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. p*oblem areas, and *ncorpora*lnq .activities to help school staffs:
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change with the "real world" ccnct aints that the project
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The Northwest Reading Consortium hﬁc»be en a three year school improvement
s project funded bnder the Reseanch and Dux lopment Program, Natiocnal !
.+~ Institute of Educatioen.

)

) . 4 ‘ .

4 v

Four linkers, one each in Alaska,-ldaho, Qreben‘nna WasblngLen workad .
with 7 - 10 local schools per stare\in improvement of 1cad1ng ingtruction.
The linkers were howsed in an intermediate agency in the state,Nthe major
contractor for the NRC was the Washington State DQpaltanL Superlnnengent
bf Public Instruction. A subcontract for development of a knowladge basé and
technical assistance was held by the Northwest Regional LJucatlonal |
Laboratery (Portland, Qregon)

3
.

4

¥
. N s

LS
The NRC was oripidally formed by the Right to Read Directors of the

rour states.  The design of the project provided lor interface with
‘vach state'd Right te Read program and the*state R2R Planning and
svssment Handbook provided the basic model of problem-solying used

. \u,th local wchools. One goal of the R4R Direcrors was the further elucidatien

*

-

of th& RZR model. Thig paper discusses some of the learnings generated

through NRC expericnces in the use of this mqg_;f”n instructional improve-
ment efforts., PR ‘ y
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“familiar with, and supyortﬁveocf, the model. - '
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I\HE USE OF THE MIGHT TO RIZX\D\}I{)D.}?L FOR l.\‘SlgiICT}‘OI{f\L IMPROVIMENT
u',-\‘ » !“.
? \ ’

a

{ ?} i :9 ‘\ . ' -
N ?he primary goal'ﬁﬁ the Northwest Réhﬂipg»Cansérrium bas been to aid,

insiructional fopt ovement vffnrts in reading at lécal schools via ]jnkd&L

with i“\rarch and development outcomes:  The project, qriginally fdrmed.by

the r*ala JRight to Read direcror from‘Alaska‘ Idaho, Oregon and Washingten,
g B > » g

*

used the Rignn te Read x}annlng and Asscsxmﬁnu Hawdbook as the vehicle for

-
~

working with local schools sceking to improve r

.

-

eading instructidﬂ .

;he gfoup problem- ROIVin anproach delineated by the Right to Read

o

manual 1wf3uonced the philosophical orientatian ‘of the NRG. Disxricts
‘ *

r - *
»

selectad to participate in the pragect had pFeviously been involved in Lhe

3 *

i‘

efore prcject schools were at least someyhat

l

Right to Read cffort and ther

A study of adoptions by NRC-sites, correlated with analysis of the

Y

.

5 . . N ~ :
auecision—maxing process used by each slte, showed that SltGS which -adhered to

»
*

a prablem—sclv ing moael were more lake]} to adopg{R&D ouLCﬁan as ¢01u7§0ns

B

fnr the problems.  For other sites, acwever the \RZ2R model was not us
¥ m

=

<on'1xxnnt1y; in many cases bccauoe the RZR handbook was appa*cntly};pap prop-

¢
riate for their nevds. At a few sites, data from NRC chegkpoints sbpwed
: A

+ ' N

little use wf any fnrnm1 problci- -solving model. . :

N
- .

!
To cxprct th model for decisiansmaking_to meet the needs Of,ﬁl] schools

»

is uarecalistic. As Moore and Arends point out in the Belmont Cnnferenccf

»

, 19?!), no change strategy 3r prcb]vm—soifing process

has been proven by rescarch to lead to connistent benefits. Thg RZR handbook

,
Is dirccted towurd particular fypes of propranm {ERQSQ* School pro?]ems which

, 2
are of great magnitude, severity and political meact are hov nd the scope’
r N ' ‘

of the RZR model; rvlntlvv}y minor instruct ional ampxavemant o[furt& may he

1mpvdpd hy the steps in the R2R process. s ; D%
\ . b
/ f; : ; .
. ' ¢ — ' . .
/ A !
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The Tearnings Lencrathd by these variations fn use Of ‘the R2R ;m)de_}
» ) \ * ~ >

