachers 
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as having less credibility than regular classroom teachers. 

So, while the classroom teachers view the reading teachers as 

specialists, the classroom teachers may not, in reality, 

accept them as full credible "school teachers." 

Summary 

Three categories: Teacher roles in Chapter One, Teacher 

responsibilities/Involvements, and Personal and Professional 

from my data analysis relate to Participation at the staff 

development and schools, Practices in reading instruction 

through their theoretical orientations, and evaluation of 

their instruction, and Power/Authority as the reading 

teachers' voices are heard as decision makers in the district 

and at their schools. I presented the findings of my study 

across the three categories in two ways: (1) teacher, and (2) 

change agent. 

Chapter 3 is a discussion of teacher self-efficacy and 

school culture. 
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CHAPTER 3 

DISCUSSION OF TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY AND SCHOOL CULTURE 

In Chapter 2, "Changes in Reading Teachers' Roles," I 

presented case studies of the four teachers. Their 

"participation," "practices," and "power/authority" in their 

teaching roles created a picture of teachers attempting to 

implement a program change, yet constrained for many reasons 

related to their different school cultures. Each of the four 

began a staff development program as teachers who were 

certain of their practices--this certainty, or a sense of 

efficacy, was not sufficient for successful program change. 

According to Smylie (1991), previous reform movements 

considering program change have focused on individual teacher 

change (Conley & Cooper, 1991). Current work focuses not 

only on the changing role of the teacher but also on how the 

school culture has influenced the program initiative. These 

investigators believe that unless the school culture is 

changed, the implementation may be superficial. 

The goal of program change is not only to implement a 

program by teachers buying into the philosophy and perhaps 

producing high student achievement, but to address the school 

culture as a set of beliefs and assumptions among the 

teachers, administration, parents, and students. In this 

sense, the school culture varies. Common goals and 

strategies of how to reach the common shared goals are 

developed through the school culture. This is the process of 
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second order change as described by Cuban (1988)--the process 

of teachers within a school culture addressing change and 

resulting in adaptations within the context of a school. In 

addition, a constructivist process of change in school 

culture supports teachers and establishes parameters for 

external mandates and constraints. 

So, while external mandates from federal and local agencies 

and administrators (for example, pullout verses inclass 

program, skills-based v. literature-based instruction, and 

standardized v. performance-based tests) push into the 

school, the culture pushes out. The result of this tension 

affects teacher efficacy. Teachers who are certain of their 

practices and feel they are doing a good job might question 

program implementation. Also, colleagues, administrators, 

and others in the school might support the status quo. 

Teacher Efficacy Related to Staff Development 

Teacher efficacy is related to decision making concerning 

program change and staff development, yet alone it will not 

produce successful learning environments in staff development 

programs. The current efforts to redefine education include 

change in teachers' roles. My study reveals that teacher 

efficacy is related to decision making which is dependent on 

a supportive school culture. The reading teachers in the 

study were required to operate inclass models or collaborate 

with the classroom teachers in the Reading Recovery or the 

HOTS program. The success of the models are related to 



133 

school culture. If compatible, the school culture at the 

school supports the change. However, merely adopting a 

program does not make it viable within a specific school 

culture. There needs to be a match between content of the 

school culture and content of change (Heckman, 1993). 

Although teacher self-efficacy is important to teacher change 

and change in program through a staff development program, 

without the support of the whole school through its goals and 

collaborative efforts, the positive momentum of the change is 

short lived. 

Much research has focused on teacher self-efficacy as 

important in support of successful program implementation. 

Although self-efficacy relates to my study because each 

reading teacher is experienced, has apparently developed a 

sense of self-esteem about her teaching, and is successful 

with her students, the data show it is school support that 

has the most impact on program change. In Rachel's school, 

teacher collaboration was an ongoing involvement. Changes of 

inclass models went beyond the classroom into the halls and 

rooms of the whole school while at Jane's school the HOTS 

program was isolated from classroom instruction. At both 

Judy's and Vera's schools there was an effort to bring 

Chapter One into the classrooms. 

The role and responsibility of collaboration as experienced 

by a whole school is described in the next section through 

the studies of researchers: Fullan and Steigelbauer, 1991; 



134 

Lieberman, Saxl, & Miles, 1988; Nias, Southworth, and 

Campbell, 1992; Rosenholtz, 1989. The importance of teacher 

efficacy is developed and enhanced during collaboration, 

mentoring, and discussions among teachers while they initiate 

and implement new practices. Below, I review the literature 

as it relates to teacher self-efficacy as a factor in 

successful staff development. Then, in the following section 

I describe the importance of school support through the 

notion of whole school culture. 

One of the initial studies of teacher self-efficacy 

provides a theoretical model of three stages of teacher 

professional development: self, task, and impact (Fuller & 

Brown, 1975). This model reports phases of teacher 

development from a self-focus on teacher practices to 

evaluation of student performance. Griffin (1986) suggested 

identifying teachers' developmental stages in the planning of 

staff development programs to accommodate teachers at their 

different levels of career development. So, a beginning 

teacher concerned with her own credentials as a teacher would 

be involved in a staff development designed to support the 

needs of that teacher. 

Ohlhausen, Meyerson, and Sexton (1992) conceptualized 

teacher efficacy, (unlike Fuller and Brown, 1975,) as two

pronged: (1) efficacy is a process, and (2) efficacy can 

change, thereby creating a relationship between teacher 

efficacy and successful staff development. The more recent 
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model addresses staff development during school change. In 

their model: (1) change is a process, not an event, (2) 

change is accomplished by individuals, (3) change is a 

personal experience, (4) change involves developmental 

growth, (5) change is best understood in operational terms, 

and (6) the focus of facilitation should be on individuals, 

innovations, and the context (Ohlhausen et al., 1992, p.6). 

The researchers conducted a four month study with twenty-four 

whole-Ianguage-oriented experienced teachers and presented 

workshops as a staff development for the teachers on a 

regular basis using an Efficacy-Based Change Model (EBCM), 

adapting Fuller and Brown's (1975) and Hord's (1987) models. 

Success of the staff development was seen as increased 

teacher self-efficacy and lack of success as decreased 

teacher self-efficacy. 

Another model represents school change as developing 

teachers' certainty through collaborative teacher efforts 

(Fullan & Steigelbauer, 1991; p.133) and also suggests that 

self-efficacy is developmental. According to Fullan and 

Steigelbauer (1991) teachers seem to feel more certain about 

their work prior to the final stage of their commitment to 

educational change when they are considered "expert 

teachers." 

Even if an expert teacher has high self-efficacy and 

supports a program change, the process of change needs to 

continue during the implementation of the program. 
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Therefore, given a group of expert, experienced teachers who 

have high teacher efficacy and are involved in a staff 

development for program change, the success of change is 

dependent on the maintenance or increase of teacher efficacy 

through two factors. They are: school support, and length of 

time of program implementation. 

In my study, a successful program change model shows 

reading teachers in collaboration with classroom teachers in 

effective inclass models through support systems including 

supportive leadership by school principals. An example is 

Rachel's school. However, unsuccessful program change shows 

a continuation of isolated teacher instruction in pullout 

programs with little or no teacher collaboration in an 

unsupported school setting (Rosenholtz, 1989). An example is 

Jane's school. Traditional teacher autonomy within school 

systems needs support or creates isolation and produces 

negative effects on self-efficacy (Little, 1981, 1990; 

Lortie, 1975). 

The four reading teachers in my study were asked to 

implement a program because of their years of experience, 

respect as reading teachers, and certainty of their 

practices. Vera is involved in staff development at her 

school and viewed by the classroom teachers as a change 

agent. Jane has students who request her class and do well 

in their classrooms. Judy as a mentor and team member has 

shown improvement in students' standardized test scores. 



Rachel is a supportive colleague and has begun to effect 

school-wide change in programs across grades and content 

areas. 
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Developing a Sense of School Support as School Culture 

School culture can be defined as the shared knowledge, 

beliefs, assumptions, and values of a school. In other 

words, the school culture represents the ways of thinking and 

acting and the sharing of these beliefs among groups of 

teachers, administrators, parents and students as 

organizational participants (Deal, 1987). 

By school support, I mean support of the Chapter One 

reading program as integrated into the whole school 

curriculum. The roles of four reading teachers play a part 

in the change of the program and its progress toward becoming 

part of the whole. According to Rosenholtz's (1989) 

categories, Vera's and Judy's schools could be described as 

"emergent whole schools," Rachel's as a "developing school," 

and Jane's as a "stuck school." The category emergent school 

describes a beginning process of ongoing teacher 

collaboration and development of shared goals. In addition, 

an emergent school has strong leadership. At a stuck school 

efforts at teacher collaboration are usually unsuccessful. 