K EY

»

fulfilied a séerond roal of the NRGC:  The further P]UljdatiOQ of the mndel.
— . . R N N . - 1
) The, Yojeet 1’3t~§1gr) supported o ¥

pperted o develophenral Qﬂianaliun)uhjcﬁ 1@6,
© . .‘ !\ \
te nodificarion and refincmtnt of {hL R2R prob]gm~solv ing

over a -
three-year perilod,

. 3
professy, Expor{axinn around utiliaax:nn of rcsuarch

i

comes, the* Tength of t tme }*n}“rs wure $ovollved w{th sitesiand formal

and deve}owment out-

»
B
>

. vlinker Lruining inIEv ‘needs the developmental nature of the project.
. .

As a result of project: cyp*riEﬂces, R2R

R %

meet monitoriag needs of the prajécg, adanted to 1nd1vadual ngeds of local

-
procuedures ‘were expanded ro

~

sites and modified to eet needs of 'secondary schools.

»

The use of diagnostic

t
A » o= ) » a 9
tools, the Incorporation of erganizational development strategies; the

2
-

-~ . ’ T .
identifi\ntion af the Jmpqrtan;e of clarifying educational values and role -

L 4

percepiions represent areas in which the RZR mmdel was supplemented.

« X
* AR >

T The concentkated use of the RER Planning and Assessment Pandbcck as the
3

-
»

:)~ oodel {or. group problice - solving activities rel

ated to improvement of reading

s

R fastruction supgested dis t(llun’ foer the development of a @oru flex1?le set

i
~of puidelines nnxut)xu:ny the structure and philosophy of the .Right to Read

-

~ mamal.  Such pnxdn]*n s would also be applicable to improvement efforts in
v ‘.‘ N ! ) b
- vther basic skill arcas.
* _ )
The RIR model i« gssentially an application of a Planning, Pragrémming,
. Budyeting Systvm (PPnS » 1L Js designed to facilitate use of the knowledge
_ N ' ) . ‘ . “»
{data) and procenues necesydry for what Corrigan calls "predictable education
- ranaconent” (A System Approach for Education, 1969). According to Corrigan,
v Yy
- the poal of such g v yotem approach ro education is the assurance of: v
- e . . Total abjrerivity in decision making . !
- ‘ be Total interaal- eungistency between successive action gommitments
. . Tetal control for sensing, evaluaring and correcting sybtem
] operations (p.19) -

-
— b

f) Extensive use of the #2R maded by the NRG neneratad evidence that it did nor

»
>

O z
_ERIC :

.
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T -
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A : addreas hudpet fusues

¢

-
-

potnible (o miintadn o systems approach caphasds on objectivity and control.

» N

The Right to Read mnnnel, categorized as a praEﬁvm—snlY}ng model, do&s
— . L Qa - : - - .
address three essential questions which Schmuck, et. al. suggest must be
J answered, for effective pro‘b}z-mjsplving: X o . ‘
= 3 J AN .
I ‘- 1. VWhere are we now? ° , K : B
;—] 2. Vhere do we want to be? i ‘ oo ,
i 3. How can we get there? . \ -
.“ ” & N o
=] - (Schmuck Runkel, Arends and Arends. Second Handbook
] of Orgglxzational Develepment in Scheools. 1977)
- N v . » N
- Certainly the R2R Planning and Assessment Handbook provides the tools for
— . answering these key questions with the glar%ty i%d objectivity espoused by
.W " a PPBS system; the model is highly systewatic and rational. When solutions
-i ) ) . : , [ \. L.
! . to a school problem can be identified primarily fhrough the collegction and
h: . i . ' - .
I B analysis of data, the RZR wodel is effective. Many school problems are,
-1 ~ hewever, wore complex and multi-faceted than’ suggested by system approathes;
H:‘:) certainly the human aspect is'more complex.
By .
"& key isgue is the degreesto Which the rational problem-solving |
— paradigm...lis pertinent to school improvement. In light:of the
—_ . ) £ap between tenets of the rational paradigm and the behavior of
v people in schools as they define and deal with their day-to-day
— reality, it seecms critical thaﬁ’(llnklng approaches) be invest-
\ igated that build more closely on the way efifective school-based
- peaple actually do solve educational problems, rather than on
] " pormative ideas about how problems should be .selved." (Moore, -
_ Relmont Conference Report, 1977. p.17) .
-— : - .
- An early attempt by KRC personnel to summarize learnings about the use’
“of the R2R process resulted in the idnntification of sevoral basic discrep-
ancics hetween ashampt ions made by the RZR model and the behavior of people
l " in schonls. The g{»r\wral‘tnnrlusi‘cn drawn at that time (July, 1977) was