The terms emergent and stuck describe either ends of the 

continuum of program change. Deyeloping refers to a process 

of change that has already emerged and is adapting to the 

specific culture of a school. Cuban (1988) refers to the 
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developing stage of the process as a "second order" change 

(described in Chapter 1). Further, the term developing 

school includes social, organizational, educational, and 

pedagogical issues as well as teacher commitment to change. 

School Culture as Teacher Learning 

Although a school may be developing, teachers involved in 

program change need the support of staff development. One 

way to evaluate staff development is by comparing it to the 

construct teacher learning, that is, opportunities for 

teachers to discuss, share, evaluate, and create knowledge. 

Nias, Southworth, and Campbell (1992) studied five elementary 

schools through a research project funded by the Cambridge 

Institute of Education. They found that groups need to 

become interdependent for opportunities of learning to take 

place. Teachers at three of the schools believed in a 

"culture of collaboration," as individuals who are and always 

have been part of groups and that groups should be valued. 

An aspect of this philosophy is the sense of openness and 

support from the group for the individual teacher. 

According to researchers (Nias, Southworth, and Campbell, 

1992), a "whole school" (p. 108), a school with collaborative 

groups~ has seven features: (1) teachers feel a strong sense 

of community, (2)teachers share beliefs and goals, 

(3)teachers are autonomous within their classrooms, 

(4)teachers are viewed as independent experts, (S)teachers 

work together, (6)school knowledge includes programs and 
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concerns of colleagues, and (7)the administrator is a 

respected leader. Underlying these seven features is the 

notion that teachers are responsible and they learn how to 

move in the system while following rules and procedures. 

These features suggested by Nias et al., 1992, agree with 

some other researchers (Conley, 1991; Rosenholtz, 1989). 

Conley argues that the school setting needs to support the 

teachers' voices as powerful because of the constraints of 

the school organization. Rosenholtz argues for a collegial 

school setting whereby teachers share their school culture, 

led by a principal who is a strong facilitator. So in 

effect, the group interdependence creates a different set of 

constraints which are adhered to by the teachers within the 

group to succeed in their roles as teachers in the larger 

community within a school. 

While it is obvious that learning and positive change will 

not necessarily take place simply because a group of teachers 

are meeting and planning, the opportunity for collaboration 

provides teachers with an interaction that encourages and 

promotes change. This collaboration provides opportunities 

for teachers to learn from one another while providing 

support to try something different. The teachers become 

better decision makers. Vera was concerned with the slow 

pace of change through teacher collaboration; yet, the Whole 

School Curriculum Study (Nias, Southworth, and Campbell, 
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1992) shows that development of change through collaboration 

is more refined if established over time. 

In another study of eight Tennessee school districts, 

Rosenholtz (1989) found that teacher learning takes place 1n 

collaborative environments. The most important element is 

shared goal-setting. Rosenholtz suggests that goal setting 

is a social construct which develops through teacher 

collaboration as did Nias et al. (1992). The success or 

failure of these collaborative efforts could result in either 

teacher cohesiveness which leads to the establishment of 

clear school goals or teacher isolation. Team teaching is an 

example of teacher collaboration as an organizational change. 

In this way, teachers can share their expertise and plan in a 

meaningful collaborative way. Conversely, teachers who are 

isolated and meet at specific times for discussions often 

talk only about students' behavior problems. 

Rosenholtz (1989) stresses that the variable, teacher 

efficacy (certainty), is framed by the collaborative efforts 

at schools created by organizational opportunities or 

constraints. Without the support of colleagues and all 

groups working together at the schools, teachers begin to 

feel powerless and isolated. In such settings parent 

involvement 1S usually at a minimum or ignored. In turn, the 

teacher has low efficacy and is uncertain of her/his work. 

Consequently, Rosenholtz says, these schools become "stuck 

schools." 
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Rosenholtz (1989) agrees that teachers need leaders 

including other teachers, administrators, and superintendents 

who facilitate change efforts. It is the role of the 

district, she argues, to monitor the goals of the schools. 

So, not only do teachers need to learn how to improve within 

the organizational systems at their schools, but the 

principals and district personnel need to support goal 

setting programs and monitor effectiveness. For example, if 

a district initiates a program for reading teachers to offer 

staff development to classroom teachers at their school, both 

the principal and the district office as facilitators need to 

provide time and opportunity for teachers to meet and learn. 

Also, they need to gather feedback to help evaluate what is 

working. The involvement of these professionals creates a 

support system for program change. 

Teachers involved in program change will be more successful 

if involved in collaborative decisions about school-wide 

programs. As decision makers they can tryout new 

instructional practices with the mentorship of their 

colleagues. The process, then, is less oriented to 

evaluation and more to learning. There is evidence that 

collaborative decision making is more successful if all 

groups of school stakeholders are involved in supportive non

threatening ways (Conley & Cooper, 1991; Smylie, 1991). 

Also, as decision makers teachers have a responsibility to be 

involved in collaborative school practices, learn about 
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students' needs, planning, and teaching, and create realistic 

shared goals. Lieberman, Saxl, and Miles (1988) caution that 

"freedom" for teachers may create autonomy but not 

necessarily direct them to be the most professional or 

increase their efficacy. Yet, Darling-Hammond (1986) argues 

that the autonomy of the collaborative whole school will 

support teachers while freeing them from external constraints 

and creating self-governance. So, the risk of teachers 

making decisions in an autonomous collaborative environment 

could enhance and direct the adaptation of school change. 

In summary, although the school culture presents problems 

in the face of program change, school culture is not 

negative. Rather, school culture defines the collective 

notions of beliefs and goals of the school. Only if teachers 

work within this system can a program be adapted to the needs 

of the school. In the Saguaro study, the reading teachers 

were considered change agents for program implementation 

based on their efficacy. All of these teachers were 

experienced, expert and proud of their practices, but only 

those with the support of the school defined here as the 

school culture, were able to implement the new program as a 

second-order change. 

In Chapter 4, I present an analysis of teacher constraints, 

contradictions, and dilemmas" as Theme 2 across the four 

reading teachers. 
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CHAPTER 4 

TEACHER CONSTRAINTS, CONTRADICTIONS, AND DILEMMAS 

In this chapter I present an analysis of the process of 

teacher change through the theme MTeacher Constraints, 

Contradictions, and Dilemmas" across the four reading 

teachers. The themes emerged from the inter-relationship of 

four coded categories: Teacher Perceptions of Staff 

Development, Programs, Instruction, and School Support (see 

Appendix B). The previous chapters revealed constraints, 

contradictions, and dilemmas as experienced by the four 

reading teachers in their roles, practices and power as 

reading teachers (Chapter 2), and their interaction with the 

support systems representing cultures at their schools 

(Chapter 3) . 

Constraints and Contradictions 

The process of educational change, referred to ln this 

chapter as program change, should support teachers as 

professionals involved in the process of change. Instead, it 

is often the conventional process of implementing legislated 

policies and mandates, and curriculum and testing policies 

that creates or intensifies dilemmas for teachers. According 

to researcher Darling-Hammond (1988): 

Herein lies the dilemma for educational reform. We have 
developed a system of schooling that relies on externally 
developed policies and mandates to assure public 
accountability. We give voice to democratic control over 
education through legislation defining what is to occur in 
schools, administered by bureaucratic agents who prescribe 
regimens and reporting systems. Within current governance 
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and administrative structures, teachers are accountable for 
implementing curriculum and testing policies, assignment 
and promotion rules, and myriad other educational 
prescriptions, whether or not these treatments are 
appropriate in particular instances for particular 
students .... This situation not only constrains teacher 
decision making, it also works against the interests of 
students and the knowledge base of the profession. (p. 60) 

constraints and contradictions are often revealed through 

teachers' decision making about practice. The four reading 

teachers in my study were required to participate in the 

district-led staff development. Initially, Jane was 

reluctant. In defining herself as a "cynic" Jane was 

describing her general frustrations as a teacher. Although 

she made efforts to attend inservice meetings and implement a 

new program, she felt she was evaluated by her principal by 

using her students' standardized scores and was held 

accountable for their successes or failures based on these 

tests. She received a negative evaluation, but continued to 

vlew her work as effective. Her inability to find a way to 

show student progress as she recognized it in their work and 

the constraints of the standardized evaluation recognized by 

school, local, and federal regulators created a dilemma. 

Jane felt it is impossible for these instruments to evaluate 

students' progress if not matched to the students' work in 

her reading classroom. Jane's students did not show high 

gains in reading test scores needed for a successful 

evaluation. A problem of low student test scores was 

presented to the reading teachers at the district staff 



meetings as a reason for program change. (Meeting, 1989) 

According to district records, the problem of low scores 

continued through the third year of the study. 
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The constraints of decision making have been addressed in a 

review of research literature regarding teacher participation 

in decision making at staff meetings (Conley, 1991). 

Specifically, Conley's research focused on two types of 

models for decision making occurring during staff development 

programs. One is the bureaucratic model, a conventional 

model, suggesting teachers' compliance with the 

administration and a view often held by the district office. 

The second model is the professional model, a constructivist 

model emphasizing rights for teachers to make decisions as 

professionals in their workplace, a view often held by the 

teachers. 

Conley (1991) further suggests that teacher participation 

in decision making continues to be framed as a "problem of 

downward supervision rather than a problem of 

multidirectional organizational coordination" (p. 258). This 

means that when teachers have influence on decisions made by 

"higher level" organization officials (i.e., vertical 

influence) as well as the decisions of fellow teachers (i.e., 

lateral influence) better overall organizational 

coordination, not simply better supervision, will result. 

For example, the Saguaro district offered teachers a choice 

of three programs, and the opportunity to consider structural 
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and organizational changes among many programs. Some 

teachers observed programs in other districts. Teachers were 

offered opportunities to travel to other districts and 

cities, to explore and report on other programs. Some 

teachers took advantage of these opportunities. In the end, 

however, only the three original choices offered by the 

district were considered by the teachers, although the 

teachers had been told by the district they could offer their 

own choices. 

Rowan (1990) addresses the contradiction of being offered 

an opportunity beyond reality. A critic of total staff 

involvement In decision making, Rowan (1990) supports the 

notion that there is a lack of effectiveness of staff 

development concerning program change because restructuring 

efforts have offered too many eclectic choices. However, 

within the framework of the professional model, Conley (1991) 

argues for the need for teachers to create ways to address 

their concerns. The underlying charge for the reading 

teachers at the Saguaro district staff meetings was to 

consider change. The contradiction of an open-ended offer to 

devise reform in Chapter One on the one hand, and to choose 

from three pre-conceived programs on the other hand, is an 

example of, in reality, lack of choice. Some researchers 

(Langer, 1985) refer to one response of teachers, maintenance 

of the status quo, as a practical way to resolve the problem. 

Teachers will usually make such pragmatic decisions because 
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of lack of school support, feelings of efficacy related to 

student progress, and feelings of helplessness (Langer, 

1987) . 

Another contradiction is the teachers' feelings of efficacy 

and at the same time, feelings of helplessness. In her 

study, Langer considered the manifestation of helplessness as 

it develops from a system of constraints and contradictions. 

It is the system of schooling as described by Darling-Hammond 

(1988) at the beginning of this chapter that eventually 

creates a mismatch of instruction, mandated testing, and 

teacher accountability. Students often come to school with 

emotional, social and economic problems for which the system 

is ill-prepared. Teachers have little opportunity to share 

their voices as a group of recognized and respected 

professionals. It is not only the system that drives the 

teachers' feelings of helplessness, but the teachers 

themselves who are often unprepared for the system. Jane, 

through her isolation, is an example of a teacher caught in 

the web of helplessness, while Rachel is an example of a 

teacher creating a web of reform within the culture of her 

school. 

In reality the conventional aspect of the staff 

development, district-led scheduled meetings made the 

teachers in the Saguaro study unsure of their collective 

purpose at the meetings. On the one hand, the reading 

teachers were involved in the choice of programs, but on the 
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other hand, the meeting agenda suggested the inclass model as 

the district's initiative. In addition, teachers were 

ultimately constrained by the final decisive vote to be cast 

by the principal at each school as well as by the original 

school menu of choices presented to them by the site-based 

team. The school menu represented the selection of programs 

requested by the school as determined by the needs of the 

student population, student scores and teacher preference. 

External Constraints 

External constraints represent the mandated policies 

concerning selection of student population, standardized 

testing, and federal legislation. Federal legislation has 

political, social, and instructional implications in driving 

policy at the schools. Some critical theorists (Freire & 

Macedo, 1987; Giroux, 1988) explain that the politics of 

class in society guide the mandates which impact school 

curriculum through a conventional process. Teachers are 

expected to implement a curriculum that often restricts 

students who are eligible for the Chapter One programs--those 

who are at risk, with low socio-economic status in society. 

Evidence of this has been the deficit model of at-risk 

students (Placier, 1989) receiving remedial instruction 

(Birman, 1988, Knapp, Shields, & Turnbull, 1992, Knapp & 

Shields, 1990). 

The Saguaro school district program implementation is an 

important example of external constraints interpreted as 
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district mandates for the reading teachers. The staff 

development was presented as a constructivist program of 

change through teacher decision making but represented 

district decision making and policy adherence. At the 

schools, the decision of change to an inclass model 

demonstrates problems inherent in program change based on the 

following mandates from federal programs: (1) teachers, both 

reading and classroom, need to collaborate and plan 

meaningful lessons for a coordinated curriculum, and (2) 

reading teachers need to work only with the targeted students 

in the students' classrooms. 

In Rachel's school all the students qualified for Chapter 

One services because more than 75% of the students are "low

achieving" students living in "low-income" areas eligible for 

Schoolwide Chapter One Projects funding (Fagan & Heid, 1991). 

In such a school, the Chapter One teacher may instruct all 

the students in a classroom without separating the targeted 

population. Separate lists of standardized reading scores 

for the students who scored in the lowest quartile, however, 

are still monitored. In the other three schools all students 

did not qualify for Chapter One instruction, thereby creating 

constraints on teacher decision making. One constraint is 

the need for teachers to separate the class into eligible 

students during instruction, thereby limiting team teaching 

activities. Jane explained that not only was the pullout 

model a program to target Chapter One students, but the 
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program materials were to be used only by the targeted 

students. Jane's school did not have a Schoolwide Chapter 

One program, qualifying all the students for instruction, and 

the principal thought a different program would more 

appropriately match the needs of the students at the school. 

To address the contradiction of alternative instruction and 

traditional assessment, teachers often maintain the status 

quo by continuing the conventional pullout programs, and 

skills-based instruction outside the classroom (Bean & 

Eichelberger, 1985; Fagan & Heid, 1991; Langer, 1985). 

Testing. Standardized testing remains a contradiction and 

a potential block to the progress toward adoption of the 

inclass program. Federal legislators continue to demand to 

see results on the standardized tests, although a more 

current performanced-based test is now in place in the state. 

The standardized test and the performance-based assessment 

test are administered by classroom and reading teachers. 

Both tests are mandated by the state but only the 

standardized test is recorded by the federal program 

evaluators. Further, these results are used as school 

performance ratings to compare schools in the district. 

One of the four reading teachers, Judy, defended her 

practice: "This is reality .... It is my responsibility as 

a teacher to get the kids ready for this [testing] activity. II 

(Interview, 1990) 
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Her practices included teaching test-taking techniques to 

her students and skills practice (for example, finding the 

main idea.) She was uncomfortable with these practices for 

two reasons: (1) teaching skills did not match her 

interpretation of the newly introduced literature-based 

program, and (2) teaching test-taking skills was considered 

by teachers to be a form of IIcheating. 1I 

Judy maintained: 

As long as we got it [standardized tests], it makes us 
responsible and accountable for working with children and 
providing teachers with as many skills as we can. 
(Interview, 1990) 

Initially the Saguaro statewide plan was devised in an 

attempt to better match student assessment with instruction. 

The plan was to develop a performance-based test which 

matched the students' work done in their classrooms, making 

IIschools more accountable for . . student needs" (Osberg, 

Slinde, & Zwack, 1991). The program for testing began as a 

partnership between the Joint Legislative committee on Goals 

for Educational Excellence, the State Board of Education, and 

the Department of Education. 

The purpose was to devise a performance-based test 

identifying what was already being taught in classrooms. One 

effect was that the teachers would already be involved in 

activities described as "teaching to the test" and would no 

longer feel as though they were cheating. But the 

standardized tests continue to be administered. One change 
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in standardized testing did take place--Fall-to-Fall testing, 

rather than Fall-to-Spring to eliminate the drop in scores 

from Spring, at the end of one school year, to Fall, at the 

beginning of the next school year. The newer schedule 

allowed for less opportunity for declining scores over the 

summer months because the test and retest would be 

administered at the beginning of each school year. 

The teachers were introduced to the new testing plan during 

the initial district-led staff meeting attended by all 

Chapter One reading teachers in the district. The overall 

assessment plan began as a pilot in the district and was 

gradually introduced over the next two years. With the 

requirement of standardized testing still in place, the 

alternative test did not have a dramatic effect on the 

reading program except at specific school sites such as 

Vera's. Vera's school began staff development and 

instructional planning across grades to link instruction to 

the new performance-based test. 

Internal Constraints 

Federal regulation and local mandates regarding teacher 

practice and student population were interpreted by each 

school. The federal mandates require eligible Chapter One 

students to be taught by a qualified Chapter One teacher. 