,that the reasons envisioned by RZR for participation are frequently not?

F 4 . [y
those held by the schoi‘ School-basod reasons scemed to be more related

*

'.!:) to sacio/palitical

7

{or eronomic) factors than to commitmont to instructional

*

EanY

7 | 3

a » . )
as thoroughly as might be e¢xpegted, nor was it totally

3
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" ‘The nece331Ly for lncludlng processes that permit exploration of the varying .

¥

- ’ . .

v *

fmprovement. Further analysis of experiences with schools over the .

cduration of the project indicated Chat the issucs were far more complex

o

- than had been identified initislly. Factors such as awareness, readiness

v
H
\ v

and the match between schoal needs and th&;aséirtance being provided all» :

impact»an schodﬁ improvement efforts. v - -

2 A

Although Ehe work dene at that edrly meeting-was somewhat unfocused,

it provided a starting point for the emergence of one-of the major
. ‘ w’
learnings of the NRC -- the importagieyof the role of philosophies and

values in instrucrional improvement efforts,
"Decision-making of any kind...is difficult when those involved,
held different values about the purposes of education and the
.+ ways Of“SGhOOllng It is all the wore difficult when organ12~
ation meumbers are unaware of these differences and their .
influence on the way in which collabprative grork is carried
- - out." ($Schmuck, Runkel, Arends and Arends, 1977, p.352)

», ‘ ~

.

educatlcnal values that may suriound the problem—solv1ng process is a

recommendation that comes out clearly in NRG sumnaries of. learnings.  These
learnings suggest that philosophical variations may occur within at least
¢ .

- -

three arcas im instructional improvement efforts:
| - \ ;
"& FPragedures for improving instructional programs
. Characteris&'cs of an optimum instructional prmgram

that so-called rational gesigns for problem-solving cannot be considered
a -
' -

"value-neutral.” He pofnts out that those.who advocate that schools get

invelved in ratiomnal problem-solving processes "are advocating a specific

change in the way a school, school community or school district makes

?

decxsxens (and that) that may or may nnt have benef1c1al effects far th§se

client system.”" A particular problem~solv1ng model may 1n itself be an

E4

innovation for a school —- a “solution" to a "problem” at least to those
. hY *

- »

~
-
- 8
. >
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‘efforts have led to the generalikation that group problem-solving is a
2 PP ying

v
»

vho pbi‘onwphirﬂ]ly\SQpport that type of approach. The fmplications of
. s , » v
. .
introdncing a type of Jdeciston-making than may, at Jeast Inftfally, impede

.