Materials purchased in the program are for the use of these 

students only. Therefore, the introduction of an inclass 

program created a problem addressed by the" administration and 
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teachers within the schools. Specifically, while the reading 

teachers are teaching within the classrooms, only some of the 

students qualify for the instruction. This situation leaves 

the non-eligible for Chapter One students without instruction 

or with separate instruction. Judy continued to teach the 

eligible students within their classrooms, yet felt guilty 

that some of the time was spent with ineligible students. 

Initially, Rachel's school addressed the problem by applying 

for a Schoolwide Chapter One Program, thereby allowing all 

students to be taught by Chapter One teachers. These 

teaching constraints although originating from federal 

regulations were interpreted at the schools through district 

level mandates and impacted on the inclass program model, 

literature-based reading program, team teaching, and staff 

development. In addition, decision making by principals and 

site-based planning further contributed to internal 

constraints. 

In addition to targeting student populations, as I said 

earlier, the Saguaro district adopted a literature-based 

reading program. Classroom teachers were given the materials 

and asked to implement the program. Jane confirmed that 

teaching reading to the class with literature-based readers 

was practiced at her school. "It's a trend in our school. 

Going to literature, too." (Interview, 1989) The 

literature-based readers replaced the previous basal readers. 

This change reflected changes in reading practice. 
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However, many teachers were unprepared for the change and 

had not explored their own beliefs about reading theory and 

practice. The implication for reading teachers was they 

needed to facilitate staff development at their schools to 

support the classroom teachers in their instruction with the 

new readers. The district office encouraged the reading 

teachers to accept the view that these bits of literature 

placed in what is still considered a basal reader is a more 

effective way to teach reading. Two of the four reading 

teachers, Judy and Vera, have been involved in advanced 

courses at the university and were aware of literature-based 

program in reading instruction. Therefore, they helped 

teachers to think about different ways to adapt the classroom 

reading program. Although some district directors and 

reading teachers were eager to use a whole language approach 

(Meeting, 1989), the classroom reading program remained a 

basal reader program with some thematic supplemental stories. 

Teachers' theoretical orientations of reading and writing 

processes were evidenced through the change to the inclass 

model and in the shift to literature-based instruction. 

Although Jane felt there was something good about using 

authentic reading materials, she felt compelled to teach 

reading emphasizing prescribed comprehension skills. She 

seemed to deny that she was teaching "skills," as reported In 

her interviews; yet, there was a presence of worksheets 

during her lessons. She seemed to exemplify teachers who 
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feel the difficulty of moving away from old ways of doing 

things (Buchman, 1987) and then ,matching her changing beliefs 

with changing practices. 

Jane: 

The nitty gritty and what I felt was most successful about 
my program was teaching reading but not as skills, but 
within content areas; or, if you consider literature as a 
content area, with literature and computers mixed in as 
many different ways as possible. But I like teaching it. 
I felt the most successful ways were within the content 
areas. When you would take some marine animals and study 
them in many different ways with puzzles or we had a 
computer thing to go with it . . . and maybe some 
comprehension sheets. We read books about it. Anything 
they could read about it. Also, sometimes it would be a 
bulletin board that they would have to interact with . 
They would have a sheet and it would say which bird had 
this color thing. . That's when I felt the most 
successful when I was working on content and the children 
were reading. (Meeting, 1989) 

Both reading and classroom teachers had difficulty 

coordinating pedagogical implications with their own beliefs. 

The classroom teachers were concerned that they had to teach 

the literature-based program and many were unprepared to use 

it in their reading instruction activities. The movement 

away from a directed reading approach to activities dependent 

on students' prior knowledge was an unfamiliar strategy for 

many classroom teachers. Further, most schools in this 

district had not yet implemented an inclass model and for 

some teachers it was an uncomfortable transition. 

Vera felt an attempt had been made at her school to prepare 

the classroom teachers for the transition to a literature-

based reading program through inservice efforts by the 
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district office. Yet the teachers felt "a little bit 

concerned." 

Vera: 

The basals provided a step-by-step framework and with the 
literature they [classroom teachers] feel perhaps they're 
just floating out there and don't quite know what to do. 
(Interview, 1990) 

Having taught teacher-directed lessons from the structured 

basal readers, the classroom teachers needed ongoing support 

to effectively implement the new reading program. Vera felt 

she could help but as a Chapter One teacher, her involvement 

included only her assigned grade levels. 

Vera expressed: 

The time for me working inclass is very comfortable working 
with my colleagues. I think they are comfortable with me. 
(Interview, 1991) 

Judy agreed: 

I don't know how that affected anyone of the other 
teachers. I do know that it was a real plus for me because 
teachers were saying, 'Oh, these [books] are beautiful and 
wonderful but what do we do?' It was a big issue. How 
do we help them to succeed in these materials? I have my 
own reservations about that. I think a lot of the 
principles involved in doing total class work with 
literature-based materials are wonderful. This is one of 
those curious ironies because as soon as I saw this was the 
direction we're going in, I went to the third grade 
teachers and I approached them with the possibility 
of working in the literature studies. I think I explained 
to you. They expressed interest in knowing how [to] do 
things like comparisons of stories and other things related 
to literature studies so it was an easy thing for me and I 
think probably without the inclass model I would have 
modified it in some way. (Interview, 1990) 

Some classroom teachers sought out the reading teachers. 

For example, the classroom teachers wanted both Judy and 
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Rachel to provide them with something special for their 

students. Judy was involved in children's literature; Rachel 

was involved in theatrical arts. When I followed Judy for 

the day, (Observation, 1990) I had the opportunity to 

observe her teaching her students. Then I interviewed the 

two third grade classroom teachers of the students she worked 

with. 

Mrs. Ortiz, a nOV1ce teacher, was certain in her belief 

that "kids have hands-on experiences and develop a love of 

reading." Although using skills-based lessons, she seemed 

open to develop new ideas in collaboration with Judy. The 

second teacher, Mrs. Ramirez, an experienced seventeen year 

teacher, told me she "had doubts about inclass models but the 

planning during the summer" with Judy helped and they will 

continue to conference throughout the year. Mrs. Ramirez 

made it clear to me that she was aware of the targeted 

students Judy 1S scheduled to work with, that she uses Judy's 

strategies with all the students, and that she has seen 

marked improvement in spelling. This particular concern for 

spelling skills indicated the difficulty of her change in 

practice from skills-based instruction. I did notice several 

walls in the room covered with children's narrative work 

indicating a more process-oriented approach. Both Mrs. Ortiz 

and Mrs. Ramirez have bilingual classes and the inclass model 

provided an opportunity for both monolingual and bilingual 



158 

students to work together with Judy in the context of the new 

reading program. 

Rachel regards the best approach to informing and 

supporting classroom teachers as offering staff development 

for the reading teachers in the district. She said, "I'd 

like to develop the inservice strategies and how we can share 

and look at assessment. " 

Rachel: 

As a group [of reading teachers] we need to sit down and 
say how we can do the articulation. How can we get what 
we're doing in here [meetings] to apply to what they're 
doing [in the classrooms]. (Meeting, 1989) 

Rachel had been working in a pullout model but her interest 

in teaching through the theatrical arts brought her into the 

classroom. She worked with students across eligibility 

requirements for Chapter One. 

Rachel: 

I took the book and I basically wrote the script. This 
year the kids saw the movie. They always see the movie 
first to hear the music and see what parts there are. I 
guess I showed them the script and they said what about the 
talking trees and what about two or three other parts? 
They do all the sets. .. They used some of my costumes; 
they made some of their own. (Interview, 1990) 

Rachel managed to teach reading across content areas even 

though she taught the HOTS program. In this way, she was 

able to interact with the classroom teachers and create a 

more classroom-based curriculum. Her practices reflect her 

perception of reading in the broader terms of literacy and 
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cognition as exemplified in her described vignette about a 

content area. 

Rachel: 

Math is reasoning and having kids develop their strategies 
for things and . . . we give them a problem and have them 
work on it for a while until they develop a strategy and 
then they have to test that strategy. Does it work? Do I 
need to do it better? Those kids come in and they become 
balloon pilots and they'll figure out a strategy for 
sailing a hot air balloon down and landing it in a certain 
place. But they have to know how to read all the gauges, 
all the direction winds ... go in. A huge problem. And 
they fail at it for a week. And they come out of here 
hating me. 'She's vicious.' But by the end of the time 
when they finally figure it out they're feeling so good. 

(Interview, 1990) 

Some of the reading teachers wanted to introduce a whole 

language orientation in their approach towards literature-

based instruction. The conventional approach of the Chapter 

One program to diagnose, to teach remedial skills, and to 

retest was questioned by Vera throughout her discussions with 

the other reading teachers at the district staff development 

meetings. 

Vera: 

I tried to compare what we had with what we talked about 
last time (Interview, 1990) with what was already in place. 
It seems to me that we're missing a match with the 
evaluation and reading for fun, for thinking. . creating 
a literacy environment. . But we're using whole 
language. We're using literature. We're working at 
different kinds of assessment and so I think I'm supporting 
teachers and we have a close collaboration. (Interview, 
1991) 

Site-based Decision Making 

In general, decisions made by site-based management teams 

at the schools take priority over decisions made by reading 
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teachers of funded programs. In this way, approval of change 

in reading programs is directly dependent on staff support. 

The reading teachers were reluctant to believe that they had 

the power to decide on program change. Although the district 

office told the reading teachers they could decide on a 

program design, the data show that principals made the final 

decisions on programs for their schools. 

The issue of reading teachers I program decisions in 

relation to those of the principal and the site-based 

management team is relevant to school-based support for the 

implementation of a change in program. It became clear to 

the reading teachers that the program decisions they made had 

to match the needs of the students as determined by the 

school team and the principal. If there was no match between 

the decision of the team and the decision of the reading 

teacher, the school team's decision would have priority over 

the reading teacher's decision. 

For reading teachers Jane and Judy, this meant their 

programs were no longer considered necessary at their school 

sites because the team decided to replace their programs with 

other programs. In Jane's case the team decided on a 

bilingual preschool program whereas ~n Judy's case, it vIas a 

curriculum specialist with a bilingual endorsement instead of 

the middle grades monolingual language arts program based on 

content area instruction. 
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Vera told me that in practice: 

The mode of delivery this year [at her school] is 
determined by how many people are coming in and out based 
on our school improvement plan .... So it is not my 
preference necessarily. (Interview, 1991) 

Initially, during the year (1989-1990) of the district-led 

staff development effort to change reading programs, the 

choice of program by the site-based team for Jane's school 

was a pullout model, HOTS, a computer-based higher-order 

thinking skills program. This program was not Jane's first 

choice because she considered the program not content based. 

It was the choice of the site-based team, however, and she 

was required to comply. Later on (1992-3), the site-based 

team excluded the program and created a bilingual Chapter One 

position for their school. At Vera's and Rachel's schools, 

however, their program decisions were supported for a second 

year by the site-based teams. According to Rachel, program 

change at her school was impacted by the school's decision to 

become a Schoolwide Chapter One Projects school, to form a 

partnership of teacher and university-shared schoolwide 

decision making, and to schedule ungraded classes. 

Rachel: 

This is one of the strongest things . . . you know we are 
all four [fourth grade] through six [sixth grade] here. 
Each room is fourth through sixth grades and it's mixed
monolingual students and bilingual students. So it is a 
totally integrated model right now. (Interview, 1992) 
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Role of Administration 

Within the constructivist notion of change at the schools, 

the role of the administrator should be that of a 

facilitator. Vera was supported in her program by her 

administrator with the understanding that the IIbest 

interests II of the children corne first. Vera considered the 

directives from the district office as IIfacilitative ll too. 

Her support from the administration and Jane's lack of 

support resulted in different programs at their schools. 

Judy and Rachel both regarded their principals in more 

facilitative roles, similar to Vera's feelings about her 

administrator. 

With the support of her administration, Vera's program was 

designed with her input. Jane's program was presented to her 

for implementation without her input. This demonstrates some 

effects of school site-based decision making on the reading 

teachers' program models at two schools. At Jane's school a 

decision for program change was made with the assistance of 

the site-based team, yet the principal was most influenced by 

how effective the HOTS program was for the student 

population. 

According to Jane: 

At that school there wasn't much power of anything; the 
principal made the decisions and that was about it. I 
didn't think there was enough [writing] in there [in the 
program] and that is part of why it was . . . dropped and 
overall it was dropped in favor of the early childhood 
programs. The principal, she didn't ask my thoughts at 
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all on the subject. She just told me we were changing and . 
. . It's a program just in this little room and we don't 

have any flexibility with it. (Interview, 1991) 

The mandated policies and the roles of the administration 

influence teachers' practice and intensify tensions during 

the implementation of a program. 

School-based problems. In Jane's school, district approval 

of the HOTS program was made the year prior to the district-

led staff development program without the full support of the 

staff. Consequently, the introduction of a new program 

created a tension between the staff and the reading teachers. 

Jane was mandated by the district office to teach reading 

using HOTS. She had not participated in the decision making 

phase prior to the program's adoption, and initially she was 

not confident about how to teach the program. 

Through their reading teacher roles as HOTS, Reading 

Resource or Reading Recovery teachers the district office 

considered the reading teachers as change agents but the 
J 

reading teachers' authority and opportunities were limited. 

Judy was actively involved in a collaborative process with 

the classroom teachers but Vera and Rachel were constrained 

by their program models. Vera had to work within her 

assigned grades and Rachel did not have "much influence on 

that [collaborative planning]" because of her scripted HOTS 

program. Jane was constrained and non-involved because of 

her scripted program and also the lack of school staff 
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support towards her program. Further, Jane was influenced by 

her own belief of the limited benefits of staff development. 

For the classroom teacher as well as the reading teacher, 

other problems and conflicts developed because of the process 

by which the program change was decided. A review of studies 

describes the tension between the organizational aspects of 

teaching and the "personal aspects of teaching" (Feiman

Nemser & Floden, 1986). For example, many teachers prefer to 

teach their students what they think they need to know. Yet 

the administration requires the teachers to improve tests 

scores and teach prescribed curriculum while maintaining 

classroom order (p. 517). This kind of teacher 

accountability creates conflicts usually resulting in 

maintaining status quo by the decisions teachers make. 

Although Vera had support, she was still unable to fully 

implement the inclass model and had to continue limited 

pullouts. The numerous other Chapter One programs changing 

to inclass models complicated the change process. Judy, 

although supported by staff and administration, had to limit 

inclass involvement. These constraints were the result of 

the changes in other Chapter One programs to the inc lass 

model. Vera had to schedule inclass instruction when the 

class and teacher were available. 

The implementation at the four school sites differed. All 

four schools were involved in a conventional change through 

the district adoption of a literature-based reading program 
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and the district-led staff development program. The 

districtwide adoption committee comprised of parents, 

teachers, administrators, and board members expected the new 

literature-based reading program to replace the old basal 

reading program. The district expected the reading teachers 

to assist in this process as change agents at their schools. 

The decisions made by the site-based teams at the schools 

reflected their views of the needs of the students at their 

schools. Based on political, social, or assessment issues, 

the decisions by the team often created a conflict of goals 

and purpose for the reading teachers, resulting in lack of 

support for the inclass program. At the school level, the 

site-based teams' decisions were often more powerful than the 

Saguaro district's decision to have inclass programs. 

Without the support of the schools through the facilitation 

of the program by the principal, the implementation of the 

program was destined to fail. An example is Jane's p~ogram. 

On the other hand, Judy had the unique support of a 

principal who had been a reading teacher. The support 

encouraged Judy to participate in district decision making 

activities related to her program. Regardless of this 

support, Judy's program also was not renewed because the 

site-based team interpreted the needs of the students 

differently. Judy confirmed, "different principals did 

respond in different ways to what was happening" (Interview, 

1991). Two of the four reading teachers were transferred to 



other programs and the last remaining inclass reading 

teacher, Vera, does so only part time. 
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Common features. Several features were inherent in the 

process of program change across school sites. These 

features include the effects of teacher collaboration and 

district-led instructional mandates as mentioned in this 

section. For example, the change in the reading program and 

the need for reading teachers to collaborate with other 

classroom teachers through staff development as well as 

inclass modeling of instruction were implicit in the 

district-led mandates. These programmatic and instructional 

mandates were often viewed as constraints by the reading and 

classroom teachers. 

Both the reading and classroom teachers had to collaborate 

in planning activities. Successful inclass models required 

two important components: (1) school-shared goals, and (2) 

school-support efforts. This meant the reading teacher and 

the classroom teacher had to corne to a consensus or working 

agreement. The inclass model supported team teaching and 

curriculum development, yet conflicts developed. For 

example, the classroom teachers in Jane's school refused to 

become involved and refused to collaborate. According to 

Jane, the teachers did not collaborate, "Oh, 

collaboration isn't what it was." (Interview, 1991) 

Judy talked about a "comfort zone" as maintenance of school 

status quo. She interpreted this zone to be a flexible time 
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during which teachers become comfortable with the 

implementation of a program. According to Judy, the "comfort 

zone II is a feeling of familiarity with teachers' work and 

what works well--in this case, the use of the old basal 

reader. The "comfort zone II is sometimes interpreted by 

teachers to mean efficacy, in that the teachers become 

comfortable with their instructional practices and their 

students' responses to learning skills. These skills are 

practiced and tested often, giving the teacher a false sense 

of successful student learning. In the Saguaro study, the 

zone has two interpretations: a way to facilitate change or 

to maintain the status quo. Jane was reconciled with her 

pullout reading program, while Rachel viewed her changes in 

program as a time to feel free to experiment and vary a 

program. When the school district adopted the literature

based reading program, it became clear that the classroom 

teachers needed support from the reading teachers to help 

them move beyond their "comfort zone." Based on the data 

from two interviews (1990) with classroom teachers, it was 

clear that some classroom teachers were intimidated by the 

reading teachers and were apprehensive about their roles as 

classroom teachers in the new literature-based program. 