" the instructional Improvement efforts of a particular school that, has

“

- N \ A »> *
previously made effective changes via some ogher approach need to be

carefully considered.’
)Q*‘ x A
NRC experiences with schools involved in instructional improvement

LI

»

Eomp?eg process which must be used flgkibly and adaptively. School problems

and, - therefore, improvement efforts are wmulti-dimensionsal in nature. There

is a need for processes that permit:

N o : \ S
. Yy
\ e Analysis of both cognitive and affective aspects of the problem,

e ‘Consideration of the several s Gocdal-psychological levels at
which the problem exists, and

e Recogpnition thar a multi- determlned problem may require multiple
solutions o -

(Schmuck, et. al., 1977) ~" . oo

» S

> . * ‘ *

-If the Right to Read model is: supplemented with\sﬁch processes, then findings

F
A

i » R N ¥ . N} ) L
of the NRC suggest that it xan be an effective mechanism for exploring

»

» . i . . . ¢

\‘ . . - \ ] » . ) : . ‘ .
resgerch and developwent outcomes as a basisNfor instructional improven®ag.
€ poe ‘ P
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Checkpoint
Checkpoint

Checkpoint

" Checkpoint

Chec%pcint

3

Checkpoint

AY

Checkpoint

¥

Checkpaint

Chreckpdint

Checkp®int

.

_Checkpoint

Ch@é&paﬁnt

All checkpoints
Instructional lwprovement”

J

-
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APFENDIX A

»t ) .

Checkpoints for Northwest Reading Consortium

Y
v

o

ot

“e

o

()

D Hahagemant\activitiés {monitoring installation)

" Evaluating

N

(Dacumentation points - each site) ,

'} *

Splection and commitment of site

*

.

Orpanization of building task foxce

r
[y

Initiation of gask force‘meetiﬁgk and determination of
varget group ' :
Completion of assessment procedure .
' . . v
Froblem identificatioﬁ completed; statement of critical,
briorities N o ! B L

~
. - ~
¥

DeveLppment of sire-specific prob]em statemen& and estab-
lishing ‘of goals and objectives

A . R N

-

Research and Development Outcomes reviewed; statement of

unresolved needs: . -

Completiof of implementation planning

.
-}

Installarion of R & B outcomes

L.

B
-

LY

Monitoring implementation progress P

program improvements

»

joclude related RyR charts and a "Climate for

survey.

’

-~

10



-

<
w
ra

APPENDIX B

An early attempt by NRC perscnnel to summarize learnings about

P ~
]

the use of the R2R process generated the fcllowing-list of discrepanties

between assumptions inltially held about the use of this procecs and ‘ '

-

alternative observations of behaviors of peopg in some schools.

»

-

L3
~

. . . . .
. K :
Y ~ N / - k4
N

-

fa

R2R - ‘ : «_"Real World"
a. The schuol/district has a real need - | 1. Statisdtical evidence of academic
; and ¢ommitment to strengthen the deficiency is needsd to demonstrate
reading program. ) to funding agencies that there is a
) ' reason for ‘receiving MONEY.
. » > J N L ) ) ‘ » ‘

b.  All scheol personne} have the desire 2. Becoming a "R2R District" is a way
and motivation™ Lo improve the readlng . to keep up with other districts.
program., . T '

There is sufficient payeff for teachers | 3. The community is putting pressure on
that they want to be involved. - the district; this is a way to show
: ' : : . responsiveness.
* y‘:r; N
N d. All Personnel support this (R2R). 4. The R2R movement is just like 'all
» process for wmaking changes. ‘ the other federal prograws;™ it is
o a waste of time because it won't

: make any difference. )

e. Teachers vicew themselves as developetrs | 5. Curriculum development is the
of. curriculum. ) responsibility of admiffistrators.

£.  The Tark Furce has access to all _ 6. Commitment to reading and instruc-—
necessary information and has the - tional improvement is real, but the
knowledge and skills needed for . process used to reach goals does
implementing change. . ' does not resemble the RZR model.

g- The Task Forfe has both decision making
skill and decision making power. ’

h.  The RZR director for the distngt‘has 7. The R2R director for the district
time, power and support to ''carry the is frequently "powerless.”
b;l]lu” N A

- .
’ ) (NRC Staff meeting, Issaquah, July 1977)
-~ “~
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