Each of the four reading teachers interacted differently 

with the classroom teachers. Judy had the commitment from 

two classroom teachers to work together as previously 

described. Rachel reached out to the classroom teachers in 
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an exciting theater arts program they knew would motivate 

their students. Jane attempted to involve the classroom 

teachers in the HOTS program through efforts at including 

class acti"ities while she continued to inform the classroom 

teachers of her program. Vera worked through staff 

development efforts at her school, attempting to change 

instruction through a change in the assessment policy. In 

addition, she participated in team teaching across her 

assigned grades. 

Changes in these support efforts were different at each 

school site. Three schools--all except Rachel's--regarded 

the Chapter One reading program as mandated from the outside, 

the district office, to the school for the classroom. 

Dilemmas 

The impact of the external and internal constraints and 

contradictions faced by teachers often led to dilemmas and 

quandaries that are unsolvable without a reform of the school 

organization and the school culture. Teachers' dilemmas have 

been addressed by researchers Cuban, (1988, 1992) and 

Darling-Hammond (1988). Staff development programs can help 

the process if the teachers as decision makers are encouraged 

to share their voices and make decisions based on collective 

beliefs reflecting the culture of the schools. 

Cuban (1992) further defines these conflicts as dilemmas 

because he regards the issue as moral decision making. The 

resolution of the dilemmas is crucial to establishing common 



ground among teachers. The dilemma, however, is further 

complicated by the notion of teachers' perceptions of 

themselves as teaching professionals and how teachers 

understand and manage problems (Lyons, 1990). 
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Institutional goals and teacher goals are often not the 

same (Lampert & Clark, 1990) further adding to the complexity 

of creating commonalties among staff at school sites. 

Overall, the reading teachers sought the support of the 

staff. There was a consensus among the reading teachers that 

the classroom teachers at their school sites did not quite 

understand "the nature of our [their] work." According to 

Vera, the classroom teachers perceive the reading teachers as 

having less "responsibility," while the reading teachers 

perceive themselves as having "as much work to do" with "a 

lot of stress." (Interview, 1991) Jane reacted to this 

dilemma by discontinuing collaborative efforts with the 

classroom teachers following an attempt to organize a staff 

meeting to inform them about her program. 

The reading teachers were further constrained ln their 

roles as change agents because they had no supervisory or 

administrative authority to require the disinterested 

teachers to participate in school-based staff development. 

Specifically, the reading teachers faced four dilemmas 

created by the program change. They were: (1) the district 

supported inclass models, although the reading teachers were 

told they could choose a model; (2) the principal held the 
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final vote on the program for a school, leaving the reading 

teacher will little say; (3) the district represented the 

reading teachers as change agents to implement a new program 

and provide staff development at their schools; however, the 

teachers had no authority to require the classroom teachers 

to participate; and (4) the new literature-based reading 

program encouraged a change ~n reading practices; yet, some 

reading and classroom teachers continued basal reader and 

skills-based instruction because of their theoretical beliefs 

in reading or their need to be better informed. 

S~a~ 

In this chapter, I described the process of educational 

change through the issues of teachers' constraints, 

contradictions, and dilemmas." Criteria for student 

selection, federal legislation, and standardized testing led 

to external constraints. The interpretation of the 

district's inclass program model, literature-based program 

adoption, team teaching, staff development, decision-making 

by principals, and site-based management at the schools all 

contributed to internal constraints. 

In Chapter 5 I present the conclusions, interpretations, 

and implications of my study. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS, INTERPRETATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

The purpose of the Saguaro study was to tell the story of 

four Chapter One elementary school reading teachers and their 

journey through the implementation of an inclass reading 

program. Ultimately these four teachers experienced changes 

in their roles as teachers at four different schools. 

Research in teachers' theoretical orientations, practices, 

and roles as well as my research design are presented in 

Chapter 1. In Chapter 2, I presented the four teachers' case 

studies as changes in reading teachers' roles, theme 1. In 

Chapter 3, I presented a discussion of teacher self-efficacy 

and school culture. In Chapter 4, I presented the across 

teacher findings as related to teacher constraints, 

contradictions, and dilemmas, theme 2. In this Chapter 5, I 

answer my research questions as presented in Chapter 1, 

discuss the conclusions and interpretations of my study, 

present a theoretical model of teacher change and provide 

implications for practice in schools and research related to 

schools. 

My research plan is a four teacher case study design. My 

research questions are: How does change in a Chapter One 

reading program impact the reading teachers' roles as both 

reading specialists and school staff members? Related 

questions are: What is the relationship between the change 

process as experienced by these teachers and the change 
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process as described in the literature? How are reading 

teachers affected by the constraints that are a part of 

change? I was a participant observer (Spradley, 1979) in the 

Saguaro study. I gathered my data from teacher interviews, 

staff development meetings, classroom observations, meeting 

observations, and documents. My method of data analysis 

followed the constant comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 

1967, Strauss & Corbin, 1990), whereby the data collection, 

analysis of data, and theory have a reciprocal relationship. 

Questions Revisited 

I address the first of my questions: How does change in a 

Chapter One reading program impact the reading teachers' 

roles as both reading specialists and school staff members? 

Teachers' roles for the four reading teachers were constantly 

changing although some programs (i.e. HOTS) with the addition 

of staff development remained mostly the same. As a reading 

specialist at her school, each reading teacher was requested 

by the district office to act as a change agent by 

implementing change in the reading program and providing 

staff development support for the classroom teachers. In 

addition, the reading teachers were to act as mentors in that 

they modeled teaching strategies and worked collaboratively 

with their assigned classroom teachers in inclass models. 

So, whether a reading teacher such as Vera or Judy changed 

her program dramatically from pullout to inclass models or a 

reading teacher, such as Rachel or Jane, continued her HOTS 
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program the expectations of the role of the reading 

specialist changed. This change was not always a successful 

program change. 

Change as Reading Specialist 

For Vera, new responsibilities included creating staff 

development opportunities at her school with the other 

teachers and parents, modeling strategies, collaborating and 

team teaching with classroom teachers, as well as assisting 

classroom teachers in the implementation of the literature

based reading program. The inclass model, however, was 

implemented with skepticism by the classroom teachers. Vera 

adapted her role as a reading teacher regardless of the 

opposition and became more collaborative in planning 

activities with interested teachers. Vera began to work on a 

team with the fifth grade teachers. 

For Jane, her new responsibilities as a mentor and staff 

developer revealed more of her cynicism and frustration. Her 

belief that pullout programs were more effective than inclass 

models as well as the classroom teachers' lack of support for 

inclass models, resulted in no real change in her program. 

Although the expectations of Jane's role changed, in practice 

her job as reading specialist remained the same. Her 

attempts at parent participation and staff development were 

unsuccessful. 
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For Judy, her support of the inclass model helped create 

opportunities for staff development and team teaching at her 

school. Her role as a mentor was enhanced and classroom 

teachers depended on her for mentorship and support in the 

implementation of the literature-based reading program. So, 

additional responsibilities included collaboration with the 

classroom teachers creating content-based instructional 

activities. 

For Rachel, her role as reading specialist continued ~n the 

HOTS program but the introduction of inclass models, 

mentoring, team teaching, and collaboration changed her role. 

The implementation of a new program allowed Rachel to reduce 

her pullout classes and become more involved with classroom 

teachers and students, regardless of their qualification for 

the Chapter One program. It was the change to a Schoolwide 

Chapter One Program and a university partnership staff 

development that allowed her to change her targeted student 

population. 

Change as a School Staff Member 

All four teachers were participatory ~n the district-led 

staff meetings promoting program change. They each returned 

to their schools as a reading specialist with a new plan to 

implement the inclass program with the classroom teachers. 

Rachel's school supported the change because it was related 

to staff goals. Her school had been involved in schoolwide 

decision making in a project involving a university-led 
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partnership (Educational & Community Change Project, 1990). 

The voices of the other three reading teachers, however, were 

quieted by the different goals of their schools expressed by 

the respective site-based teams and/or principal represented 

by the respective school cultures. These goals were created 

by school teams which represented the school culture of each 

school. The "school culture" refers to the collective 

beliefs, assumptions, and goals of the school including the 

teachers, administrators, parents, and students. 

The four reading teachers were regarded as special staff at 

their schools. Viewed as special staff, their job 

descriptions were more easily changed than those of the 

classroom teachers. The site-based teams at Jane's and 

Judy's schools decided to change the reading programs the 

year following the implementation of the district programs. 

Their two schools did not accept as a second order change 

(Cuban, 1988) the inclass program, staff development, or 

teacher collaboration. Instead, the needs of the students 

were addressed by school teams and resolved by the 

introduction of programs other than the Chapter One reading 

program. These decisions reflected the goals of the schools 

as different from the district office. The inclass and HOTS 

programs models were regarded as extra or superficial to the 

needs of the reading students at the two schools. At both 

schools, decisions based on priorities for instruction (for 

example, bilingual programs and early childhood grades) led 
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to the dissolution of the upper grade Chapter One reading 

program. The internal constraints at the schools (for 

example, controlled targeted student population, use of 

specific instructional materials, HOTS, limited time to 

schedule meetings, uninformed teachers, reading and 

classroom, and standardized test taking) led to difficulties 

in creating inclass models and team teaching. 

The notion of school culture as the most important variable 

in program change is a constructivist notion and relates to 

constructivist teacher decision making and horizontal 

planning (Conley, 1991) during staff development. It depends 

on the belief that each school has a context of uniqueness 

which is framed by the decision makers at the school. These 

decision makers include the teachers, administrators, 

parents, and students. All the decision makers should have 

an opportunity to be heard. Driven by their beliefs and 

practices they create school goals as researchers have found 

to happen with individual teachers (Anders & Richardson, 

1991). These goals are based on how the decision makers 

cognitively construct how a school works. A program is 

merely an artifact of this culture to be adapted according to 

the specific needs of the students and the goals decided by 

the school decision makers. 

My second question is: What is the relationship between the 

change process as experienced by these teachers and the 

change process as described in the literature? I reviewed 
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the literature on teacher change in three ways: (1) through 

beliefs, practices, and roles held by teachers. (2) through 

the effects of a staff development enhancing teacher efficacy 

(Fuller & Brown, 1975; Fullan & Steigelbauer, 1991; 

Ohlhausen, Meyerson, and Sexton, 1992, Rosenholtz, 1989); and 

(3)through studies related to school culture (Cooper & 

Conley, 1991; Cuban, 1988; Heckman, 1993; Nias, Southworth, & 

Campbell, 1992). The first two literature reviews relate to 

the research on teacher change as theoretical and practical 

(Anders & Richardson, 1992) and teacher constraints and 

dilemmas (Darling-Hammond, 1988). 

My study describes the experiences of four reading teachers 

in a district-led staff development in which the reading 

teachers were considered by the district office to have high 

efficacy, to be in agreement with the beliefs of inclass 

programs, and to be able to create and support a program 

change at their schools. Their roles as change agents were 

determined by the district office. However, the school 

culture as school support at each of the schools, often 

fostered constraints and dilemmas. The reading program was 

discontinued at Jane's and Judy's schools. Partial 

adaptation occurred at Vera's school, and the most meaningful 

adaptation of inclass model occurred at Rachel's school. 

Although the inclass model enhanced her role with the 
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classroom teachers and students, the change limited Rachel's 

role in the HOTS program. 

The intention of the staff development by the reading 

teachers at the schools was to encourage classroom teacher 

participation; however, the staff development was usually 

unsupported and ineffective. So, the notion of self

efficacy, teacher beliefs and constructivist models of 

decision making all played a part in the success or failure 

of the program implementation. Only at Rachel's school where 

the decision making was a constructivist process did the 

teachers, administrators, parents, and students confront the 

external and internal constraints and adapt the program to 

match their goals. The focus was not on the program but 

rather on their goals, an expression of their school culture 

and reflected in their programs. 

Finally, I address the third question: How are the reading 

teachers affected by the constraints as part of the change? 

In my study constraints and contradictions of federal and 

local mandates contributed to the creation of dilemmas for 

the reading teachers at their schools. The reading teachers 

were required to participate in a district-led staff 

development; ostensibly, to select a new program model. This 

was not the reality. The principals had the final say and 

the district office encouraged the inclass model. The 

reading teachers, therefore, were participating in a 



decision-making process but were unable to make real 

decisions. 
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The new district program required teacher collaboration, 

team teaching, and staff development at their schools; yet, 

many classroom teachers did not participate. The reading 

teachers were asked to implement inclass models; yet, they 

were mandated to teach only selected students. They were 

required to help teach the literature-based reading program; 

yet, their performance was evaluated by their students' 

scores on standardized tests which were skills-based. From 

the beginning the reading teachers were confronted with 

contradictions of beliefs and practices. Jane preferred the 

traditional pullout model, not the HOTS program. Judy used 

an eclectic approach and maintained some pullouts; Vera was 

involved in the inclass model with some pullouts; and Rachel 

became more involved with inclass activities while reducing 

her HOTS program schedule. 

Interpretation of Efficacy and School Culture 

This study gives many insights regarding the relationship 

of teacher self efficacy and school culture. Further, the 

study offers support for the notion of shared or common 

school goals as important for an "effective school" 

(Rosenholtz, 1989). In fact the major conclusion I draw from 

the findings in my study suggests it is the relationship of 

teacher as self and teacher as staff member that develops 
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into a shared sense of efficacy, in a socio-cultural frame, 

resulting in a school culture that creates systems of 

organization and curriculum at schools. In other words, in 

the Saguaro district the decision to adopt the literature

based reading program did not necessarily mean the old 

reading methodology changed. For example, in some classrooms 

the new reading program continued to be taught as a basal 

reader series. The shared approach to decision making at 

schools by committees of teachers, administrators, parents, 

and students reflects what Heckman (1993) refers to as a 

"shared-cognitive structure," or collective beliefs. These 

can be seen as structures described as "symbolic 

interactions," or collective practices (Heckman) by the 

decision makers at schools. 

In a constructivist notion, belief systems need to be 

questioned in order for change to occur in organizational 

systems set up at schools. These belief systems, however, 

are not individual, but shared among the decision makers at 

the school. If beliefs are not questioned or explored, then 

program implementation might look more like a maintenance of 

the status quo rather than a change process. The maintenance 

of the status quo can also be a decision made by the 

teachers, administrators, parents, and students. That 

decision would reflect no change at all. Initially this 

situation occurred at Jane's school. 
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In sum, a program implementation may take three routes: 

(1) the program may be implemented at a school and followed by 

the teachers according to the guidelines of the publisher; 

(2)a program may be adapted at a school but adapted in a way 

that resembles the old program, so that there is no real 

change; and (3)a program may be rebuilt to suit the needs of 

the students as cognitively viewed by the decision makers. 

The third way to implement a program is closely related to 

second order change (Cuban, 1988) discussed earlier. 

The reading teachers I roles do not necessarily change, 

unless the reading teachers I attempts as change agents are 

based on their own beliefs. Further, change is not effective 

if it does not influence the organizational systems at the 

school; rather, it may continue to maintain the status quo. 

Finally, it cannot be assumed that status quo was maintained 

at either Jane's or Judy's schools because new teaching 

positions were created after their positions were dissolved. 

Indeed, the site-based teams reflected the school culture and 

guided the decision for change. Jane's or Judy's views did 

not represent the views of their respective school cultures. 

It is important to realize that there is a difference 

between school culture (Heckman, 1993) and shared goals as 

suggested by Rosenholtz (1989). To have common or shared 

goals is merely to decide together and make decisions 

together, perhaps with compromises resulting in voting or 

making decisions by consensus. This view is more socio-
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efficient than it is socio-cultural because beliefs are not 

usually discussed although programs are discussed at a 

superficial level. For example, decisions made by site-based 

teams at two of the four schools in this study, Jane's and 

Judy's schools. Both reading teachers found their programs 

discontinued. Neither was involved in the decision making or 

understood the philosophy. The reading teachers were 

regarded outside of the decision because of their positions 

as reading teachers from the district. 

The HOTS program at Rachel's school continued but her role 

in it was diminished. However, her role as a reading teacher 

expanded and broadened, so that she said, "Who I am is 

changing drastically. II The school culture represented 

through the discussion of beliefs, assumptions, and purpose 

redesigned her role as a reading teacher. The school culture 

was changing and therefore the daily schedules, classroom 

organization, and curriculum were changing also. At Rachel's 

school, the inclass model was supported by the changing 

school culture. 

Often external mandates, including implementation of 

programs directed by the district office, create internal 

tensions at schools. Yet the school culture can impact the 

implementation and in effect reduce the tension. For 

example, if the roles of the classroom teachers and reading 

teachers at the schools are created by the participants, the 
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inclusion of team teaching and collaboration is part of the 

larger ongoing process at the school. 

Theory Created 

Grounded theory emerged from data through a constant 

comparative methodology. MY theory describes teacher change 

as initiated by external and internal mandates of program 

change, yet realized through the influence of a specific 

school culture. The reality of the change is dependent on 

the beliefs driving the systems of the school. Although it 

is the culture of the school that can restrict change 

(Heckman, 1993), it is the sharing of ideas, collaboration of 

knowledge, and group interaction that can protect teachers 

from other constraints (for example, student selection, 

curriculum, testing). Within a group of decision makers, 

teachers are no longer isolated if they are part of the 

school culture. The school culture, then, protects teachers 

from isolation; yet if the culture remains unchanged, it 

continues to maintain the status quo. 

As seen below in Figure 2, external mandates enter schools 

and are interpreted by the decision makers who represent the 

beliefs of the school culture. Other mandates are introduced 

from within the schools as internal mandates. Most mandates 

create a need for change, perhaps program change. If change 

is created and supported by the school culture, a staff 

development can be initiated which will enhance teacher 



change and allow for the support of teacher efficacy (see 

Figure 2). 

external mandates 
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Figure 2. School culture as a support of teacher change. 

Often the culture of the school is ignored and a new 

program is implemented which looks different but really 

continue the old ways of doing things. Not only are 

traditional means of implementing programs in schools still 

being used, but the rhetoric of school restructuring has been 

added. There are alternatives to the old "tried and true" 

methods of program implementation by teachers (Little, 1990). 

Reflection is one alternative strategy to the traditional way 

of implementing programs. Reflecting and dialoguing give the 

decision makers an opportunity to discuss and adapt change 

more effectively. Vera called for reflective time slots for 
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teachers at the school to assess and evaluate what they were 

doing and more importantly, why they were doing it. Vera, 

however, is offended by the arrogance of expert outsiders 

reflecting on her system and she discourages these 

opportunities. A possible alternative is to plan meaningful 

discussions and embrace other viewpoints. This is possible 

if the teachers are regarded are professionals and the so-

called experts can support their own notions based on 

experiences common with the teachers (Schon, 1983). In sum, 

schools need to create their own change as a constructivist 

process by recreating their culture . . 
Implications for Practice and Research 

Although the Saguaro study represents only four reading 

teachers at four different schools there is information from 

its conclusions that can be helpful both for practice and for 

further research. 

Practice 

Community school districts operate the schools within their 

boundaries and are viewed as external to the schools. It is 

important to realize that a program supported by the district 

has little chance of becoming part of a school if the school 

has not made adaptive changes within the program. Reading 

teachers also are usually viewed by a school staff as outside 

the school. In this regard the reading teachers may be 

perceived as representatives of the district office. The 

reading teachers although federally funded~ need to be viewed 
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as part of the schools in which they teach. There are 

several ways for change to occur in schools: (1) ongoing 

staff development, (2) core group collaboration, (3) 

mentorship programs within schools, and (4) interdisciplinary 

instruction. 

All the members of a school--the teachers, administrators, 

parents, and students--need to take part in decisions for 

meaningful change in restructuring efforts. Decision making 

sessions should grow out of ongoing staff development during 

which the members have opportunities to discuss beliefs and 

assumptions about what they do at schools. These sessions 

could be held as whole group sessions but if the numbers are 

large, smaller collaborative groups could be formed. 

Scheduling time needs to be addressed by the facilitators, 

administrators and district personnel. 

Core groups of school members with similar interests should 

work together to talk about their views and needs. A 

carefully planned agenda should address the topics from the 

larger ongoing staff development group or the group could 

create their own agenda. Projects could provide workable 

attempts at school change. Reports to the larger group 

should be shared and discussed further. 

A mentorship program is one way to facilitate team 

teaching. A mentorship relationship need not place an 

experienced teacher with a novice teacher, but rather 

teachers who can work together and learn together while 
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creating curriculum appropriate for their students. These 

partnerships need to be non-threatening and might explore 

teaching strategies through discussions of video-taped 

practices. The shared time could provide an opportunity for 

reflective discussion of practices. 

Interdisciplinary instruction addressing reading and 

writing as processes within content areas would help change 

the notion of reading as a separate subject. If reading is 

viewed as a process, the notion of evaluation by standardized 

skills-based tests might begin to change. strategies of 

learning need to be emphasized and reading skills de

emphasized. In order to develop these changes, teachers need 

to discuss their beliefs and assumptions about their work. 

Teachers as a group need to support their professionalism by 

being responsible professionals. One way is to work together 

with the other professionals at school and within support 

groups to help lessen isolation. 

In sum, if the administrators and district personnel act as 

facilitators and the reading and classroom teachers are the 

decision makers for programs at their schools, it is most 

important for the teachers to be well-informed and 

responsible, and to participate in ongoing staff development 

and professional organizations. 

Research 

Researchers need to recognize that schools are communities 

of people working together. These school communities each 
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have a culture and that culture needs to be addressed in 

research studies. Although individual teacher beliefs and 

practices are important to describe change, the group school 

culture gives a broader and more powerful view of a school. 

Individual teachers' beliefs interact and the tensions 

created by that interaction influences the success of a 

program. So, it is not enough to describe one teacher's 

implementation of a program at her school; it is important to 

describe all the teachers at the school as they implement a 

program. At the same time teachers need to be researchers 

involved in these studies as they share their experiences 

with their colleagues. 

My study did not include students' work and did not 

document how students related alternative instruction to the 

Chapter One program. Therefore, some further questions for 

research include: If teachers begin to collaborate, will 

students begin to collaborate if given the opportunity? will 

the students be intimidated by other students or motivated 

and supported? The question related to reading is: If 

reading is presented as a process, will it be more 

successfully integrated with content areas? will cognitive 

strategies become an integral part of content-area 

instruction if reading is presented as a process? How will 

writing support reading in content areas? Finally, does 

collaborative school-wide decision making expand teachers' 

influence on both supervisors and colleagues? 
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In regard to testing, students are evaluated by 

standardized tests as criteria for placement in Chapter One 

programs. If members of decision-making teams at schools 

evaluate their students in more meaningful ways, for example, 

portfolio assessment, the challenge remains to convince the 

federal agencies to change tools for evaluation. Teachers 

may then be able to implement programs without the 

constraints of some federal mandates (Bean & Eichelberger, 

1987, Fagan, 1991). 

Presently, more descriptive studies of Chapter One programs 

are needed. Some results in a recent federally funded study 

show that schools ln Chapter One Schoolwide Projects have 

more flexibility and make more change in successfully 

restructuring their schools (Knapp, Shields, & Turnbull, 

1992). Both new methods of evaluations and more descriptive 

studies of Schoolwide Projects are a challenge to 

researchers. 
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SAMPLES OF INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

Interviews with Classroom Teachers 

1. Did your reading program change this year? Could you 
describe the change? 
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2. What goes on during the reading time with the Chapter One 
teacher? 

probe: How would you describe her role? 

3. Do you plan together? How often? 
probe: How does the program relate to your reading 

methodology and teaching strategies? 

4. How does this affect the low achievers? 

5. What are your expectations? 

6. Do you see an effect across the curriculum? 

Initial Open-ended Interviews with Reading Teachers 

Interviewer: Tell me about the staff development and how it 

affected you professionally? At your school? 

Retrospectiye Semi-Structured Interviews with Four Reading 

Teachers 

Try to think back to the original staff meetings in Fall 

1989. Consider how those meetings influenced you in the 

following three areas. You do not have to stay within these 

areas. In other words, how did those meetings impact you as 

a reading teacher in Chapter One? 

I. Role as Chapter One Teacher (related to role) 

II. Instruction (related to practice) 

III. Decision making (related to theory) 
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APPENDIX B 

THEMES 

Theme 1: Changes in Teachers' Roles 

Category: Teacher Roles in Chapter One 
Properties include: reading programs, remedial reading 

programs, and teacher roles. 

Category: Teacher Responsibilities/Involvements 
Properties include: job descriptions of either the 

Chapter One or classroom teacher. 

Category: Personal and Professional 
Properties include: statements relating to "change" In 

personal and professional lives of Chapter One teachers. 

Theme 2: Teachers' Constraints, Contradictions and 
Dilemmas 

Category: Teacher Perceptions of Staff Development 
Properties include: teachers as providers or recipients 

of staff development. 

Category: Proarams 
Properties include: decisions by teachers, 

administrators, district office, state, or federal government 
about district programs, and decisions about the purpose or 
mlSSlon of the programs at the schools. 

Category: Instruction 
Properties include: the instruction and assessment plan 

of past, present, and suggested programs. 

Category: Support Systems 
Properties include: staff support within the schools 

and district level support. 
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